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Abstract 
 

Past research has consistently shown that younger employees suffer from more stress and burn-out than 

their older counterparts. However, no clear explanation for this relation has been given. This study 

examined three factors that could act as mediators and thus explain the negative relation between age, 

stress and burn-out: role ambiguity, job insecurity and coping. A cross sectional study was conducted 

using employees from three different companies who participated by filling out a survey. Results showed 

that both role ambiguity and problem focused coping mediated the relation between age and burn-out, 

while no relation was found between age and stress. It is suggested that employees from all ages suffer 

from the same amount of stress, but younger employees are less equipped, through more role ambiguity 

and less problem focused coping, to deal with stress which ultimately leads to burn-out. By identifying 

these mediating processes and explanations in the relation between age and burn-out, specific 

interventions and training can be developed that more effectively prevents, reduces or manages stress and 

burn-out for targeted groups. Together with the implications, the limitations of the current study are 

discussed and suggestions for future research are made. 
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Introduction 
 

Probably all people endure stress at some point in their work, whether they just started working 

or have been on the job for years. Every type of work in any field has specific characteristics that either 

stimulate stress or prevent and manage it. Through the years various different models have been 

postulated to explain the occurrence of stress. Models that try to pinpoint the origin or aspects of a job 

that create these negative feelings are for example the Person/Environment-Fit model, the Job Demand-

Control model, the Reward-Imbalance model and the Job Demands-Resources model (for an overview 

see de Jonge, le Blanc & Schaufeli, 2013). These models try to explain how certain work characteristics 

affect stress. These models have in common that they try to explain stress for the working population as a 

whole. However, young and old employees are not alike. They are in different life stages, struggle with 

different problems and might have different views on what they perceive as stressful or not (Folkman, 

Lazarus, Pimley & Novacek, 1987). Indeed, research has consistently shown that there is a difference in 

stress among employees of different ages. A negative relation has been found between age, stress and 

burn-out (Schaufeli & Enzmann, 1998; Maslach, Schaufeli & Leiter, 2001), where younger employees 

seem to report higher levels of stress and burn-out than their older counterparts. However, no clear 

explanation has been given as to why this negative relation between age, stress and burn-out exist. In this 

study, I examine what factors can explain this relationship. 

The aim of the current study is to identify how the relation between age, stress and burn-out can 

be explained. Current research does not provide an accurate explanation as to why this relationship is 

present. To my best knowledge, most of the literature available does report the correlation between age, 

stress and burn-out, but only reports age as a control variable (Schalk & van Veldhoven, 2010). The 

problem with most of the current stress models is that they use a fixed set of work characteristics to 

predict work stress for every employee and neglect the role that age may play. They fail to distinguish 

between employees of different ages who may perceive certain work characteristics differently. Hence, 

these fixed models do not identify stress inducing characteristics for different ages and can’t explain the 

relation between age, stress and burn-out.  
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   Since there isn’t a clear explanation proposed in recent literature, the relation between age, stress 

and burn-out does warrant a closer look. For instance, younger employees might endure more stress and 

burn-out symptoms because of less work experience, and thus experience more ambiguity about their 

work roles. A better understanding of why employees of different ages vary in their level of stress and 

burn-out may help to combat these negative outcomes by targeted interventions. A predictive stress 

model that encompasses age, not as a control variable but as an integrated part of the model, can more 

accurately predict work stress for specific groups of employees. A more accurate view of stressors for 

specific age groups may facilitate the development of specific treatment and programs for these groups. 

 In the present study, I examine three factors, role ambiguity, job insecurity and coping that could 

explain the negative relation between age, stress and burn-out. 

 Stress 

 

 Back in 1966, Lazarus offered the following definition of stress: “Stress occurs when an individual 

perceives that the demands of an external situation are beyond his or her perceived ability to cope with them” (Lazarus, 

1966). Since then many different definitions of stress have been used in literature, but Lazarus’ description 

is still widely accepted and used today. At home or at work, certain demanding circumstances can arise 

(stressors) which may result in negative outcomes (strain) such as panic or headaches. Diehl & Hay (2010) 

showed that daily stress has different outcomes for different groups and these outcomes can differ in 

intensity. Kelly McGonigal, Psychologist at the Stanford University, said during her Ted Talk “How to 

make stress your friend” that stress can even work in positive ways and result in better performance. 

However, there seems hardly any literature that supports her assumptions. In the situation that stress gets 

more serious and pervasive, it will provoke negative symptoms and outcomes. Stress is associated with 

fear, psychosomatic illness and emotional problems (Caughey, 1996; Zastrow; 1984). Prolonged and 

chronic stress eventually may result in a burn-out. A burn-out hinders and prevents an employee to 

perform his job successfully and full recovery might not even occur (Lloyd et al, 2002). 
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Burn-out 

 

Maslach et al. (2001) defined burn-out as a “Prolonged response to chronic and interpersonal stressors on the 

job” (p.397). Maslach and her colleagues differentiated burn-out into three different dimensions: 

Exhaustion, depersonalization and inefficacy. Emotional exhaustion is the central and most obvious 

dimension of burn-out. Emotional exhaustion occurs when a person feels overwhelmed by the emotional 

demands imposed by other people. People feel drained and lack energy while there is no source of 

replenishment (Maslach, 1982). Depersonalization refers to the detachment that occurs as a result of 

emotional exhaustion, where emotional distance is placed between oneself and the people whose needs 

and demands are too overwhelming. Inefficacy refers to the feeling of reduced personal accomplishment. 

Through the years many different instruments were developed to measure burn-out. The first instrument, 

the Maslach Burn-out Inventory (MBI), was focused exclusively on the human services (Kristensen, 

Borritz, Villadsen & Kristensen (2005). As a response the MBI-GS was developed in 1996, which 

expanded the use of the original MBI and could be applied to any occupational context (Schaufeli & Taris, 

2005). The MBI-GS is currently the most used measurement of burn-out. In this measurement, a more 

practical definition of burn-out is also given as “a work related phenomenon consisting of at least two dimensions 

(fatigue and withdrawal, perhaps supplemented with lack of efficacy) that can be measured generally or specifically” 

(Schaufeli & Taris, 2005, p. 261). Because burn-out is an obvious defining negative consequence of 

prolonged stress in most scientific literature, it is used as a synonym or operationalization of stress (Pines 

& Keinan, 2005). In the current research both stress and burn-out will be measured. Furthermore, I will 

use the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model as the theoretical basis for explaining the occurrence of 

stress and burn-out. 

 The JD-R model 

 

 To be able to evaluate, manage or prevent stress and burn-out many theoretical models have been 

developed. These models try to explain the determinants and negative psychological and physical 

outcomes of stress. Most of these models use a fixed set of characteristics or stressors which are assumed 

to be relevant for the working population as a whole. An example can be found in the Effort-Reward 

Imbalance (ERI) model (Siegrist, 1996). This model explains the onset of stress as an imbalance between 
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an employees efforts and the reward that he or she receives. Work demands are physical load, time 

pressure and working overtime (Van Vegchel, de Jonge, Bosma & Schaufeli, 2005), which are assumed to 

be stressors for a diverse working population.  The ERI model focuses on a narrow set of general 

characteristics (Bakker & Demerouti, 2006), and applies it to specific types of work. However, Bakker and 

Demerouti (2006) recognize that these models “have been restricted to a given and limited set of predictor variables 

that may not be relevant for all job positions” (p.309). For instance, a work characteristic relevant for jobs that 

involve teamwork, such as the amount of support or feedback a worker receives, might not be a good 

predictor of stress for employees working in highly autonomous jobs. The JD-R model solves this 

problem by creating a dynamic model that is able to use different characteristics or variables given a 

specific type of job position or field of work. The JD-R model distinguishes two categories: Job Demands 

and Job Resources (Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner & Schaufeli, 2001). Job demands are work 

characteristics that require sustained physical or psychological effort which demand energy and drain 

people’s energy reserves. The prolonged presence of these demands can result in physical or mental 

exhaustion. Examples of these demands are time pressure, role ambiguity or workload. If these work 

characteristics persevere for longer periods of time without the opportunity to replenish energy it will 

result in higher stress levels and eventually burn-out. Resources on the other hand are the work 

characteristics that give energy. Examples of resources are supervisory support, autonomy or participation 

in decision making. In the dynamic JD-R model, different types of work or job positions require the 

inclusion of different sets of demands and resources predicting stress and burn-out. Although the JD-R 

model can be seen as a useful model to assess and predict stress or burn-out, this model may have 

limitations as well. As stated before, Bakker & Demerouti (2006) argue that the limited set of predictor 

variables may not be relevant for all job positions. The same may apply for different age groups of 

employees. When a specific set of variables (relevant for a particular job) is identified for use in the JD-R 

model, it will be applied to all employees, regardless of their age. Hence, a 25-year old individual who just 

started working and has no work experience is treated in a similar way as a 50-year old senior who has 

performed the same job for years. 

The youngest generation of employees, in the media and literature often coined as “Generation Y’’ 

or “Millennials”, was brought up in a different world than their older counterparts, and may therefore have 
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developed different values and motivations (Twenge, Campbell & Freeman, 2012). Moreover, as 

compared to older employees, they have little to no work experience and thus are less experienced in 

dealing with typical demands that are put upon them and failures in their working environment. Dealing 

with new environments and tasks can be very stressful (Bravo, Peiró, Rodriguez & Whitely, 2003). For this 

reason, it is plausible to assume that younger employees may endure more stress than their older 

counterparts. Moreover, the factors that cause stress may be different as well. For example, certain work 

characteristics, such as job ambiguity or job insecurity, are more often experienced by and may be more 

demanding for younger as compared to older employees.  In my study, I propose that age is an important 

variable to include in the JD-R model because employees of different ages experience different types of 

demands. 

Age, Stress and Burn-out 

 

 A first question is whether individuals of different age actually differ in their experiences of stress 

and burn-out. Over the years much research has examined how various variables relate to stress and burn-

out. Age was one of the variables that has proven to be related to stress and burn-out. Emotional 

exhaustion, one dimension of burn-out, was reported to be higher among younger teachers in a study 

conducted by Russell, Altmaier & van Velzen (1987). Maslach et al. (2001) found that the level of burn-

out was higher among younger employees than among those over 30 years of age. A meta-analysis by 

Brewer & Shapard (2004) also showed a negative correlation between age and burn-out. A recent study 

conducted in 2012 by the American Psychological Association showed that millennials (age 18-33) had 

higher stress levels than older generations (APA, 2012). In general, current literature suggests that older 

employees report less stress than their younger counterparts (Griffiths, Knight, Mahudin & Diana, 2009). 

To my best knowledge, little research is available into the reasons behind this age effect.  

An examination of the small amount of literature that does discuss this relation between age and 

stress yields one explanation as to why age and stress are correlated, and relates to generational differences 

in upbringing, education, and economic conditions. Data collected from 1.4 million people over the last 

80 years shows that there are differences between generations in terms of values and motivation (Twenge 

et al, 2012). For example, millennials show more signs of fear and depression while also being more 
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narcissistic than other generations. They value extrinsic values like money and fame more than intrinsic 

values like affiliation and self-acceptation (Twenge et al, 2012).  These differences in values and 

motivation might explain why different generations experience different amounts of stress, because their 

values and motivations make them encounter and perceive stressful situations in different ways.  

However, Wong, Gardiner. Lang & Coulon (2008) state that differences in values and motivation are 

mainly due to differences in life stages, which relates to the seeking and prioritizing of different goals. For 

example, a younger employee will prioritize career advancement, whereas an older employee will not value 

that progress as much in his particular life stage. Generational differences are not the reason for these 

differences in values and motivations. Rather, it is the life stage an employee is currently in that accounts 

for those differences. 

As Maslach et al. (2001) have pointed out, age and work experience are confounded which means 

that younger people automatically tend to have less work experience, so it might be that stress and burn-

out appears to be more of a risk earlier in one’s career, since younger people haven’t yet developed 

strategies of coping with stress yet. In addition, they have less experience with work demands than older 

generations and they have less experience with failures such as for example, the first time a supervisor 

gives negative feedback, or the thought of not making a deadline. Certain situations take energy and bring 

stress, but the impact that this has on an individual depends on how and how well the individual handles 

and appraises the situation. Having less work experience means that younger employees have not dealt 

with certain work characteristics as often as older employees. As shown in the JD-R Model, these work 

characteristics each have their own influence on stress and burn-out (Bakker, Demerouti & Verbeke, 

2004). With less work experience certain demands can seem more daunting because younger employees 

have not dealt with them often, and certain resources will not give enough energy because they might not 

know yet how to use them properly to invigorate themselves. Research about age differences showed that 

different generations indeed experience work characteristics in different ways (Shultz, Wang, Crimmins & 

Fisher, 2010).  

In my study, I will first examine the relation between age, stress and burn-out. Research has 

already shown that there is a negative relation between age, stress and burn-out. I expect to replicate this 

finding. Therefore, I propose: 
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H1: Age is negatively related to (a) stress and (b) burn-out. 

 Below, I will discuss how the proposed negative relation between age and stress could be 

explained. I propose that there are three factors that may explain the negative relation between age and 

stress, namely role ambiguity, job insecurity, and coping skills.  

 Mediators in the relation between Age, Stress and Burn-out 

 

Role ambiguity 

 

The first work characteristic that may explain the negative relation between age, stress and burn-

out is role ambiguity. Role ambiguity arises when there is not enough information available to a given 

organizational position (Rizzo, House & Lirtzman, 1970). Every position within an organization has its 

own specific set of tasks and responsibilities. When an employee does not exactly know what the 

organization expects and demands from him, what he can or can’t decide and how he is being evaluated, 

he may experience uncertainty about and dissatisfaction with the current role. Consequently, stress will 

increase because the employee may think that he cannot meet the expectations as set by the organization. 

Indeed, role ambiguity appears to be correlated to both stress (Stout & Posner, 1984) and burn-out 

(Schwab & Iwanicki, 1982; Low et al, 2001; Brewer & Shapard, 2004). 

Role ambiguity may play a larger role early on in one’s career. A young employee usually has little 

work experience and therefore may not know what is expected from him, how he needs to assess certain 

situations and what tasks he is allowed to execute without supervision. Older employees on the other hand 

have more experience and specific job related knowledge, and can more accurately sense what is expected 

from them in a certain organizational role. Research underlines this and shows that with older age there is 

less role ambiguity (Fisher & Gitelson, 1983; Jackson & Schuler, 1985) 

Higher role ambiguity results in higher levels of stress and burn-out and there is a negative 

relation between age and role ambiguity. Hence, it can be expected that role ambiguity mediates the 

negative relation between age and stress. Younger employees have more role ambiguity than older 

employees, which in turn results in higher levels of stress. Therefore I propose: 

H2: Role ambiguity mediates the negative relation between age and (a) stress and (b) burn-out 
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Job insecurity 

 

 The second work characteristic that may explain the negative relation between age, stress and 

burn-out is job insecurity. Job security is defined as “a psychological state in which workers vary in their expectations of 

future job continuity within an organization” (Kraimer, Wayne, Liden & Sparrowe, 2005, p. 390). Job security is 

classified as a resource that reduces stress (Bakker et al, 2004) whereas low job security (or job insecurity) 

will translate into more stress and reduced well-being (Sverke, Hellgren & Näswall, 2002). 

Recently, employment has been shifted more towards temporary contracts (De Cuyper, De Jong, 

De Witte, Isaksson, Rigotti & Schalk, 2008). In current times of economic crisis, employees are forced 

into temporary contracts because practices like downsizing reduce the number of permanent jobs (Tsui, 

Pearce, Porter & Hite, 1995;, Parker, Griffin, Sprigg & Wall, 2002). Organizations lean towards temporary 

contracts to be able to rapidly adjust and manage personnel cost in times of crisis and to be flexible with 

hiring, laying off and rehiring staff depending on the economic situation. Millennials have entered the 

labor market around the time the most recent financial crisis of 2007-2008 started, and this translates into 

temporary employment contracts. Among young workers in Europe there is a higher presence of 

temporary, part-time work or other non-standard forms of employment (Coral & Isusi, 2013). Various 

research has consistently shown that these types of temporary job arrangements are likely to generate job 

insecurity (Bernhard-Oettel, Sverke & de Witte, 2005; De Witte & Näswall, 2003; Parker et al, 2002). 

Because employees are not certain whether their contract will be prolonged, this uncertainty may explain 

why younger employees endure more stress than their older counterparts. Therefore I propose: 

H3: Job insecurity mediates the negative relation between age and (a) stress and (b) burn-out 

Coping 

 

 Another factor that is related to stress is coping. There are two general types of coping strategies: 

Problem focused coping and emotion focused coping (Carver, Scheier & Weintraub, 1989). Problem 

focused coping is focused on the source of stress and is aimed at problem solving. Emotion focused 

coping is aimed at reducing or managing the emotions that are associated with the specific stressful 

situation (Carver & Connor-Smith, 2010).  
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 The more experienced people are the more they learn which coping strategy suits a certain 

situation best (Diehl, Coyle & Labouvie-Vief, 1996). In stressful situations that are perceived as being 

controllable, problem focused coping is the strategy that is mostly used because people feel that the source 

of stress can be altered or removed (Blanchard-Fields & Coleman Irion, 1988). Stressful situations that are 

perceived as not controllable tend to elicit more emotion focused coping. Since the source of stress 

cannot be altered or removed it is better to try and change the cognitive reaction or emotions that occur 

during the stressful situation. Research showed that young people use more emotion focused coping 

(Blanchard-Fields & Coleman Irion, 1988), whereas older people are better in differentiating stressful 

situations and how to effectively cope with them and show better use of different coping strategies than 

their younger counterparts (Diehl et al, 1996). Research has shown a decline in the use of problem coping 

skills only after retirement age (Rauschenbach, Krumm, Thielgen & Hertel, 2013).  

 The research described above show that there is a difference between younger and older 

employees in coping style. Younger employees are expected to use more emotion focused coping, whereas 

older employees are expected to use more problem focused coping. Therefore I propose 

 H4: Older employees use (a) more problem focused coping and (b) less emotion focused coping than younger 

employees 

Coping styles influence stress differently. Emotion focused coping appears to be associated with 

negative adaptation and emotions, whereas problem focused coping is more associated with positive 

outcomes (Zeidner, 1996; Park, Armeli & Tennen, 2004). In 26 out of 27 studies reviewed by Austenfeld 

& Stanton (2004) results also showed that a greater self-reported use of emotion focused strategies was 

related to more maladjustment. Emotion focused coping seems less effective for handling stress 

effectively and is associated with depression and other dysfunctional emotions (Scheier, Weintraub & 

Carver, 1986). 

 Based on the research presented above it can be expected that coping style mediates the relation 

between age, stress and burn-out. Younger employees use more emotion focused coping than their older 

counterparts, while the use of emotion focused coping is associated with negative outcomes. Older 
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employees on the other hand use more problem focused coping than their younger counterparts, while 

the use of problem focused coping is associated with positive outcomes. 

 H5: Coping mediates the negative relation between age and (a) stress and (b) burn-out 

When the theory and hypotheses are put together, Figure 1 illustrates the following conceptual model of 

the current study: 

Figure 1: Research model of the current study 

 

Methods 
 

Sample and Procedure 

 

The survey used in this study was distributed to three selected companies through a contact 

person in each company. The survey was also distributed through the use of social media. The survey 

consisted of measurement of role ambiguity, job insecurity, coping style, stress, burn-out, workload, leader 

support as well as some demographic characteristics. Participation was voluntary and participants were 
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informed that their responses were anonymous. Around 350 people were initially approached to fill out 

the survey. 194 people accepted the survey and 134 of those surveys were returned for analysis (69%). 

Fifty-three percent of the participants were male. The average age was 35.5 years (SD= 10.75). 

The average tenure with their current employer was 4.9 years (SD= 5.9). The average time participants 

were working at their current position was 3.3 years (SD= 3.8), and the average years of working 

experience was 11.7 years (SD= 10.1). Thirty-seven percent of the participants had a management 

position. 

Measures 

 

The Dutch survey consisted of seven scales (for the full survey, see Appendix A). All scales were 

subjected to a factor analyses to check whether all the items of these different scales were measuring the 

same construct. All factor analyses proved to be satisfactory. The scales were: 

Role Ambiguity: Role ambiguity was measured with a 7-item scale developed by Biessen & de Gilder (1993). 

The measure is scored on a 5-point scale ranging from 1(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). An 

example item is: “Het is duidelijk wat ik precies moet doen in mijn werk”. Reliability of this scale was .86. 

Job Insecurity: Job insecurity was measured with a 4-item scale developed by De Witte, de Cuyper & Van 

der Elst (2013). The measure is scored on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 

(strongly agree). An example item is: “De kans bestaat dat ik binnenkort mijn baan verlies”. Reliability of 

this scale was .80. 

Coping Style: Coping style was measured with the UCL-19, a 19-item scale developed by Schreurs, van de 

Willige, Brosschot, Tellegen & Graus (1993). The measure is scored on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 

1 (seldom or never) to 5 (very often). A factor analysis was conducted to identify which items should be 

used to measure problem focused and emotion focused coping, the two coping styles used in the current study. 

Results of the factor analysis can be seen in Table 1. As shown in Table 1, problem focused coping consisted of 

5 items with factor loadings ranging from .49 to .84. Emotion focused coping consisted of 5 items with factor 

loadings ranging from .42 to .82. Reliability of these scales were .74 for problem focused coping and .74 

for emotion focused coping. 
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Table 1. Summary of factor loadings based on a principle components analysis with varimax rotation for 19 items of de 

Utrecht Coping List – 19 (N=134) 

 Factor loadings 

Item Problem 

focused 

Emotion 

focused 

Palliative Avoidant Expression 

of anger 

Laat ik mijn ergernis blijken     .78 

Laat ik zien dat ik kwaad ben op diegene 

die verantwoordelijk is voor het probleem 

    .80 

Geef ik toe om moeilijke situaties te 

vermijden 

   .79  

Leg ik mij neer bij de gang van zaken    .80  

Deel ik mijn zorgen met iemand  .59    

Grijp ik direct in als er moeilijkheden zijn .49     

Ga ik er even uit om mijn zorgen tijdelijk 

te verdrijven 

  .65   

Zoek ik afleiding   .74   

Bekijk ik het probleem van alle kanten .60     

Ga ik moeilijke situaties zoveel mogelijk uit 

de weg 

   .79  

Bedenk ik verschillende mogelijkheden om 

het probleem op te lossen 

.84     

Ga ik doelgericht te werk om het probleem 

op te lossen 

.84     

Vraag ik iemand om hulp  .42    

Zet ik de zaken eerst op een rij .67     

Denk ik aan andere dingen die niet met het 

probleem te maken hebben 

  .77   

Probeer ik mij op de een of andere manier 

wat prettiger te voelen 

  .70   

Toon ik mijn gevoelens  .75    

Zoek ik troost en begrip  .79    

Laat ik merken dat ik ergens mee zit  .82    

Eigenvalues 3.4 3.27 2.03 1.68 1.1 

% of variance 17.9 16.68 10.69 8.86 5.97 

Note: Only factor loadings of .40 or above are shown.  
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Stress: Stress was measured with a 4-item scale developed by Motowidlo, Packard & Manning (1986). The 

measure is scored on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). An 

example item is: “Mijn werk is uiterst stressvol”. Reliability of this scale was .78. 

Burn-out: Burn-out was measured with the OLBI (Demerouti, Bakker, Vardakou & Kantas, 2003). This 

questionnaire consists of 16 items. The measure is scored on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). An item is: “Er zijn dagen dat ik al moe ben voordat ik naar mijn 

werk ga”. Reliability of this scale was .86. 

Workload: Workload was measured with a 12-item scale developed by Biessen & de Gilder (1993). The 

measure is scored on a 5-point scale ranging from 1(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). An example 

item is: “Ik heb in mijn werk met tempodruk te maken”. Reliability of this scale was .75. 

Leader support: Leader support was measured with a 5-item scale derived from the co-worker support scale, 

developed by Biessen & de Gilder (1993). The measure is scored on a 5-point scale ranging from 

1(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). An example item is: “Ik kan bij het uitvoeren van het werk 

rekenen op mijn leidinggevende”. Reliability of this scale was .94. 

Demographic variables: The demographic variables used in the survey included age, gender, education, years 

of working experience, years at current employer, years in current position, job level (supervisory or not) 

and in what sector employees were currently working. 

Statistical analysis 

 

 Hypotheses were tested with multiple linear regression analyses. Additionally, the add-on program 

PROCESS (Hayes 2012) for SPSS was used to analyze the mediator effects. PROCESS uses a logistic 

regression based analysis to identify the direct and indirect effects within mediating models and has been 

widely used in recent literature containing both moderators and mediators (Hayes, 2013). In all analyses 

possible confounding variables were being controlled for. These variables were gender, management 

position, work load, leader support and tenure. 
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Results 
 

Descriptives 

 

Table 2 shows the means, standard deviations and inter-correlations among the study variables 

used in the research. Gender was positively related to emotion focused coping (r=.36, p=.000), meaning 

that women display more use of emotion focused coping. This is consistent with past research (Ptacek, 

Smith & Dodge, 1994; Matud, 2004). Leader support was negatively related to role ambiguity (r=-.37, 

p=.000) and job insecurity (r=-.45, p=.000). Employees felt less ambiguous and insecure about their job 

when supported by their supervisor. Consistent with past research (Babin & Boles, 1996; Rhoades & 

Eisenberger, 2002), leader support was also negatively related to stress (r=-.26, p=.001) as well as burn-out 

(r=-.38, p=.000). Management was negatively related to job insecurity (r=-.15, p=.047) and burn-out (r=-

.17, p=.024). A management position translated in less job insecurity and less burn-out. Employees in 

management positions also showed more problem focused coping (r=.27, p=.001) and less emotion 

focused coping (r=-.17, p=.029). Not surprisingly, tenure was positively related to age (r=.51, p=.000) and 

negatively to role ambiguity (r=-.25, p=.002). Older employees had their current employment for a longer 

period of time, and this tenure translates in less ambiguity on the job. Work load was positively related to 

stress (r.50, p=.000). More work meant more stress. Education did not relate to any of possible mediator 

variables or the outcome variables stress and burn-out, it was however negatively related to age (r=-.16, 

p=.031). Age was negatively related to role ambiguity (r=-.38, p=.000), which is consistent with both 

Fisher & Gitelson (1983) and Jackson & Schuler (1985). Role ambiguity was positively related to both 

stress (r=.16, p=.034) and burn-out (r=.41, p=.000). Age was also positively related to problem focused 

coping (r=.26, p=.000), which is consistent with Diehl et al. (1996). Problem focused coping was in turn 

negatively related to burn-out (r=-.32, p=.000). As opposed to earlier expectations, age didn’t correlate 

with either emotion focused coping or job insecurity. Job insecurity did however positively correlate with 

burn-out (r=.37, p=.000). 
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The relation between Age, Stress and Burn-out 

 

 The first hypothesis tried to replicate earlier research that stated that age is negatively related to (a) 

stress and (b) burn-out. To test this hypothesis two hierarchical regressions were conducted. Dependent 

variables were (a) stress and (b) burn-out. In each regression gender and management position were first 

entered as control variables. In the next step, work load, supervisory support and tenure were added as 

control variables. In the last step age was added. Support for either hypotheses 1a and/or 1b required that 

the last step explains a significant amount of additional variance in the dependent variables (a) stress and 

(b) burn-out. Results are summarized in Table 3 and Table 4.  

Table 3. Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables predicting Stress 

 R R² ∆R² B SE β 

Step 1  .13  .02     

Gender     .14  .14  .09 

Management position     .18  .14  .11 

Step 2  .57  .32***  .30***    

Gender     .21  .12  .13 

Management position     .06  .12  .04 

Work load     .72  .11  .50*** 

Supervisory support    -.18  .06 -.22** 

Tenure    -.01  .01 -.05 

Step 3  .57  .33  .01    

Gender     .22  .12  .14 

Management position     .08  .12  .05 

Work load     .73  .11  .50*** 

Supervisory support    -.17  .06 -.21** 

Tenure     .00  .01  .00 

Age    -.01  .01 -.11 

Note: Statistical significance: * p <.05; ** p <.01; *** p <.001 
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Table 4. Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables predicting Burn-out 

 R R² ∆R² B SE β 

Step 1  .18  .03     

Gender     .06  .11  .05 

Management position    -.12  .11 -.16 

Step 2  .45  .20***  .17***    

Gender     .01  .10  .01 

Management position    -.21  .10 -.17* 

Work load    -.15  .09 -.13 

Supervisory support    -.25  .05 -.40*** 

Tenure    -.00  .01 -.04 

Step 3  .54  .29***  .09***    

Gender     .03  .09  .02 

Management position    -.18  .10 -.15 

Work load    -.14  .09 -.13 

Supervisory support    -.24  .05 -.38*** 

Tenure     .02  .01  .15 

Age    -.02  .01 -.35*** 

Note: Statistical significance: * p <.05; ** p <.01; *** p <.001 

Regarding stress, results showed significant relations for work load (p=.000) and supervisory support 

(p=.004). When controlling for these variables, age did not explain additional variance (∆R² = .01, F 

(1,126) = 1.520, p = .220. Therefore, Hypothesis 1a was rejected. Regarding burn-out, results showed 

significant relations for management position (p = .042) and supervisory support (p = .000). When 

controlling for these variables, age contributed significantly to the model (∆R² = .09, F (1,126) = 16.137, p 

= .000). Therefore, Hypothesis 1b was supported.  
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Mediators in the relation between Age, Stress and Burn-out 

 

Role ambiguity 

 

 The second hypothesis proposes that role ambiguity mediates the negative relation between age 

and (a) stress and (b) burn-out. To test this hypothesis Hayes’ PROCESS tool was used in SPSS. Level of 

confidence for all confidence intervals was 95% and the number of bootstrap samples was set to 1000. 

Since a significant relation between age and stress was not found, Hypothesis 2a was rejected.  

Because both leader support and management position have a significant relation with burn-out 

(Table 4) they were included in the analysis as control variables. Table 5 (column 1) shows that age was 

significantly related to role ambiguity (B = .02, t (3,129) = -4.61, p = .000). A test of the direct relation 

between age and burn-out (table 5 model 1) showed that age was significantly related to burn-out (B =      

-.02, t (3,129) = -3.69, p = .000. Age showed a decline in relation to burn-out in a full model (table 5 

model 2) including age and role ambiguity (age: B=.01, t (4,128) = -2.58, p = .011; role ambiguity: B = .22, 

t (4,128) = 2.40, p =.0182). The full mediation model of role ambiguity is shown in Figure 2. Mediation 

was inferred from the significance of indirect effects. Results showed an indirect effect of .004 (95% CI = 

[-.0091, -.0006] for age. Since the bootstrap confidence interval doesn’t include zero it can be concluded 

that there is a significant mediating effect. Therefore, Hypothesis 2b was supported. 

Table 5. Direct Effects Analyses with Role ambiguity as Mediator and Burn-out as Dependent Variable 

 Role ambiguity¹ Burn-out  

  Model 1² Model 2³ 

Variable B B B 

Leader support -.22*** -.24*** -.19*** 

Management position  -.12 -.21* -.18 

Age -.02*** -.02*** -.01** 

Role Ambiguity    .22* 

F  16.26***  15.05***  13.13*** 

R²  .27  .26  .29 

Note: ¹ Direct effects of independent variables on the mediator (role ambiguity). ² Direct effects of independent 
variables on the dependent variable (burn-out).³ Direct effects of independent variables and mediator on the 
dependent variable. Statistical significance: * p <.05; ** p <.01; *** p <.001 
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Figure 2: Mediation model of Role Ambiguity with Path Coefficients. 

 

Note: Coefficients in parentheses refer to the path where Role ambiguity is included in the model. Statistical 
significance: * p <.05; ** p <.01; *** p <.001 

 

Job insecurity 

 

 The third hypothesis proposes that job insecurity mediates the negative relation between age and 

(a) stress and (b) burn-out. Because a significant relation between age and stress was not found, 

Hypothesis 3a was rejected. Regarding burn-out, after controlling for leader support and management 

position no significant relation was found between age and job insecurity (B = -.002, t (3,129) = -.277, p = 

.782). Because this relationship needs to be significant for possible mediation to occur and the relationship 

has not been found, mediation is not possible. Therefore, Hypothesis 3b was rejected. 

Coping 

 

Hypothesis 4 states that older employees use (a) more problem focused coping and (b) less 

emotion focused coping. To test this hypothesis two hierarchical regressions were conducted. Dependent 

variables were (a) problem focused coping and (b) emotion focused coping. In each regression gender and 

management position were first entered as control variables. In the next step, work load, supervisory 

support and tenure were added as control variables. In the last step age was added. Support for either 

hypotheses 4a and/or 4b required that the last step explains a significant amount of additional variance in 

the dependent variables (a) problem focused coping and (b) emotion focused coping. Results are 

summarized in Table 6 and Table 7. 
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Table 6. Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables predicting Problem focused coping 

 R R² ∆R² B SE β 

Step 1 .28 .08**     

Gender    .09 .11  .07 

Management position    .36 .11  .29** 

Step 2 .33 .11 .03    

Gender    .12 .11  .10 

Management position    .35 .11  .28** 

Work load    .18 .10  .16 

Supervisory support    .04 .05  .06 

Tenure    -.01 .01 -.06 

Step 3 .44 .19** .08**    

Gender    .10 .10  .09 

Management position    .32 .11  .26** 

Work load    .18 .09  .16 

Supervisory support    .02 .05  .04 

Tenure    -.02 .01 -.29** 

Age    .02 .01  .34** 

Note: Statistical significance: * p <.05; ** p <.01; *** p <.001 

Table 7. Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables predicting Emotion focused coping 

 R R² ∆R² B SE β 

Step 1 .38 .14     

Gender    .44 .11  .35*** 

Management position    -.12 .11 -.09 

Step 2 .41 .17 .03    

Gender    .47 .11  .36*** 

Management position    -.10 .11 -.08 

Work load    .02 .10  .02 

Supervisory support    .09 .06  .14 

Tenure    -.01 .01 -.08 

Step 3 .41 .17 .00    

Gender    .46 .11  .36*** 

Management position    -.11 .11 -.08 

Work load    .02 .10  .01 

Supervisory support    .09 .06  .14 

Tenure    -.01 .01 -.11 

Age    .00 .01  .06 

Note: Statistical significance: * p <.05; ** p <.01; *** p <.001 



 

24 

 

Regarding problem focused coping, results showed a significant relation for management position (p = 

.001) and tenure (p = .017). When controlling for these variables, age contributed significantly to the 

model (∆R² = .08, F (1,126) = 12.722, p = .001). Therefore, Hypothesis 4a was supported. Regarding 

emotion focused coping, results showed a significant relation for gender (p = .000). When controlling for 

this variable, age did not explain additional variance (∆R² = .00, F (1,126) = .393,   p = .532). Therefore, 

Hypothesis 4b was rejected. 

The fifth hypothesis proposes that coping mediates the negative relation between age and (a) 

stress and (b) burn-out. Because both management position and tenure have a significant relation with 

problem focused coping they were included in the analysis as control variables. Because a significant 

relation between age and stress was not found, Hypothesis 5a was rejected. Table 8 (column 1) shows that 

age was significantly related to problem focused coping (B = .02, t (3,129) = 3.67, p = .000). A test of the 

direct relation between age and burn-out (table 8 model 1) showed that age was significantly related to 

burn-out (B = -.02, t (3,129) = -4.03, p = .000. Age showed a decline in significance in relation to burn-out 

in a full model (table 8 model 2) including age and problem focused coping (age: B = -.02, t (4,128) = -

3.13, p = .002; problem focused coping: B = -.22, t (4,128) = -2.55, p = .012). The full mediation model of 

problem focused coping is shown in Figure 3. Mediation was inferred from the significance of indirect 

effects. Results showed an indirect effect of .004 (95% CI = [-.011, -.001] for age. Since the bootstrap 

confidence interval doesn’t include zero it can be concluded that there is a significant mediating effect. 

Therefore, Hypothesis 5b was supported. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

25 

 

Table 8. Direct Effects Analyses with Problem Focused Coping as Mediator and Burn-out as Dependent Variable 

 Problem focused 

coping¹ 

Burn-out  

  Model 1² Model 2³ 

Variable B B B 

Management position  .32** -.18 -.11 

Tenure  -.02**  .02  .01 

Age  .02*** -.02*** -.02** 

Problem focused 

coping 

  -.22* 

F  8.36***  6.9***  7.02*** 

R²  .16  .14  .18 

Note: ¹ Direct effects of independent variables on the mediator (problem focused coping). ² Direct effects of 
independent variables on the dependent variable (burn-out).³ Direct effects of independent variables and mediator 
on the dependent variable. Statistical significance: * p <.05; ** p <.01; *** p <.001 

 

Figure 3: Mediation model of Problem Focused Coping with Path Coefficients. 

Note: Coefficients in parentheses refer to the path where Role ambiguity is included in the model. Statistical 

significance: * p <.05; ** p <.01; *** p <.001 

Because a significant relation between age and emotion focused coping was not found, I decided 

not to conduct the mediating analysis.       

Discussion 
 

Conclusion 

 

 The relation between age, stress and burn-out has been a widely discussed topic in literature but at 

the same time a topic that hasn’t been analyzed thoroughly. While many authors acknowledge the fact that 
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there is a consistent negative relation between age, stress and burn-out there is hardly any research 

available that tries to explain this relationship. Brewer & Shapard conducted a meta-analysis to assess the 

negative relation between age and burn-out, but only discussed possible explanations for this relation 

briefly (Brewer & Shapard, 2004). Many authors just report the relation between age, stress and burn-out 

but are focused on different topics in their study (Schalk & van Veldhoven, 2010). 

 The current study examined possible mediators that could explain negative relation between age, 

stress and burn-out. The current study was aimed at: (1) replicating the findings that age has a negative 

relation with stress and burn-out and (2) testing whether there were mediating variables explaining this 

negative relation. Results showed that there was no significant relation between age and stress. In other 

words, younger employees did not suffer from more stress than their older counterparts. However, a 

significant relation was found between age and burn-out. Younger employees reported more burn-out 

than their older counterparts, which is in line with earlier research (Maslach, Schaufeli & Leiter, 2001). 

Mediating analyses with role ambiguity, job insecurity and coping as mediators showed that there 

was a significant mediating effect of role ambiguity on the relation between age and burn-out. Younger 

employees showed more role ambiguity which in turn led to higher levels of burn-out. However, job 

insecurity did not mediate the relation between age and burn-out. Coping could mediate the relation 

between age and burn-out in two ways, either through more emotion focused coping which in turn would 

increase burn-out among younger employees, or more problem focused coping which in turn would 

decrease burn-out among older employees. Results showed that age didn’t have a significant relation with 

emotion focused coping. Furthermore, emotion focused coping didn’t correlate with burn-out (see Table 

1). Results for problem focused coping showed a significant mediating effect of this style of coping on the 

relation between age and burn-out. Older employees showed more problem focused coping which in turn 

led to lower levels of burn-out. In other words, young employees use less problem focused coping which 

in turn led to higher levels of burn-out.  

Before describing the implications of the study’s findings, I will first discuss the limitations of the 

current study and recommendations for future research. 
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Limitations and Recommendations 

 

 As with every study, the current study is also subject to limitations. The first limitation is the use 

of the age concept. In this study age has been conceptualized as chronological age. However, age could be 

conceptualized in many other ways like physiological, social, functional and organizational. For 

chronological age the indicator is calendar age, whereas for functional age health would be good indicator 

(Schalk & van Veldhoven, 2010). For this study chronological age has been used, but the question arises 

whether the findings of the study suggest that a difference in age accounts for changes in how work 

characteristics affect burn-out levels. As discussed in the beginning, work experience is in many cases 

parallel to chronological age. Hence, age and work experience are confounded. Although it is hard to 

control for general work experience since it is so closely related to age, experience in the current function 

or at the current employer are other variables that could be used to control for a certain amount of 

experience, which can strengthen the role of chronological age. 

A second limitation of this study lies within the survival bias. As described in a meta-analysis 

conducted by Maslach et al (2001) the survival bias within burn-out research related to age is that 

employees who experience a burn-out early in their career likely quit their jobs. As a result, they leave 

behind the “survivors” who show lower levels of burn-out. Hence, the results might be less representative 

for the older age group (Griffiths et al, 2009). One way to account for the survivor bias in future research 

is to investigate the number of employees who left the organization because of burn-out. Future research 

should identify whether in older sampling groups the survival bias could be present through the 

identification of cases of employees that left their job due to burn-out.  

A further limitation of the current study is the use of a cross-sectional design, especially when 

measuring mediation processes. As Taris & Kompier (2006) point out, in a mediational model the 

mediator should precede the outcome variable in time, whereas the predictor variable should precede the 

mediator in time. In a cross-sectional mediation study these three variables could be arranged in different 

sequences. Since the data is collected at only one point in time, the design cannot indisputably secure 

which causal sequence is correct. This remains in the reasoning of the researcher. A longitudinal approach 

like a two-wave study offers more indication of the presence and direction of potential mediating 
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processes (Taris & Kompier, 2006). Although inferences about these processes can still be made as a 

result of a cross-sectional study, a longitudinal design is preferred over a cross-sectional design to more 

accurately measure mediating processes, yielding the best estimates of mediational strength. Time 

constraints prevented a multiphase design of the current study, but future research could implement a 

multiphase design to better examine mediational processes. 

 In addition to these recommendations due to current limitations, future research could 

furthermore expand the findings of this study by including and studying more characteristics that might 

affect stress and burn-out for employees of different ages in different ways. Also, it is interesting to have a 

closer look at the relation between age and work engagement. Work engagement refers to the 

involvement, commitment and connection an employee has with his or her work (Schaufeli & Bakker, 

2010). Work engagement is directly related to burn-out (Bakker et al, 2008), where work engagement can 

be seen as the opposite of burn-out (Maslach & Leiter, 1997, cited in Bakker et al, 2008; Schaufeli, Bakker 

& Salanova, 2006; Gonzaléz-Romá, Schaufeli, Bakker & Lloret, 2006). Any increase in burn-out levels 

would decrease work engagement. With the finding that age is negatively related to burn-out it would be 

interesting to see whether this implies that age is positively related to work engagement. Some preliminary 

work has found a positive (although weak) correlation between age and work engagement (Schaufeli et al, 

2006). Future research may further support this finding. 

Implications 

 

 In the introduction it was stated that the JD-R model is a useful model to assess and predict stress 

and subsequently burn-out. It’s a dynamic model where work characteristics are interchangeable to 

account for different types of job positions or fields of work, whereas other models narrow characteristics 

down to a given set of variables which make it hard to generalize them to specific types of work (Bakker 

& Demerouti, 2006). It is important to identify specific work characteristics that predict stress in order to 

develop interventions that prevent the negative outcomes of stress and burn-out. The results of the 

current study show that age is an important factor in how work characteristics increase or decrease burn-

out levels. No results were found to support the negative relation between age and stress. All employees 

endure the same amount of stress at work, but older employees seem to be better equipped to deal with 



 

29 

 

this stress. This is why for younger employees the consequence of high levels of stress, a burn-out, is more 

present. Role ambiguity seems to be a problem for younger employees and role ambiguity elicits burn-out 

(Schwab & Iwanicki, 1982; Low et al, 2001; Brewer & Shapard, 2004). Thus, when trying to predict levels 

of burn-out, the inclusion of the work characteristic role ambiguity seem to be important when assessing 

younger employees. In addition, younger as compared to older employees show less usage of problem 

focused coping (Diehl et al, 1996) which increases burn-out. When predicting burn-out of younger 

employees, more attention should be paid to their coping strategies. 

 Contrary to my proposition, job insecurity did not relate to stress and burn-out. Apparently 

younger employees do not suffer from having more temporary contracts. Younger employees might not 

perceive job insecurity as stressful as assumed. Related research has shown that unemployment is less 

distressing for young employees than for older employees (Warr & Jackson, 1984, cited in de Witte, 1999), 

since they have better options for finding a job (Ahmed et al, 2012). Therefore higher levels of job 

insecurity will not result in higher levels of stress or burn-out. 

 As Schalk & van Veldhoven (2010) have pointed out, much of the data on age and occupational 

health is superficial. Age has only been taken into account as a covariate or confounder and it remained 

unclear why a relation between age and burn-out exists. This study has identified job ambiguity and coping 

strategies as important factors. A theoretical implication is that age and age-related factors should be 

included in models that predict burn-out.  

A practical implication of the study findings is that steps can be taken to incorporate specific 

characteristics in training. When there is a better understanding of why younger employees experience 

more stress and burn-out than their older counterparts, and specifically what processes cause these higher 

levels, a training can be developed that more effectively prevents, reduces or manages stress and burn-out 

for this group specifically. In addition, organizations can try to reduce role ambiguity among their younger 

employees and through this maintain employee productivity and safeguard health.  

Stress and burn-out at an early age can harm an organization’s productivity but also the career perspectives 

of their young employees. While employees of all ages experience stress, younger employees are less 

equipped to combat this stress which ultimately leads to burn-out. The road to re-integration after burn-
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out can be long and tough, and to face that while just starting a professional career can interfere with a 

successful future. A better understanding of stress and burn-out predictors and thus a better way to 

prevent burn-out can help young employees to be focused on developing their professional career instead 

of burning out while just clocking in. 
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Appendix A 
 

(Vragenlijst) 

In deze vragenlijst wordt u een aantal vragen gesteld of uitspraken voorgelegd met betrekking tot uw 

werk. Het is de bedoeling dat u de antwoorden aankruist die het best bij uw eigen situatie passen en 

uw ervaringen het best reflecteren. Een voorbeeldvraag is: 

 Helemaal             
mee oneens 

 Helemaal    
mee eens 

 1 2 3 4 5 
1 Ergens op tijd zijn vind ik belangrijk □ □ □ □ □ 

 

U kunt hier bijvoorbeeld antwoorden met: 

1. Helemaal mee oneens 
2. Mee oneens 
3. Noch oneens, noch eens 
4. Mee eens 
5. Helemaal mee eens 

 
Als u hier als antwoord 5 zou aankruisen, betekent dit dat u het helemaal eens bent met de 

uitspraak. 

Bedenk u dat 

 Er geen goede of foute antwoorden zijn 

 Het belangrijk is dat u in alle gevallen een antwoord geeft 

 Alleen uw eigen mening belangrijk is 

Graag zouden wij iets over uw rol op de werkplek willen weten. Wilt u aangeven in hoeverre elke 

uitspraak op u van toepassing is door steeds het best passende antwoord te kiezen? 

 Helemaal             
mee oneens 

 Helemaal    
mee eens 

 1 2 3 4 5 
1 Het is duidelijk wat ik precies moet doen in mijn werk □ □ □ □ □ 
2 Het is mij duidelijk wat er in mijn werk van mij wordt verwacht □ □ □ □ □ 
3 Ik weet welke eisen aan mijn werk worden gesteld □ □ □ □ □ 
4 Ik weet wat collega’s op mijn werk van mij verwachten □ □ □ □ □ 
5 Ik weet waarvoor ik verantwoordelijk ben □ □ □ □ □ 
6 Ik weet hoe mijn directe leidinggevende over mijn prestaties denkt □ □ □ □ □ 
7 Ik weet hoe ik mijn werk moet uitvoeren om een goed resultaat te 

bereiken 
□ □ □ □ □ 

 

De volgende vragen gaan over de baanzekerheid die u ervaart op het werk. Wilt u aangeven in 

hoeverre elke uitspraak op u van toepassing is door steeds het best passende antwoord te kiezen? 

 Helemaal             
mee oneens 

 Helemaal    
mee eens 

 1 2 3 4 5 
1 De kans bestaat dat ik binnenkort mijn baan verlies □ □ □ □ □ 
2 Ik weet zeker dat ik deze baan kan behouden □ □ □ □ □ 
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3 Ik voel me onzeker over de toekomst van mijn baan □ □ □ □ □ 
4 Ik denk dat ik mijn baan zal verliezen in de nabije toekomst □ □ □ □ □ 

 

De volgende vragen gaan over de manier waarop u met problemen op het werk omgaat. Op deze 

pagina staat een aantal beschrijvingen die aangeven wat men zoal kan denken of doen als er 

problemen zijn. Wilt u aangeven hoe vaak elke uitspraak op u van toepassing is door steeds het best 

passende antwoord te kiezen? 

“Als er problemen zijn op mijn werk dan….” 
 

  Zelden                                                     
of nooit 

 Zeer             
vaak  

 1 2 3 4 5 
1 Laat ik mijn ergernis blijken □ □ □ □ □ 
2 Laat ik zien dat ik kwaad ben op diegene die verantwoordelijk is voor het 

probleem 
□ □ □ □ □ 

3 Geef ik toe om moeilijke situaties te vermijden □ □ □ □ □ 
4 Leg ik mij neer bij de gang van zaken □ □ □ □ □ 
5 Deel ik mijn zorgen met iemand □ □ □ □ □ 
6 Grijp ik direct in als er moeilijkheden zijn □ □ □ □ □ 
7 Ga ik er even uit om mijn zorgen tijdelijk te verdrijven □ □ □ □ □ 
8 Zoek ik afleiding □ □ □ □ □ 
9 Bekijk ik het probleem van alle kanten □ □ □ □ □ 
10 Ga ik moeilijke situaties zoveel mogelijk uit de weg □ □ □ □ □ 
11 Bedenk ik verschillende mogelijkheden om het probleem op te lossen □ □ □ □ □ 
12 Ga ik doelgericht te werk om het probleem op te lossen □ □ □ □ □ 
13 Vraag ik iemand om hulp □ □ □ □ □ 
14 Zet ik de zaken eerst op een rij □ □ □ □ □ 
15 Denk ik aan andere dingen die niet met het probleem te maken hebben □ □ □ □ □ 
16 Probeer ik mij op de een of andere manier wat prettiger te voelen □ □ □ □ □ 
17 Toon ik mijn gevoelens □ □ □ □ □ 
18 Zoek ik troost en begrip □ □ □ □ □ 
19 Laat ik merken dat ik ergens mee zit □ □ □ □ □ 

 

De volgende vragen gaan over de manier waarop u uw werk beleeft en hoe u zich daarbij voelt. Wilt u 

aangeven in hoeverre elke uitspraak op u van toepassing is door steeds het best passende antwoord 

te kiezen? 

 Helemaal             
mee oneens 

 Helemaal    
mee eens 

 1 2 3 4 5 
1 Mijn werk is uiterst stressvol □ □ □ □ □ 
2 Op het werk overkomen mij weinig stressvolle dingen □ □ □ □ □ 
3 Ik voel een grote hoeveelheid stress door mijn werk □ □ □ □ □ 
4 Ik voel me bijna nooit gestrest door mijn werk □ □ □ □ □ 
5 Er zijn dagen dat ik al moe ben voordat ik naar mijn werk ga □ □ □ □ □ 
6 Ik ontdek steeds weer nieuwe en interessante kanten aan mijn werk □ □ □ □ □ 
7 De werkbelasting is heel goed te verdragen □ □ □ □ □ 
8 Het gebeurt steeds vaker dat ik me afstandelijk over mijn werk uitlaat □ □ □ □ □ 
9 Na mijn werk heb ik nu vaak meer tijd nodig om te ontspannen dan 

voorheen om weer fit te worden 
□ □ □ □ □ 

10 Ik ben steeds meer geneigd om mijn werk bijna “mechanisch” uit te 
voeren, zonder al te veel na te denken 

□ □ □ □ □ 
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11 Tijdens mijn werk voel ik me steeds vaker emotioneel uitgeput □ □ □ □ □ 
12 Ik ervaar mijn werk als een echte uitdaging □ □ □ □ □ 
13 Na mijn werk voel ik me meestal nog heel fit voor mijn 

vrijetijdsbesteding. 
□ □ □ □ □ 

14 Na verloop van tijd heb ik de persoonlijke band met mijn werk verloren. □ □ □ □ □ 
15 Normaalgesproken kan ik de hoeveelheid werk goed aan. □ □ □ □ □ 
16 Ik heb het soms helemaal gehad met mijn werkzaamheden □ □ □ □ □ 
17 Na mijn werk voel ik me meestal slap en fysiek vermoeid □ □ □ □ □ 
18 Ik kan me geen ander beroep voorstellen. □ □ □ □ □ 
19 Als ik werk voel ik me meestal fit. □ □ □ □ □ 
20 Ik raak meer en meer betrokken bij mijn werk. □ □ □ □ □ 

 

De volgende vragen gaan over uw werkbelasting. Wilt u aangeven in hoeverre elke uitspraak op u van 

toepassing is door steeds het best passende antwoord te kiezen? 

 Helemaal             
mee oneens 

 Helemaal    
mee eens 

 1 2 3 4 5 
1 Ik heb in mijn werk met tempodruk te maken □ □ □ □ □ 
2 Ik heb in mijn werk te maken met piekbelasting □ □ □ □ □ 
3 Ik moet het werk afmaken met te weinig collega’s □ □ □ □ □ 
4 Ik moet in mijn werk meerdere opdrachten gelijktijdig uitvoeren □ □ □ □ □ 
5 Ik heb in mijn werk te maken met spoedklussen □ □ □ □ □ 
6 Mijn werk is geestelijk inspannend □ □ □ □ □ 
7 Het werk dat ik doe, kan door iemand met minder opleiding en ervaring 

worden uitgevoerd 
□ □ □ □ □ 

8 Mijn werk is routinematig □ □ □ □ □ 
9 Mijn werk is gemakkelijk uit te voeren □ □ □ □ □ 
10 Ik heb moeite met mijn werk, omdat het in de loop van de tijd steeds 

ingewikkelder wordt 
□ □ □ □ □ 

11 Ik voer werk uit dat ik moeilijk vind □ □ □ □ □ 
12 Ik vind het makkelijk om de ontwikkelingen en veranderingen in mijn 

werk/vak bij te houden 
□ □ □ □ □ 

 

De volgende vragen gaan over de ondersteuning van uw leidinggevende. Wilt u aangeven in hoeverre 

elke uitspraak op u van toepassing is door steeds het best passende antwoord te kiezen?  

 Helemaal             
mee oneens 

 Helemaal    
mee eens 

 1 2 3 4 5 
1 Ik kan bij het uitvoeren van mijn werk rekenen op mijn leidinggevende □ □ □ □ □ 
2 Ik kan met problemen ten aanzien van het werk terecht bij mijn 

leidinggevende 
□ □ □ □ □ 

3 Mijn leidinggevende steunt mij bij het werk □ □ □ □ □ 
4 Mijn leidinggevende vangt me op wanneer er problemen zijn in het werk □ □ □ □ □ 
5 Mijn leidinggevende stelt vertrouwen in mij □ □ □ □ □ 
6 Mijn leidinggevende schenkt aandacht aan wat ik van mijn werk vind □ □ □ □ □ 

 

Tot slot wil ik u nog enkele algemene vragen stellen: 

1. Wat is uw geboortejaar?    …….. 
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2. Wat is uw geslacht □  Man        

   □  Vrouw 

3. Wat is uw hoogst afgeronde opleiding?   

□ MAVO/VMBO 

□ HAVO, MBO 

□ VWO 

   □ HBO/Universiteit 

4a. Hoe lang bent u in dienst bij uw huidige werkgever?   ...... jaar ..... maanden 

4b. Voor hoeveel uur per week bent u aangesteld?  ...... uur per week 

5a. Hoe lang bent u werkzaam in uw huidige functie? ...... jaar ..... maanden 

5b. Geeft u direct leiding aan mensen? □ nee 

  □ ja, namelijk aan ...... medewerkers     

6. Hoeveel maanden/jaren werkervaring heeft u? ….. jaar ..... maanden 

In welke sector bent u werkzaam? 

□ Chemie, farmaceutisch, medische technologie 
□ Bouwsector,  vastgoed 
□ Voedingssector 
□ Machine en elektronische industrie 
□ Handel en kunstnijverheid 
□ Horloges, optiek, juwelen/sieraden 
□ Textiel, mode, kleding 
□ Detailhandel 
□ Hotels & restaurants 
□ Logistiek, transport, verkeer 
□ Reisbranche, toerisme 
□ Financieel (banken, verzekeringen) 
□ Gezondheid & welzijn 
□ Onderwijs, training 
□ Telecommunicatie 
□ Publiek bestuur 
□ Media, drukkerij, pers 
□ IT, internet 
□ Elektriciteit, gas en water 
□ Beveiliging, bewaking 
□ Personeels - en bedrijfsconsultancy 
□ Advertenties, PR, communicatie 
□ Diensten, anders: ______________________________________ 
□ Industrie, anders: ______________________________________  

 

Hartelijk bedankt voor uw medewerking aan mijn onderzoek! 


