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ABSTRACT: In the field of education, researchers have been studying individuals’ psychological constructs such as
burnout, engagement and personality traits to better understand their commitment. To this end, we examined the
relationship among school engagement and burnout, personality traits and academic achievement in a sample of
university students (N=301). The data were collected through Maslach Burnout Inventory-Student Survey, Utrecht
Work Engagement Scale-Students Form and The Quick Big Five Personality Test. In order to test the hypotheses of
the study, descriptive statistics, zero-order correlations and multiple regression analyses were performed with SPSS
22.0. In the regression analyses, the stepwise method was preferred to find out the best-fitted method. Results
indicated that the relationships among the dimensions of burnout and school engagement were the strongest. On the
other hand, only Conscientiousness had a positive medium level of correlation with school engagement among the
assessed personality traits. We also found out that school engagement was predicted by Efficacy, Exhaustion,
Cynicism, Conscientiousness and emotional stability scores. The findings offered valuable insights to enhance our
understanding of the relationships between school engagement and personality traits and burnout.

Keywords: Academic achievement, burnout, personality traits, school engagement.

OZ: Egitim alaninda, 6gretme ve 6grenme siirecini daha iyi anlamak igin arastirmacilar bireylerin tiikkenmislik,
baglilik ve kisilik tiirleri gibi psikolojik 6zelliklerini incelemektedir. Bu ¢alismada, {iniversite 6grencilerinin (N=301)
okul baglilig: ile tiikkenmislik, kisilik 6zellikleri ve akademik basar1 arasindaki iliski incelenmistir. Arastirma verileri
Maslach Tiikenmislik Envanteri-Ogrenci Formu, Utrecht Ise Baghlik Olgegi-Ogrenci Formu ve Hizh Biiyiik Besli
Kisilik Testi ile toplanmistir. Aragtirmanin hipotezlerini test etmek icin betimsel istatistikler, basit korelasyon ve
coklu regresyon analizleri yapilmistir. Veri setine en iyi uyum saglayan modelin belirlenmesinde adimsal regresyon
analizi kullanilmistir. Arastirma bulgulari, en giiglii iligkinin tiikkenmislik ve okul bagliligi boyutlari arasinda
oldugunu gostermistir. Ote yandan, degerlendirilen kisilik 6zellikleri arasinda sadece sorumluluk ile okula baglilik
arasinda pozitif orta diizeyde bir iligki bulunmustur. Ayrica okul bagliliginin yeterlik, tiikenmislik, duyarsizlagma,
sorumluluk ve duygusal denge puanlart ile yordanabilecegi bulunmustur. Arastirma; okul baglilig: ile kisilik
ozellikleri ve tiikenmislik arasindaki iliskilere dair O6gretme ve Ogrenme siirecine katki saglayacak oneriler
sunmaktadir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Akademik basari, tiikenmislik, kisilik 6zellikleri, okula baglilik.
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As a requirement of the modern world, individuals are expected to achieve more
competencies than they had in previous decades. Today, acquiring the means to reach
knowledge gains more importance than the knowledge itself in people’s daily and
academic lives. Moreover, individuals need to be more adaptive to the changes, think
more creatively and decide more effectively in order to become successful at schools
and workplaces. The most current educational paradigms and practices position the
learner as the main and active part of the teaching and learning processes. In this sense,
being an active learner requires one’s deploying the affective features besides the
cognitive ones. Even these affective features have been underlined as more crucial
indicators of the students’ success than the cognitive ones (Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development [OECD], 2016). Hence, the researchers in the field of
education have also focused on learners’ affective features in their studies at all
educational levels, from preschool to higher education.

The value given to the tasks in the learning process by students studying in
higher education may differ. Among the reasons for this situation, students’ affective
characteristics such as attitudes, values, interests, academic self-esteem and self-
efficacy, and their engagement in school work have attracted the attention of researchers
in both education and psychology (Anderson & Bourke, 2013). That is why it is crucial
to understand what contributes to academic engagement. According to Junco and Clem
(2015), student participation mainly influences learning outcomes. To this end, Tam
(2014) asserts that engagement is a desirable experience in educational practice and a
widely explored construct in education research, as the most emphasized area in the
design of curricula is learning outcomes rather than content. Furthermore, engagement
can help us understand whether differences in academic achievement are due to the fact
that some students are often more engaged than others. Over the past decade,
researchers have studied these traits to better understand and significantly improve
individuals’ enthusiasm and energy, namely engagement, in learning environments. In
this study, we extended this literature by exploring whether burnout and personality
traits play a role in improving student engagement.

Engagement

As a positive psychological construct for indicating commitment, engagement is
about individuals’ mental states while working or studying. The concept is defined as a
“...positive, fulfilling, and work-related state of mind that is characterized by vigor,
dedication, and absorption” (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004, p. 295). The first dimension,
vigor, is portrayed by an eagerness to put exertion into work, significant levels of
mental durability while working, and constancy in terms of work exercises. Dedication,
on the other hand, is related to such positive feelings as excitement, pride, and challenge
towards work. Finally, absorption means being motivated and deeply involved in work.
Furthermore, it is asserted that energy and involvement are two essential components of
engagement (Maslach & Leiter, 2008).

Initially, engagement was thought to be a part of individuals who worked with
other people, but today the concept also involves school activities and school life.
Therefore, engagement, as a predictor of such qualities as school performance and
academic success, involves both cognitive and affective motivation regarding school-
related tasks for an extended period of time (Bakker et al., 2015; Casuso-Holgado et al.,
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2013; Fuller et al., 2011; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Strauser et al., 2012; Wefald &
Downey, 2009). The concept is also regarded as a shield term for the problems related
to behavior (Li et al., 2011), academic failure (Willingham et al., 2002) and dropout
(Archambault et al., 2009).

A student can feel a sense of engagement by focusing on the learning activity
behaviorally, cognitively, and emotionally (Poitras et al., 2013). Students’ motivation
related to school tasks is also determined by engagement (Roebken, 2007; Stoeber et al.,
2011). To this end, by carrying out studies related to engagement, we can also predict
the extent to which students will be successful in their future careers (Salmela-Aro et
al., 2009). All in all, school engagement refers to students’ efforts and investments
towards academic goals, to the determination to acquire knowledge and to the will to
master the school tasks (Newmann et al., 1992). Because of this, in educational settings,
engagement is a popular concept and a topic of interest studied in relation to other
psychological constructs. In order to understand engagement better, burnout has been
investigated extensively, and all dimensions of engagement were found negatively
correlated with the builds of burnout (Salmela-Aro et al., 2009; Schaufeli, Martinez, et
al., 2002).

Burnout

While recent research highlights a dynamic relationship between engagement
and burnout (Leon et al., 2015), these two concepts have been often investigated within
a continuum where the negative experience of burnout and the positive experience of
engagement are positioned at two ends (Leiter et al., 2015). The term ‘burnout’, first
introduced by Herbert J. Freudenberger (1975) to express the negative state of workers
in health services with heavy workloads, is described as “physical, emotional, or mental
exhaustion accompanied by decreased motivation, lowered performance, and negative
attitudes toward oneself and others” (APA, n.d.). In fact, this definition includes the
three dimensions of burnout, which are underlined in the International Classification of
Diseases prepared by the World Health Organization [WHO]. These dimensions are (1)
feelings of Exhaustion, (2) increased mental distance from one’s job or Cynicism about
it, and (3) a sense of ineffectiveness (WHO, n.d.). The same dimensions (i.e.,
Exhaustion, Cynicism and Reduced Efficacy) also form the three-factor structures of the
Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI), which researchers have frequently used to
investigate burnout (Schaufeli, Martinez, et al., 2002). In particular, Exhaustion can be
considered “the core symptom” of burnout, and Cynicism or depersonalization refers to
psychological distancing while reduced Efficacy implies decreasing personal or
professional accomplishment (Leiter et al., 2015).

Burnout generally refers to an apparent mismatch between the mental or
physical requirements of the job and the characteristics of the person who does the job
(Maslach & Leiter, 2008; Rahmati, 2015). Traditionally, the term has been used or
studied within the domain of human services such as health care, social work and
education. However, it is experienced by people in various types of occupational groups
nowadays, including students as well (Schaufeli, Martinez, et al., 2002). Schaufeli
Martinez, et al. (2002) adapted the general definition of burnout for students and
described it as “feeling exhausted because of study demands, having a cynical and
detached attitude toward one’s study, and feeling incompetent as a student” (p. 465).

© 2022 AKU, Kuramsal Egitimbilim Dergisi - Journal of Theoretical Educational Science, 15(2), 216-238



Investigation of University Students’ Engagement ... 219

Student burnout emerges due to school-related stress, course load or other psychological
factors in students’ lives, which includes activities such as studying long hours, sitting
for exams, submitting assignments and dealing with deadlines as well as pressure on
school achievement and lack of time for rest and fun (Aypay, 2012; Jacobs & Dodd,
2003; Law, 2007; Yang, 2004). While there are a number of studies in the area of work-
related burnout, mainly focusing on burnout among people working in the education
and health sectors (Rahmati, 2015; Schaufeli, Martinez, et al., 2002), a limited number
of studies have been conducted on the subject of students’ burnout and its relationship
with other factors such as personality and academic performance (Cazan, 2015; Pala,
2012). For example, Rahmati (2015) investigated academic burnout in university
students with a high-low level of self-efficacy in the context of an Iranian university and
presented that there was a negative and significant relationship between high self-
efficacy and academic burnout. Cazan (2015) examined the relationships among
engagement, burnout and academic performance among university students in a
Romanian university and pointed out a need to further explore the relationship between
burnout and academic performance. Pala (2012) and Giindiiz et al. (2012) also aimed to
find out the burnout level among undergraduate students in Turkey and stated that the
burnout levels might vary depending on department, grade, and course load. Morgan
and De Bruin (2010), on the other hand, studied the relationship between burnout and
personality traits among South African university students underlying that “students
who are emotionally stable, outgoing and hardworking and who maintain good
interpersonal relations display lower levels of burnout” (p. 188). They also emphasized
that future research in this area should include engagement while exploring the
relationship between personality traits and burnout.

Personality Traits

Personality has been widely investigated as a factor that has a determinative
effect on engagement and burnout (Ariani, 2017; Morgan & De Bruin, 2010). In
personality research, the Five-Factor Model of personality, consisting of five
comprehensive areas, neuroticism, extraversion, agreeableness, Conscientiousness, and
openness to experience, has been a universal standard since its onset. The first domain,
neuroticism, focuses on the negative aspect of personality and is about an inclination
towards feeling distressed (McCrae & John, 1992). It is also identified as being
emotionally unstable, fearful and irritable (Costa & McCrae, 1980). The studies
investigating neuroticism, engagement and burnout revealed that neuroticism is both
related to engagement (Langelaan et al., 2006) and burnout (Bakker et al., 2006; Cano-
Garcia et al., 2005; Tanculescu, 2019). Furthermore, lower levels of neuroticism signal
less burnout or vice versa (Alarcon et al., 2009; Hochwélder, 2006). The second domain
extraversion implies a positive outlook and manifests itself with a tendency to be active,
self-confident, dominant, enthusiastic (Costa & McCrae, 1980). Some studies
demonstrated that extraversion is positively related to engagement because positive
emotions contribute to engagement (Langelaan et al., 2006) and are negatively related to
burnout (Bakker et al., 2006).

Conscientiousness, the third domain, is represented by such characteristics as
responsibility and perseverance (Costa & McCrae, 1992). In addition,
Conscientiousness suggests the impulse to complete a task successfully by being
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systematic, meticulous, adept, proficient, and reliable (De Raad, 2000). Students with
the conscientiousness trait focus on a specific set of goals and work hard to accomplish
those (Chowdhury, 2006). Such students tend to be organized, meticulous, disciplined,
hardworking, reliable, methodical and purposeful. Accordingly, it is expected that the
construct of Conscientiousness is positively associated with engagement (Inceoglu &
Warr, 2011; Sulea et al., 2012). Thanks to their qualities, individuals who are more
conscientious feel more ready to face problems and have better defense mechanisms
against boredom and burnout (Alarcon et al., 2009; Hochwélder, 2006). However,
Bakker et al. (2006) found no significant relationship between Conscientiousness and
burnout as a result of their research.

The fourth dimension, agreeableness, is portrayed by the tendency to deal with
interpersonal relationships (Matthews et al., 2003). According to Costa and McCrae
(1992), agreeableness refers to the extent to which an individual cooperates and
sympathizes with others. There are not many studies examining the relationship
between agreeableness and engagement, and the results of the research did not reveal
significant relationships (Kim et al., 2009). Nevertheless, agreeableness can foster
supportive relationships with peers, foster personal development and help overcome
difficulties (Bakker et al., 2002). On the other hand, there was a negative correlation
between agreeableness and burnout (Alarcon et al., 2009).

Lastly, openness to experience, which is explained by an inclination towards
being creative, curious, intelligent, and open to new ideas, also reflects the positive side
of personality (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Students with such characteristics can actively
deal with problems and tailor their work to their own values and preferences. Openness
to experience is positively associated with personal success (Wiese et al., 2003) and
negatively associated with depersonalization (Bakker et al., 2006), the two dimensions
of burnout.

Considering the similar studies analyzing the variables included in this study
(e.g., Ariani, 2017; Celik & Oral, 2013), it can be deduced that academic engagement,
burnout and students’ personality traits are interwoven and affect each other in
educational settings. Also in the related literature, the relationship between burnout and
engagement has been emphasized. It can be claimed that when one’s burnout level is
high, his/her academic engagement in school might decrease. The research on burnout is
also associated with engagement because of the positive psychology trend. This is a part
of the more general emerging trend toward focusing on the strengths of humanity and
optimal functioning rather than the weaknesses of the individuals (Seligman &
Csikszentmihalyi, 2000).

Personality traits are also considered important in students’ engagement and
burnout levels. For instance, as mentioned before, extraversion, as a dimension of
personality, has been positively correlated with engagement because positive emotions
contribute to engagement (Langelaan et al., 2006) and are negatively related to burnout
(Bakker et al., 2006). It is clear that personality traits have close associations with all of
the variables of this study. For the stated reasons, within the scope of this research, the
relationships among these variables were investigated in depth. When the related
literature is analyzed, engagement and its relation with burnout have been widely
studied; however, there are few studies on the relationship between these constructs and
personality. It is expected that the individuals’ study habits and engagement levels are
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also affected by their personality traits. Especially in Turkey, although a few researchers
investigated the relationship between burnout and engagement (e.g., Akbaslh et al.,
2019; Bilge et al., 2014), to the best of our knowledge, there are no studies examining
these concepts (i.e., burnout and engagement) with personality traits and students’
academic achievement together.

Present Study

The primary purpose of this study is to expand the research carried out on school
engagement, burnout, personality and academic achievement by conducting an
exploratory study to examine the relationships among these variables. To investigate
these relationships, we formulated the following hypotheses:

HI: There is a significant relationship among the students’ Utrecht Work
Engagement Scale-Students Form (UWES-SF) Scores, personality traits,
burnout scores and their grade point average (GPAs).

H?2: School engagement is negatively associated with exhaustion and cynicism
dimensions and positively associated with the efficacy dimension of the
burnout scale.

H3: Personality traits, burnout and academic achievement predict students’
school engagement levels.

In this study, GPA was used as an indicator of students’ academic achievement,
and other psychological constructs were investigated via measurement tools, which are
described in detail in the following section.

Method

As mentioned before, this study’s main goal is to explore the relationships
among school engagement, burnout, and academic achievement levels of undergraduate
students. To this end, the study was tailored as descriptive research and adopted a
correlational design in order to describe existing relationships between two or more
variables without any manipulation and intervention to the variables (Fraenkel &
Wallen, 2003).

Participants

The data were collected from a total of 307 volunteer undergraduate students
(105 males and 202 females) using a non-probabilistic convenience sampling procedure
in the spring term of the 2019-2020 academic year. The sample consisted of students in
the second (41%) and third (56%) of their studies in the faculty of education at a state
university in Turkey. The participants’ ages ranged from 18 to 21 years.

Only two respondents were excluded from the data set because their personal
information or scale forms were mostly incomplete. Moreover, in order to investigate
univariate and multivariate normality assumptions, outliers were analyzed via
calculating Z scores and Mahalanobis scores. As a result, four respondents were also
removed due to the violation of these assumptions.

Data Collection Tools

The data were collected through personal information form, Maslach Burnout
Inventory-Student Survey (MBI-SS), Utrecht Work Engagement Scale-Students Form

© 2022 AKU, Kuramsal Egitimbilim Dergisi - Journal of Theoretical Educational Science, 15(2), 216-238



222 Ezgi MOR-DIRLIK, Erkan KULEKCI, & Mustafa Oztiirk AKCAOGLU

(UWES-SF) and The Quick Big Five Personality Test (QBFPT). The researchers
developed a personal information form to collect details of the participants such as their
gender, age, school year and grade point average (GPA). GPA was used as an indicator
of academic achievement in this study.

Maslach Burnout Inventory-Student Survey (MBI-SS)

A Turkish version of MBI-SS was used to assess burnout. The original inventory
is developed by Schaufeli, Salanova, et al. (2002) and consists of 13 items and 3
subscales. The subscales include Exhaustion (5 items), Cynicism (4 items) and Efficacy
(4 items). The items are scored on a 5-point Likert scale from 1-Never to 5-Always.
High scores in Cynicism and Exhaustion and low scores in Efficacy show high levels of
burnout in scoring. For each participant, three different burnout scores are calculated.
There are a few adaptations of this inventory to the Turkish language (Balkis et al.,
2011; Capri et al., 2011). Upon considering the available adaptations of the inventory,
we found several inconsistencies among the adapted versions. The items did not reflect
the Turkish meaning, and also several vague expressions were detected among the
adapted inventories. Hence, a new adaptation study for the MBI-SS was administered
by the researchers.

For the new adaptation study, firstly, two different English language teaching
experts translated the inventory into Turkish. After the first translation of the items, the
back translation method was applied, and the Turkish form of the inventory was again
translated into Turkish by two different experts in the Turkish language teaching
program. The preliminary analyses were conducted with the data gathered from 128
undergraduate students. Although there are several criteria that should be considered for
the sample size and the applicability of CFA in the related literature, none of those rules
provides an exact size of sample based on the number of items. For this reason,
Tabachnick and Fidell (2001) proposed that the sample size should be arranged in
accordance with the item loadings, which means that if the item loadings are high, the
sample size can be smaller than the expected level.

In order to investigate the structural validity of the scale scores, Confirmatory
Factor Analysis (CFA) was applied, and Maximum Likelihood Estimation (MLE) was
used considering the normality of the items. Following the CFA, the item loadings were
initially analyzed and ranged from .66 to .85, which indicated a high level of explained
variance. Later, items’ t values were checked and all of them were significant. The p-
value of the proposed model was significant, as well. Thus, the model-data fit indexes
were analyzed and the results were interpreted based on Kline’s (2011) recommended
values. For the fit indexes such as GFI, AGFI, NFI and NNFI; values higher than .90
are accepted as a good fit. Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) was
used as misfit indices, with RMSEA <.06 considered very good and <.010 acceptable
(Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003). Hu and Bentler (1999) suggested an RMSEA of less
than .06 as a cut-off criterion. Nearly the same values are valid for SRMR, which shows
the misfit, too. A rule of thumb is that the SRMR should be less than .05 for a good fit
(Hu & Bentler, 1995), whereas values smaller than .10 may be interpreted as acceptable.
The estimated fit indexes from the CFA are presented in Table 1 and interpreted below
based on the provided cut-off values.
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Table 1
Model Adaptation Index Based on MBI-SS CFA Results
Scale  Analysis 22 sd  y2/sd GFI AGFI RMSEA NFI NNFI CFI SRMR
3-Factor 239.15 87 2.74 .87 .82 .090 92 94 .95 .040
MBI-
SS 3-Factor 193.06 86 2.24 .89 .85 .076 93 95 .96 .038
(Modified)

Based on the model-data fit values, it was found that the original three-factor
structure of the scale was preserved. When the findings of the unmodified analysis were
examined, it was observed that every index pointed to acceptable and good results. The
x2/sd value was found below 3, which showed a perfect fit, also GFI, NFI, NNFI, CFI
and SRMR values indicated a good to mediocre fit. A rule of thumb, AGFI and GFTI for
these indexes is that .90 indicates a good fit relative to the baseline model, while values
greater than .85 may be considered an acceptable fit. Then it may be said that these
indexes indicate acceptable levels of fit. However, the RMSEA value seemed to have a
poor fit with a value of slightly over .08. In the modified model, the value decreased
below .08, indicating an acceptable fit. When the proposed modifications were
analyzed, one modification that would make a contribution to model-data fit was
determined, which was associated with the error variant in items 11 and 14. These items
were in the same subscale and had very similar expressions. Hence, the suggested
modification was made and after the modification, an increase in every god-fit index
was observed. Furthermore, a decrease in y2 and RMSEA showed that the modification
improved the model-data fit quality. These results demonstrated that the scale,
composed of 13 items and three factors with a sufficiently high level of structure
validity, assesses the Turkish students’ burnout levels in a valid and reliable way.

Utrecht Work Engagement Scale-Students Form (UWES-SF)

UWES-SF, on the other hand, assesses the level of positive work-related
fulfillment and absorption. Although it was developed to determine work satisfaction, it
was adapted for students by Schaufeli, Martinez, et al. (2002). It has two forms; a long
form consisting of 17 items and a short form including nine items. In this study, the
short form of the scale was preferred. The scale includes three subscales, Vigor (3
items), Dedication (3 items) and Absorption (3 items). The items are scored as 0-Never
and 6-Always. At the scoring phase, both total scores and subscale scores are calculated.
Higher scores obtained from the scale mean that students’ engagement levels are high.

The original form of the scale was adapted to Turkish by Eryilmaz and Dogan
(2012). In the adaptation process, a back-translation method was utilized and the
Turkish form of the scale was administered through online and face-to-face methods.
The psychometric properties of the adapted scale were investigated with CFA, the test-
retest method and inter-consistency of the scale were analyzed. The adapted form of the
scale was found valid and reliable in the assessment of individuals’ work engagement.

The Quick Big Five Personality Test (QBFPT)

QBFPT aims to assess the personality traits of individuals based on the Big Five
Personality Theory with five factors. These are extraversion (E), openness to experience

© 2022 AKU, Kuramsal Egitimbilim Dergisi - Journal of Theoretical Educational Science, 15(2), 216-238



224 Ezgi MOR-DIRLIK, Erkan KULEKCI, & Mustafa Oztiirk AKCAOGLU

(O), neuroticism (N), agreeableness (A) and Conscientiousness (C). The original scale
was developed by Vermulst and Gerris (2005) and adapted to Turkish by Morsunbul
(2014). The scale is composed of 5 factors and 30 yes-no items. The factor structure of
QBFPT was confirmed in the adaptation study. Besides, item analysis showed that test
items worked well to measure personality traits. Lastly, the reliability of the test scores
was investigated by the test-retest method and Cronbach alpha coefficients. The results
showed that the Turkish version of the test was capable of producing similar results at
different times and that the items had internal consistency (—=.88).

Analysis of Data

The data were analyzed in line with the hypotheses of the research. In the
preliminary analyses, item analyses, as well as reliability and validity tests, were carried
out on each subscale. After examining the subscale scores, the analyses that may reveal
the relationships among the variables were applied. Then, descriptive statistics, zero-
order correlations, regression analyses were performed. Before conducting the
regression analysis, the assumptions (normality, linearity, extreme values and
multicollinearity) were tested.

For the data analyses, Lisrel 8.71 and SPSS 22.0 were used. At the adaptation
phase of the MBI-SS, Lisrel 8.71 (Joreskog & Sorbom, 2004) was used in order to
perform CFA. Pearson moment correlations were calculated to reveal the relationships
among the variables. Finally, stepwise regression analysis was applied to create the
regression equation of the students’ engagement levels.

Ethical Procedures

This study was carried out with the approval of the Kastamonu University Ethics
Committee (2020-3/12). Before starting the survey, the participants were informed
through a consent form which involved the confidentiality of given responses, the
objectives and aim of the study and so on. The researchers guaranteed anonymity and
data confidentiality.

Results

Preliminary Analysis

Item analyses were performed, and discriminations and popularities of the items
were calculated. These analyses were performed based on the scales and subscales.
Firstly, the results of the UWES-SF items were analyzed and showed that the item
means ranged from 1.69 to 3.25, indicating that most of the participants preferred low
values for the items. Then, corrected item-total correlations, the discrimination power of
the items, were calculated and it was found that item discrimination indexes ranged
from .58 to .75. As for the item discrimination index, values higher than .40 are
accepted as highly discriminative items (Crocker & Algina, 1986). Based on this cut-off
value, we can conclude that these items are highly discriminative. The internal
consistency of the scale scores was investigated with Cronbach’s alpha coefficient,
which was calculated as .89. Lastly, the items’ contribution to the internal consistency
was investigated and it was found that all of the items improved the total scale
reliability.
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The second measure used in the study was the MBI-SS. The validity and
reliability of the scores of the inventory were analyzed at the sub-scale level. Item
discriminations indexes, item means and reliability coefficients were estimated and it
was found that all of the items have high discriminative power (7jx=.49; .74). In
addition, Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients of three subscales were (Exhaustion, r=.87,
Cynicism, r=.87 and Efficacy, 7=.79) higher than .70, meaning that the subscale scores
are highly reliable. Moreover, each item contributed to the total reliability of the scale.
Based on these findings, it can be concluded that the scores of MBI-SS are valid and
reliable.

The last measurement tool used in this study was the QBFPT. Item
discrimination indexes ranged from .50 to .81, which indicates high discrimination
power. Item means were found between 3.59 and 5.33, revealing that most participants
were prone to selecting mid-points for the items. For reliability, Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients were estimated for each subscale and the coefficients ranged between .78
and .88, which indicates medium-high internal consistency. It was also determined that
all of the items contributed to the reliability of the subscale scores. Lastly, the
descriptive statistics of the scale scores were calculated and these values were presented
in Table 2.

Table 2

Descriptive Statistics of the Scale Scores

n of

Scale/ ) . Skew- .
Sub-scales items/c Min. Max. Mean SD Kurtosis
Inventory ases ness
Agreeableness 5 20.00 42.00 35.44 4.097 -.65 .60
Extraversion 5 7.00 42.00 26.12 7.70 -.06 -.63
Conscientious-
QBFPT ness 5 9.00 42.00 30.50 7.07 -.53 -.18
Neuroticism 5 6.00 41.00 25.03 6.55 .08 -.03
Openness to
. 5 14.00 42.00 32.84 4.48 =23 23
experience
UWES-S Engagement 9 9.00 44.00 23.71 7.00 23 -.40
Exhaustion 4 7.00 35.00 21.48 6.57 17 -.46
MBI-SS Cynicism 5 4.00 28.00 15.73 5.88 .05 -.55
Efficacy 6 12.00 42.00 29.37 5.75 -.12 -.07
GPA - 279 2.00 4.00 2.96 31 -.06 27

When the results were investigated, it was concluded that the participant group
was heterogeneous according to the research variables based on the minimum and
maximum scores. The standard deviation values, which are relatively high, also
confirmed the results. Mean values showed that most of the students tended to choose
the average values. Skewness and Kurtosis values ranged between -1 and 1, indicating
that the scores are distributed normally (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).
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The Results of Correlation and Regression Analyses

Firstly, in order to test the first hypothesis of the study, the relationships among
the variables were investigated and Pearson product-moment correlations were
computed to examine the intercorrelations. The computed correlation coefficients were
presented in Table 3.

Table 3

The Pearson Product-Moment Correlations among the Research Variables

Pearson UWES- Agree. Extra.  Cons. Neu. Open. Exhaustion ~ Cynicism  Efficacy = GPA

Correlation S
UWES-S 1.00
Agree. 29%* 1.00
Extraversion 2% 31** 1.00
Cons. 34%* 25%* .02 1.00
Neuroticism 14 ¥ 19%* A49%* .14* 1.00
Open. 23 AT** 34%* .07 19 1.00
Exhaustion e A 1.00
Cynicism -.62%* =24k -.07 .25_** - 23k -.09 T4 1.00
Efficacy 62%* A6** 22%* 34 24%* 38%* -4k - 55k 1.00
GPA 22 19 -.01 25%* -.05 -.03 -.09 -.16* 32%* 1.00

In Table 3, the correlation coefficients between the research variables were
presented and the values showed that nearly all variables were correlated with each
other significantly. This finding proved the study’s first hypothesis, which was
“H1=There 1s a significant relationship among the students’ UWES-S scores,
personality traits, burnout scores and GPAs.” The relationships among the dimensions
of Burnout inventory (r=.74; .55; .48, p<.001) and UWES-S were the strongest. The
strongest positive correlation, considered as a large effect size based on Sink and
Stroh’s guideline (2006), was observed between Efficacy and UWES-S (=.62),
meaning that students with a relatively high efficacy subscale score will likely have a
high engagement score and vice versa. The other two dimensions of MBI-SS were also
correlated with UWES-S scores but negatively (r=.-62; .-60). Results further indicated
that only Conscientiousness had a positive medium level of correlation with UWES-S
from the assessed personality traits. Lastly, the GPA was found positively correlated
with UWES-S; however, this relationship was found below the medium level. These
findings verified the second hypothesis of the study that was “H2: School engagement is
negatively associated with exhaustion and cynicism dimensions and positively
associated with the efficacy dimension of the burnout scale.”

Stepwise multiple regression was conducted to investigate how well the subscale
scores of Burnout and Personality inventories and students’ GPAs would predict the
students’ engagement scores. Before conducting the regression analysis, normality,
linearity, extreme values and multicollinearity assumptions were tested. Normality was
checked at univariate and multivariate levels. For the univariate level, skewness and
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kurtosis values were calculated and they ranged between -.85 and .77, which indicates
that the values have a normal distribution (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). In order to
analyze the extreme values, Z scores and Mahalanobis distances were calculated. For Z
scores, 3 and -3 were accepted as boundary values (Field, 2013) and it was found that
there were no cases including extreme values. In addition, Mahalanobis distances
showed that there was not any case including an extreme value. The linearity of the
variables was investigated in terms of scatter plots and it was found that all graphs had a
form of an ellipse. Thus, it was concluded that this assumption was met for all the
research variables. Lastly, the variance inflation factors (VIFs) and tolerance values
(TVs) were computed to measure multicollinearity. All the VIFs of the predictor
variables in the regression models were less than 3.0, which indicates that the
multicollinearity of the variables does not affect the regression estimates. Also, all of
the TVs of the predictors were calculated higher than .10, which shows there is no
multicollinearity among the predictors (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). All of the
predictors were included in the model for the regression analyses, and five different
models were produced. The regression and Beta coefficients of the predictors according
to the proposed models are presented in Table 4 below.

Table 4
The Results of Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis
Standardized Collinearity
Coef.* Statistics

R R Adjltelzsted Beta T Sig. Tolerance VIF

1 (Constant) 1.08 .28
Efficacy 62 .39 38 62 13.09 .00 1.00 1.00

2 (Constant) 6.98 .00
Efficacy 43 8.87 .00 77 1.31
Exhaustion g1 .50 50 -39 -7.95 .00 a7 1.31

3 (Constant) 7.92 .00
Efficacy .38 7.40 .00 .69 1.46
Exhaustion =25 -3.94 .00 A5 2.22
Cynicism 72 .53 52 -23 -3.56 .00 41 2.44

4  (Constant) 6.53 .00
Efficacy 34 6.65 .00 .65 1.55
Exhaustion -.24 -3.82 .00 45 2.23
Cynicism =23 -3.53 .00 41 2.44
Conscientiousness 73 54 .53 11 243 .02 .87 1.15

5 (Constant) 7.06 .00
Efficacy .36 6.92 .00 .64 1.56
Exhaustion -.28 -4.39 .00 42 2.39
Cynicism -22 337 .01 41 2.45
Conscientiousness 11 256 .01 87 1.15
Neuroticism 74 .55 .54 -.11 256 .01 .87 1.16

Dependent Variable (Constant): UWES-S
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In Table 4, the produced regression models and related statistics were presented.
The first model was composed of the constant value and Efficacy scores of students.
Efficacy was found as the strongest predictor in the regression model. Its Beta
coefficient was the highest; thus, it was included in the model first. In the second model,
Exhaustion was added to the model and this variable increased the total adjusted R2
from .38 to .50. In the next step, Cynicism was entered into the model and the total
adjusted R2 reached .52. Standardized coefficients of Exhaustion and Cynicism were
found negative, which indicates that if the students’ UWES-S scores increase, the
subscale scores of Efficacy and Exhaustion will decrease. In the fourth model,
Conscientiousness was included in the model and the explained variance increased to
.53. In the last step, students’ emotional stability scores were included in the model and
it became the last predictor variable of the model. Its beta coefficient was found to be
the same as the precedent predictor, Conscientiousness. As a result of regression
analysis, the final model consisted of five variables explaining .54 of students’
engagement scores. Also, the beta weights presented in all models were found
significant, and while two of the predictors had a positive influence, three of them had a
negative influence on the UWES-S scores of the students. These results indicate that the
students’ engagement could be predicted by their Efficacy, Exhaustion, Cynicism,
Conscientiousness and emotional stability scores.

Students’ GPAs, the sub-scale scores of openness to experience, agreeableness
and extraversion were not included in any model due to the low Beta coefficients. These
results showed that the third hypothesis of the study, “H3=Personality traits, burnout
and academic achievement predict students’ school engagement level.”, was confirmed
partially. As a result of regression analysis, the composed regression model can be
stated as:

y[=21.38+0.36*Efficacy-+-0.28*Exhaustion+-0.22*Cynicism+0.11*Conscientiousness+-0.11*Neuroticism

Discussion

The primary purpose of this study is to extend the research carried out in the area
of school engagement, burnout and personality by conducting descriptive research to
investigate the correlation and prediction relationships among these variables. The
results indicated that the highest mean score obtained by the students for personality
traits was agreeableness while the lowest was neuroticism, which was also supported by
some other studies (Burke & Witt, 2004; Cot¢ & Moskowitz, 1998; Jensen & Patel,
2011; Saling et al., 2019; Templer, 2012). On the other hand, levels of engagement and
all dimensions of burnout were moderate among the participants, as also reported by
Akbasli et al. (2019).

The first hypothesis of the study was that there is a significant relationship
among the students’ engagement scores, personality traits, burnout scores and GPAs.
The results revealed that engagement scores had significant relationships with all the
research variables. Although some studies underlined the associations and implied that
engagement improves academic achievement (Bilge et al., 2014; Crossan et al., 2003;
King, 2015; Zhu, 2010), the results of this study highlighted that there was a positive
but low relationship between GPA and engagement. Some other researchers also
reached similar results, and even in some studies, researchers did not observe a
significant correlation between these variables. For instance, Appleton et al. (2006)
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reported that the relationship between engagement and GPA was weak. Chen et al.
(2013) and Shernoff (2010) stated that no significant correlation between student
engagement and GPA. This could be because students with higher grades acquire the
abilities required to comprehend the content faster; therefore, they spare less time to
study. On the contrary, as also expressed by Lei et al. (2018), students with low grades
could have problems in mastering the skills that compose the base for learning the
content, so even if they engage more, they cannot get high grades.

As for the relationship between engagement and personality traits, we found a
significant correlation between engagement and all dimensions of QBFPT. Upon
examining the coefficients, we found that the correlations were positive but low for all
dimensions except for Conscientiousness. Kim et al. (2009) and Douglas et al. (2016)
also supported the finding by stating that of all the personality inventory dimensions,
only Conscientiousness was significantly correlated with engagement. Based on the
findings, we might posit that the students with a high conscientiousness personality
trait, identified by organized, principled, responsible, forward-thinking, persistent and
goal-oriented characteristics, tend to lead their energy to school-related tasks, exams
and activities and, as a result, feel a strong sense of engagement.

For the second hypothesis, we tested whether the students’ engagement levels
were negatively associated with exhaustion and cynicism dimensions and positively
associated with the efficacy dimension of the burnout scale. As stated in the hypothesis,
the direction of Pearson coefficients showed that UWES-S and Exhaustion and
Cynicism were negatively correlated while there was a positive and high relationship
between Efficacy. This finding is also in line with the results of other studies reporting
that the students with a high level of engagement have a lower level of Exhaustion and
Cynicism and a higher level of Efficacy (Fiorilli et al., 2017; Hakanen et al., 2006;
Maricutoiu et al., 2017; Prins et al., 2010; Salmela-Aro & Read, 2017; Salmela-Aro et
al., 2011; Schaufeli, Salanova, et al., 2002; van Beek et al., 2013; Virtanen et al., 2018;
Zhang et al., 2007). Therefore, we can say that students who have relatively weak
school engagement tend to exhibit the features of burnout.

As for the last hypothesis, the prediction of students’ school engagement level
by personality traits, burnout and academic achievement was tested. The results of
regression analysis pointed out that the scores of two dimensions of personality
inventory (Conscientiousness and neuroticism) and all dimensions of burnout (Efficacy,
Exhaustion and Cynicism) predicted engagement significantly. Kim et al. (2009) also
reported that Conscientiousness and neuroticism were primary predictors of
engagement. To this end, we can conclude that students with high Conscientiousness,
characterized by being proficient, efficient, organized and determined, tend to complete
the tasks on time, drive their energy to work, and feel a strong sense of competence
resulting in a high level of engagement in schoolwork. Based on the regression model,
we can also assert that students who show signs of burnout feel less engaged and might
have problems focusing on learning activities behaviorally, cognitively, and
emotionally. On the one hand, it can be claimed that students with high Efficacy, the
ability to perform a school task to a satisfactory or expected level, are expected to have
a higher engagement level. On the other hand, students who feel emotionally exhausted
and psychologically distant are assumed to have a lower level of engagement, as also
explained by Maricutoiu et al. (2017). Llorens-Gumbau and Salanova-Soria (2014) and
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Salmela-Aro and Upadyaya (2014) have also reported similar findings, who found that
all dimensions of burnout predicted engagement.

GPA and three other dimensions of personality inventory (agreeableness,
extraversion and openness to experience); however, did not significantly predict
students’ engagement. Shernoff and Schmidt (2008) could not also establish a
prediction relationship between engagement and GPA. Hence, the finding is relatively
surprising, as there is no prediction relationship between engagement and extraversion.
It was initially suggested that the influence of extraversion on engagement would be
positive due to the high energy level that extroverts often have. The result of the present
study also indicates that agreeableness, extraversion and openness to experience could
have a limited impact on improving school engagement. The finding is in line with
previous results revealing that engagement and all dimensions of QBFPT do not have a
strong predictive relationship (Kim et al., 2009). Some other studies, on the other hand,
revealed different dimensions of QBFPT could be a predictor of engagement. For
example, Douglas et al. (2016) stated that openness is one of the significant predictors
of engagement.

Conclusion, Limitations, and Implications

The present study showed that Conscientiousness and neuroticism as personality
traits and burnout levels of students are effective factors in predicting the level of school
engagement. In order to enhance students’ attention, curiosity, interest, and motivation,
we can modify the educational environments to minimize the factors causing burnout
such as pressure on school achievement, excessive amount of homework, and lack of
time for rest. Moreover, developing learning tasks and realistic targets that build on
students’ own strengths, interests and needs is invaluable in the improvement of school
engagement. These adjustments in the educational settings will also lead to a decrease in
students’ state of emotional, physical burnout and mental distance from schoolwork.

The findings of the study and the discussion presented are limited to the
following issues. First, the preference of convenient sampling to collect data may limit
the generalizability of the findings. Therefore, it can be suggested that future studies
include a more representative sample of university students. The second limitation of
the study is the use of self-report measures whose limitations are well documented in
the research and social science literature. Especially when evaluating positive behavior,
the results of self-report measures should be carefully interpreted. Despite these, this
study has crucial practical implications for the researchers, as well. This study has gone
some way towards enhancing our understanding of the relationships between school
engagement and both personality traits and burnout. Additional studies carried out with
a more representative sample of university students and with the support of qualitative
data would help us explore these interrelationships among these constructs thoroughly.
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