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Abstract

How to create high levels of employee engagement and how to avoid burnout in the workplace is main 

issue in human resource management. According to Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model, this study aims 

to investigate when self-efficacy plays as a mitigator on the impact of job demand on burnout, and explains 

why job resources are translated into work engagement. A sample of 237 Mongolian employees is used 

to test hypotheses. Results show that self-efficacy does offset the relationship between job demands and 

burnout. Meanwhile, self-efficacy plays as a mediator on the impact of job resources on work engagement. 

The implications of these findings for the context of JD-R model are discussed.
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1. Introduction

The Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model 

[Demerouti et al., 2021; Schaufeli, and 

Bakker, 2004] attributes the characteristics 

of work environments and employee 

well-being. Resulted from JD-R model, the at-

tributions of working setting are separated in-

to two categories: job demands and job 

resources. Job demands are referred as aspects 

of work standing in need of the sustained effort 

and as a result of being related to physical 

and psychological costs [Xanthopoulou et al., 

2007]. Job resources are referred as aspects 

of work (e.g., physical, social, or organiza-

tional) functional in realizing work-related 

goals, meeting different job demands at psy-

chological costs, and motivating personal 

growth and development [Llanos-Contreras et 

al., 2023; Van den Broeck et al., 2008]. Job 

demands are the most important predictors 

of burnout [Bakker et al., 2004], whereas job 

resources are the distinctive predictors of work 

engagement [Bakker and Demerouti, 2017].

Two independent psychological processes 

which are health impairment and motivational 

process [Bakker and Demerouti, 2007] are 

evoked by these two types of job demands and 

resources. On the basis of the health impair-

ment process, high levels of job demand requir-

ing sustained physical or mental effort may 

carry off employees’ resources and bring about 

energy draining and psychological health 

symptoms such as burnout [Bakker et al., 

2005]. By contrast, on the basis of the motiva-

tional processes, the obtainability of job re-

sources results in work engagement [Schaufeli 

and Bakker, 2004]. The motivational process 

is incurred by plentiful job resources and may 

lead to employee engagement.

According to Conservation of Resources 

(COR) theory [Hobfoll, 2002], there are two 

main assumptions: (1) individuals invest re-

sources to respond to threatening situations 

and keep negative outcomes from arising; (2) 

Individuals not only endeavor to conserve 

these resources but also store them up. 

Considering the above assumptions, self-effi-

cacy as personal resource is recognized to the 

potential moderating role in the relationship 

between job demands (threats) and burnout 

(negative outcome). In addition, considering 

the motivational process of the JD-R model 

combined with the second assumption of COR 

theory, self-efficacy as personal resource is 

recognized to the mediating role to explain 

job resources enrich efficacy beliefs, which in 

turn increase employee engagement. This 

study suggests the combination of COR theory 

with the buffer hypothesis in the health im-

pairment process of JD-R model and with fos-

tering hypothesis in the motivational process 

of JD-R model.

Based on the above, this study attempts to 

take self-efficacy as the core concepts, burn-

out and engagement in the context of job de-

mands-resources model as its consequence 

variable. Based on job demands-resources 

model mainly and resource conservation theo-

ry, job demands may affect employee burnout 

and job resources may affect employee work 

engagement. Self-efficacy as personal re-

source plays not only as a mitigator on the 

impact of job demand on burnout, but also as 

a mediator on the impact of job resources on 

work engagement. Through the health im-

pairment process, self-efficacy is expected to 

moderate the positive job demands—burnout 

relationship. on the other hand, through the 

motivational process, self-efficacy is also ex-

pected to mediate the positive influence of job 

resources on work engagement.
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2. Literature Review and Hypothesis 

Building

2.1 The Moderating Role of Self-efficacy 

Burnout informs employee about psychoso-

cial risk and health problems in the workplace 

[Giménez-Espert et al., 2020]. As Maslach, 

and Leiter [1997] statement: “Energy, in-

volvement, and efficacy—these are the direct 

opposites of the three dimensions of burnout.” 

burnout is considered as an erosion whereby 

“Energy turns into exhaustion, involvement 

turns into cynicism, and efficacy turns into 

ineffectiveness”. Burnout is defined as a mul-

tidimensional construct that encompasses 

emotional exhaustion (i.e., feelings overly 

drained and depleted of emotional and phys-

ical resources), depersonalization (i.e., dis-

playing negative, immoderately detached re-

actions to person being served or cared for.), 

and lack of personal accomplishment (i.e., 

feeling incompetent and lacking success at 

work) [Maslach, 2003; Maslach and Leiter, 

2008]. Past studies have examined the impact 

of job demands on the exhaustion component 

of burnout [Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004; 

Bakker et al., 2004; Bakker and Demerouti, 

2017; Bakker et al., 2023].

Rather than focal point of task-specific 

self-efficacy [Yeo and Neal, 2006], this study 

investigates a general construct, namely, in-

dividuals’ perceptions of their capability to 

master the necessary job skills with motiva-

tional and cognitive resources and to satisfy 

their needs in a broad context [Chen et al., 

2001]. The accumulation of successes and per-

severing positive experiences can enhance 

general self-efficacy [Chen et al., 2001]. 

Employees with high level of general self-effi-

cacy have better mastery that assists them 

to cope with demanding conditions more effec-

tively, and in turn avoid them to  experiencing 

negative outcomes [Bakker et al., 2004]. 

Self-efficacious employees will focus on moti-

vational and cognitive resources, formulate 

a comprehensive environment and how they 

response to it. As a result, they will experience 

lower levels of burnout. Self-efficacy buffers 

the relationship between job demands and 

burnout, that is to say, employees low in 

self-efficacy show that when job demand is 

high, their levels of burnout increase. 

Therefore, the following hypothesis is sug-

gested:

Hypothesis 1: Self-efficacy moderates the 

relationship between Job 

demands and burnout.

2.2 The Mediating Role of Self-efficacy 

Work engagement is characterized by vigor 

(i.e., energetic at work with strong mental 

resilience, willingness to work investment, 

and perseverance in the face of obstacles), 

dedication (i.e., work with enthusiasm and 

passion), and absorption (i.e., being happily 

immersed in work so as time flies and difficulty 

in detachment from work), which is a motiva-

tional and work-related state of fulfillment 

[Xanthopoulou et al., 2009]. Work engage-

ment is not a specific and temporary state, 

but a more general affective-cognitive state.

The attainability of job resources that help 

achieve work goals [Bakker, 2008] drives the 

motivational process. Job resources act a mo-

tivator because they facilitate employee 

growth, learning, and development. Work en-

gagement may be promoted by job resources 

through a motivational process which meet 

basic needs and which enhances the possi-
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bility of achieving work goals. Job resources 

may be identified as important predictors that 

highlight engagement on the likelihood of per-

sonal development through work. Personal re-

sources are concerned as individuals’ percep-

tions of their potential to successfully control 

and influence their environment [Hobfoll et 

al., 2003]. Self-efficacy as personal resource 

is included as a principal extension of the JD-R 

model [Simbula et al., 2011]. Self-efficacy pro-

motes motivation with affecting the chal-

lenges individuals run after, the effort they 

invest, and the persistence with facing 

difficulties. Self-efficacy indeed acts as a 

self-motivating mechanism in the relation-

ship between job resource and work engage-

ment. Hence, the following hypothesis is sug-

gested:

Hypothesis 2: Self-efficacy mediates the re-

lationship between Job re-

sources and work engage-

ment.

Grounded on the aforementioned dis-

cussion, the research framework is organized 

as shown in <Figure 1>.

H2

H1

Work 

Engagement

Burnout

Self-efficacy

Job Demand

Job Resource

<Figure 1> Hypothesized Model 

3. Method 

3.1 Samples 

The data was collected through online 

questionnaire. Questionnaire with a clear re-

search purpose introduction were send 

through the internet such as e-mail and social 

media. The research population in this study 

were the employees, who are currently work-

ing in Milk JSC established in 1958. This man-

ufacture factory produces and trades 100% 

milk products. 

Data was distributed through ques-

tionnaire survey online over 3 months period. 

A total of 380 survey questionnaires are mailed 

to Milk JSC’s employee. A sample of 311 ques-

tionnaires was collected. Due to incomplete-

ness feedback or loss of data, 74 of these sam-

ples were invalid which were removed from 

total response. As a result, the total 237 re-

sponse can be used. The effective feedback rate 

was 76%. Among the employees, 56.5% were 

female. 33.8% of employees fall in 31-35 years 

old, 31.6% in 26-30 years old, and 40.5% in 

2-5 years. 34.6% of employees’ work experi-

ence in industry fall in 6-10 years in their cur-

rent organization. 50.2% of the employees 

held a bachelor degree or above.

3.2 Measurement 

The survey items used in this study were 

originally written in English. It is needed to 

follow back-translation procedure proposed 

by [Brislin, 1980] to translate them into 

Mongolian for the accurate understanding. A 

5-point Likert-type scale is adopted for all 

variables measurement with ranging from (1) 

“a little or no extend” to (5) “a great extension.”

3.2.1 Job Demands 

The measurement of job demands was 

adopted from the 12-item scale developed by 

[3], is used in this questionnaire. Employees 

were asked to assess the use of three sub-

dimensions: workload, change in task, and 
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emotional load. Example items are “I have to 

work extra hard because I have to finish my 

order”, “I have the proposed changes in my 

tasks are introduced well”, and “I confronted 

with things that affect me personally in my 

work”. Cronbach’s alpha is .895.

3.2.2 Job resources

The measurement of Job resource was 

adopted from the 6-item scale developed by 

[3] including two dimensions: autonomy, 

coaching by supervisor and professional 

development. Employees were asked to assess 

the use of two subdimensions: autonomy, and 

coaching by supervisor and professional 

development. Example items are “On my job, 

I have freedom to decide how I do my work”, 

“My supervisor uses his/her influence to help 

me solve my problems at work”, and “I have 

sufficient possibilities to develop myself at 

work”. Cronbach’s alpha is .736.

3.2.3 Self-efficacy 

The measurement of self-efficacy consists 

of 10 items, which were adopted from 

[Schwarzer and Jerusalem, 1995], is used in 

this questionnaire. Example items are “I can 

always manage to solve difficult problems if 

I try hard enough”, “I can remain calm when 

facing difficulties because I can rely on my 

coping abilities”, and “When I am confronted 

with a problem, I can usually find several sol-

utions”. Cronbach’s alpha is .770.

3.2.4 Work Engagement

The measurement of work engagement 

14-items scale adopted from [Schaufeli et al., 

2006] with three dimensions of engagement 

including vigor, dedication and absorption. 

Employees were asked to assess the use of 

three subdimensions: vigor, dedication, and 

absorption. Example items are “At my work 

I always persevere, even when things do not 

go well”, “I find the work that I do full of mean-

ing and purpose”, and “When I am working, 

I forget everything else around me”. 

Cronbach’s alpha is .922.

3.2.5 Burnout 

The measurement of burnout 15 items scale 

was adopted from [Maslach and Jackson 

1981]. Example items are “I am harder and 

less sympathetic with people than perhaps 

they deserve”, “I feel that organizational poli-

tics or bureaucracy frustrate my ability to do 

a good job”, and “I feel that I do not have time 

to do many of the things that are important 

to doing a good quality job”. Cronbach’s alpha 

is .894.

3.2.6 Control Variables 

The following variables are controlled for 

in the hypothesis testing: several demo-

graphic variables (i.e. gender, age, and educa-

tion) and work-related (i.e. work experience 

in industry) background variables, because 

they have been found to be related to employee 

burnout and work engagement. Gender has 

been found to influence affective commitment 

[Becker, 2005], because of empathy rooted in 

women is higher than in men [Lovell et al., 

1999]. Age differences of employees are with 

different positions on themselves, others and 

work. Young and highly educated employees 

pay more attention to economic exchange and 

fair treatment [Wagner and Rush, 2000]. 

Consequently, gender, age, education, and 

work experience in industry were chosen with-

in the analyses.
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<Table 1> Descriptive Statistics, Correlations and Scale Reliabilities

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1. Gender 1.565 .496 1

2. Age 3.569 1.196 .190
**

1

3. Education 4.265 .961 .190** .310** 1

4. WEiInd 2.455 1.191 .107 .762
**

.312
**

1

5. JD 3.380 .466 .138
*

.057 .219
**

.012 (.895)

6. JR 3.732 .453 .010 .083 .027 .111 .104 (.736)

7. SE 3.523 .330 .059 .098 .195
**

.157
*

.168
**

.520
**

(.770)

8. Burnout 3.150 .431 .134
*

.033 .081 -.025 .701
**

.069 .095 (.894)

9. WE 3.658 .398 .082 .200** .098 .254** .098 .647** .559** .026 (.922)

Note: 
*
p<0.05, 

**
p<0.01; Gender: 1=male; 2=female.

Education: 1=Elementary school; 2=high school; 3=college; 4=Bachelor degree; 5= Master degree; N= 237, 
WEiInd: Work experience in industry; JD: Job demand; JR: Job resource; SE: Self-efficacy; WE: Work Engagement

4. Analysis

4.1 Correlation Analysis 

Descriptive statistics and correlational 

analysis of measured variables are reported 

in <Table 1>. Job demand is significantly and 

positively related to self-efficacy (γ=.168, 

p<0.01), and burnout (γ=.701, p<0.01). Job de-

mand is non-significantly related to job re-

source (γ=.104, p=.109) and work engage-

ment (γ=.098, p=.133), significantly related 

to self-efficacy (γ=.168, p<0.01). Job resource 

is significantly and positively related to 

self-efficacy (γ=.520, p<0.01), and work en-

gagement (γ=.647, p<0.01). 

Job resource is non-significantly related to 

burnout (γ=.069, p=.292). Self-efficacy is sig-

nificantly and positively related to work en-

gagement (γ=.559, p<0.01). Self-efficacy is 

non-significantly related to burnout (γ=.095, 

p=.143). Burnout is non-significantly related 

to work engagement (γ=.026, p=.691).

4.2 Hierarchical Regression Analysis 

As shown M3 in <Table 2>, our analyses 

showed that self-efficacy moderated the main 

effect of job demand on burnout. Specifically, 

the interaction of job demand and self-efficacy 

on burnout was significant (β=2.086, p <.001). 

As shown in <Figure 1>, we plotted the condi-

tional effect of job demand on burnout at low 

level and high level of self-efficacy (i.e., one 

standard deviation above and below the mean 

value of the moderator). The result is suppor-

tive of Hypothesis 1.

To test the effect of job resource on self-effi-

cacy, self-efficacy was regressed on LMX with 

control variables of gender, age, education 

and work experience in industry shown as 

<Table 2> (M4: β = 0.512, p < .001). 

In accordance with [Baron and Kenny, 

1986], conditions are necessary to test H2. The 

analysis results show a significant mediation 

effect of self-efficacy. When self-efficacy was 

entered into the equation as shown in M7, job 

resource significantly predicted work engage-

ment (β=.472, p<.001), whereas self-efficacy 

significantly predicted work engagement (β

=.287, p<.001). The effect of job resource on 

work engagement did drop from .619 (p<.001) 

to .472 (p<.001). Therefore, H2 was supported.
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<Table 2> Regression Analysis 

Burnout SE WE

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7

Gender .048 .048 .037 .029 .047 .027 .038

Age .036 .035 .016 -.128 .002 .086 .039

Education -.083 -.082 -.041 .168
**

.013 -.081 -.035

WE -.063 -.062 -.025 .042 .194* .247* .182

JD .711
***

713
***

-.902
*

- - -

JR - - - .512
***

.619
***

- .472
***

JD×SE - 2.086*** - - - -

SE -.010 -1.096
***

- - .538
***

.287
***

F 32.852
***

28.630 28.170
***

14.919
***

28.118
***

18.445
***

30.749
***

R2 .501 .501 .528 .313 .462 .361 .519

Adjustedn R
2

.486 .484 .509 .292 .449 .341 .502

Note: 
*
p<0.05, 

**
p<0.1, 

***
p<0.01

WEiInd: Work experience in industry; JD: Job demand; JR: Job resource; SE: Self-efficacy; WE: Work Engagement

<Figure 2> The Interaction of Job Demand and Self-efficacy on Burnout

5. Research Discussion and Suggestion

This study aims to test the moderating role 

of self-efficacy with regard to the JD–R model, 

and its impact on burnout (hypothesis 1). The 

other study objective is to test the mediating 

role of self-efficacy with regard to the JD–R 

model, and its effect on work engagement 

(hypothesis 2). Hypothesis 1 and 2, the so-

called interaction hypothesis, are confirmed.

5.1 Practical Implication 

The first relevant result is that high levels 

of self-efficacy buffered burnout when job de-

mands are high, as was expected. The empiri-

cal evidence of the moderation of self-efficacy 

in the relationship between job demands and 

burnout contributes significantly in explain-

ing the health impairment process of the JD-R 

model. This finding may highlight that this 

personal resource operates not only at affec-

tive-cognition but also at behavioral-prac-

tice. Self-efficacy as personal resource of a 

more practical nature such as an individual 

ability to allocate time or energy to invest in 

specific tasks. This attribution may also be 

vital for human resource manager aware of the 
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specific job demands and burnout prevention.

The mediation of self-efficacy in the rela-

tionship between job resources and work en-

gagement contributes significantly. The 

empirical evidence explains the utility 

mechanism of the motivational process of 

the JD-R model. This significant process 

from job resources to work engagement 

through self-efficacy mainly emphasizes a 

more active role in the model’s motivational 

process. Since through the activation of em-

ployees’ beliefs in more capable to perform 

their tasks the capacity in a resourceful en-

vironment, job resources can draw forth 

more positive appraisals of work engage-

ment situations.

5.2 Limitation and Future Research 

As far as the study’s limitations, several 

limitations in this study are considered to be 

acknowledged as a starting point for future 

work. First, due to self-reported data used 

to identify all variables with the increase of 

the likelihood of common method, cross-sec-

tional and longitudinal study design are sug-

gested to validate our findings over time for 

further research. Second, using only a homo-

geneous sample of Mongolian employees in 

Milk JSC, it limits the generalizability of the 

results to the heterogeneity of other occupa-

tions Therefore, it is important for future re-

search to study other organizational contexts. 

Finally, future research can consider different 

kinds of job demands/resources, as well as 

personal resources for deepening the complex-

ity of the study model.
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