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Abstract

This study aims at determining the relationshipMeein occupational burnout and personality trait3 urkish
EFL teachers. Occupational burnout has been stufifiad numerous perspectives with a wide range of
professions including teachers. Many parametethénburnout process like age, poor leadership &edssul
environments have been mostly agreed on. Howeherrdlated literature lacks studies concerning uagg
teachers. Furthermore, the relationship betweenpgatonal burnout and personality traits of langutgachers
has also been ignored. Taking this point into aotolurkish teachers of English working in a certdistrict in
Turkey are the focal point of the study, and 224ttefm participated in it. The data was collected tio
questionnaires. Occupational burnout was measuiddMaslach Burnout Inventory and the personalibjts

of the participants were measured with the FivéeiaBersonality Inventory. Relevant issues were alsalyzed
through a qualitative approach. No dominant perégnaait could be detected among the participariise
results also showed that occupational burnout £xstong the participants but due to different fectban
being questioned. A positive correlation betweenrogcism and occupational burnout is also amonrg th
findings of the current study.
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1. Introduction
The first concern of the current study is to fingt @ there are some common personality traits ofKish
teachers of English (henceforth EFL teachers). fdy concern relates to their occupational burhexsl and
factors affecting them, and the last one is thati@iship between these two variables.
1.1 Personality
The phrase personality sounds simple and dire¢twben it comes to defining it, different percepsomight
arise. For example, one definition of personaléfers to it as an inborn temperament and featwisg@ in
different situations and a combination of the chaastics of a person which separate him/her fiathrer
people (Phares, 1991: p. 29). Another definitioghhiignore this innateness and put emphasis owithdil's
psychological functions and social interactions;

"An individual's pattern of psychological procesaesing from motives, feelings, thoughts, and

other major areas of psychological function. Peatinis expressed through its influences on

the body, in conscious mental life, and throughitickvidual's social behavior." (Mayer, 2005)
Deciding on general personality types has beemaaetive field of study because it seems thatqaabty is
related with nearly all aspects of human life. @h¢he most valid and reliable inventories is NEWeFactor
Inventory (henceforth FFI) (Costa and McRae, 198bBich is used to assess neuroticism (the suschytitm
psychological distress, inability to control urgpspneness to unrealistic ideas and inability tpecwith stress),
extraversion (the disposition towards positive eéaoms, sociability and high activity), openness kperience
(the proclivity towards variety, intellectual cusity and aesthetic sensitivity), agreeableness itbEnation
towards interpersonal trust and consideration diers), and conscientiousness (the tendency towards
persistence, industriousness and organization)téCetsal., 1991). The following outline of thesegmnality
types (Haslam, 2007: pp. 26-28) presents them egfiosing concepts.

Extraversion is a term that originated in the personality tlyeafr Carl Jung, who meant by it an

orientation to the outside world rather than to/até experience. Extraversion is best exemplified

by traits involving sociability, in particular agference for large groups.

Agreeableness it involves cooperativeness, altruism, and a galye warm, compliant, and

trusting stance towards others. Disagreeable iddals are characterized as cold, callous, selfish,

calculating, hostile, and competitive in their mations.

Conscientiousnesgenerally reflects self-control, planfulness, &#eihg organized, efficient, and

deliberate in one’s approach to tasks. Unconsadastpeople tend to be impulsive, disorganized,

oriented to the present rather than the future caneless towards their responsibilities.

Neuroticism has to do with people’s emotional instability. Id8ge emotions, including anger,
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sadness, shame, and embarrassment. Does not imeppyrd@sence of any mental disorder. In this
expanded sense, neurotic people are more pronexgerience negative emotions, to be
psychologically maladjusted and vulnerable, andaee low self-esteem.
Openness to experiences a somewhat vague term for a factor that haggordéo be controversial
and difficult to name. Metaphorically, ‘opennessiplies a willingness to adopt novel and
unconventional ways of thinking and behaving, mesiifin such traits as creativity,
imaginativeness, curiosity, and aesthetic apprieciatOpen people are heavily invested in
cultivating new experiences, and have a mild teagdn score relatively high on measures of
intelligence. People who fall at the other endho$ factor are conventional and narrow in their
interests, and conservative and sometimes rigidh@ir approach to life’'s challenges and
opportunities.
These personality traits shouldn’t be considerecadsgories with clear boundaries. Actually, patlyalal cases
set aside, it is not usual for an individual torecdominantly high in one category and very lowaimther.
Therefore, FFI doesn’t provide score ranges tordete the personality type, but rather a dispersimdel of
personality.
1.2 Occupational burnout
The term of “burnout” was first introduced to ligdure by Freudenberger (1974) who described i &t wear
out, or become exhausted by making excessive desnandenergy, strength or resources. Burnout among
human services workers has been examined since dhenit has been agreed upon that burnout is atireg
affective response which is specific to human seryersonnel (Kokkinos, 2007). As a symptom, burmothe
reaction to sustained high stress which commorsylts either in “withdrawing and caring less, ominrking
harder, often mechanically, to the point of exhiamst(Farber, 1991). It occurs as a “progressives|mf
idealism, energy, purpose, and concern as a resatinditions of work” (Edelwich and Brodsky, 198@nd it
results from prolonged exposure to chronic, jolatesl stressors as a state of physical, mentalgamtional
exhaustion (Maslach, Schaufeli and Leiter, 2001slistzh, 2003; Hobfoll and Shirom, 2000; Pines andn&on,
1988). In the burnout process, individuals, who laghly motivated and committed, change their @it with
the loss of spirit (Pines and Aronson, 1988) witlowered sense of accomplishment. Similarly, Mdsland
Leiter (1997) defined burnout as an “erosion ofageggnent” which develops gradually over time, whiln
line with the “spiral of loss” defined by Hobfolhd Shirom (2000).
Physical exhaustion, increased susceptibility toefls, sleep disorders, psychosomatic problemaidimg
ulcers, headaches and back pain, increased usebars#® of alcohol and drugs, and accident pronesmess
among the negative side effects of burnout (Eddéiwamd Brodsky, 1980) which result in a variety of
psychological and behavioural difficulties suchdexreased self-esteem, depression, feelings ofeksipess,
emotional exhaustion, negative self-evaluation smhetimes suicidal thoughts (Maslach and Jackse®])1
The inconsistency between personal and organizdti@iues is one of the key risk factors for theedepment
of occupational burnout (Maslach and Leiter, 199He negative effects of burnout may lead to alesgesin,
decreased quality of work, increased employee uandow staff morale and increased stress on cdkeve
(Pines and Kafry, 1978). If there is a harmonynidividual and organizational values, work engagemeélh be
higher and the risk of occupational burnout will loever (Dylag, Jaworek, Karwowski and Marek, 2013).
Studies emphasize that burnout is identified wittfetent aspects of work environment, in particulework
overload, role ambiguity or role conflict (Janss8ohaufeli and Houkes, 1999).
Burnout generates as a tree dimensional syndromehwhcludes the feelings of (1) emotional exhaarsti
(feeling of drain and tiredness), (2) depersontibma(treating clients as impersonal objects) aBpléck of
personal accomplishment —reduced personal accdmmdist- (feeling of inefficiency, ineffectiveness and
inadequacy) as a response to chronic stress inwbbse individuals work with people (Maslach, Jackand
Leiter, 1996). The feelings of being emotionallyeovhelmed and a strong reduction of one’s emotional
resources are the signs of emotional exhaustiopei3enalization refers to a negative attitude tdwahe
people in the work environment, and reduced peftsmwmplishment takes place through a person’saons
judgment of the relations to his or her job perfante in a negative way (Schaufeli, Maslach, andeklat993).
In analyzing teachers’ burnout syndromes, Maslauh Jackson’s model has been adopted widely be¢hase
Maslach Burnout Inventory (henceforth MBI) is catsntly found to be a reliable instrument (Cept Q.
While Maslach (1989) categorizes burnout in thrémethsions, Edelwich and Brodsky (1980) suggest four
stages for burnout development: enthusiasm, stiagnditustration and apathy, and through the statpese is a
progressive loss of idealism, energy and purpose.
The development of burnout has also been relatddctors in the work environment such as low papngl
hours, lack of opportunity for career advancemaradequate training, lack of support from supemasdad
politics on the job, work overload, a lack of emyde input into decision making, insufficient timat® away
from clients, too many hours in direct client carttand a poor physical work environment” (Drude aodrie,
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1984; Pines and Maslach, 1978; Savicki and Codl®87). The other parameters related to burnoutges
gender, self-discipline problems, emotional lab@aministrative applications, job demands, job munsocial
environment, experience, work engagement, curreatigational stressors, sense of significance, dente,
extra role time (Luk, Chan, Cheong and Ko, 2010erighet al., 2012; Bayram, Aytac¢ and Dursun, 20Ehhe,
2010; Fernet, Guay and Senecal, 2004; PurvanovaMamds, 2010; Pines and Keinan, 2005; Dylag, Jalore
Karwowski and Marek, 2013).

The results of a relatively recent and significaxetta-analysis concerning the effects of gender oveupational
burnout reveal that females are more liable to dwtnwhile men are more liable to depersonalization
(Purvanova and Muros, 2010). In a similar evaluatdd demographic factors, Maslach, et al. 2001esthat
among the demographic variables, age has beentedporbe the one that has been most consisteridlied to
burnout. Surprisingly, the burnout levels amongngaer employees appears to be higher than those3@ver
40 years old and the burnout risk is also repaxtdae higher at early stages of one’s career.

1.3 Teaching and occupational burnout

Teaching is a profession which is very liable teugmational burnout. The high percentages of teabharout
have long been considered a crisis in educatiorb&a1991). The frequency and intensity of teashieelings

of emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, andueced personal accomplishment determines the lefvel o
burnout experienced by a teacher, and “it is neisual for conscientious teachers to experiencesomeal mild

to moderate feelings of burnout” (Iwanicki, 200The influence of burnout on the quality and stapibf
education is a significant fact (Farber, 2001), &nd reported that teacher burnout is the mosestigated
subject on needs analysis measures prepared fatehtfication of major teacher problems (Shawn&e/, and
Dixon, 1981). Schaufeli (cited in Pines, 2011: @1} asserted that teachers are the largest homogene
occupational group investigated in burnout resear2B% of all samples.

In most teacher burnout studies, the teacher isepad as “a person exposed to pressures stemminyg &
variety of sources; and a teacher’s ability to atéimd the pressures explains the level of his obhenout”
(Faber, 1991, cited in Friedman and Farber, 1988)teacher burnout is an international concern (Emo
1997;Maslach and Jackson 1981), a great numbeudies about teacher burnout have been conducted4B
Dedrick, and Strathe, 1986; Burke and Greengla®39;1Farber, 1984; Friedman, 1991; Gold, 1985; dack
Schwab, and Schuler, 1986; Schwab and Iwanicki,2198hese studies concentrate most often on (1)
demographic factors like gender, age; (2) workteeldactors like student violence, administratingensitivity,
overcrowded classroom, inadequate salary, schdtireu(3) general societal factors, namely, thevasiveness
of alienation and narcissism, and (4) on persgn#dittors such as obsessionalism, hardiness, lotaentrol
(Friedman and Lotan, 1985).

Burnout can also be explained as “the result oinggraction between environmental variables andqelity
characteristics” (Kokkinos, 2007). It is suggestiedt the individual's psychological adaptation he stressors
in the work environment are influenced by certagénspnality characteristics like coping style, erplary style,
proactive personality, and self-efficacy (SalanoRajro. and Schaufeli, 2002). Therefore, in additio job
related stressors, teacher’s personality traitsilshime incorporated into the studies on burnoutk{os, 2007).
Individuals react in a certain way in the view afnmge negative events under the influence of thein ow
personality characteristics (Kaplan, 1996). It i@snd that one of the most remarkable predictorbufiout
was personality characteristics when it is compavigd the demographic variables (Kokkinos and Daghau,
2008). According to dimensions in Maslach’s Burnmentory, it can be concluded that emotional ewstian
and depersonalization are more related to enviratahstressors, but personal accomplishment islynasated

to personality variables (Kokkinos, 2007). In lwéh this, Fontana and Abouserie (1993) claim thdtvidual
characteristics have a significant influence onellgying burnout.

1.4 Personality and burnout

By looking at the five factors of personality teaihentioned before, it was concluded that “emotierbaustion
was associated with conscientiousness and agreeabkledepersonalization was associated with ageresls;
and personal accomplishment with conscientiousn@éskkinos and Davazoglou, 2005). Mills and Huebner
(1998) have also reported that neuroticism anaweatrsion were related with the three dimensionbwhout.
Similarly, studies on the relationship between peadity and teacher burnout have remarked thatroteism
was associated with (Maslach, Schaufeli, and Le2@91) and predicted burnout” (Burke and Greersgla895,
1996). Schaufeli and Enzmann (1998), in an extensview of more than 250 studies on burnout, teplathat
neuroticism is one of the strongest personalitgdoelate with burnout, specifically with emotioredhaustion.
Likewise, Cano-Garcia, Padilla-Munoz, and Carra®ctiz (2005) found that the teachers high in ndaisrn
and introversion were the ones with the higheshauir levels.

1.5 The aim and importance of the current study

Although there are many studies investigating teablirnout by correlating it with various paramstehere no
empirical studies questioning the relationship leetmvthe burnout levels of teachers of English dsreign

88



Journal of Education and Practice www.iiste.org
ISSN 2222-1735 (Paper) ISSN 2222-288X (Online) ,lL,i,!
\ol.4, No.13, 2013 ||$ E

language and their personality traits. By taking iaccount the related literature, this study tt@efocus on the
following research questions:

(1) Do Turkish EFL teachers share common personaditts?

(2) What factors affect the occupational burnouels of Turkish EFL teachers?

(3) Is there a relationship between personalititstraf Turkish EFL teachers and their occupatiomatnout
levels?

2.1 The patrticipants

The study was carried out in Gaziantep, one obtbgest cities in Turkey, where 869 EFL teacherskwo the
city center only (official figure, 2013). Out ofithpopulation, 260 teachers from nearly 70 scha@ee chosen
randomly by using cluster sampling technique whitdikes random sampling more practical, especiallgnwh
the target population is widely dispersed. The @no randomly select some larger groupings orsuoftthe
populations and then examine all the participamthose selected units (Doérnyei, 2007: p. 98). @dbprovides
relevant information as to data collection process.

Table 1 Population, sampling and data collection

Total EFL teachers in the city centre 869
Total number of surveys handed out to the partidpa 260
Surveys that weren'’t returned 15
Surveys that were removed from the analysis profmEsge missing, scores are the same 21
all through the questions etc...)

Total surveys involved in the analysis process 224

2.2 Quantitative and qualitative data collection

In the data gathering process, two scales were Uisextder to determine the burnout levels of taetipipants,
the occupational burnout inventory (MBI) which wagginally developed by Maslach and Jackson (19643
used. Participants’ personality types were meashyedsing the FFI, developed by Benet-Martinez aakn
(1998). This quantitative aspect of the study waspsrted via qualitative inquiry. Miles and Hubenm@994)
state that it has now become obvious that thersotsmuch point in polarization of research paradigm
Qualitative and quantitative paradigms do not havbe dichotomies, they could as well be suppomérsach
other and they could be used together to reinfoesearch findings. This point of view is also rederto as
triangulation, which means “the generation of multiple perspestion a phenomenon by using a variety of data
sources, investigators, theories, or research rdstivith the purpose of corroborating an overakiiptetation”
(Denzin, 1978, p. 301). Since this study is maibhsed on a quantitative framework, its qualitatagpect
should be regarded as a part of the triangulatimtgss. With these notions in mind, both qualigatand
guantitative data collection, analysis tools amhtggues were used.

The scoring of the FFI personality test yields maegorical results. That is to say, the partidipane required
to score 44 statements in the survey within a rasfg®-5. The calculations of these scores are digge
throughout the five categories, but there are moescanges to use to put an individual in one efghrsonality
categories. Therefore the participant gets scams £ach category, with relatively high scores freeme of
them and relatively low scores from the others. Whecomes to the MBI scoring, the process is momdre
clear-cut. Scoring and interpretation for this tast performed by taking the following table asualg.

Table 2.Scoring and interpretation for MBI (adapted fromdiéeh et al., 1996)

Section A: Burnout Section B: Depersonalization cta C: Personal Achievement
17 or less: Low-level burnout 5 or less: Low-level burnout 33 or less: High-level burnout
Between 18 - 29: ModerateBetween 6 - 11: ModerateBetween 34 - 39: Moderate burnout
burnout burnout Greater than 40: Low-level burnout
Greater than 30: High-level12 and greater: High-level

burnout burnout

It is clear from Table 2 that under each burnoutpeeter there are score ranges and correspondials.léor
example, if the participant gets 33 from Sectiorh@ or she could be suffering from a high levebodupational
burnout.

As for the qualitative data the following guidingastions presented in Table 3 were asked to theipants
during the formal interviews. For the sake of geftthe most out of the interviews, they were cdriogt in
Turkish. The utterances analyzed as examples ircdinging sections were all translated into Englighthoe
researchers.
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Table 3 Guiding questions used for formal interviews

1) Do you think teachers of English share some compawsonality traits?

2) What common features can you mention? (if the answthe first question is positive)
3) Can you talk about your work and routines at school

4) Do you feel that teaching is wearing you out?

The first two questions presented in Table 3 alated with the personality traits of the particigarirhe last
two relates to their occupational burnout levelse3e questions were asked to the participants-imi@0te one-
to-one sessions in teachers’ rooms, college offaremeeting rooms. The responses were recorded thth
permission from the participants, and then theserténgs were transcribed by the research teamaaatyzed
afterwards.

2.3 Piloting

The data collection tools were piloted with 50 #pants before the actual study. Actually, sinbe tata
collection tools are in their original languagesglsh, reliability and validity might not seem b@ a topic of
concern. Nevertheless, in order to foresee theilesgractical problems, a pilot study was carremd. As a
result, it was noticed that some of the items s Rl involved words or phrases that are diffitaltnake sense
of. For this reason, the participants were encadag use dictionaries or, if possible, ask theaeshers about
any problems they encounter.

2.3 Data analysis

Quantitative data collected from the participantrevtransformed into SPSS 21, a statistical soévpackage
for social sciences. In addition to basic desorgtiata analysis, to see if occupational burnoegltechanged
depending on the factors such as gender and tot&ing years t-test and one-way ANOVA were employed
order to determine the relationship between ocdopaltburnout and personality, correlation was aialied.

In the analysis process of the qualitative datdeductive method was used (Patton, 2002: p. 453t T5;
unlike the processes involved in the Grounded Théodrnyei, 2007: p. 259), concepts or codes wenévedd
from the theoretical framework of the study, andsth codes were matched with the repeating idedisein
utterances of the participants. The process wédllass:

. Determining the concepts or codes from the #teal framework of the study

. Interviewing with the participants and recording

. Reaching the saturation phase

. Organizing the data

. Matching the repeating ideas with the pre-deigechcodes and concepts

. Reliability check for coding with an independeggearcher

. Analyzing and reporting the results

The saturation mentioned in the third step actuafgrs to the completeness of all levels of caglesn no new
conceptual information is available to indicate newdes or the expansion of existing ones (Hutcmin$888).
In other words, at this stage, the participantst stgeating the same concepts and topics witheuigbaware of
what is being said in the other interview sessidkhile checking the reliability of the coding andatthing in
the fifth step, an independent researcher was askeetify and check this process.

~NOoO O~ WN P

3. Results and Discussions

In this section, the results of quantitative andlgative analyses will be discussed. The reseauabstions
mentioned in the methodology section will be dedth one by one in that order. For each researastipn,
first of all related quantitative data will be ayw#d, then related qualitative results will be diged.
Accordingly, quantitative results related with fivat research question will be the starting point.

3.1 Results related with personality

In order to answer the question whether Turkish Eéchers share common personality traits or niotipmm

and maximum scores along with group means and atdrtbviation scores are provided in Table 4.

Table 4.Descriptive results of the Five-factor Personaligst

Minimum Maximum sd
Extraversion 2,00 4,88 3,454 ,580
Agreeableness 2,22 5,00 4,006 ,558
Conscientiousness 1,78 5,00 3,816 ,560
Neuroticism 1,25 9,13 2,903 ,842
Openness 1,90 5,00 3,613 ,599

In Table 4, descriptive results of the personaiist are exhibited. It is clear from the table tttakte of the
personality types, extraversion (3,45), consciestiess (3,81) and openness (3,61), have similaresco
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clustering around 3,60. Agreeableness score appedrs relevantly higher with a mean score of 400.the
other hand, neuroticism has the lowest mean scb299 and the highest standard deviation of ,84esé
scores are illustrated in Figure lin a bar-chart.

Figure 1. Mean scores of the personality test

5,00

4,00

3,00

Mean

2,00

1,00

0,00 T T T
Extraversion | Conscientiousness | Openness
Agreeableness Meuraticism

The mean scores presented in Figure 1 clearly stimw extraversion, conscientiousness and openness
personality types have similar scores. Agreeabtenssan score is relatively high and the neurotidis®s the
lowest mean score among the five personality tyjémse scores show that although there appeare to b
differences among personality type scores, theffereinces are not enough to reach to the concluk@nthere

is a dominant personality type among the partidipahhe same aspect of the study was also inqtimredigh
interviews with a small proportion of the partiaips (N=24). The participants were asked if theyutitd
teachers of English share some common personadiits tor not. Table 5 exhibits the answers giventhzy
participants.

Table 5. Participants’ ideas about whether the teacheEngfish share common personality traits

Do you think teachers of English share some commarersonality traits?

Answer Yes No | have no idea
N 15 7 2

In Table 5, the answers to the question were categbasYes No andl have no idealn the table, it is clear
that the participants predominantly support thaithat teachers of English share common persorigditg (N=
15). Some of the participants do not think thathsacommonality exists (N= 7). Two of the particifsmastated
that they have no ideas about the topic. The paatits who gave positive answers to the questiae wsked to
elaborate on their ideas. Their responses wereyastlthrough a deductive process, and the answers w
matched up with corresponding themes taken fromnelated literature. The results are presentechinel6.

Table 6.Participants’ responses about common personaditistand corresponding themes

What common features can you mention?

Repeating ideas Corresponding theme
Not traditional Modern Follow fashion Openness to experience
Open to new ideasAdventurous

Not rude Polite Smiling Good communicators Agrdeabss

Repeating ideas in participants’ responses anasponding themes are exhibited in Table 6. Asaarcfrom
the table, most of the repeating ideas match ulp twib of the themes mentioned before: opennessperience
and agreeableness. When asked to elaborate owrimaan personality traits of teachers of English, 8bted
the following:

BU

We go to seminars or official meetings where maachers from different branches come
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together. | enter the room, watch around for faariliaces. | tell to myself, that one, that one and
that one might be a colleague. | go talk to themask their branches to others just to test my
guesses. Believe me, most of the time | get it.righ
On the other hand, one of the participants (NKjirsgathat such a commonality does not exist sugabthis
idea with the following insight.
NK
I don't think that there is such a thing. | don’elleve it. Actually, teachers of English look
different from the other teachers because theyfamgliar with another culture. They don't have
common personality traits, but they are influenbgdhe English and European cultures. They try
to act and live like them.
The quantitative analysis of the research questiogther Turkish teachers of English share commosopelity
traits revealed that personality traits of the sabpctually tend to vary across the five perstynajipes almost
equally with relatively high score on the agreembts and a relatively low score on the neuroticisale.
However, the predominant idea that the teacheingfish actually share some common personalitystiigi
supported through interviews with the participanide point worth mentioning here is that agreeadsdsn
personality trait appears to be the common outstgngdersonality trait in both quantitative and dizive
analysis, albeit not significantly.
3.2 Results related with factors affecting occupaai burnout
The first factor which is thought to be affectifgetburnout levels of the participants is gendee Tésults of
quantitative analysis are presented below. Firsdlipfdescriptive information concerning this poistgiven in
Table 7.

Table 7. Descriptive information about participants’ gendad their mean scores

Gender f % (burnout) (personal

(depersonalization) achievement)
Female 165 73,7 18,87 13,60 33,00
Male 59 26,3 16,31 12,97 31,81
Total 224 100

Table 7 provides some basic statistics about thiécqmants. It is obvious that the majority of tharticipants is
female (N= 165, 73,7 %). Males, on the other hasrdpgmose nearly one/third of the population (N= 58,32%6).
Group means appear to be similar in all three patars. The question to be analyzed at this poimthisther
being male or female affects occupational burneutels of Turkish EFL teachers. As there are twaigsoin
this term, after the equality of group varianceseagalculated and no significance was deteqbed,@5), at-test
was applied and the results are given in Table 8.

Table 8. The effects of gender on occupational burnoutipatars

Variable Group N X sd df t p

Female 165 18,87 8,775

Burnout 222 1,930 ,055
Male 59 16,31 8,677
o Female 165 13,60 8,137

Depersonalization 222 ,522 ,602
Male 59 12,97 7,611
Female 165 33,00 7,580

Personal achievement 222 ,975 , 331
Male 59 31,81 9,170

The results of thétestwhich was computed based on gender means aredprbin Table 8. The results clearly
show that gender doesn’t have an effect over anlyeoparameters related to occupational burnoutn@ut: p=
,055 > ,05;Depersonalizationp=,522 > ,05;Personal achievemermi=,975, > ,05. The second factor which is
thought to be affecting burnout levels of the mdptnts is their total working years. Descriptivesults
concerning this point along with the group mearress@are presented in Table 9.
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Table 9.Descriptive results and group mean scores in tefrtestal working years

Total years f % (burnout) o _ (personal
(depersonalization'  achievement)

1-5 97 43,3 18,11 13,23 32,37

6-10 63 28,1 18,44 13,33 32,75

11-15 47 21,0 17,26 13,55 32,11

+16 17 7,6 20,29 14,65 35,88

Total 224 100

According to the results presented in Table 9, we see that there are five different groups in seoftotal

teaching years. Most of the participants appedoetavorking for less than five years with a percgataf 43,3.
The percentage of the senior teachers are low%j,6ompared to the rest of the participants. Therasting
point available in the table is that, although jogyants’ burnout and depersonalization levels kixfsi small but
steady increase almost in all levels, there is alsancrease in the personal achievement paraniésemally,

these two group scores are expected to have negatationship. Another interesting point that bendeduced
from Table 9 is that, referring back to the burnscbre interpretations mentioned before, there seenbe
either a moderate or a high level of burnout intladee parameters throughout all groups, becausieipants’

scores change between 17,26 - 20,29 for burnoyg31314,65 for depersonalization and 32,11 - 35(88
personal achievement (see Table 2 for detailsjrdier to determine whether the differences in nszames are
statistically significant, after the equality ofogp variances were calculated and no significanas detected
(p> ,05), a one-way ANOVA was carried out and the resatespresented in Table 10.

Table 10.ANOVA results comparing participants’ burnout scowéth their total teaching years

Variable Sum of Square df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 120,972 3 40,324

Burnout Within Groups 17159,774 220 77,999 517 ,671
Total 17280,746 223
Between Groups 30,486 3 10,162

Depersonalization Within Groups 14206,510 220 64,575 ,157 ,925
Total 14236,996 223
Between Groups 199,317 3 66,439

Personal Achievement Within Groups 14160,808 220 64,367 1,032 ,379
Total 14360,125 223

In Table 10, participants’ mean scores for the ghbernout parameters are compared in terms of th&it
teaching years. It is clear from the figures tiharé appears to be no statistical significance gntio@ groups in
this sense (Burnoup= ,671 > ,05 Depersonalizationp= ,925 > ,05 Personal achievemeni=379 > ,05.
Therefore, there is statistically no significantat®nship between participants’ total teachingrgeand their
occupational burnout levels.

The results presented up to this point state thatgational burnout is actually present among BirkEFL
teachers, and this situation seems to be irrelefvant factors like gender or total teaching yeathee. This
insight comes from quantitative data collected irsiavey. In order to verify these outcomes throwgh
qualitative approach, 24 of the population wereedskelated questions. For the sake of not directirg
participants, the first question didn’t involve anggative concepts and the participants were atotwetalk
about any topic related to their professional liveise results of this analysis are presented ifeTab.

Table 11.Repeating ideas in the interviews and correspagpifiemes

Can you talk about your work and routines at scho?

Repeating ideas Corresponding theme
Dealing with too many young people is hard. Burnout

Dealing with things other than my job

Administrative problems

Too much involvement in students’ problems Depersonalization
Caring less compared to the first years in teaching

From Table 11, the repeating ideas during the vigars and corresponding themes for these ideagiaes.
Although the nature of the question doesn’t invadwvy explicit negative aspects, throughout the nitgjof the
interviews, the participants repeatedly mentionesv thard it is to work with young people, how theye a
somehow forced to do things other than teachintp@mproblems they go through with the administatdhese
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ideas seemed to be related directly with the odtmpe burnout. Participants also mentioned thay tvere too
much involved in their students’ problems and asmmon theme, they, implicitly or explicitly, stdtéhat they
have been caring less about these problems compartitir first years in teaching. The followingngale
utterances will support the patterns presentedalmiel 11.

OK

| sometimes feel out of energy. Because, the dass are so crowded, there are too many

students. | sometimes feel | can’t deal with alhefm. It's too tiring. | can’t do my job.

AT

The administrators’ never-ending requests and mgstieven on Sundays. The paperwork... |

don’t know what | am doing sometimes.

MA

The first years of my teaching were different.ddito work for my students day and night. Then it

has changed. Now | just want to do my job and goéno
Sample utterances from the participants make thatp@resented in Table 11 clearer. OK thinks that
classrooms are too crowded, and the problems detatéheir students seem overwhelming. AT feels thair
workload increases as a result of demands fronadineinistration. In addition, MA compares his/hestfiyear
in teaching with today and suggests that there baea some negative changes.
After the participants were asked to talk aboutrtherk routines, and they made their points, theye asked
whether they were being worn out by teaching or thatir answers are exhibited in Table 12.

Table 12.Participants’ responses to the question whetlahiag was wearing them out or not

Do you feel that teaching is wearing you out?

Answer Yes Sometimes No
N 10 9 5

By looking at the responses provided in Table & could deduce that most of the participants stierédea
that teaching is wearing them out because it sébkatslO of the participants are positive aboudrii 9 of them
state that they feel they are worn out from timér, which is actually in line with all the retaibnalyzed thus
far. As the last thing about this issue, in ordeillustrate the burnout levels of the participaassa whole, the
following table can be analyzed.

Table 13.Descriptive statistics for occupational burnoutdlsvof all the participants

Variable N sd

Burnout 224 18,19 8,803
Depersonalization 224 13,43 7,990
Personal Achievement 224 32,69 8,025

Means presented in Table 13 were calculated bydaeddi the participants as one whole group. Oneertiare, it
becomes quite clear that among Turkish EFL teacbecspational burnout is available either in mote@r
high-level. The first parameter, burnout =18,19 , reveals a moderate level of burnout while theosd
parameter, depersonalizatigh =13,43, shows a high level of burnout. The last parametersonal
achievemen{ =32,69, also indicates a moderate level of burnout {s&de 2 for details).

3.3 Results related with the relationship betweetupational burnout and personality

The last research question within the concerndefcurrent study is whether there is a relationflgfween
personality traits of Turkish EFL teachers andrtlbecupational burnout levels. In order to deteenrtims point,
the correlations between the two variables wereutatied and the results are given in Table 14.

Table 14.Correlation matrix revealing the relationship beaweccupational burnout and personality

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Burnout 1

2. Depersonalization ,650" 1

3. Pers. Achievement -279° -376 1

4. Extraversion -3147  -3217 448 1

5. Agreeableness -122  -267° 503" 350" 1

6. Conscientiousness -199°  -400° 437 ,399 ,570 1

7. Neuroticism 187" 242" -200° -249° -310° -379 1

8. Openness -008 -189° 417" 364" 445 354 -,052 1

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (@Hed)
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Table 14 presents the correlation matrix demonstrathe relationship between occupational burnaud a
personality traits of the participants. The cortielabetween these two variables can be analyzethe figures
in the shaded section of the table. The significantelations are flagged with a (**) sign. As Isar from these
figures, there are significant negative correlaibetween extraversion and conscientiousness faityomaits
and the two burnout parameters, burnout and depaiization. Openness personality trait has a Sicanit
negative correlation with only the depersonalizatgmrameter. On the other hand, four of the petsoaits,
extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousnessperthess all have positive and significant coricaiat with
the personal achievement parameter whereas nasnotinegatively correlates with it and has positive
correlations with burnout and depersonalizatiomc8ithe correlations present among personality iteans or
burnout parameters are out of the scope of thestustudy, they will not be discussed.

3.4 Overview of the results

(1) Do Turkish EFL teachers share common persontiits?

The answer to the first research question inquinvigether or not Turkish EFL teachers share common
personality traits is not that clear. The resuftguantitative and qualitative data analysis do sedm to match
in that while the quantitative analysis resultsvgtioat personality traits of the participants sderbe distributed
through all five categories. However, during théeimiews most of the participants stated that T&ItKEFL
teachers share some common personality traitoflemness to experience and agreeableness. Siactutly is
the first one to have analyzed this specific issieecomparison with the related literature can beedat this
point.

(2) What factors affect the occupational burnowels of Turkish EFL teachers?

Gender and total working years are not among tb®ifa affecting occupational burnout levels of TisihkEFL
teachers. Female and male participants achieveitasiatores in all three parameters of MBI. Thigcome
actually contradicts with the related literaturesticularly with the meta-analysis testing the efffef gender
over burnout mentioned previously (Purvanova anddgu2010). Interestingly, total working years bt
participants appeared to be irrelevant with theimbut levels. This, again, contradicts with thiated literature
(Maslach et al., 2001)

The results of qualitative analyses suggest thatire with too many students and doing things ottinam
teaching, plus administration related problems stebe causing occupational burnout among the qipatits.
Participants also feel depersonalized by gettimgnbaich involved in their students’ problems andssmuently
become less caring in time as mentioned in thee@literature (Maslach, and Leiter, 1997).

(3) Is there a relationship between personalityittraof Turkish EFL teachers and their occupatiobarnout
levels?

When the relationship between personality and aaibopal burnout was analyzed, it was seen thateatsion
and conscientiousness personality traits negaticelyelate with burnout and depersonalization. ®@psa
negatively correlates with only the depersonal@aparameter. On the other hand, extraversiongagteness,
conscientiousness and openness appear to haveveoaitd significant correlations with the personal
achievement parameter. Neuroticism negatively tmee with personal achievement and has positive
correlations with burnout and depersonalizationesenresults appear to be in line with the relaitedature
(Kokkinos and Davazoglou, 2005; Mills and Huebrid98; Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter, 2001; Burkd a
Greenglass, 1995, 1996; Schaufeli and Enzmann,; L2&&-Garcia, Padilla-Munoz, and Carrasco-Ori)3)

All the analyses carried out in the current stunlyetveal the common personality traits of TurkigtLEeachers
and its relation to occupational burnout have nsalae points clear. First of all, the participartitare the idea
that such a commonality exists among EFL teachBes;common insight is that EFL teachers are somewha
more agreeable and open to new experience. Howtheeresults of quantitative analyses contradi¢h whis
insight; the results reveal that no personalityt tis statistically dominant although agreeablensssres are
relevantly higher when compared to the other peiyntypes. When it comes to occupational burnduis
quite clear that the participants suffer from bwtneither at moderate or high levels, but it isaffected by
factors like gender or total years in teachingthiis sense, the participants are commonly affefrtad dealing
with crowded classes, things other than teachind,saministrative issues. Furthermore, they feehatelmed
with their students’ problems and seem to be cderg day by day. The relationship between perggriedits
and occupational burnout once again revealed aiymsiorrelation between neuroticism and occupation
burnout.

4. Conclusion

One of the insights that could be deduced fromréseilts of the current study is that neuroticismnse to be
having negative effects on language teaching psafashy leading to occupational burnout. On thesptiand,
extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousnessopedness to experience significantly correlate vifta

personal achievement parameter of the burnout .sthlese outcomes could be useful in pre-servicehtga
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education. Training pre-service teachers aboutsopich as personality traits and occupationaldauirwill be

an important asset for teacher candidates in tefmwofessional development as such training withvide
teacher candidates much more flexibility in underding their students and more importantly undeditey
themselves better.

These results could also be beneficial if issukged with foreign language teaching and learningurkey are

to be solved before long. Technology-oriented lawgu pedagogy has been stealing the role of language
teachers for some time now. When this project was discussed with colleagues, eyes were rolledsavere
crossed and “Burnout. Not again!” was choired atbgr. However, a problem that has been studied ave
over again shouldn't mean that the problem has bresnlved. Spending immense amounts of money on
technology to teach English will make little seifshe teachers who will use this technology amoigd.
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