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Maslach et al. initially conceptualized burnout as a psychological state encompassing exhaustion, depersonalization (or

cynicism), and a reduced sense of professional efficacy. However, Schaufeli et al. recently proposed an improved

definition of burnout, as a syndrome reflecting: “a work-related state of exhaustion that occurs among employees, which is

characterized by extreme tiredness, reduced ability to regulate cognitive and emotional processes, and mental distancing”

(p. 4). This new definition excludes the professional efficacy component, which has been empirically found to be distinct

from burnout. More generally, burnout seems to be primarily characterized by a state of work-related exhaustion and is

generally acknowledged by researchers, clinicians, and the public as a pervasive occupational difficulty. However, and

despite this widespread recognition, longstanding debates remain within the scientific community regarding the

appropriateness of classifying burnout as its own pathological entity. 

Keywords: burnout ; mental disorder ; syndrome ; diagnostic

1. Introduction

Described as a modern affliction  of epidemic proportions , burnout has evolved from being uniquely associated with

human services employees to being considered as a relevant phenomenon across all occupational groups . First

defined in the 1970s as a state of exhaustion resulting from excessive job demands , burnout has since gained global

traction as a psychosocial adaptation problem recognized by researchers, professionals, and the public at large . Along

with this joint recognition, widespread public discourse, and extensive publications, a debate remains regarding what

burnout really is and whether it should be considered a distinct psychopathological entity . For instance, some

position burnout as a clearly defined mental disorder and report prevalence estimates reaching as high as 67% among

medical populations . Others, however, actively dispute the notion that burnout forms a distinctive mental disorder,

insisting that burnout is not a diagnosable condition and, therefore, that any prevalence estimates are nonsensical .

Indeed, without clear diagnostic criteria, prevalence estimates remain doubtful. In line with this second perspective,

psychology researchers have criticized burnout for its shaky theoretical roots, measurement problems, and lack of clinical

utility . Despite these criticisms, burnout research has remained widespread, and burnout itself is now, in some

countries, close to becoming a legitimate medical diagnosis .

2. Evidence Supporting the Distinctive Nature of Burnout

Despite the aforementioned criticisms, many still consider burnout to be meaningfully distinct from depression. For

instance, Epstein and Privitera  argued that, although evidence supports the presence of substantial overlap between

both constructs, workers do not always simultaneously experience burnout and depression. They further highlight that,

relative to depression, burnout cannot be considered a purely individual syndrome because it is intimately related to a

“breakdown in the relationship between people and their work”  (p. 1). From a practical perspective, they note that

conceptualizing burnout as depression would stigmatize the struggles of many employees from occupational groups

particularly affected by burnout (e.g., physicians) as an individual issue, rather than properly contextualizing their distress

within a problematic systemic or institutional setting . To address these concerns, Bianchi et al.  noted that the

reliance on a measure of depression specific to work would make it possible to retain these contextual considerations.

However, this recommendation relies on the assumption that burnout and depression are empirically indistinguishable

phenomena.

In a meta-analysis of research published between 2007 and 2018 to examine the overlap between burnout, depression,

and anxiety, Koutsimani et al.  noted that, although there was indeed evidence of overlap between burnout, depression,

and anxiety, the bulk of the results still supported the distinctive nature of these three psychological states. Interestingly,

they also found that studies using the Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI) tended to demonstrate cleaner distinctions

between the constructs relative to those relying on other measures of burnout. The distinction between burnout and
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depression has also been supported by various factor analytic studies supporting the idea that both constructs retain a

meaningful amount of specificity once their common core is considered . There is also qualitative evidence for the

distinctive nature of burnout and depression. For instance, Tavella and Parker  recruited 1019 workers who self-

reported having experienced both depression and burnout. These workers completed an open-ended questionnaire

recording the symptoms they attributed to burnout, the main cause of their symptoms, and how they differentiated

between burnout and depression symptoms. Their qualitative analyses revealed that several themes contributed to

differentiate burnout from depression. Thus, whereas participants were able to ascribe a clear external cause to their

symptoms of burnout, they had a more challenging time identifying the causes of their depression, which seemed to be

more intrinsically rooted. Participants also reported that burnout was associated with higher functioning, greater self-

esteem, less suicidal ideation, and more hope than depression. Additionally, participants reported that burnout felt more

like an anxious and activated state than depression, which was characterized by feelings of heaviness and slowness. The

presence of anhedonia in depression, but not in burnout, was another major distinction. Finally, approximately one-fifth of

the participants could not distinguish depression from burnout, with some noting that their experience of burnout led to

depression.

Lastly, in a recent longitudinal investigation of the reciprocal associations between burnout and depression, Tóth-Király et

al.  found evidence supporting the discriminant validity of both constructs. First, they demonstrated that while burnout

was an inherently multidimensional construct, depression was better conceptualized as a unidimensional phenomenon.

Second, although both constructs were found to be reciprocally related both within and over time, their associations

remained moderate in magnitude, consistent with the presence of variability uniquely associated with both constructs.

Lastly, they found evidence that both constructs shared a well-differentiated pattern of association with a series of

theoretically relevant covariates.

3. Burnout as a Diagnostic Category

To summarize the previous discussion, current theoretical considerations and empirical results can be leveraged to

support both the notion that burnout is distinct from depression and that these two psychological phenomena share

substantial conceptual overlap. Based on this conflicting evidence, some researchers argue that burnout is simply work-

specific depression and should be studied as such , whereas other argue that both represent theoretically and

empirically distinct psychological constructs . Nonetheless, while the burnout–depression debate is an

important and pervasive one, it is not the only consideration from a diagnostic perspective. To determine whether burnout

should or could conceivably be characterized as a mental disorder, burnout must also be evaluated within the context of

current diagnostic classification models. This examination might help to devise the next steps in a research program that

could also prove helpful in clarifying the burnout–depression debate.

In and of itself, the debate surrounding the classification of burnout as a diagnosable condition is not new. Though no

universally agreed-upon definition of burnout exists and though burnout has not yet been formally incorporated in any

existing diagnostic classification systems, researchers and clinicians have been classifying and “diagnosing” burnout as a

syndrome for years . This may be related, at least in part, to the fact that in the early days of burnout research, Maslach

et al.  included cut-off scores in the MBI test manual to help identify clinically significant levels of burnout. Thus,

although the MBI was explicitly designed as a continuous measure of burnout severity, these cut-off scores sparked a

surge of studies in which employees were classified based on the severity of their symptoms. Additionally, because

accumulated research evidence supports the clinical validity and utility of the MBI, some researchers have concluded that

it was therefore suitable as a diagnostic tool . However, measures of burnout rely predominantly, if not exclusively,

on self-report. This is, and has always been, a considerable limitation of psychological or psychiatric diagnoses, which

cannot be established in the absence of additional signs of health and behavior typically collected via clinical interviews

. One last consideration comes from the more practical considerations of health professionals, whose clinical services

are typically more easily reimbursed by governmental agencies or insurance companies when there are linked to

diagnosable medical conditions .

Nowadays, several European countries acknowledge burnout as a legitimate mental disorder. Lastovkova et al.  and

Guseva Canu et al.  contrasted burnout classifications and found that it is acknowledged as an occupational disease in

14 European countries but is only officially listed as an occupational disease in Latvia. In five European countries, it is

common practice to grant workers suffering from burnout with financial compensation. In Iceland, the Netherlands, and

Sweden, if one can prove causality related to work conditions, any illness or injury can be classified as an occupational

disease, including burnout . The Netherlands is currently the only country using the MBI as a clinically validated

diagnostic tool, issued by the Royal Dutch Medical Association as a strategy to manage stress-related disorders .

Diagnostic criteria vary widely by country, with most criteria derived from regional or national committees . Thus,
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although burnout is a common diagnosis in Europe, there is currently no consensus surrounding financial compensation,

diagnostic criteria or protocols, and the role of work-related and individual determinants in the etiology of burnout .

3.1. Primary Classification Systems

Turning the attention to primary diagnostic systems, the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual for Mental Disorders (DSM-5;

APA, 2013) and the International Classification of Diseases  are currently the most frequently used diagnostic

classification systems internationally. They define mental disorders as the presence of significant impairments in

functioning across contexts in the areas of cognition, emotion regulation, and/or behavior . Both systems seek to

provide a common vocabulary to improve diagnostic accuracy, public understanding, and treatment accessibility .

To be diagnosed with any mental disorder, one must exhibit a particular set of symptoms. Such criteria are determined by

committees comprised of researchers and mental health professionals, who iteratively make decisions based on evidence

derived from empirical studies and clinical trials .

Burnout is not currently characterized as a mental disorder or medical condition in the DSM-5 . However, the World

Health Organization recognizes burnout as an important occupational phenomenon under the category of “factors

influencing health status or contact with health services” in the ICD-11 . The ICD-11 defines burnout as a syndrome

resulting from chronic work stress, in a way that matches Maslach’s original conceptualization . The ICD-11 also states

that burnout should not be identified in the presence of adjustment, stress-related, anxiety, or mood disorders.

To be included in these primary diagnostic systems, in alignment with the medical model which underpins them, one must

be able to demonstrate that new disorders can be linked to consistent etiological risk factors, pathological processes,

symptom patterns, concurrent validators, and comorbidities, while accounting for a variety of cultural, social,

psychological, and developmental considerations . Clark et al.  identified four key issues related to the

classification of mental disorders. First, the drive to find clear causes for mental disorders, in the same manner as physical

health conditions, is complicated by the fact that psychopathologies are typically influenced by a complex pattern of

interaction among a variety of biological, behavioral, psychosocial, and cultural factors, making their etiology more

complex to uncover than that of purely physiological medial conditions. Second, the categorical nature of these systems

oversimplifies the fact that mental disorders involve complex combinations of dimensional problems (i.e., varying in terms

of severity rather than in terms of presence or absence) that are often transdiagnostic (i.e., play a role in many mental

disorders). Third, because mental disorders are typically multidimensional (i.e., entailing a combination of behavioral,

cognitive, emotional, and physical manifestations), setting diagnostic thresholds, and making decisions regarding the

clinical significance of symptoms tends to be very difficult in practice. Finally, categorical classification systems face the

problem of artifactual versus actual comorbidity. In other words, patients often display symptoms associated with various

disorders, thus decreasing diagnostic accuracy and clinical utility . Incorporating new disorders into these primary

diagnostic systems thus entails years of research focusing on these complex considerations .

3.2. Evaluation and Future Directions

Based on the aforementioned considerations, characterizing burnout as a mental disorder within these existing

classification systems does not currently seem appropriate. First, the rigorous empirical evaluation of burnout required for

diagnostic classification is muddied by various longstanding conceptual and measurement issues/inconsistencies .

Without a clear definition anchored in a consensual set of symptoms, it remains impossible to establish reliable

prevalence rates or properly compare etiological and outcome-related findings across studies . Determining clear

etiology for mental disorders is complicated in general  and even more so when phenomena lack a clear definition to

begin with . Thus, before considering burnout for inclusion in any existing diagnostic classification systems, conceptual

inconsistencies must be clarified, and consensus must be reached regarding how to define and measure burnout. While

efforts to arrive at a consensus have historically triggered more research using the MBI , thus reifying the same

conceptual definition in a way that some have described as circular, the development and emerging evidence of validity

associated with the BAT offers some promise in this area.

Second, the medicalization of burnout would entail a shift away from a continuous (i.e., varying in terms of severity)

toward a dichotomous (i.e., burned out or not burned out) or categorical (i.e., cut-off scores for low, medium, and high

levels of burnout) conceptualization of burnout . On the one hand, insisting that burnout is best defined as a

multidimensional continuous phenomenon is inherently incompatible with the current categorical diagnostic systems. On

the other hand, there is currently no standard definition of what being “burned out” truly means from a dichotomous or

categorical perspective. Though it is often reduced to exhaustion alone , Schaufeli  contends that the core of

burnout entails both the inability (exhaustion) and unwillingness (mental distance) to work. Thus, for burnout to be
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integrated into an existing diagnostic system as a separate diagnosis, researchers first need to reach a consensus on this

matter.

Third, researchers also currently lack consensus regarding which specific symptoms should be used to define burnout

and on how these symptoms differ from those of other well-understood mental disorders. As noted previously, there is a

great degree of heterogeneity in the burnout symptoms identified in the current research literature , and many of these

symptoms share a substantial degree of overlap with those of depression . As such, an important step

would be to develop clear and widely agreed-upon set of diagnostic criteria (i.e., symptoms), diagnostic thresholds, and

differential diagnostic criteria. Additionally, researchers will need to determine whether the high comorbidity typically

reported between depression and burnout is artifactual (i.e., burnout is simply work-related depression) or whether they

represent meaningfully distinct constructs that constitute different diagnostic categories. Longitudinal investigations, such

as that conducted by Tóth-Király et al. , would be helpful in this regard, making it possible to systematically assess the

nature of the overlap between both phenomena, as well as the similarities and differences in their etiology and

implications. Likewise, person-centered analyses  would also help to systematically capture subpopulations of

individuals presenting overlapping and non-overlapping conditions.

Fourth, research evaluating burnout’s neural, biological, genetic, and cognitive correlates remains underdeveloped ,

which represents an important obstacle to positioning burnout as a distinct diagnostic category within a medically inspired

classification system. In this regard, Bayes et al.’s  systematic literature review revealed that burnout was potentially

associated with autonomic nervous system activation, changes in cortisol levels, immune functions, and endocrine

functions. However, the lack of consensus related to burnout definition and measurement, variability in results across

distinct populations, and the predominantly cross-sectional nature of the studies made it difficult to draw any firm

conclusions . Homogenous clinical samples and longitudinal studies would be needed to determine biomarkers able to

differentiate burnout from other well-established mental disorders .

Lastly, the relevance of positioning burnout as a mental disorder should ideally be investigated from a transdisciplinary

angle that includes both clinical and social psychologists, as well as non-academic stakeholders. Currently, it appears that

research is being conducted in isolation, raising questions about possible confirmation biases. Similarly, although burnout

is not currently categorized as a mental disorder and has no clear diagnostic criteria, individuals in some countries are still

being classified as suffering from burnout and treated for their condition. Research has shown that it is difficult to

objectively compare burnout interventions as they vary considerably but that individual-focused interventions are not

necessarily sufficient . In this regard, combination therapy may be an effective avenue to addressing both the

individual (e.g., coping-related) and environmental (e.g., job demands and social support) origins of ‘burnout’.

References

1. Lepore, J. Burnout: Modern Affliction or Human Condition? The New Yorker. 24 May 2021. Available online:
www.newyorker.com/magazine/2021/05/24/burnout-modern-affliction-or-human-condition (accessed on 11 January
2022).

2. Moss, J. The Burnout Epidemic: The Rise of Chronic Stress and How We Can Fix It; Harvard Business Press: Boston,
MA, USA, 2021.

3. Maslach, C.; Leiter, M.P. Understanding the burnout experience: Recent research and its implications for psychiatry.
World Psychiatry 2016, 15, 103–111.

4. Freudenberger, H.J. Staff Burn-Out. J. Soc. Issues 1974, 30, 159–165.

5. Freudenberger, H.J. The staff burn-out syndrome in alternative institutions. Psychother. Theory Res. Pract. 1975, 12,
73–82.

6. Schaufeli, W.B.; Leiter, M.; Maslach, C. Burnout: 35 years of research and practice. Career Dev. Int. 2009, 14, 204–
220.

7. Bianchi, R.; Brisson, R. Burnout and depression: Causal attributions and construct overlap. Psychiatry Res. 2016, 245,
91–98.

8. Heinemann, L.V.; Heinemann, T. Burnout research: Emergence and scientific investigation of a contested diagnosis.
SAGE Open 2017, 7, 1–12.

9. Schaufeli, W. The burnout enigma solved? Scand. J. Work. Environ. Health 2021, 47, 169–170.

[28]

[3][38][44][45][36][46]

[22]

[47]

[8]

[48]

[48]

[49]

[50][51]



10. Rotenstein, L.S.; Torre, M.; Ramos, M.A.; Rosales, R.C.; Guille, C.; Sen, S.; Mata, D.A. Prevalence of Burnout Among
Physicians: A Systematic Review. JAMA 2018, 320, 1131–1150.

11. Bianchi, R.; Schonfeld, I.S.; Laurent, E. Burnout–depression overlap: A review. Clin. Psychol. Rev. 2015, 36, 28–41.

12. Bianchi, R.; Schonfeld, I.S.; Laurent, E. Burnout: Moving beyond the status quo. Int. J. Stress Manag. 2019, 26, 36–45.

13. Bianchi, R.; Schonfeld, I.S.; Laurent, E. Is it Time to Consider the “Burnout Syndrome” A Distinct Illness? Front. Public
Health 2015, 3.

14. Lastovkova, A.; Carder, M.; Rasmussen, H.M.; Sjoberg, L.; De Groene, G.J.; Sauni, R.; Vévoda, J.; Vevodova, S.;
Lasfargues, G.; Svartengren, M.; et al. Burnout syndrome as an occupational disease in the European Union: An
exploratory study. Ind. Health 2018, 56, 160–165.

15. Epstein, R.M.; Privitera, M.R. Physician burnout is better conceptualised as depression. Lancet 2017, 389, 1398.

16. Bianchi, R.; Schonfeld, I.S.; Laurent, E. Burnout or depression: Both individual and social issue. Lancet 2017, 390, 230.

17. Koutsimani, P.; Montgomery, A.; Georganta, K. The Relationship Between Burnout, Depression, and Anxiety: A
Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis. Front. Psychol. 2019, 10, 284.

18. Schaufeli, W.B.; Desart, S.; De Witte, H. Burnout Assessment Tool (BAT)—Development, Validity, and Reliability. Int. J.
Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 9495.

19. De Beer, L.T.; Bianchi, R. Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Maslach Burnout Inventory: A Bayesian structural
equation modeling approach. Eur. J. Psychol. Assess. 2019, 35, 217–224.

20. Toker, S.; Biron, M. Job burnout and depression: Unraveling their temporal relationship and considering the role of
physical activity. J. Appl. Psychol. 2012, 97, 699–710.

21. Tavella, G.; Parker, G. Distinguishing burnout from depression: An exploratory qualitative study. Psychiatry Res. 2020,
291, 113212.

22. Tóth-Király, I.; Morin, A.J.; Salmela-Aro, K. Reciprocal Associations between Burnout and Depression: An 8-Year
Longitudinal Study. Appl. Psychol. 2020, 70, 1691–1727.

23. Bianchi, R.; Schonfeld, I.S. The Occupational Depression Inventory: A new tool for clinicians and epidemiologists. J.
Psychosom. Res. 2020, 138, 110249.

24. Bianchi, R.; Boffy, C.; Hingray, C.; Truchot, D.; Laurent, E. Comparative symptomatology of burnout and depression. J.
Health Psychol. 2013, 18, 782–787.

25. Bianchi, R.; Schonfeld, I.S.; Laurent, E. Is burnout separable from depression in cluster analysis? A longitudinal study.
Soc. Psychiatry Psychiatr. Epidemiol. 2015, 50, 1005–1011.

26. Mikolajczak, M.; Gross, J.J.; Stinglhamber, F.; Norberg, A.L.; Roskam, I. Is Parental Burnout Distinct From Job Burnout
and Depressive Symptoms? Clin. Psychol. Sci. 2020, 8, 673–689.

27. Schwarzkopf, K.; Straus, D.; Porschke, H.; Znoj, H.; Von Känel, R. Is it all about Depression? Determinants of Burnout
among Employees Referred for Inpatient Treatment of Job-Related Stress Disorders. Z. Für Psychosom. Med. Und
Psychother. 2019, 65, 183–197.

28. Kaschka, W.P.; Korczak, D.; Broich, K. Burnout: A fashionable diagnosis. Dtsch. Ärzteblatt Int. 2011, 108, 781–787.

29. Maslach, C.; Jackson, S.E.; Leiter, M.P. MBI: Maslach Burnout Inventory, 3rd ed.; Consulting Psychologists Press: Palo
Alto, CA, USA, 1996.

30. Wheeler, D.L.; Vassar, B.M.; Worley, J.A.; Barnes, L.L.B. A Reliability Generalization Meta-Analysis of Coefficient Alpha
for the Maslach Burnout Inventory. Educ. Psychol. Meas. 2011, 71, 231–244.

31. Schaufeli, W.B.; Bakker, A.B.; Hoogduin, K.; Schaap, C.; Kladler, A. on the clinical validity of the maslach burnout
inventory and the burnout measure. Psychol. Health 2001, 16, 565–582.

32. McGeary, C.A.; McGeary, D.D. Occupational burnout. In Handbook of Occupational Health and Wellness; Gatchel,
R.J., Schultz, I.Z., Eds.; Springer: Boston, MA, USA, 2012; pp. 181–200.

33. Canu, I.G.; Mesot, O.; Gyorkos, C.; Mediouni, Z.; Mehlum, I.S.; Bugge, M.D. Burnout syndrome in Europe: Towards a
harmonized approach in occupational health practice and research. Ind. Health 2019, 29, 745–752.

34. Doulougeri, K.; Georganta, K.; Montgomery, A. “Diagnosing” burnout among healthcare professionals: Can we find
consensus? Cogent Med. 2016, 3, 1237605.

35. World Health Organization. International Classification of Diseases for Mortality and Morbidity Statistics, 11th ed.;
WHO: Geneva, Switzerland, 2018.



36. American Psychiatric Association (APA). Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, 5th ed; (DSM-5); APA:
Washington, DC, USA, 2013.

37. Clark, L.A.; Cuthbert, B.; Lewis-Fernández, R.; Narrow, W.E.; Reed, G.M. Three Approaches to Understanding and
Classifying Mental Disorder: ICD-11, DSM-5, and the National Institute of Mental Health’s Research Domain Criteria
(RDoC). Psychol. Sci. Public Interes. 2017, 18, 72–145.

38. Maslach, C.; Jackson, S.E. The measurement of experienced burnout. J. Organ. Behav. 1981, 2, 99–113.

39. Regier, D.A.; Kuhl, E.A.; Kupfer, D.J. The DSM-5: Classification and criteria changes. World Psychiatry 2013, 12, 92–
98.

40. Kristensen, T.S.; Borritz, M.; Villadsen, E.; Christensen, K.B. The Copenhagen Burnout Inventory: A new tool for the
assessment of burnout. Work Stress 2005, 19, 192–207.

41. Pines, A.M.; Neal, M.B.; Hammer, L.B.; Icekson, T. Job Burnout and Couple Burnout in Dual-earner Couples in the
Sandwiched Generation. Soc. Psychol. Q. 2011, 74, 361–386.

42. Shirom, A. Reflections on the study of burnout. Work Stress 2005, 19, 263–270.

43. Canu, I.G.; Marca, S.C.; Dell’Oro, F.; Balázs, A.; Bergamaschi, E.; Besse, C.; Bianchi, R.; Bislimovska, J.; Bjelajac,
A.K.; Bugge, M.; et al. Harmonized definition of occupational burnout: A systematic review, semantic analysis, and
Delphi consensus in 29 countries. Scand. J. Work. Environ. Health 2020, 47, 95–107.

44. Maslach, C.; Schaufeli, W.B. Historical and conceptual development of burnout. In Professional Burnout: Recent
Developments in Theory and Research; Schaufeli, W.B., Maslach, C., Marek, T., Eds.; Taylor & Francis: New York, NY,
USA, 1993; pp. 1–16.

45. Pryce, C.R.; Azzinnari, D.; Spinelli, S.; Seifritz, E.; Tegethoff, M.; Meinlschmidt, G. Helplessness: A systematic
translational review of theory and evidence for its relevance to understanding and treating depression. Pharmacol.
Ther. 2011, 132, 242–267.

46. Beck, A.T.; Alford, B.A. Depression: Causes and Treatment; University of Pennsylvania Press: Philadelphia, PA, USA,
2009.

47. Morin, A.J.S.; Bujacz, A.; Gagné, M. Person-Centered Methodologies in the Organizational Sciences. Organ. Res.
Methods 2018, 21, 803–813.

48. Bayes, A.; Tavella, G.; Parker, G. The biology of burnout: Causes and consequences. World J. Biol. Psychiatry 2021,
22, 686–698.

49. Meier, S.T.; Kim, S. Meta-regression analyses of relationships between burnout and depression with sampling and
measurement methodological moderators. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 2022, forthcoming.

50. Ahola, K.; Toppinen-Tanner, S.; Seppänen, J. Interventions to alleviate burnout symptoms and to support return to work
among employees with burnout: Systematic review and meta-analysis. Burn. Res. 2017, 4, 1–11.

51. Jaworska-Burzyńska, L.; Kanaffa-Kilijańska, U.; Przysiężna, E.; Szczepańska-Gieracha, J. The role of therapy in
reducing the risk of job burnout—A systematic review of literature. Arch. Psychiatry Psychother. 2016, 4, 43–52.

Retrieved from https://encyclopedia.pub/entry/history/show/51181


