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Abstract:  Teacher burnout has been revealed to be one of the most common negative consequence 
of the COVID-19 pandemic The purpose of this study was to identify distinct psychological re-
sources and burnout risk profiles of teachers and to examine their association with Kolb’s Educa-
tor Roles and the professional experience. Methods: The survey data were collected from 330 pre-
school and primary school (84 males, Mage = 38.3, SD = 9.14) teachers using a convenience sampling 
method. Results: The two-step cluster analysis revealed two distinct profiles. The first profile, 
‘High psychological resources, no burnout risk’, was characterised by absent symptoms of burnout 
and increased levels of well-being, self-control, and positive emotionality. The second profile, 
‘Moderate psychological resources, mild burnout’, was associated with medium levels of well-being, 
self-control and positive emotionality accompanied by mild burnout. Our findings highlighted 
that cluster 1 had a significantly higher score for the Facilitator role and cluster 2 for the Expert 
and Coach roles. In addition, teachers with less professional experience were more likely to belong 
to cluster 1, taking into account their good skills on digital literacy. Conclusions: These findings 
help to provide new insights into the explanation of teacher burnout and the design of interven-
tion programmes. 
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1. Introduction 
The last two school years have been extremely challenging for most teachers. In ad-

dition to the unprecedented situation generated by the coronavirus pandemic, COVID-
19, which led to the total closure of schools in March 2020, teachers subsequently experi-
enced other new changes in the organisation of the instructional-educational process 
during the 2020-2021 school year. Specifically, they were forced to adapt in a short time 
to different teaching approaches, such as social distancing classes, hybrid teaching and 
virtual instruction, and to juggle between them depending on government policies and 
the rate of infections. 

The new demands added to teachers’ already full workloads, which even before 
COVID-19 were affected by burnout, anxiety and increased depression [1–3], symptoms 
that lead to frustration, dissatisfaction with teaching, job absenteeism and low self-
efficacy [4–6]. 
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2. Theoretical background  
2.1. Teachers’ work-related burnout 

Teacher burnout was first conceptualised by Maslach and her colleagues [7] as a 
tripartite model of three progressive stages of burnout. The first stage, exhaustion, is de-
scribed as emotional and physical fatigue resulting from having too many demands and 
not enough resources to meet them. The next stage, cynicism, is characterised by an in-
crease in apathy, decrease in empathy and feelings of resentment or blame for others in 
the educational endeavour, including administrators, parents, and students. The final 
stage of burnout is a lack of accomplishment, where teachers perceive that the job is im-
possible and no longer believe they can teach successfully. In addition, the socio-
contextual burnout [8] highlights that the professional community and teacher–pupil in-
teractions are the primary arenas of teacher burnout, particularly in terms of perceived 
inadequacy and cynicism.  

In the general context of the impoverishment of the teaching occupation [1], the 
pandemic crisis negatively affected teachers’ psychological resources with new stressors 
proximal to burnout, such as fear of COVID-19 [9,10], anxiety about teaching demands, 
parent communication and administrative support [10]. The lack of resources also af-
fected teachers’ accomplishments, demonstrating that the greater the perception of a re-
source deficit, the lower teachers perceive their accomplishments [11]. Moreover, the 
coronavirus pandemic had a clear impact on social relationships at all levels, increasing 
the socio-contextual burnout reported among teachers [12,13]. 

Thus, it is critical to help teachers face this difficulty by identifying the protective 
factors that help safeguard them and that promote optimal adaptability and resilience 
during stressful times at work [14,15]. Identifying the profiles of teachers who thrive in 
online teaching settings could contribute to improving psychosocial support [16] and 
teachers’ work lives [17–19]. In addition, preventing burnout increases teachers’ self-
efficacy, job satisfaction, engagement and well-being [1,6,20–25].  

Moreover, preventing teacher burnout not only improves teachers’ personal and 
professional lives but also improves the online behaviour of students [26–28], creates a 
stable learning environment [29,30] and stimulates students’ motivation and learning 
[31–34]. 
2.2. Individual traits in preventing teacher burnout  

The most common individual traits discussed in the literature are emotional intelli-
gence (EI). Trait EI is defined as a set of emotion-related self-perceptions and disposi-
tions located at the lower levels of personality hierarchies and described under four di-
mensions: well-being, self-control, positive emotionality and sociability [35].  

In the educational field, there is a mounting body of evidence lending support to 
the key role of EI competency and teachers’ organisational commitment, job satisfaction, 
performance, self-efficacy, self-esteem, well-being and health indicators [36–44]. EI also 
decreases occupational stress and prevents burnout symptoms and negative feelings 
[45–51]. Similarly, for the teacher–student relationship, several studies have revealed 
that EI is crucial for supporting students’ academic and social development [36,52–54].  

The emotional resources were also related to personality traits and burnout. For in-
stance, Pishghadam and Sahebjam’s [55] study has revealed a significant relationship be-
tween personality types, EI and the three dimensions of burnout. It was indicated that 
the best predictors for emotional exhaustion are neuroticism and extroversion, the in-
trapersonal scale of EI and agreeableness for cynicism and the interpersonal scale of EI 
and conscientiousness for personal accomplishment. 

2.3. Work-related traits in preventing teacher burnout 
Concerning work-related traits, we consider the teaching style and the professional 

experience to be the most relevant for the present study because they have been men-
tioned in the literature as essential in profiling teachers [56–59].  
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Although there is a small body of research that investigates the link between teach-
ing style and burnout, few studies have highlighted that teachers who guide and direct 
students by asking questions, exploring options and suggesting alternatives (Facilitator 
style) are the least likely to experience burnout [60–62]. Regarding profiling teaching 
styles, in his theory of experiential learning (ELT), Kolb [57] proposed a framework, The 
Educator Role Profile (ERP), that describes four different types of educators who respec-
tively teach using four teaching styles: the Facilitator, who helps learners get in touch 
with their personal experience and reflect on it; the Expert, who helps learners organise 
and connect their reflections to the knowledge base of the subject matter; the Evaluator, 
who adopts an objective results-oriented style; and the Coach, who helps learners apply 
knowledge to achieve their goals. This framework was used in the present research to 
obtain information concerning the link between teaching style and burnout.  

The literature also identifies professional experience as a major factor in preventing 
burnout. In this regard, despite the fact that previous studies have shown that teachers 
with more professional experience are less vulnerable to burnout [12,13,63], the pressure 
of moving the whole instructional process to a remote environment concomitant to 
learning in a very short time with the use of new technologies increased the levels of 
stress and anxiety [64–66] and generated exhaustion and burnout even in the case of ex-
perienced teachers [9,67]. Moreover, the few studies conducted in the pandemic context 
revealed that older teachers often demonstrated weak digital skills, highlighting the 
need for professional development in using digital technologies [68], while the younger 
teachers used a higher number of tools for teaching and learning, demonstrated better 
digital competence and had more confidence in using digital technology and openness 
to new technology [69]. 

Recently, there has been an increased interest in individual variations of teacher 
burnout in terms of identifying teacher burnout profiles [13,70]. Burnout has been clus-
tered with protective factors, such as well-being, work engagement, resilience and cop-
ing strategies, self-efficacy and collaboration within the community [13,63,71–73]. Still, 
the results on teacher prevention burnout profiles and factors contributing to the indi-
vidual variations are insufficient. Depending on their profiles, teachers may engage dif-
ferent personal capacities and may utilise different strategies to relieve stressors. In this 
regard, extending the small body of literature that examines the individual variations 
and their determinants in preventing teacher burnout is required. 

The purpose of this study was to identify distinct psychological resources and 
burnout risk profiles in preschool and primary school teachers and to examine their rela-
tionships with Kolb’s Educator Roles and professional experience. The purpose of this 
analysis was to identify homogeneous groups or clusters based on their common charac-
teristics. Considering previous studies on the relationship between well-being and 
teacher burnout [42,71,74,75], we developed the first question: Are there distinct teacher 
profiles based on psychological resources, that is, well-being, self-control, positive emo-
tionality, respectively burnout risk, during the COVID-19 pandemic? (RQ1). Based on 
the well-established association with professional experience [18,63,72] and burnout, we 
developed the second question: Is there a positive association between profile member-
ship and sociodemographic variables? (RQ2). Lastly, as previous studies have linked 
burnout to the teaching style [60–62], we developed the third question: Is there a posi-
tive association between profile membership and Kolb’s Educator Roles? (RQ3). 

 3. Methods 
3.1. Participants  

The sample of this research was composed of 330 teachers (N = 108 preschool teach-
ers, N = 222 primary school teachers, 75% women, Mage = 38.3 years, SD = 9.14). Their re-
ported professional experience was less than one year (4.5%), between two and five 
years (10.9%), between five and 10 years (19.1%), between 10 and 20 years (25.5%) and 
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more than 20 years (40%). A convenience sampling method was used. The sample was 
selected from the teacher register hold by Ilfov School Inspectorate via an e-mail paper 
survey sent to teachers. The total response rate was 45 % from registered teachers. 
3.2. Procedure 

Before completing the survey, all the teachers were fully informed of the study’s de-
tails and guaranteed confidentiality of all data obtained. The survey was comprised of 
two sections. The first section referred to participants’ sociodemographic information, 
such as gender, teaching grades, years of professional experience and urban or rural 
teaching environment. The second section involved reporting the levels of burnout, 
well-being, self-control, positive emotionality, and the preference for a certain type of 
teaching role. The study was conducted in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki 
and the recommendations and approval of the University of Bucharest Ethics Commit-
tee. Data were collected via Google Forms during spring 2021. The link to the online 
survey was posted with a short description of its purpose, the length of time needed to 
complete. In exchange for completing the questionnaires, certificates of participation in 
the research were provided for the teacher’s personal file. The selection criteria for inclu-
sion in this study were a primary or preschool level of teaching. All participants were 
voluntarily involved and gave their written informed consent prior to completing the 
questionnaire.  
3.3 Measures 

Teacher burnout. Given the pandemic context, the Socio-Contextual Teacher Burn-
out Inventory (STBI)[8] has been used for measuring teacher burnout. This nine-item 
(e.g., ‘With this work pace, I don’t think I’ll make it to the retiring age’) scale was evalu-
ated based on a Likert scale from 1 - completely disagree to 7 - completely agree. The es-
tablished three constructs were teacher exhaustion, cynicism towards the teacher com-
munity and inadequacy in the pupil–teacher relationship. The Cronbach’s alpha for the 
entire scale was .90 (95% CI [.89, .91]), and for its dimensions: exhaustion - .84 (95 % CI, 
[.93, .95]), cynicism - - .85 (95% CI [.84, .97]) and inadequacy - .84 (95 % CI, [.93, .95]). 

Well-being. Teachers’ well-being was measured with the well-being subscale from 
the Trait Emotional Intelligence Questionnaire-Short Form for Adults (TEIQue - ASF) 
[76]. This scale consists of 30 items evaluated on a Likert scale from 1 - completely disa-
gree to 7 - completely agree, whose items (e.g., ‘I generally don’t find life enjoya-
ble.’) measure emotional intelligence under four aspects: well-being, self-control, emo-
tionality, and sociability. For the present research, the .90 Cronbach’s α indicated a high 
internal consistency (95% CI, [.88, .91]). The Cronbach’s α for the well-being subscale 
was. 80 (95% CI, [.75, .85]).  

Self-control. Teachers’ self-control was measured using the self-control subscale 
from the TEIQue - ASF [76]. This subscale is composed of six items (e.g., ‘I usually find it 
difficult to regulate my emotions.’) The Cronbach’s α for the well-being subscale was .83 
(95% CI, [.82, .85]). 

Positive emotionality. Teachers’ positive emotionality was measured by the emo-
tionality subscale from the TEIQue - ASF [76] . This subscale contains eight items (e.g., 
‘Expressing my emotions with words is not a problem for me.’). The Cronbach’s α for 
the emotionality scale was .94 (95% CI, [.93, .95])  

The Educator Roles. We represented the pedagogical and content related aspects of 
teaching style focusing on Kolb’s Educator Role Profile (KERP) [56]. KERP is a self-
assessment tool that includes items related to individual teaching style, beliefs about 
teaching and learning, goals for the educational process and instructional practices [56]. 
KERP includes 30 items that are forced-choice types of four educator roles:  Facilitator 
(e.g., I aim for learners to develop a lifelong love of learning), Expert in the Subject Mat-
ter (e.g., I share my subject matter knowledge and expertise), Evaluator/Standard Setter 
(e.g., I use tests to evaluate learners’ understanding of a subject) and Coach (e.g., I be-
lieve learning occurs best in a real-life context). The Cronbach’s α for the entire scale was 
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0.76 at a 95% CI, and for the subscales, it was as follows: Facilitator .83 (95% CI, [.82, 
.85]), Expert .63, (95% CI, [.62, .65]), Evaluator .57 (95% CI, [.56, .59]) and Coach .72 (95% 
CI, [.71, 74]). 
3.4. Statistical Analysis 

A two-step cluster analysis with the Euclidean measure and the Akaike Infor-
mation Criterion (AIC) was used to explore possible profiles in our sample. This tech-
nique has advantages compared to more traditional clustering procedures [77] because it 
determines the number of clusters based on statistical measures of fit (AIC or BIC, Aver-
age Silhouette – indicator of cohesion and separation – and ratio of sizes – largest cluster 
to smallest cluster) and analyses atypical values (i.e. outliers). The model selection crite-
ria followed the principle of parsimony, where the best cluster solution is the one with 
the lowest value of the AIC, a good level fit (cutoff > 0.5) highlighted by the Average Sil-
houette coefficient and a cutoff < 2 in the case of ratio of sizes, as recommended by Kent 
et al. [77]. Using the best cluster solution allows for the measurement of the improve-
ment of homogeneity within each cluster and the heterogeneity between the clusters 
from one cluster to n + 1 cluster by adding one cluster at each step. Various one-way 
ANOVAs tests were performed to verify the differences in the clusters’ indicators be-
tween the distinct profiles, the association between profile membership and Kolb’s edu-
cator roles. In addition, a multinomial logistic regression was computed to calculate the 
predictive roles of the sociodemographic variables, including gender, education level, 
urban/rural education, and professional experience, on profile membership. 

3. Results 
3.1. Step 1: Preliminary analysis – descriptive statistics and correlations 

The descriptive statistics for demographic characteristics, depending on the level of 
burnout are shown in Table 1. The means, SD, univariate normality coefficients and cor-
relation matrix are presented in Table 2.  

Table 1. Sociodemographic variables – descriptive statistics depending on burnout risk 

Sociodemographic  
variables 

 Burnout risk Total 
No risk Moderate level 

Gender Male     139           107  246 
Female      44 40   84 

Teaching level Preschool      60 48  108 
Primary    123 99  122 

Place Urban    124 93  217 
Rural      59 54  113 

Professional experience  
(years) 

<2      12  3   15 
2-5     30  6   36 

6-10      48 15   63 
11-20      30 54   84 
>20      63 69 132 

 
Prior to conducting the two-step cluster analysis, two assumptions were verified. 

The first assumption regarding the independence of the variables included in the cluster 
model was satisfied (as shown in Table 2) taking into account the cutoff criterion (r < 
.70), as suggested by Nunnally [78]. The second assumption related to the univariate 
normality of all the profiles’ indicators was also met. As can be seen in Table 2, the cutoff 
criteria recommended in the literature (skewness < 2; kurtosis < 7) by West et al. [79] 
were not exceeded.  

Preprints (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 2 August 2021                   doi:10.20944/preprints202108.0053.v1

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202108.0053.v1


 6 of 14 
 

 

Table 2.  Means, SD, univariate normality coefficients, and correlation matrix 

Clusters’ indicators Mean (SD) Skewness 
(Std. Err) 

Kurtosis 
(Std. Err) 

1 2 3 4 

Well-being 5.44(0.95) -0.04(134) -1.10(268) —    
Self-control 4.70(0.87)  0.64(134) -0.01(268) .42** —   

Positive emotionality 4.74(0.99)  0.08(134) -0.72(268) .59** .43** —  
Burnout 33.65(13.53) -0.03(134) -1.01(268) .52** .50** .53** — 

**p < 0.01. 
 

3.2. Step 2: Cluster analysis (RQ1) 
Identifying the number of profiles 

Inspecting the graph of AIC created by auto-clustering (see Figure 1), we found 
multiple solutions ranging from two to four clusters. We tried to minimise the AIC but 
not at the cost of the other fit index, which is the measure of cohesion and separation 
(Average Silhouette coefficient).  

 

 
Figure 1. Auto-clustering – Akaike’s Information Criterion (AIC) 

The best solution was the model with 2 clusters. As highlighted in Table 3, as the 
number of clusters increased, it is observed that in each step, although the value of AIC 
decreased, there was a decrease of the fit criteria model, i.e., the decrease of the Silhou-
ette coefficient as well as the ratio sizes. 

Table 3.  Model fit information – goodness of fit indicators 

Number of clusters Average Silhouette Akaike’s Information Criterion 
(AIC) 

Ratio of sizes 

2 0.5 545.1  1.52 
3 0.4 524.7  4.75 
4 0.4 533.5 11.40 

 
 

Preprints (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 2 August 2021                   doi:10.20944/preprints202108.0053.v1

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202108.0053.v1


 7 of 14 
 

 

Characteristics of the identified profiles 
The first cluster (n = 199; 60.3%) from our analysis was the ‘High psychological re-

sources, no burnout risk’ profile. It includes teachers with higher scores on well-being, 
self-control and positive emotionality accompanied by the lowest scores on burnout, 
which means no burnout risk (see Table 3). The second cluster (n = 131; 39.7%) was the 
‘Moderate psychological resources, mild burnout risk’ profile. Teachers belonging to this pro-
file had medium scores on well-being, self-control and positive emotionality combined 
with a mild risk to develop burnout.  

 Table 4.  Means and SD of profiles’ indicators across two clusters 

Profiles’ indicators Cluster 1  Cluster 2  
High psychological resources, 

no burnout risk 
Moderate psychological resources 

and mild burnout risk 
Well-being 6.28(0.57) 4.90(0.73) 
Self-control 5.50(0.72) 4.19(0.49) 

Positive emotionality 5.61(0.67) 4.18(0.73) 
Burnout              21.23(8.57) 41.61(9.53) 

 
Various one-way ANOVAs were conducted to examine the differences in the level 

of clusters’ indicators between the two profiles. The results revealed significant differ-
ences for all indicators. In the first cluster, higher scores emerged for: (i) well-being 
(Welch F (1, 315.569) = 369.148; p < .001); (ii) self-control (Welch F (1, 203.969) = 327.813; p 
< .001); (iii) positive emotionality (Welch F (1, 290.987) = 331.206; p < .001); and lower 
score for teacher burnout (Welch F (1, 293.652) = 406.369; p < .001). 

 
Figure 3.  Profiles’ indicators (means) across two clusters 

3.3. Step 3: Cluster analysis and teacher variables  
Association between profile membership and sociodemographic variables (RQ2)  
The association between profile membership and sociodemographic variables, in-

cluding gender, teaching level, urban/rural education, and professional experience, was 
examined using the multinomial logistic regression. The results showed that gender (b = 
.07, SE = .276, Wald = .07, p = .791), teaching level (b = .27, SE = .261, Wald = 1.11, p = .296) 
and urban-rural education (b = .17, SE = .249, Wald = .49, p = .482) were not significant 
predictors in the model. Instead, professional experience had a significant predictive role 
(b = .41, SE = .10, Wald = 17.09, p < .001; OR = 1.51, 95% CI (1.24, 1.89). Overall, the results 
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showed the following patterns. Men and women were not predominantly represented in 
one of the two profiles. In other words, no gender differences were obtained in terms of 
distribution in the two clusters. The same pattern was found for teachers in rural or ur-
ban education. Even in the case of those working in preschool and primary education, 
no statistically significant differences were observed within the two profiles. However, 
in the case of professional experience, our findings showed that those with less experi-
ence (less than one year and up to ten years), i.e., the youngest and most familiar with 
the digital environment, were less likely to belong to the mild profile and more likely to 
belong to the high mental health profile (as shown in Figure 3). An opposite pattern in 
the case of teachers with the highest levels of experience was found. They were more 
likely to belong to the ‘Moderate psychological resources and mild burnout’ risk profile and 
less likely to belong to the other. 
 Association between profile membership and Kolb’s educator roles (RQ3)  

The results obtained from various one-way ANOVAs provided evidence for a sig-
nificant association between profiles and Kolb’s educator roles, i.e. (i) facilitator role 
[F(1,328) = 120.347; p < .001], (ii) expert role [F(1,328) = 80.921; p < .001],and (iii) coach role 
[F(1,328) = 10.291; p < .001], except for the evaluator role  [F(1, 328) = 2.911; p = .089]. 
Cluster 1 had a significantly higher number for the facilitator role (M = 8.67, SD = 1.786) 
than Cluster 2 (M = 6.01, SD = 2.358). In contrast, Cluster 2 had a significantly higher 
number for the expert role (M = 8.92, SD = 2.782) than Cluster 1 (M = 6.12, SD = 2.701). 
The same pattern was highlighted for the coach role—a higher number for Cluster 2 (M 
= 9.04, SD = 3.255) than Cluster 1 (M = 7.90, SD = 3.021). As mentioned, for the evaluator 
role, no significant differences were found (cluster 1 – M = 7.09, SD = 2.376; cluster 2 – M 
= 6.57, SD = 2.898). 

4. Discussion 
 In the coronavirus pandemic context, teacher burnout  has become a global epi-

demic [56] and a major concern in the educational debate both for practitioners and pro-
fessionals and for psychologists and experts in educational policy. The main aim of this 
research was to identify protective factors and teachers’ risk of burnout profiles in the 
framework of Kolb’s Experiential Learning Theory [56]. We also explored associations 
between profile membership and sociodemographic variables on the one hand and 
Kolb’s educator roles on the other. The two-step cluster analysis revealed two different 
profiles. 

The ‘High psychological resources, no burnout risk’ included teachers with higher 
scores on well-being, self-control positive emotionality and no burnout risk. In this re-
gard, teachers who perceive and express emotions, show empathy, build good relation-
ships, and master their emotions, impulsiveness and stressful feelings are more protect-
ed against burnout symptoms. Their increased levels of self-esteem, happiness and op-
timism are also beneficial resources that help them manage stressors [35]. Our results are 
in line with previous research that highlighted the relationship between well-being and 
burnout [27,49,61,63,71]. More specifically, the cluster of ‘High psychological resources, 
no burnout risk’ included teachers who showed very low scores on burnout scale, mean-
ing, in fact, no risk of burnout. They found resources to protect themselves in the ad-
verse context for which no one was prepared. Their dispositional traits, meaning self-
control and positive emotionality, along with well-being contributed to the buffering of 
the negative impact of stressors. 

The ‘Moderate psychological resources, mild burnout risk’ included teachers with 
medium scores on well-being, self-control, positive emotionality, and mild burnout risk. 
In this regard, teachers who are less skillful in perceiving and expressing emotions, 
showing empathy, building good relationships and mastering their emotions, impul-
siveness and stressful feelings are more likely to experience burnout symptoms 
[50,55,61]. Their low levels of self-esteem, happiness and increased pessimism makes 
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them far more vulnerable to work-related stressors. Even if ‘Moderate psychological re-
sources, mild burnout risk’ teachers reported symptoms of burnout, feeling exhaustion, 
cynicism towards the teacher community and inadequacy in the pupil–teacher relation-
ship, this does not mean that they fulfil the clinical criteria of being burned out but that 
they do have an increased risk of developing it.  

These findings are in line with previous studies that have shown emotional re-
sources as strong predictors of teacher burnout [45–47,50,55]; however, the results ex-
pand the previous research on teacher burnout by showing more refined socio-
contextualized differences in teacher prevention burnout profiles in terms of well-being, 
self-control and positive emotionality.  

The results imply that there is a variation in teaching roles and professional experi-
ence among teachers: some of the teachers seem to prefer certain teaching roles that are 
less burdensome. In this regard, the results showed that the teacher protective burnout 
profiles differed from each other primarily in terms of preferred teaching role. The 
teachers who are characterised by a Facilitator role are more likely to be assigned to the 
‘High psychological resources, no burnout risk’ profile. A reason for this alignment may 
be that the Facilitator teaching style has been proven to produce the highest average 
values for students’ online exams [80]. On the other hand, our findings emphasise that 
the teachers included in the second cluster, i.e., ‘Moderate psychological resources, mild 
burnout risk’, had a higher score on Expert and Coach educator roles. Despite the fact 
that the Coach teaching role was previously proven to be the most appropriate style in 
one-on-one teaching for students with the lowest mean grades in the pandemic context 
[80], the possibilities of practice in online learning classrooms are highly restrained. Sec-
ond, concerning the Expert role, our results are in line with previous studies that re-
vealed that this role is the least engaging and inaccessible in students’ opinions related 
to online teaching [81]; so it is expected that the Experts would feel more stress due to 
the difficulty to cap and maintain students’ attention. In this regard, the present research 
has enriched the gap in literature concerning the link between teaching roles as a protec-
tive factor against burnout, showing that the Facilitator teaching style that helps learners 
get in touch with their personal experience and reflect on it is the least stressful for 
online teaching, while the Experts and Coaches are more stressed regarding online 
teaching. This may be because the Expert’s purpose is to help learners organise and con-
nect their reflections to the knowledge base of the subject matter through lectures and 
texts in an reflective-authoritative style [56], and these strategies may be less interesting 
and engaging for students. Second, the Coach’s interest is helping learners apply 
knowledge to achieve their goals [56], but this style—as is described in ELT—is more 
appropriate for one-on-one learning, and in a remote environment, this strategy is al-
most impossible to use with every student. The Evaluator teaching style was quite 
equally represented in both profiles. Within Kolb’s theory framework, this role involves 
setting standards of performance and structuring performance activities. Evaluator 
teacher role involves the use of tests, assessments, and projects but no being created a 
personal relationship   with the student because the teacher focuses on the subject and 
on the evaluation. Thus, despite the fact that the Evaluator role has been previously 
proven to facilitate online learning among students from higher education [80], it seems 
that in preschool and primary school education, it is required that the learning be more 
concrete, more practical and instructional and less often evaluated through tests and as-
signments.  

In addition, our overall results showed a significant association between profile 
membership and professional experience. Teachers with less professional experience 
were more likely to belong to the ‘High psychological resources, no burnout risk’ profile, 
and members of the profile ‘Moderate psychological resources, mild burnout risk’ were 
more likely to be experienced teachers. This may seem to contradict previous studies 
[13] that related high levels of professional experience to a low risk of burnout; however, 
taking into account that the pandemic context created new stressors, such as tech-
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nostress and a lack of resources and administrative support [9,65], the situation seems to 
have changed. Consequently, these results may be in line with the latest studies that 
suggested that experienced and self-confident teachers in face-to-face teaching became 
suddenly deskilled when transitioning to online teaching, experiencing disempower-
ment, vulnerability and frustration in using remote technology [72,82,83]. At the same 
time, openness to new technology, confidence and increased digital competences [69] 
could protect younger teachers from burnout symptoms. 

Our study contributes to expanding the empirical body of research on teacher 
burnout  [12,73,83] by being one of the first studies to explore the teachers’ individual 
traits in terms of personal resources and burnout risk profiles within the framework of 
Kolb’s Experiential Learning Theory [56]. The results showed that the teachers’ well-
being, self-control, and positive emotionality help them in buffering work-related stress-
ors in online teaching in the COVID-19 pandemic context. Moreover, the higher these in-
ternal resources were, the lower the risk of experiencing burnout. This highlights that 
the emotional resources represent a strong internal barrier against imminent stressors 
and that preparing functional psychological strategies can prevent burnout syndrome. 
Our results also indicated that the preferred teaching roles and professional experience 
are related to the burnout risk. While the most protective style against burnout is the Fa-
cilitator role, the Expert and Coach roles were associated with a mild burnout risk pro-
file. In addition, the fewer years of teaching experience a teacher had, the lower the 
burnout risk in an online teaching context. Accordingly, the most protected teachers in 
the pandemic context are the Facilitators with high levels of well-being, self-control, and 
positive emotionality, while the most at-risk teachers are those who prefer the Expert 
and Coach roles and moderate levels of well-being, self-control, and positive emotionali-
ty. Another contribution is that our study is based on a person-centered approach, 
meaning the two-step cluster analysis. In fact, we proved not simply associations be-
tween research variables but also found distinct teachers’ profiles and their predictors in 
terms of professional experience and Kolb’s educator roles. 

Moreover, in contrast with previous studies who investigated teachers’ burnout 
profile only from the health psychology angle [13,63,71,72], our study brings in addition 
also constructs from educational sphere reuniting two different perspectives into an new 
point of view on teacher’s burnout.  

Thus, this study has two main educational implications. First, this study emphasiz-
es the teachers’ need for professional and personal development of emotional competen-
cies to help them manage stress in the classroom both in normal educational contexts 
and in adverse social and health conditions contexts. Second, the theoretical framework 
of the ELT encourages teachers to move away from the consistent Expert teaching role, 
where the teacher imposes an objective results-oriented approach on young learners, 
and Coach teaching role where teacher works one-to-one to apply the learning concepts, 
to the Facilitator teaching role. This role uses a worm-affirmative style, promote an “in-
side-out” learning to draw out motivation and self-knowledge and creates personal rela-
tionships and dialogue  

Regarding the limitations of this study, it is important to note that a correlational 
design has been employed, which limits our ability to infer causal links. In addition, the 
present findings cannot be generalised due to the convenience sampling method used. 
Considering that most of the respondents were women, they were slightly over-
represented in the sample. There are recommendations for future study directions. Lon-
gitudinal designs are necessary to capture the possible developmental trajectories of 
burnout in line with the theoretical assumption underlying protective factors, such as 
dispositional traits and coping strategies in the context of technostress, and covariates, 
such as educator roles and digital literacy skills. 
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5. Conclusions 
In summary, the new demands on the current education system caused teachers to 

juggle three different types of teaching approaches: social distancing in classes, online 
teaching, and hybrid teaching. In this context, short- and long-term impacts of the 
COVID-19 pandemic on preschool and primary education have led to increased levels of 
burnout among teachers [9,11]. This study has shown that the teachers who are less pro-
tected against the burnout profile during the adverse context of the COVID-19 pandemic 
are those with moderate levels of well-being, self-control, and positive emotionality and 
who prefer the Expert and Coach educator roles. In contrast, the most protected against 
burnout are those who have high levels of well-being, self-control and positive emotion-
ality along with the advantages of the Facilitator role in interacting with students. First-
ly, the results can be useful for teacher’ training specialists to promote programs that 
help teachers to cope with stressors in online teaching, regulate their emotional re-
sources, and how to use effective and less consuming teaching strategies such as those 
specific to the Facilitator Role. The need to improve teachers' digital skills must also be 
considered to facilitate and streamline their work. Secondly, as it is necessary for all or-
ganizations to promote the health of their employees, also in the case of teachers it tre-
mendous important that educational managers support teacher’s health and well-being 
by creating good working conditions and by developing programs to equip teachers 
with the emotional competency and coping strategies necessary both in normal educa-
tional contexts and in adverse social and health conditions as are those of the COVID-19 
pandemic.  
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