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Due to its relevance to businesses, employee engagement has 

been the subject of extensive study, and many scholars have 

linked it to burnout as its antipode. The work environment and 

team and co-worker interactions promote engagement and 

reduce burnout if well-managed. This study investigates the 

function of engagement as a mediator between the indirect 

effects of work environment, team, and co-worker 

relationships on employee burnout. Respondents are sourced 

from a public firm employee (Tbk). Using SEM-PLS, three 

hundred thirty-one obtained data are processed. The results 

indicate that burnout is negatively related to the work 

environment and team and co-worker relationships and that 

employee engagement somewhat mediates these relationships. 

To mitigate burnout, an additional study can investigate 

employee satisfaction and performance. 
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1. Introduction 

No matter how small the company is, whether it is a public company or not, there should 

be employees in a company. When it comes to a company's success, the employee is one of 

the factors that must be replaced since they are the ones who will run the company. Hence, 

employee engagement in the workplace should be considered necessary (Bakker & Leiter, 

2010). Anitha (2014) found that the work environment is integral to engagement. Work 

environment means the place where an employee works. A supportive working environment 

will produce an excellent psychological condition for the employee, and a good psychological 

state will make the employee willing to invest and engage in their work (May et al., 2004). 

Moreover, since most adults spend their time at work (Harter et al., 2003) automatically, 

their workplace has become their second home. One should be comfortable in the workplace 

to fully engage in their tasks. Hence, the researcher considers the work environment one of 

the main factors of employee engagement. Besides the work environment, one specific aspect, 

team and co-worker relationship, is considered essential to building good engagement in work 

(Anitha, 2014). The term refers to each individual's relationship in the workplace, especially 

with their team member (member of the same team or division). A supportive team will lead 

to higher engagement of employees (Macey & Schneider, 2008). Having good teammates who 

genuinely support them will boost the mood and the employee's motivation to finish their tasks 

well, so their persistence. That is why the team and co-worker relationship has also been 

included as a factor of employee engagement in this research. Engaged employees are an 

employee who is willing to carry out the company's goals and values and commit themselves. 

Their mind is filled with positive, work-related thoughts defined by three factors: vigor, 

dedication, and absorption (Schaufeli et al., 2002). Engaged employees go beyond their tasks 

or duty to play their part in brilliance. Thus, employee engagement boosts the company's 

performance (Dhir & Shukla, 2019; Macey & Schneider, 2008). 

Researchers have widely researched employee engagement (Anitha, 2014; Bailey et al., 

2017; Caniëls et al., 2018). The large number has proved the importance of employee 

engagement in every occupation/ job. Amongst many studies, employee engagement has also 

been widely associated with the burnout level of the employee negatively (Bakker & Leiter, 

2010; Schaufeli et al., 2002). Research has shown that all engagement and burnout aspects 

were significantly and contrarily related (Schaufeli et al., 2002; Schaufeli & Salanova, 2011) 

was explained as an emotional syndrome occurred that is three-dimensional, which are 

emotional exhaustion, depersonalization (cynicism), and lack of personal accomplishment 

(professional efficacy). Exhaustion, which indicates low activation, and vigor, which indicates 

vigorous activity, are opposites. Based on the information provided by researchers, a limited 

study investigates how co-workers and the workplace environment can mitigate burnout. 

This study aims to extend the research by Anitha (2014), which found that the working 

environment and team and co-worker relationships are the two main factors influencing 

employee engagement. By extending Anitha's (2014) research, this study will strengthen the 

model by exploring the two factors on a large scale or in a publicly traded company. The 

author chooses to extend this study due to the importance of employee engagement in work, 

and the result will explore more about employee engagement in Indonesia, especially in 

Jakarta. The author chose to study in Jakarta since Jakarta is the capital city of Indonesia, and 

many public companies are located in Jakarta. 

As mentioned above, this research will adopt the work environment and team and co-

worker relationship as the factors of employee engagement that will be tested. Furthermore, 

the negative relationship between the factors of employee engagement and the burnout level 

of the employee is also tested. It has been proved that employee engagement and burnout are 

negatively related constructs (Anthony-McMann et al., 2017; Eldor, 2018). It would be 

interesting to test the contribution of different employee engagement factors to (lower) burnout 

levels (Caniëls et al., 2018), and by addressing the gap (recommendation), employees' burnout 
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level will be considered as the negative outcome of the work environment and team and co-

worker relationship, considering engagement and burnout are related constructs. Thus, the 

researcher decided to extend the study this way. 

 

1.1. Work Environment 

The good working condition may trigger an engaged feeling in the employee. There is a 

high amount of research that has found such a relationship. For example, studies done by May 

et al. (2004); Hanaysha (2016) have revealed that several aspects of the work environment 

could be a significant element that triggers employee engagement. Thus, the employee will 

feel engaged and willing to invest in their work if their environment is supportive and 

comfortable. 

Based on the literature above, friendly and comfortable working condition is one factor 

that could enhance employee engagement. It could be the distribution of the tasks, the number 

of paychecks, and the facilities. If one views their work environment as good and is already 

enough for their liking, they will feel more comfortable and motivated to go to work. If they 

are comfortable, they will be more engaged. Thus, the work environment could enhance 

employee engagement. 

 

1.2. Team and Co-worker Relationship 

Team and co-worker relationship refers to the relationship between people in an 

organization or company, both in the same position in the hierarchy or not (can be lower and 

higher), as long as they interact with each other in a team (Bunk & Magley, 2011). It includes 

cooperation while finishing the task and the support of another person in the team. One could 

feel happy and energetic to go to work if their team relationship is good and supporting each 

other. Wickramasinghe and Widyaratne (2012) found that supportive and trusting 

interpersonal relationships and a supportive team will likely have a higher chance of increasing 

employee engagement. A supportive team could alleviate the mood of employees since they 

will be more motivated to finish the task. Research has found that team condition, talent, 

communication, aim, ethical climate, and relationship play a considerable role in a team 

working great (Gander et al., 2020). Supportive environments also allow members to 

experiment, try new things, and even fail without fear of the consequences (Wickramasinghe 

& Widyaratne, 2012). Therefore, creating a good relationship between each team member 

should be essential. If the relationship between team members is in a good atmosphere, it will 

likely enhance employee engagement. It could enhance the employee's engagement since a 

good atmosphere can help lift the employee's mood and eagerness to do their work, thus 

making them engaged. They will find it difficult to quit their job if they have a good time with 

their co-workers, engaging them in work. 

 

1.3. Employee Engagement 

Employee Engagement addresses the employee's involvement, motivation, and 

emotional commitment. Macey and Schneider (2008) introduce employee engagement and 

defines the term as "harnessing organizational members' selves to their work roles." He added 

that "people employ and express themselves physically, cognitively, and emotionally in 

engagement during role performances." These days, the term has been called employee 

engagement, developed by the Gallup Research Group  (Anitha, 2014). Some other resources 

mention this as work engagement also. Employees are called engaged if they are committed 

to their job and enjoy what they do in the company. Furthermore, engaged employees value 

the company's goals and are willing to do more than their original tasks. 
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After the term increased and became popular, many researchers investigated the same 

concept. Based on the Chartered Institute of Personnel and Development (CIPD) in 2007, 

Employee Engagement is an association between commitment to the organization (i.e., 

concerned about the company's growth) with its values and the willingness to help out 

colleagues. Schmidt et al. (2004) define engagement as bringing satisfaction and commitment 

together. Eldor (2018); Hanaysha (2016) explain engagement as a positive attitude held by the 

employee towards the organization and its values. Schaufeli et al. (2002) have developed the 

engagement concept as the opposite of burnout. It is a positive mindset related to the job, 

represented by vigor, dedication, and absorption. Vigor is identified by tremendous energy 

and mental flexibility/ resistance in an individual's job, the eagerness to invest attempt at 

someone else work, and persistence under challenging situations. Dedication could be defined 

as an abundance of pride, passion, a sense of significance, inspiration, and challenge. 

Meanwhile, absorption includes great concentration and absorption by someone else work. 

They feel like time passes quickly in work while finding it challenging to quit working. 

Engagement of the employees is critical for a company to increase its performance since 

the company's most important resource is human. Human resources and employees; are 

irreplaceable. If maintained or handled perfectly, they are becoming a vital asset. An 

organization/ company needs employees to run the business. On top of that, the competitor 

will not be able to imitate its rival's employees, making it a considerable success factor 

(Anitha, 2014). Employee engagement also has been proven to have a statistical relationship 

with productivity, profitability, employee retention, safety, and customer satisfaction (Al-Ali 

et al., 2019; Bailey et al., 2017; Gander et al., 2020). 

 

1.4. Burnout Level 

Burnout is a condition of physical, emotional, and mental depletion caused by excessive 

pressure/ stress. It can occur to everyone. Eldor (2018); Schaufeli et al. (2002) defined burnout 

as a disorder of emotional exhaustion and cynicism that often happens for people who do 

'people work.' They contended that job burnout is the broad/ extensive strain and mental 

fatigue that employees must overcome. Specifically, burnout is a multidimensional concept 

wherein a worker experiences emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and a reduced sense 

of personal accomplishment (Anthony-McMann et al., 2017; Eldor, 2018). Early burnout 

research has focused only on human service or care practitioners, such as doctors, nurses, 

daycare staff, and other services (Borritz et al., 2006; O’Mahony, 2011; Vera et al., 2016). 

However, nowadays, researchers are already aware that burnout could also happen in other 

areas of occupation, such as retail or manufacturing, caused by many factors. Burnout is 

characterized by three dimensions (Schaufeli et al., 2002), namely exhaustion, cynicism (or 

depersonalization), and inefficacy (or reduced personal accomplishment). Specifically, 

exhaustion refers to feeling emotionally and physically drained and having low energy levels; 

cynicism is a detached attitude towards work or people at work. 

The consequences of burnout are severe, both for the staff (people) and the organization. 

Several scholars have investigated long research on burnout and have found that burnout staff 

could lead to the decreasing service quality of an organization provided by staff (Bhui et al., 

2012; Eldor, 2018; Shmailan, 2016). It is also suggested that burnout affects job turnover, 

absenteeism, and low morale. For example, if you are feeling burned out from the job, you 

could turn lazy and will not do your job correctly. It could result in lousy company 

performance and also your performance itself. 

 



The Negative Effect of Work Environment and Team & Co-Worker Toward Employee Burnout: Testing the Mediating Role of 
Engagement – Angela & Yustina 

 
Indonesian Journal of Social Research (IJSR), volume 5 issue 1 – April 2023    40 

 

 
1.5. Hypothesis Development 

1.5.1. Relationship between Work Environment and Employee Engagement 

As studied by many experts, the work environment is a significant element that could 

increase employee engagement. It could be proven since the research by Anitha (2014), 

Bakker and Leiter (2010), and Rich et al. (2010) all resulted in the engagement of employees 

being the outcome of various aspects of the work environment. A study done by Anitha (2014) 

has shown that a supportive working environment is one of the most significant causes of 

employee engagement, along with team and co-worker relationships. It indicates that 

employees need a healthy work environment, such as having a good leader, a supportive team, 

a chance to develop, good paychecks compared to the work, and practical tasks. The average 

adult spends most of his/ her life working. Almost a quarter or even a third of their life span 

is spent working (Josef et al., 2016). The character and nature of work (as of the routinization, 

leadership, or supervision and its complexity) have been associated with individuals' 

depression levels (Bhui et al., 2012). A positive and supportive work environment makes 

employees feel good and eager to come to work, motivating them to do their tasks well. Thus, 

it is customary to consider that the workplace stimulates employees' well-being and 

engagement. It could boost employee engagement by having a good and supportive work 

environment. Hence, 

Hypothesis 1: Work Environment (WE) positively influences Employee Engagement (EE). 

 

1.5.2. Relationship between Team and Co-Worker Relationship and Employee Engagement 

As stated in Anitha's research in 2014, the team and co-worker relationship is another 

factor that influences work engagement (along with the work environment). We will feel more 

comfortable around people supporting our efforts and less motivated if grouped with non-

cooperative or passive people. The same goes for the engagement theory. An open and 

supportive environment is essential for employees to feel safe and engage totally with their 

responsibility. Such a work condition may trigger employees to feel attached to the work, thus 

enhancing engagement (Anitha, 2014). Bunk and Magley (2011) have stated that an individual 

has this so-called relatedness need that is owned by each person and argued that individuals 

who have positive interpersonal interactions with their co-workers also should experience 

more significant meaning in their work. Thus if the employee has good relationships with their 

co-workers, their engagement towards the job is expected to be high. Hence, 

Hypothesis 2: Team and Co-worker Relationship (CW) positively influences Employee 

Engagement (EE). 

 

1.5.3. Relationship between Employee Engagement and Burnout Level 

Bria et al. (2014) researched engagement and burnout as opposite poles that could be 

measured using only one measurement: Maslach Burnout Inventory – General Survey 

(Schaufeli et al., 2002). Their research suggested that engagement consists of factors directly 

opposite the burnout characteristics: participation, energy, and efficacy (the opposite of 

burnout characteristics, which are cynicism, depletion, and low self-efficacy). As stated by the 

authors, people who score poorly in cynicism and depletion while maintaining a high score in 

efficacy are the one who is engaged in their work. Anthony-McMann et al. (2017) stated that 

engagement and burnout should be developed as a positive antipode and measured using 

different measurements to study their relationship further. They mentioned that engagement 

and burnout scales (UWES and MBI-GS, respectively) are significantly and adversely related. 

Thus, engagement and burnout are two opposite factors that are negatively related. The 

hypothesis is: 
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Hypothesis 3: Employee Engagement is negatively related to Burnout Level. 

 

1.5.4. Relationship between Work Environment, Employee Engagement, and Burnout Level 

 Hanaysha (2016); Rich et al. (2010) mentioned that the work environment was a 

significant factor that could increase employee engagement. Work engagement results from 

different aspects of the workplace, such as how supportive the colleagues are, the building or 

place, the job demands, and others. A supportive and conducive workplace could boost 

employee engagement (Anitha, 2014). In addition, a good working place, as it boosts the 

engagement level, could also reduce the possibility of burnout for the employee since 

engagement and burnout are opposite poles (Schaufeli & Salanova, 2011). If the engagement 

level is high, it will likely reduce the employee's burnout level. So, it could be concluded that; 

Hypothesis 4: Employee Engagement mediates the negative effect of Work Environment 

(WE) on Burnout Level (BO). 

 

1.5.5. Relationship between Team and Co-Worker Relationship, Employee Engagement and 

Burnout Level 

Team and co-worker relationship is perceived as necessary for intensifying engagement. 

Vera et al. (2016) mentioned that people tend to be liked and related to others (relatedness 

needs). This kind of need makes people feel they must seek an environment where they can 

enjoy and feel included in the work to find meaningful work. If one has a great interpersonal 

relationship with the teammates in the company, he or she might feel engaged with the work. 

Suppose the relationship in the team could be more supportive. In that case, it could cause an 

unhappy and less comfortable feeling, indicating low engagement and leading to higher 

burnout. Thus, the conclusion is; 

Hypothesis 5: Employee Engagement (EE) mediates the negative effect of Team and Co-

Worker Relationships (CW) on Burnout Level (BO). 

 

2. Methods 

2.1. Sample and Data Collection 

The research questionnaire was distributed through an internet-based survey 

(docs.google.com) to several industries in Indonesia. The questionnaire was then circulated 

over social media networks such as Twitter, WhatsApp, Instagram, and others. The "snowball 

sampling" technique was used to acquire sampling data by distributing questionnaires. Of 560 

questionnaires, only 347 responses were collected; therefore, only 331 were usable to analyze 

(the response rate was 59.1%). Table 1 shows the detail of the respondents. 

 

Table 1 Demographic details of the respondents 

% of respondents 

Gender 

 Male 59,82% 

 Female 40,18% 

Age 

 21 – 25 52,27% 

 26 – 31 23,26% 

 32 – 36 9,37% 

 37 – 41 5,14% 
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 > 41 9,97% 

Work experience 

 Three months - 1 year 23,56% 

 1 - 4 years 35,05% 

 4 - 7 years 14,20% 

 > 7 years 27,19% 

Education 

 D3 12,69% 

 S1 77,95% 

 S2 9,06% 

 S3 0,30% 

Position 

 Staff 52,57% 

 Supervisor 22,05% 

 Assistant Manager 6,34% 

 Manager 11,18% 

 Senior Manager 1,51% 

 Assistant Director 1,21% 

 Director 2,11% 

 Others 3,02% 

Industry 

 Manufacture 26,59% 

 Retail 12,08% 

 Service 29,61% 

 E-Commerce 3,32% 

 Banking 8,46% 

 Research and Development (ex; IT) 6,34% 

 Others 13,60% 

 

2.2. Variable and Measurement 

2.2.1. Independent Variable  

Two independent variables will be tested in this research. The first variable is the work 

environment, defined by everything related to employees' working conditions, both physically 

and psychologically. A good work environment means the company is desirable and 

comfortable enough for employees to work there. If the work environment is good enough, 

then it will likely increase employee engagement. The second independent variable being 

tested is the team and co-worker relationship. It refers to the relationship between people in 

the organization involved in one team. If the people's relationship among divisions or teams is 

excellent and supportive, it will help employees feel more motivated to do their job. Also, it 

will alleviate the employee's engagement. 

 For the measurement items for the work environment and team and co-worker 

relationship, the author used questionnaire items from Copenhagen Psychosocial 

Questionnaire / COPSOQ (Kristensen et al., 2005) and the 11-item Co-worker Relationship 

Scale (Hain, 2005), respectively. A sample item from the co-worker scale is "The more I 

interact with my co-workers, the better I enjoy my job." The Cronbach's Alpha is 0.906. The 

author takes 18 items of Workplace aspects measurement in COPSOQ to measure the work 

environment variable. The sample item is "I have enough time for my work tasks." Cronbach's 
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alpha for COPSOQ is 0.861. The scoring system for both measurements ranged from 1 = 

Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree. 

 

2.2.2. Mediating Variable 

The mediating variable of this research is employee engagement. Employee engagement 

means a positive attitude and mindset toward the employee's job. Employees will feel happier 

and more motivated while doing their job if they are engaged. Not only that, but they will also 

feel like time is faster while doing their job, and they will not quit their job easier as they are 

engaged in the company goal and values. The author used UWES-9, the shortened version of  

Schaufeli et al. (2002), to measure employee engagement as the mediating variable. It 

contained nine items as the shortened version of UWES and can be used to measure employee 

engagement. One of the items is, "I get carried away when I am working." Cronbach's alpha 

for this measurement item was 0.874. 

2.2.3. Dependent variable 

The dependent variable of the study is burnout level. It is a mental and psychological 

depletion that is caused by excessive pressure. This research refers to the excessive pressure 

caused by work. Employees with high burnout levels will become lazy and unmotivated to do 

their work, which will be reflected negatively in the company's performance. If the employee 

is burned out, company performance will be harmful since the employee will not do their job 

correctly. The shortened version of MBI-GS  Schaufeli et al. (2002) measured burnout. It 

consists of 9 items that measure all dimensions of burnout. The sample item for MBI-GS was 

"I feel used up at the end of the workday." All items were scaled based on the Likert Scale, 

from 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree. Cronbach's alpha for MBI-GS was 0.792. 

 

2.3. Statistical Analysis 

The research model and hypotheses will be tested using Structural Equation Modelling 

(SEM) with Partial Least Squares (PLS) approach. Based on Hair et al. (2010), SEM is suitable 

for research with small sample sizes and is precise in analyzing latent variables. In this 

research, four latent variables were hypothesized. There are Work Environment, Team and 

Co-worker Relationships, Employee Engagement, and Burnout Levels. Therefore, the author 

chooses to use SEM. WarpPLS software version 3.0 is the software that will be used to analyze 

the data. 

 

3. Results and Discussion  

3.1. Results 

3.1.1. Validity and Reliability Test 

 This study uses convergent and discriminant validity to test the construct validity. Factor 

loadings and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) were tested based on Hair et al. (2019) to 

assess the convergent validity. Table 2 shows the reliability, Cronbach alpha, and AVE for 

each variable, factor loadings, the mean and standard deviation for each measurement item, 

and overall mean and standard deviation. 
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Table 2 Reliability and convergent validity 

Latent Variable Mean SD. Loading 

Employee Engagement - EE (composite reliability = 0,902 ; cronbach alpha = 0,874; AVE = 0,541) 

EE 1 3,704 0,931 (0,783) 

EE 2 3,828 0,895 (0,802) 

EE 3 4,142 0,856 (0,853) 

EE 4 3,897 0,959 (0,782) 

EE 5 3,789 1,133 (0,538) 

EE 6 4,057 0,923 (0,663) 

EE 7 4,311 0,835 (0,793) 

EE 8 4,281 0,849 (0,612) 

Overall Mean and SD 4,001 0,952  

Burnout Level (composite reliability = 0,858; Cronbach alpha = 0,792; AVE = 0,550) 

BO 1 3,184 1,107 (0,614) 

BO 2 2,384 1,105 (0,790) 

BO 3 2,858 1,124 (0,774) 

BO 4 2,795 1,229 (0,833) 

BO 5 2,266  1,254 (0,677) 

Overall Mean and SD 2,697 1,213  

Team and Co-worker Relationship (composite reliability = 0,922; cronbach alpha = 0,906; AVE = 

0,523) 

CW 1 4,190 0,832 (0,812) 

CW 2 3,682 0,995 (0,649) 

CW 3 3,184 1,071 (0,630) 

CW 4 4,221 0,809 (0,778) 

CW 5 3,891 0,920 (0,718) 

CW 6 3,927 0,910 (0,739) 

CW 7 3,749 1,014 (0,636) 

CW 8 4,227 0,793 (0,769) 

CW 9 3,900 0,977 (0,496) 

CW 10 4,000 0,939 (0,830) 

CW 11 4,178  0,834 (0,821) 

Overall Mean and SD  3,923   0,968   

Work Environment (composite reliability= 0,887; cronbach alpha = 0,861; AVE = 0,400) 

WE 1 3,737 0,968 (0,529) 

WE 2 4,118 0,914 (0,525) 

WE 5 4,024 0,945 (0,509) 

WE 6 3,927 0,897 (0,587) 

WE 9 4,369 0,802 (0,686) 

WE 10 4,366 0,806 (0,679) 

WE 11 3,861 1,102 (0,748) 

WE 12 4,012 0,858 (0,660) 

WE 14 3,580 1,149 (0,612) 

WE 15 4,060 0,898 (0,670) 

WE 16 3,628 1,079 (0,586) 

WE 18 4,099 0,865 (0,737) 

Overall Mean and SD 3,982 0,977  
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Table 2 shows the fixed measurement item loadings. Six items from the work 

environment questionnaire and four items from burnout were deleted due to their factor 

loadings being less than 0.4, and 1 item was deleted from Employee Engagement items to 

increase the AVE of EE to meet the excellent rule of thumb, which is above 0.5 (Hair et al., 

2010). The indicators with loadings between 0.4 – 0.7 could be considered included (Sholihin 

& Ratmono, 2013). When the item with loading 0.4 – 0.7 is deleted, it could increase the AVE 

and the composite reliability of the variable. The author can delete it rather than keep the 

indicator just so the AVE and reliability meet the minimum standard. Nevertheless, if the 

item's deletion does not affect the AVE and reliability, the researcher is suggested to keep the 

indicator, not delete it. The other variables, AVE, were already above the minimum standards, 

above 0.5, except for the work environment. 

 The indicator was still included since the AVE and composite reliability of the variable 

is already good, so there is no need for this indicator deletion. For the other factor loadings, 

only five items from the work environment have loadings of 0.5. Other than that, the factor 

loadings are above 0.6. Sixteen items factor loadings were also at the number more than 0.7. 

The total measurement items are 8 for employee engagement, 5 for burnout level, 11 for team 

and co-worker relationship, and 12 to measure work environment. There are two components 

for reliability: composite reliability and Cronbach alpha. The value of these two should be 

higher than 0,7 (Sholihin & Ratmono, 2013). From the table above, all reliability components' 

values exceed the minimum standards. For Employee Engagement, the composite reliability 

is 0,902, and the Cronbach alpha is 0,874. The dependent variable, burnout level, has 

composite reliability of 0,858 and 0,792 for its Cronbach alpha. Team and co-worker 

relationship has composite reliability and Cronbach alpha of 0,922 and 0,906, respectively. 

Last but not least, for work environment variable has 0,887 for its composite reliability and 

Cronbach alpha of 0,861. All of them were already higher than 0,7, which means the 

measurement items were reliable enough. 

 The second way to test construct validity is by discriminant validity. Suppose the 

convergent validity is to test the positive relationship between related measurements and 

concepts. In that case, discriminant validity is used to test the opposite ways (to measure 

whether measurements that should be unrelated based on theories are truly unrelated). 

 

Table 3 Discriminant validity 

 CW WE EE BO 

Team and Co-worker Relationship (0,723)    

Work Environment 0,758*** (0,632)   

Employee Engagement 0,656*** 0,790*** (0,735)  

Burnout Level -0,291*** -0,192*** -0,261*** (0,742) 
      Diagonal elements (in bold): square roots of AVE; off-diagonal: correlation between latent variables. 
          ***Significant at P <0.01 

The diagonal elements (in bold) show the variable's square root of AVE. According to 

Fornell & Larcker (1981), the square root of the AVE of one latent variable should be higher 

than its correlation to the other variable in the same column as an indicator of appropriate 

discriminant validity. As shown in table 3, not all requirements are met. In the co-worker 

relationship column, the correlation between co-worker relationship and work environment is 

higher than the square root of AVE of co-worker relationship. Furthermore, the correlation 

between work environment and employee engagement is also higher than the square root of 

AVE of the work environment (0.790). It indicates that the discriminant validity for work 

environment measurement is low. 

 



The Negative Effect of Work Environment and Team & Co-Worker Toward Employee Burnout: Testing the Mediating Role of 
Engagement – Angela & Yustina 

 
Indonesian Journal of Social Research (IJSR), volume 5 issue 1 – April 2023    46 

 

 
3.1.2.  Descriptive Analysis 

This study aims to test the direct effect of co-worker relationships and work environment 

on employee engagement and from employee engagement to burnout level. Table 4 shows that 

co-worker relationship (CW) and work environment (WE) were significantly and positively 

related to employee engagement (EE); each correlation is significant at p < 0,01. It can be 

proved from the table. The R-value of the correlation between CW and EE is 0,656 with p < 

0,01, while the correlation between WE and EE has r of 0,79 with p < 0,01. In addition, the 

mediating variable (EE) is negatively and significantly related to the dependent variable (BO) 

with r of -0,261 and p < 0,01. 

Table 4 Descriptive statistics 

 Mean 
Std 

Dev 
CW WE EE BO 

Team and Co-worker 

Relationship 
3,9 0,9 (0,723)    

Work Environment 3,9 0,9 0,758***
 (0,632)   

Employee Engagement 4,0 0,9 0,656***
 0,790***

 (0,735)  

Burnout Level 2,6 1,2 -0,291***
 -0,192***

 -0,261***
 (0,742) 

 

3.1.3.  Inferential Analysis 

Direct Effect 

 In running the structural model analysis, the researcher first needs to test the direct effect 

between the team and co-worker relationship and the work environment on the burnout level. 

The researcher did not include the mediating variable (employee engagement) in the model to 

test the direct effect. This examination will determine whether the team and co-worker 

relationship and work environment directly affect burnout. The work environment 

significantly impacts burnout since its p-value is less than 0.01. Furthermore, the work 

environment is negatively related to burnout levels with β= -0.29. Then, the team and co-

worker relationship is also significantly and negatively related to burnout because the p-value 

is less than 0.01, with a β of -0.33. 

Mediating Effect 

 Figure 1 shows the Analysis of the whole research model to test the hypotheses. The 

researcher conducts the test by inserting employee engagement (EE) as a mediating variable 

between team and co-worker (CW) relationships and burnout and between work environment 

(WE) and burnout. In the figure below, we can conclude that the team and co-worker 

relationship significantly and positively affects employee engagement since its p-value is 0.02 

(less than 0.05) with β of 0.13. The work environment also positively and significantly 

influences employee engagement (p < 0.01, β = 0.69). Thus, hypothesis 1 and 2 is supported. 

The model below also revealed that employee engagement (EE) affects burnout level (BO) 

significantly and negatively (p < 0.01, β = -0.29). Those revelations indicate support 

hypothesis three, which states that employee engagement is negatively related to burnout. 

 
Figure 1 Hypothesized model 
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 To test the mediating effect of employee engagement, the researcher used the VAF 

method, as Hair et al. (2013) suggested. Based on Fornell and Larcker (1981), this method is 

deemed the most appropriate for SEM-PLS rather than the Sobels test method. The procedure 

for mediation testing is as follows; first, the direct effect between the independent and 

dependent variable (without the mediating variable) should be significant. This step is already 

fulfilled, as mentioned above. After the insertion of the mediating variable, the indirect effect 

(independent of mediating and mediating to dependent) should be significant too. After that, 

Variance Accounted For (VAF) is needed to test the mediating effect of the variable. The 

variable fully mediates the model if the VAF value exceeds 80%. VAF ranging from 20% to 

80% means a partial mediating effect, and VAF below 20% means no mediating effect. 

Conducting a further analysis to test the mediating role of employee engagement, the 

researcher introduced employee engagement as the mediating variable between work 

environment and burnout level. As the insertion of EE as a mediating variable, the indirect 

effect between work environment and employee engagement and the indirect effect between 

employee engagement and burnout level is significant (p < 0.01 and p = 0.01). VAF of this 

model is 31%, which means EE has a partial mediating effect in the relationship between work 

environment and burnout level. Thus, hypothesis 4 is supported. 

 Furthermore, employee engagement mediates between team and co-worker relationships 

and burnout. The indirect effect between the variables is still significant (p < 0.01 and p = 

0.03), so the next step can be conducted. The VAF for this model is 23%. Employee 

engagement partially mediates the effect of team and co-worker relationships on burnout. 

Hence, hypothesis 5 is supported. 

 

Table 5 PLS result 

Variable 
Path to 

Employee Engagement Burnout Level 

Direct 

Work Environment  -0.29*** 

R2  0.08 

Team and Co-worker Relationship  -0.33*** 

R2  0.11 

Mediating 

Work Environment 0.79*** 0.18 

Employee Engagement  -0.17*** 

R2 0.63  

Team and Co-worker Relationship 0.66*** -0.24*** 

Employee Engagement  -0.15** 

R2 0.43 0.12 

Full Model 

Work Environment 0.69***  

Team and Co-worker Relationship 0.13**  

Employee Engagement  -0.29*** 

R2 0.63 0.08 
**Significant at P <0.05, ***Significant at P <0.01 
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Table 6 The Indirect, direct, and total effect 

3.2. Discussion 

 This study examines and introduces employee engagement as the mediating variable 

between work environment and burnout level, as well as between team and co-worker 

relationship and burnout level. However, this study was deficient regarding the measurement. 

The measurement item for measuring the work environment has a low discriminant validity, 

which means there is an indicator(s) in the measurement with strong loadings to more than 

one latent variable. It could happen since the work environment comprises several aspects of 

the employee's workplace (May et al., 2004; Rich et al., 2010; Vera et al., 2016). Team and 

co-workers are also part of the work environment that employees work in daily. The researcher 

found that work environment and team and co-worker relationships positively affected 

employee engagement. This result aligns with much previous research, such as the research 

(May et al., 2004; Rich et al., 2010). Employee engagement has also proved to be significantly 

and negatively related to burnout levels. This study has shown that employees will feel more 

engaged with a supportive co-worker and team. This result means that a healthy relationship 

between team members is needed to increase employee engagement with the company. If 

employees are engaged, they are willing to invest themselves in work, eventually increasing 

their performance too (Macey & Schneider, 2008; Rich et al., 2010). Hence, teamwork and 

interpersonal friendship at work are essential to increase employee engagement. 

 As revealed in this study, a good working environment can motivate employees to feel 

engaged. Such a preferable work environment incorporates both an emotionally and physically 

safe environment that could lead the employee to be engaged Anitha (2014). The study has 

shown that employees perceive their workplace and role in the organization are essential and 

will boost their loyalty and engagement to the work and hence their performance. Holbeche 

and Springett also argue that employees are likely to leave if they find no meaning in their 

work or tasks. Therefore, the more engaged the employee perceives their work environment 

as suitable and desirable. Employee engagement has been proven to affect employee burnout 

negatively. This study shares the same result as Schaufeli et al. (2002); Schaufeli and Salanova 

(2011), as they have mentioned that burnout and engagement are indeed an antipode that is 

negatively related. This result indicates that if the employee is happily engaged in their work, 

they will be less likely to feel exhausted and demotivated during their work, hence lowering 

the burnout level. Furthermore, the employee engagement introduced to the model as a 

mediating variable acts as a partial mediator in the relationship between work environment 

and burnout level with a VAF of 31%. On the other hand, employee engagement is also found 

to partially mediate the relationship between team and co-worker relationship and burnout 

level (VAF of 23%). 

Indirect Effect ( WE – EE – BO) 0.79 x -0.17 -0.13 

Direct Effect  -0.29 

Total Effect    -0.42 

VAF for WE – EE – BO  -0.13 / -0.42 0.31 

Indirect Effect (CW – EE – BO) 0.66 x -0.15 -0.10 

Direct Effect  -0.33 

Total Effect    -0.43 

VAF for CW – EE – BO  -0.10 / -0.43 0.23 
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 The result found that a good and supportive team and co-workers will lower the burnout 

level of the employee by boosting employee engagement. If the employee’s co-worker is 

supportive and friendly, the employees will feel much more comfortable than being in a team 

with a rude co-worker. It will lead the employee to work happier and be willing to work harder 

to achieve the company's goals. Hence he/ she will not be burned out from the work tasks since 

he/ she does it voluntarily. As illustrated by the preceding study, the work environment also 

indirectly influences employee burnout via employee engagement, which is the mediating 

variable. A positive work environment increases staff engagement and reduces employee 

burnout. Therefore, if a person finds their job enjoyable and desirable, they will likely 

experience less fatigue even if they work long hours in the company. 

 

4. Conclusion 

 This research introduced and examined employee engagement as the mediator between 

work environment and burnout level; and between team and co-worker relationship and 

burnout level amongst employees who work in a public company in Jakarta, Indonesia. This 

study's sample included all employees working in public companies in Indonesia, especially 

in Jakarta. After a month of collecting data, the research has found that an excellent and 

conducive work environment will trigger the engaged feeling of the employee, as well a 

supportive team and co-workers of one will increase employee engagement. This study also 

revealed that the employee would feel less 'burned out' with high engagement. On the other 

hand, the mediating testing resulted in employee engagement as a partial mediator between 

team and co-worker relationships and burnout levels. It indicates that the team and co-worker 

relationship has a negative, indirect effect on employee burnout through employee 

engagement as its partial mediator. At the same time, the researcher's hypotheses, which stated 

that employee engagement act as the mediator between work environment and burnout level, 

had been proven as employee engagement act as a partial mediator between the indirect 

relationship between work environment and burnout level. 

        This study contributes to the number of research done in Indonesia to explore factors of 

employee burnout and will lead to managerial implications in the Indonesian workplace. By 

adding the knowledge of what could cause burnout (in this research, team and co-worker 

relationship), managers can decide on a work plan that consists of actions to build a good team 

relationship in order to increase the engagement of his/ her subordinates and also to create a 

desirable work environment to avoid the employees from being exhausted by their work and 

increasing the employee engagement. 

        Like any other research, the researcher acknowledged that this study also has limitations, 

which should be accentuated in this study result. First, the questionnaire items used to measure 

work environment have low validity. The AVE of work environment measurement needed to 

meet its standard, as discussed in chapter IV. Many factors, such as the respondents and else, 

could cause it. Therefore, the researcher suggests that the next researcher study this in another 

occupation area, such as family business or KAP. Next, researchers can also study this in more 

areas in Indonesia, not only Jakarta, to broaden the result. Second, it has been revealed that 

between independent variables (work environment and team and co-worker relationship) and 

burnout level, employee engagement has been proved to be the partial mediator. Partially 

mediating means that there is a possibility that another variable could be the mediator between 

this indirect relationship (between work environment, team and co-worker relationship, and 

burnout level). The author suggested next researcher explore more about what other variables 

could be the other mediator. 
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