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Abstract: Teacher burnout is a psychological phenomenon affecting teachers’ effectiveness and
wellbeing across the globe. Thus, education researchers have investigated its antecedents to identify
approaches to alleviate teacher burnout. However, many of the existing studies tend to underline the
effects of psychological factors but overlook the effects of structural factors on teacher burnout. Thus,
the aim of this study is to fill the research gap by investigating how teacher burnout is affected by
enabling school bureaucracy as a structural factor and psychological empowerment as a psychological
factor based on empowerment theory. By using the self-administrated questionnaire survey, the
study investigated 322 primary and secondary schoolteachers from China. It finds that structural
empowerment and psychological empowerment are negatively associated with teacher burnout.
Moreover, the relationship between structural empowerment and teacher burnout was mediated by
psychological empowerment, especially its dimensions of meaning and competence.

Keywords: enabling school bureaucracy; structural empowerment; psychological empowerment;
teacher burnout

1. Introduction

Teaching is one of the most stressful occupations in the world [1] because it requires
teachers to deal with challenging students and parents [2,3] and handle heavy instructional,
administrative, and pastoral workloads every day [4,5]. Therefore, compared with many
other occupations, teachers are more prone to burnout [6,7]. According to Maslach et al. [8],
burnout is a psychological syndrome consisting of emotional exhaustion (the depletion
of emotional sources), depersonalization (the feelings of detachment from and cynicism
towards a job), and reduced personal accomplishment (a decline in the feelings of com-
petence and efficacy at work). The syndrome is reported to have negative associations
with teachers’ job dissatisfaction, commitment, work performance, and wellbeing [9–12].
Thus, conventional education studies have investigated the antecedents of teacher burnout
from a psychological perspective to identify effective interventions to alleviate teacher
burnout [13]. Although their studies have identified that teacher burnout is associated
with a variety of psychological or individual factors, such as personality [14], self-efficacy
belief [15], coping strategies [16], and emotional intelligence [17], most of them tend to
neglect the structural effects of schools on teacher burnout. Pietarinen et al. [18] suggest
that burnout is a sociocontextual construct, implying that burnout is not purely affected by
psychological factors but also structural factors. Therefore, Leiter and Maslach [19] call for
the extension of study on burnout from the psychological perspective to the organizational
perspective that is concerned with structural influences on burnout. To respond to this
call, studies have paid attention to structural factors of organizations and identified the
structural factors such as organizational support [20], organizational culture [21], orga-
nizational justice [22], value dissonance or conflict [23], and occupational demands and
resources [24] as the predictors of burnout. Accordingly, if a strategy cannot confront
issues on the psychological factors and structural factors of schools, it may not be able to
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alleviate teacher burnout effectively [25]. In theory, enabling school bureaucracy should be
a factor alleviating teacher burnout because it can empower teachers in workplace [26,27].
Nevertheless, education researchers have paid little attention to the effects of enabling
school bureaucracy on teacher burnout. Thus, as informed by empowerment theory, the
present study aims to advance our understandings of teacher burnout by investigating
the relationship of teacher burnout to enabling school bureaucracy as a structural factor of
schools and psychological empowerment as a psychological factor.

2. Empowerment Theory

Empowerment theory generally concerns the processes and outcomes of enabling
people to control their work and take action to improve their situations by increasing their
power at the psychological and/or structural level [28,29]. According to Rappaport [30],
empowerment may occur at multiple levels because it is a mechanism by which individu-
als and organizations gain mastery over their affairs. Thus, researchers have developed
different approaches to investigate and promote the process of empowerment [31]. In
general, these approaches can be categorized into organizational and motivational perspec-
tives [32]. From the organizational perspective, empowerment is a process determined by
organizational structure that enables people to reach their work goals through access to op-
portunities, information, support, and resources [33]. Thus, this perspective pays attention
to the structural aspect of empowerment and seeks to promote enabling organizational
structure to achieve structural empowerment [34]. On the other hand, the motivational
perspective suggests that empowerment reflects an intrinsic incentive or a need for self-
determination or self-efficacy [35]. To highlight the psychological aspect, empowerment
refers to psychological empowerment and defines psychological empowerment as the
cognitive state of mind about the self-capability to influence one’s work and social envi-
ronment [29,32]. In particular, Spreitzer [36] conceptualizes psychological empowerment
as a motivational construct manifested in four cognitions, including meaning (the value
of a work goal or purpose), competence (the belief in the self-capability to perform activi-
ties with skill), self-determination (the sense of having choice in initiating and regulating
behaviors), and impact (the degree to which a person can influence outcomes at work).
Therefore, this perspective has been investigated for means to psychologically empower
people by effectively enhancing their sense of meaning, competence, self-determination,
and impact [37].

Although the structural and motivational perspectives emphasize different dimen-
sions of empowerment, it does not mean they are incompatible, because of their shared
theoretical ground; empowerment, whether it is structural or psychological, can lead to
better work performance and wellbeing of people, since it enables them to exercise control
over their work and identify the meaningful connections between themselves and their
work [38–40]. Moreover, it is suggested that structural and psychological empowerment
may be interdependent [41]. According to Spreitzer [42], psychological empowerment
may be affected by organizational structure; if an organization’s structure is enabling, it
is easier for its people to feel psychologically empowered, and vice versa. On the other
hand, Weidenstedt [41] notes that structural empowerment may not be successful; however,
enabling the organizational structure is necessary if people do not feel they are being
empowered. Thus, empowerment theory draws researchers’ attention to the relationship
between organizational structure and individual psychology and its effects on people’s
work and wellbeing.

3. Theoretical Framework
3.1. Enabling Bureaucracy and Teacher Burnout

According to empowerment theory, an enabling school structure is a crucial factor
to alleviate teacher burnout because it implies structural empowerment. In modern soci-
eties, schools generally have trappings of the organizational structure of bureaucracy that
emphasize the formalization of rules and procedures and the centralization of power and
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authority at the top of the hierarchy [43]. School bureaucratization has become more appar-
ent since the 1990s, when the management logics of accountability and performativity were
introduced into education systems [44]. From the literature, it is noted that bureaucracy
may be coercive and hindering because it tends to force people to submit themselves to
it and do their work without an understanding of and/or control over the purposes that
it defines [45]. Thus, school bureaucracy may structurally disempower teachers, leading
them to be more prone to burnout [46,47].

Nevertheless, Hoy and Sweetland [27] find that school bureaucracy may not necessar-
ily be coercive and hindering. They find that school bureaucracy ranges along a continuum
from hindering to enabling. According to their studies, enabling school bureaucracy con-
sists of enabling centralization, i.e., a hierarchy of authority facilitating collaboration across
authority boundaries rather than retaining distinctive roles, and enabling formalization,
i.e., a system of rules and regulations facilitating problem-solving rather than publishing
failure [27]. If a school develops an enabling bureaucratic structure, it tends to value
“shared authority within established roles, two-way communication, seeing problems
as opportunities, respecting differences, engendering trust, learning from mistakes, and
welcoming the unexpected” [48]. The literature has illustrated that this kind of school
structure is inclined to structurally empower teachers to do their work in line with their
interests and values and to identify the meaningful connections between themselves and
their work, resulting in job satisfaction, commitment, enthusiasm, and lesser degrees of
powerlessness and demoralization [27,49]. Since the literature consistently shows that
burnout is negatively associated with job satisfaction, commitment, and enthusiasm [12,50],
but positively associated with the sense of powerlessness and demoralization [51,52], the
present study proposes the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1 (H1) . Enabling school bureaucracy is negatively associated with teacher burnout.

3.2. Psychological Empowerment and Teacher Burnout

As mentioned, psychological empowerment is one’s cognitive state, manifested in
meaning, competence, self-determination, and impact [36]. Thus, once a person is psycho-
logically empowered, he or she should have a positive sense of work meaning, self-efficacy,
and self-concept leading to satisfaction, motivation, and innovation [53]. Moreover, studies
demonstrate that psychological empowerment may generate a sense of accomplishment
because psychological empowerment may stimulate people’s potential and personal values
and motivate them to actively do their work [35]. In this sense, psychological empowerment
may alleviate burnout. For example, Boudrias et al. [54] show that psychological empower-
ment significantly reduced job burnout among Canadian health care workers. Ghaniyoun
et al. [55] indicate a negative association between psychological empowerment and job
burnout among operational staff of emergency centers in Tehran. Moreover, Zhu [56] iden-
tifies a significant negative relationship between teachers’ psychological empowerment and
burnout, and, in particular, he shows that meaning, self-determination, and competence
negatively and significantly predict teacher burnout. Similarly, in their recent study, Tsang
et al. [57] find that the three dimensions of psychological empowerment may alleviate
teacher burnout in China. Accordingly, Hypothesis 2 is formulated as follows:

Hypothesis 2 (H2) . Psychological empowerment is negatively correlated with teacher burnout.

3.3. Mediation Effect of Psychological Empowerment

The literature suggests that structural empowerment and psychological empower-
ment should be positively correlated [40]. Further analyses on their relationship suggest
that structural empowerment may be a necessary antecedent of psychological empower-
ment [58]. As Laschinger et al.’s [38] study shows, nurses’ psychological empowerment
may be affected by the structural empowerment of their work setting. In other words,
structural empowerment may not only directly affect people’s work and wellbeing, but
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also indirectly influence them via psychological empowerment. For instance, Knol and
Linge [59] show that psychological empowerment is a mediator between the structural
empowerment and innovative behavior of nurses. In addition, Paryadharshany and Su-
jatha [39] identify the mediation effect of psychological empowerment on the relationship
between structural empowerment and job satisfaction. Moreover, Meng et al. [60] demon-
strate that the impacts of structural empowerment on job burnout may be mediated by
psychological empowerment. These existing studies imply that enabling school bureau-
cracy can alleviate teacher burnout not only because it can structurally empower teachers
but also because it may lead them to feel psychologically empowered. Accordingly, the
present study infers that psychological empowerment may function as a mediator between
enabling school bureaucracy and teacher burnout.

Hypothesis 3 (H3) . Psychological empowerment plays a mediating role in the relationship between
enabling school bureaucracy and teacher burnout.

The hypothesized relationships among enabling school bureaucracy, psychological
empowerment, and teacher burnout are illustrated in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. A theoretical framework of the relationships among enabling school bureaucracy, psycho-
logical empowerment, and teacher burnout.

4. Materials and Methods
4.1. Participants

The study surveyed primary and secondary schoolteachers who participated in pro-
fessional development courses offered by a public university in Beijing from April to June
2020. First, the research team created an online questionnaire with Questionnaire Star,
i.e., an online platform for questionnaire survey creation. Then, every teacher joining the
professional development courses revised the link of the questionnaire and was invited to
complete the online questionnaire after the courses.

After deleting 26 cases with missing data, the study ultimately included 322 partici-
pants. They came primarily from Shandong Province (31.4%) and Beijing (20.9%), followed
by Guangdong Province (10.2%), Henan Province (9.1%), Hubei Province (7.8%), Jiangxi
Province (6.8%), and Hebei Province (5.9%), with the remaining 7.9% coming from other
provinces. Among the participants, the level of teaching experience was 9.58 years on
average (SD = 9.97), and their average age was 33.07 years old (SD = 8.87). Regarding sex,
241 of the teachers were female, and 8 were male. In terms of educational background, all
Chinese teachers had completed a college education, of which 94 teachers had a master’s
degree and 9 teachers had a doctoral degree.
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4.2. Measurement
4.2.1. Enabling School Bureaucracy

Enabling school bureaucracy was measured by the Enabling School Structure Scale
(ESS) developed by Hoy and Sweetland [27]. The scale consisted of 12 items assessing the
enabling characteristics of school bureaucracy. Each item was rated on a 5-point Likert-type
scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Sample items included
“Administrative rules in this school enable authentic communications between teachers
and administrators” and “The administrative hierarchy of this school obstructs innovation”
(score revised). In this study, the Cronbach’s alpha for the ESS was 0.90.

4.2.2. Psychological Empowerment

The study applied Li et al.’s [61] psychological empowerment scale for Chinese society.
The scale comprised 12 items measuring four dimensions of psychological empowerment,
including 3 items for meaning, 3 items for competence, 3 items for self-determination, and
3 items for impact. Sample items for each dimension were “I find my work is meaningful”
(meaning), “I am confident in my ability to do work well” (competence), “I enjoy autonomy
to decide how to do my work” (self-determination), and “In my work, I have a great
impact on what happens” (impact). Each item was rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale
ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 5 (totally agree). In this study, the Cronbach’s alphas
for meaning, competence, self-determination, and impact were 0.89, 0.95, 0.94, and 0.94,
respectively.

4.2.3. Teacher Burnout

Li and Wang [62] translated the Maslach Burnout Inventory-Educators’ Survey (MBI-
ES), which was developed by Maslach, Jackson and Leiter [8], and contextualized it into
the Chinese context. The Chinese version of the MBI-ES has 15 items measuring three
dimensions of teacher burnout, including 5 items for emotional exhaustion, 4 items for
depersonalization, and 6 items for reduced personal accomplishment. Each item was rated
on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (completely disagree) to 7 (completely agree).
Sample items for each dimension included “I feel emotionally drained from my work”
(emotional exhaustion), “I doubt the significance of my work” (depersonalization), and “I
have accomplished many worthwhile things in this job” (score revised) (reduced personal
accomplishment). The Cronbach’s alpha for emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and
reduced personal accomplishment were 0.95, 0.93, and 0.93, respectively.

4.3. Data Analysis

All data analysis in this study was performed using SPSS 24.0 software. First, SPSS
24.0 was used to analyze the correlation of the data. Second, the researchers applied the
SPSS 24.0 macro PROCESS 3.3 plug-in program compiled by Hayes [63], with enabling
school bureaucracy as the independent variable, teacher burnout as the dependent variable,
and psychological empowerment as the mediation variable, to test the mediation effect of
psychological empowerment between enabling school bureaucracy and teacher burnout
after controlling for sex and age. PROCESS 3.3 automatically generated three regression
models: total effect value, direct effect value, and indirect effect value. When the upper
and lower limits of the indirect effect value did not include 0, psychological empowerment
had a mediation effect. Finally, Hayes’ [63] bootstrap technique (the number of repetitions
was set to 5000) was used to investigate the significance of the mediation effect.

5. Results
5.1. Correlation Analysis

Table 1 shows the correlations among enabling school bureaucracy, psychological
empowerment, and teacher burnout. The results suggested that teacher burnout was sig-
nificantly and negatively correlated with enabling school bureaucracy (r = −0.48, p < 0.01)
and psychological empowerment (r = −0.53, p < 0.01). In particular, the findings showed
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that three dimensions of teacher burnout were negatively correlated with enabling school
bureaucracy and all dimensions of psychological empowerment. According to Table 1,
moreover, enabling school bureaucracy was significantly and positively correlated with
psychological empowerment (r = 0.39, p < 0.01). Therefore, H1 and H2 were supported.

Table 1. Relationships among Enabling School Bureaucracy, Teacher Burnout, and Psychological
Empowerment.

S MD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1. Enabling structure 3.30 0.82 1
2. Teacher burnout 3.48 1.12 −0.48 ** 1
3.Emotional exhaustion 4.30 1.63 −0.39 ** 0.85 ** 1
4. Depersonalization 3.81 1.69 −0.44 ** 0.88 ** 0.80 ** 1
5.Lack of accomplishment 2.58 1.16 −0.28 ** 0.56 ** 0.11 0.22 ** 1
6.Psychological empowerment 3.89 0.84 0.39 ** −0.53 ** −0.28 ** −0.34 ** −0.63 ** 1
7. Meaning 4.04 0.89 0.38 ** −0.54 ** −0.29 ** −0.38 ** −0.60 ** 0.88 ** 1
8. Competence 4.11 0.89 0.24 ** −0.49 ** −0.21 ** −0.30 ** −0.65 ** 0.85 ** 0.78 ** 1
9.Self-determination 3.77 1.02 0.38 ** −0.46 ** −0.26 ** −0.28 ** −0.53 ** 0.91 ** 0.69 ** 0.65 ** 1
10. Impact 3.64 1.03 0.38 ** −0.42 ** −0.23 ** −0.25 ** −0.49 ** 0.89 ** 0.66 ** 0.62 ** 0.83 ** 1

** p < 0.01.

5.2. Mediation Analysis

By applying Hayes’ [63] bootstrapping technique, which was also utilized to obtain
confidence intervals (CIs) using SPSS PROCESS v.35 by employing Model 4, a medi-
ation model was formed from three linear regression equations: teacher burnout and
enabling school bureaucracy; psychological empowerment and enabling school bureau-
cracy; and teacher burnout, enabling school bureaucracy, and psychological empowerment.
As Table 2 shows, enabling school bureaucracy could negatively predict teacher burnout
(Coef. = −0.60, SE = 0.07, T = −8.68, p < 0.001) but positively predict psychological empow-
erment (Coef. = 0.38, SE = 0.06, T = 0.96, p < 0.001). When psychological empowerment was
included, the effect of enabling school bureaucracy on teacher burnout became nonsignifi-
cant. These findings indicated that psychological empowerment played a mediating role in
the relationship between enabling school bureaucracy and teacher burnout.

According to Table 3, the upper and lower bounds of the bootstrap 95% CIs for the
effect of enabling school bureaucracy on teacher burnout and psychological empowerment
did not contain zero, indicating that enabling school bureaucracy indirectly predicted
teacher burnout through psychological empowerment (see Figure 2). The direct effect
and the mediation effect accounted for 67.22% and 32.77% of the total effect, respectively.
According to these analyses, H3 could be supported.
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Figure 2. Effects of Enabling School Bureaucracy on Teacher Burnout through Psychological Empow-
erment.

To further explore the mediation effects of each dimension of psychological empow-
erment, a parallel mediation analysis was computed. According to the results, the upper
and lower limits of the bootstrap 95% CIs for meaning and competence did not contain
zero, and the mediation effects of these two factors were significant (see Table 4), indicating
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that enabling school bureaucracy could indirectly predict teacher burnout via meaning
and competence. However, the upper and lower limits of the bootstrap 95% CI for self-
determination and impact did both contain zero (see Table 4), implying that their mediation
effect was nonsignificant.

Table 2. Mediation Model Test for Psychological Empowerment.

Outcome
Variables

Independent
Variables Coef. SE T 95%CI R2 F

Teacher Burnout
Constant 5.37 *** 0.69 7.74 [4.00,6.37]

0.25 25.41 ***
Sex −0.08 0.13 −0.64 [−0.34,0.17]
Age 0.02 0.02 0.68 [−0.03,0.06]

Teaching age −0.03 0.02 −1.38 [−0.07,0.01]
Enabling school

bureaucracy −0.60 *** 0.07 −8.68 [−0.74,−0.47]

Psychological
Empowerment

Constant 2.76 *** 0.55 5.03 [1.68,3.84]

0.17 15.53 ***
Sex −0.12 0.10 −1.18 [−0.32,0.08]
Age 0.00 0.02 0.02 [−0.03,0.03]

Teaching age 0.01 0.02 0.54 [−0.02,0.04]
Enabling school

bureaucracy 0.38 *** 0.06 6.96 [0.28,0.49]

Teacher Burnout
Constant 6.79 *** 0.66 10.31 [5.50,8.09]

0.37 36.82 ***

Sex −0.15 0.12 −1.23 [−0.38,0.09]
Age 0.02 0.02 0.75 [−0.02,0.06]

Teaching age −0.02 0.02 −1.26 [−0.06,0.01]
Enabling school

bureaucracy −0.41 *** 0.07 −5.94 [−0.54,−0.27]

Psychological
Empowerment −0.52 *** 0.07 −7.90 [−0.65, 0.39]

*** p < 0.001.

Table 3. Total, Direct, and Mediation Effects of Psychological Empowerment.

Effect
Bootstrap
Standard

Error
Bootstrap

LLCI
Bootstrap

ULCI
Relative

Effect Size

Total Effects −0.60 0.09 −0.78 −0.44
Direct Effects −0.41 0.09 −0.58 −0.23 67.22%
Mediation Effects of
Psychological
Empowerment

−0.20 0.04 −0.29 −0.12 32.77%

Note: Bootstrapping was set at 5000 samples.

Table 4. Parallel Mediation Breakdown of Dimensions of Psychological Empowerment.

Effect Standard
Error

Bootstrap
LLCI

Bootstrap
ULCI Effect Ratio

Total Mediation Effect −0.18 0.05 −0.28 −0.08 29.24%
Meaning −0.11 0.04 −0.19 −0.03 18.04%
Competence −0.04 0.02 −0.09 −0.01 7.34%
Self-determination −0.07 0.05 −0.18 0.02 11.64%
Impact 0.05 0.05 −0.05 0.15 7.77%

Note: Bootstrapping was set at 5000 samples.

6. Discussion

In the last two decades, teachers have been widely reported to be at risk of burnout
across the globe [10,13]. Since burnout may affect teacher effectiveness and wellbeing,
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education researchers have investigated the antecedents of teacher burnout to provide
recommendations to alleviate it [1,16,18]. Different from most of the existing psychological
research that focuses only on the impacts of psychological factors on teacher burnout, the
present study attempts to examine how teacher burnout is influenced by both psychological
and structural factors. Based on empowerment theory [29–31,41,42], the study examines
the relationships among enabling school bureaucracy, psychological empowerment, and
teacher burnout. According to the findings, enabling school bureaucracy and psychological
empowerment may significantly alleviate teacher burnout. The findings imply that if
teachers are structurally or psychologically empowered, they may have greater power to
control their work and identify the meanings of the work to themselves [64], or a stronger
sense of meaning, competence, self-determination, and impact [36], leading to a lower
degree of burnout [60,65].

Moreover, as empowerment theory suggests [39,60], the findings show that psycho-
logical empowerment may mediate the effects of enabling school bureaucracy as a form
of structural empowerment. In other words, enabling school bureaucracy may not only
alleviate teacher burnout by structurally empowering teachers but also enhance teachers’
cognitive state of mind about their capability to influence their work and social environ-
ment. However, this does not mean that all dimensions of psychological empowerment are
mediators between enabling school bureaucracy and teacher burnout. According to the
parallel mediation analysis, only meaning and competence have mediation effects but not
self-determination and impact. The findings can be explained as follows: First, enabling
school bureaucracy is still a bureaucratic structure valuing formalization and centralization,
even though it tends to emphasize fixable guidelines encouraging teachers to exercise their
professional judgment in doing their work and to facilitate collaboration and cooperation
between school administration and teachers [27]. In other words, teachers may not have the
ultimate power to determine what and how to do their work because they are still subject
to certain rules, regulations, and bureaucratic authority. Thus, although enabling school
bureaucracy may structurally empower them to work, it may not necessarily reduce teacher
burnout by enhancing their sense of self-determination. Second, for teachers, the major
outcomes of their work are students’ educational attainment. Nevertheless, in addition
to teachers, there are many factors, such as students’ intelligence and family background,
affecting students’ educational attainment, and many of these factors are out of the teachers’
control [66]. Therefore, even though teachers are able to take care of students’ overall
development through school bureaucracy, they may not necessarily attribute the successful
outcomes to their own efforts. Thus, the sense of impact may not significantly mediate the
relationship between enabling school bureaucracy and teacher burnout.

Accordingly, the present study generally supports empowerment theory, but the find-
ings extend the understanding of the relationships between enabling school bureaucracy
and structural empowerment, psychological empowerment, and teacher burnout. The
study implies that different dimensions of psychological empowerment may have different
mediation effects between structural empowerment and teacher burnout. Thus, further
studies should differentiate each dimension of psychological empowerment to provide
a more comprehensive analysis of the relationships among psychological empowerment,
structural empowerment, and teacher burnout.

7. Conclusions

According to the study, teacher burnout may be alleviated by enabling school bureau-
cracy and psychological empowerment. In particular, the study shows that the relationship
between enabling school bureaucracy and teacher burnout may be mediated by psycholog-
ical empowerment, especially its dimensions of meaning and competence. The research
findings have the following implications for school administration: First, it is recommended
that school administrators develop an enabling school bureaucracy that aims to share power
and authority with teachers and facilitate teachers to exercise their professional judgment
in teaching. This is because enabling bureaucracy may directly alleviate teacher burnout
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and indirectly reduce the level of teacher burnout by enhancing their sense of meaning and
competence. To achieve that, they should involve teachers in the school decision-making
process, emphasize professional accountability instead of managerial accountability, and
develop flexible rules and regulations to support teachers’ innovation for problem-solving.
Second, they should also psychologically empower teachers by providing more channels for
teachers to learn the purposes and values of the assigned instructional and noninstructional
duties, giving them constructive feedback for improving teaching, creating opportunities
for students to show appreciation for their teaching efforts, and delegating greater power
for them to do their work at the classroom level, because these practices may help develop
teachers’ sense of meaning, competence, self-determination, and impact [67].

One of the limitations of the study is sampling. The study samples only teachers from
professional development courses offered by a university in Beijing, China. To some extent,
teachers who take part in professional development courses may have higher motivation
for self-improvement. In some of the courses, the participants were competent teachers
officially recognized by their schools, districts, cities, and even provinces. In other words,
the findings may not represent the whole teacher population in China. Thus, further studies
should employ random sampling strategies to select teachers across China to check whether
the findings of the present study are replicated. Second, the study only replies on teach-
ers’ self-report on the syndrome of burnout, psychological empowerment, and enabling
bureaucracy. Thus, the analysis may not accurately reflect their level of burnout. Thus,
further study should also adopt objective measures such as expert analysis and observation
in addition to self-report for triangulation leading to more robust findings. Moreover,
the present study has a cross-sectional design, sothe causal relationships among enabling
school bureaucracy, psychological empowerment, and teacher burnout may not be well
established. To supplement this limitation, it is suggested that researchers conduct longitu-
dinal studies to address this issue. Finally, there may be cultural differences associated with
structural empowerment, psychological empowerment, and teacher burnout. Since the
present study focuses only on the Chinese context, the findings may not be generalizable to
other cultural contexts. Therefore, other researchers may consider conducting comparative
studies to test cultural differences.
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