
www.jeehp.org 1(page number not for citation purposes)

Journal of Educational Evaluation
for Health Professions

2022 Korea Health Personnel Licensing Examination Institute 
This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License, which permits unrestricted use, distribution, 
and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly cited.

J Educ Eval Health Prof 2022;19:16 • https://doi.org/10.3352/jeehp.2022.19.16

eISSN: 1975-5937
Open Access

*Corresponding email: soltanian@sums.ac.ir
Editor: Sun Huh, Hallym University, Korea
Received: April 19, 2022; Accepted: May 31, 2022
Published: June 14, 2022
This article is available from: http://jeehp.org

Review

Introduction 

Background/rationale 
Occupations play an important role in people’s lives by provid-

ing structure, purpose, and meaning. Also, through their occupa-
tions, people can make a difference and have a positive impact on 
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Purpose: The current study aimed to identify the prevalence of burnout and related factors in nursing faculty members through a sys-
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studies published from database inception to April 1, 2022. The quality of the included studies in this review was assessed using the ap-
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Results: A total of 2,551 nursing faculty members were enrolled in 11 studies. The mean score of burnout in nursing faculty members 
based on the Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI) was 59.28 out of 132. The burnout score in this study was presented in 3 MBI sub-
scales: emotional exhaustion, 21.24 (standard deviation [SD]=9.70) out of 54; depersonalization, 5.88 (SD=4.20) out of 30; and per-
sonal accomplishment, 32.16 (SD=6.45) out of 48. Several factors had significant relationships with burnout in nursing faculty mem-
bers, including gender, level of education, hours of work, number of classroom, students taught, full-time work, job pressure, perceived 
stress, subjective well-being, marital status, job satisfaction, work setting satisfaction, workplace empowerment, collegial support, man-
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Conclusion: Overall, the mean burnout scores in nursing faculty members were moderate. Therefore, health policymakers and manag-
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themselves and others [1]. Teaching is one of the professions re-
quiring long periods of work to achieve constant success [2]. Fac-
ulty members are in daily contact with students and also work in 
the field of research [3,4]. In addition to the responsibilities asso-
ciated with educating nursing students, nursing professors and 
educators, such as nurses, experience work environment stressors 
due to their presence in clinical settings [5]. Therefore, successful-
ly balancing areas of activity can be challenging for faculty mem-
bers. Being active in such a work environment, with too many 
tasks and too little time, reduces job satisfaction and increases 
stress [3]. Severe and long-term job stress causes occupational 
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burnout [6]. 
Burnout is a psychological syndrome that originates from over-

load and chronic interpersonal stressors caused by the work envi-
ronment [7]. According to a literature review, burnout includes 3 
dimensions: emotional exhaustion (EE), depersonalization (DP), 
and reduced personal accomplishment (PA) [8]. The results of 
the study by Xu et al. [9] showed that approximately 85% of nurs-
ing faculty members had moderate and high levels of burnout. 
According to the evidence, burnout syndrome is more common 
in professionals who work directly with people [10]. Professors’ 
burnout can have devastating personal and occupational conse-
quences such as low job satisfaction, a low level of commitment, 
and a tendency to leave the teaching position, which reduces the 
quality of education [11,12]. Nurses are the largest group of 
health professionals [13]; therefore, their education is very im-
portant. 

Objectives 
This study aimed to find the prevalence of burnout and related 

factors in nursing faculty members through a systematic review of 
the literature. 

Methods 

Ethics statement 
This was not a study on human or human-originated materials; 

therefore, neither approval by the institutional review board nor 
the obtainment of informed consent was required. 

Protocol & registration 
The present systematic review was conducted based on the Pre-

ferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analysis 
(PRISMA) guidelines [14]. This review study was not registered 
in the International Prospective Register of Systematic Reviews 
(PROSPERO) database because its website was undergoing 
maintenance when we did this research. 

Information sources & search strategy 
Electronic databases were searched, including Scopus, PubMed, 

Web of Science, Iranmedex, and Scientific Information Database 
with the following search on April 1, 2022: 

#1 Burnout: (“Burnout”) OR (“Professional burnout”) OR 
(“Job burnout”) OR (“Occupational burnout”) 
#2 Nursing faculty: (“Faculty”) OR (“Nursing faculty”) OR 
(“Nursing teachers”) OR (“Nursing educators”) OR (“Univer-
sity professor”) OR (“Nursing professor”) 

#3 Combination: #1 AND #2 

Persian electronic databases were searched using the equivalent 
Persian keywords. All search steps were performed by 2 research-
ers independently. The gray literature, such as conference presen-
tations, expert opinions, dissertations, research and committee re-
ports, and ongoing research, was not included in this systematic 
review. The term “gray literature” refers to articles produced in 
print and electronic formats but not reviewed by academic or 
commercial publishers [15].  

Eligibility criteria  
Cross-sectional studies published in English and Persian on 

burnout and related factors in nursing faculty members were in-
cluded in this systematic review. Letters to the editor, case reports, 
conference proceedings, experiments, studies with qualitative de-
signs, and reviews were excluded. 

Study selection 
The data of this systematic review were managed using End-

Note X8 software (Clarivate, Philadelphia, PA, USA). Research 
selection criteria, including the elimination of duplicate studies, 
evaluation of the titles and abstracts of the study, and the full text 
of the electronic articles, were evaluated manually by 2 researchers 
(M.H. and C.T.) independently based on the inclusion and exclu-
sion criteria. Any disagreements in the evaluation of the studies 
between 2 researchers (M.H. and C.T.) were resolved by a third 
researcher (M.S.). Finally, to prevent data loss, the list of study ref-
erences was evaluated manually. 

Data collection process, data items, and synthesis of re-
sults 

The information extracted in this review by the researchers in-
cluded the name of the first author, the year of publication, loca-
tion, sample size, male/female ratio, age, single/married ratio, lev-
el of education, academic rank, teaching experience, question-
naire, key results, and burnout rate. 

Risk of bias in individual studies & risk of bias across studies 
The appraisal tool for cross-sectional studies (AXIS tool) evalu-

ates the quality of the included studies via 20 items with a 2-point 
Likert scale, including yes (score of 1) and no (score of 0). This 
tool assesses report quality (7 items), study design quality (7 
items), and the possible introduction of biases (6 items). Finally, 
AXIS rates the quality of studies at 3 levels: high (70% to 100%), 
fair (60% to 69.9%), and low (0% to 59.9%) [16]. Data extraction 
and qualitative evaluation of studies were performed by 2 re-
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searchers (M.H. and Z.H.S.) independently. 

Summary measures 
None. 

Additional analyses 
Not available. 

Results 

Study selection 
As shown in Fig. 1, 2,331 studies were obtained by searching 

databases. After deleting 563 duplicate studies, 1,768 remained. 
Due to inconsistency with the purpose of the present review 
study, 1,589 studies were deleted after reviewing the title and ab-
stract of the articles. Furthermore, 106 studies were excluded due 
to a non-cross-sectional design. Sixty-one studies were eligible for 
an evaluation of the full text of the articles. Thirty-two studies 
were removed due to an inappropriate design or results, and 18 
studies were excluded due to a lack of sufficient information after 
reviewing the full text of the articles. Finally, 11 studies [3-5,9,17-
23] remained in this systematic review.  

Study characteristics & results of individual studies  
A total of 2,551 nursing faculty members were enrolled in 11 

studies [3-5,9,17-23]. The overwhelming majority (89.97%) of 
nursing educators were women, and 68.78% of them were mar-
ried. Their mean ± standard deviation [SD] age was 41.94 ± 8.49 
years. Five studies reported participants’ academic rank, of which 
15.50% of nursing faculty members were professors and 15.63% 
were assistant professors [4,5,18,19,21,23]. Most studies (n = 9) 
used the Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI) to examine burnout 
in nursing faculty members [3,4,9,18-23]. The characteristics of 
the studies are presented in Supplement 1. 

Risk of bias within studies & risk of bias across studies 
Of the 11 studies included in this review [3-5,9,17-23], 10 had 

high-quality studies [3-5,9,17,18,20-23] and 1 study had fair qual-
ity [19]. Four studies did not report the selection process [4,17-
19], 3 studies did not report research limitations [4,18,19], and 7 
studies did not report funding sources or conflicts of interest 
[4,17-21,23] (Table 1). 

Synthesis of results 
Burnout in nursing faculty members 

The mean score of burnout in nursing faculty members based 
on the MBI was 59.28 out of 132 [3,4,9,18-23]. The mean ± SD 

scores of the MBI subscales were as follows: EE, 21.24 ± 9.70 out 
of 54; DP, 5.88 ± 4.20 out of 30; and PA, 32.16 ± 6.45 out of 48. 
Factors associated with the EE subscale 

The factors significantly associated with the EE subscale in the 
MBI were gender (n = 1) [4] and level of education (n = 1) [3]. 
Factors such as hours of work (n = 2) [4,22], number of classroom 
students taught (n = 1) [22], full-time work (n = 1) [4], job pres-
sure (n = 1) [18], perceived stress (n = 1) [9], subjective well-be-
ing (n = 1) [9], and marital status (n = 1) [18] had significant pos-
itive relationships with the EE subscale in the MBI. However, the 
EE subscale in the MBI had significant negative relationships with 
job satisfaction (n = 2) [18,22], work setting satisfaction (n = 1) 
[18], workplace empowerment (n = 1) [22], collegial support 
(n = 1) [19], management style (n = 1) [19], and fulfillment of 
self-expectations (n = 1) [18] (Table 2). 

Factors associated with the DP subscale 
Factor such as marital status (n = 1) [18], job pressure (n = 1) 

[18], perceived stress (n = 1) [9], subjective well-being (n = 1) 
[9], number of classroom students taught (n = 1) [22] had signifi-
cant positive relationships with the DP subscale in the MBI. How-
ever, the DP subscale in the MBI had significant negative relation-
ships with job satisfaction (n = 1) [22], workplace empowerment 
(n = 1) [22], communication style (n = 1) [18], and management 
style (n = 1) [19] (Table 2). 

Factors associated with the PA subscale 
Factor such as job satisfaction (n = 2) [18,22], work setting sat-

isfaction (n = 1) [18], workplace empowerment (n = 1) [22], 
management style (n = 1) [19], and humor (n = 1) [23] had sig-
nificant positive relationships with the PA subscale in the MBI. 
However, the PA subscale in the MBI had significant negative re-
lationships with academic position (n = 1) [18], perceived stress 
(n = 1) [9], and subjective well-being (n = 1) [9] (Table 2). 

Additional analyses  
Not available.  

Discussion  

Key results 
This systematic review was conducted to summarize burnout 

and related factors in nursing faculty members. The mean ± SD 
burnout score in this study was presented in three MBI subscales, 
as follows: that of EE was 21.24 ± 9.70 out of 54, that of DP was 
5.88 ± 4.20 out of 30, and that of PA was 32.16 ± 6.45 out of 48. 
Overall, the mean scores of burnout in nursing faculty members 



(page number not for citation purposes)

J Educ Eval Health Prof 2022;19:16 • https://doi.org/10.3352/jeehp.2022.19.16

www.jeehp.org 4

Fi
g.

 1
. F

lo
w

 d
ia

gr
am

 o
f t

he
 s

tu
dy

 s
el

ec
tio

n 
pr

oc
es

s.

Re
co

rd
s 

id
en

tif
ie

d 
fr

om
:

· 
Da

ta
ba

se
s 

(n
=2

,3
31

)
- 

Pu
bM

ed
 (n

=3
25

)
- 

W
eb

 o
f S

ci
en

ce
 (n

=8
28

)
- 

Sc
op

us
 (n

=9
63

)
- 

Ira
nm

ed
ex

 (n
=8

0)
- 

Sc
ie

nt
ifi

c 
In

fo
rm

at
io

n 
Da

ta
ba

se
 (n

=1
35

)
· 

Re
gi

st
er

s 
(n

=0
)

Re
co

rd
s 

re
m

ov
ed

 b
ef

or
e 

sc
re

en
in

g:
·  D

up
lic

at
e 

re
co

rd
s 

re
m

ov
ed

 (n
=5

63
)

·  R
ec

or
ds

 m
ar

ke
d 

as
 in

el
ig

ib
le

 b
y 

au
to

m
at

io
n 

to
ol

s 
(n

=0
)

·  R
ec

or
ds

 re
m

ov
ed

 fo
r o

th
er

 re
as

on
s 

(n
=0

)

Re
co

rd
s 

id
en

tif
ie

d 
fr

om
:

·  W
eb

sit
es

 (n
=0

)
·  O

rg
an

iz
at

io
ns

 (n
=0

)
·  C

ita
tio

n 
se

ar
ch

in
g 

(n
=3

)

Re
po

rt
s 

so
ug

ht
 fo

r r
et

rie
va

l (
n=

3)
Re

po
rt

s 
no

t r
et

rie
ve

d 
(n

=2
)

Re
po

rt
s 

as
se

ss
ed

 fo
r e

lig
ib

ili
ty

 (n
=1

)
Re

po
rt

s 
ex

cl
ud

ed
:

·  I
na

pp
ro

pr
ia

te
 s

tu
dy

 d
es

ig
n 

or
 o

ut
co

m
es

 (n
=1

)

Re
co

rd
s 

sc
re

en
ed

 b
as

ed
 o

n 
tit

le
 a

nd
 a

bs
tr

ac
t 

(n
=1

,7
68

)

Re
co

rd
s e

xc
lu

de
d:

·  N
ot

 in
 li

ne
 w

ith
 o

ur
 re

se
ar

ch
 (n

=1
,5

89
)

·  C
as

e 
re

po
rt

s, 
ed

ito
ria

l l
et

te
rs

, c
on

fe
re

nc
es

 
pa

pe
rs

, d
iss

er
ta

tio
ns

, r
ev

ie
w

s, 
et

c. 
(n

=1
06

)

Re
co

rd
s 

so
ug

ht
 fo

r r
et

rie
va

l (
n=

73
)

Re
co

rd
s 

no
t r

et
rie

ve
d 

(n
=1

2)

Re
co

rd
s 

as
se

ss
ed

 fo
r e

lig
ib

ili
ty

 (n
=6

1)
Re

po
rt

s 
ex

cl
ud

ed
:

·  I
na

pp
ro

pr
ia

te
 s

tu
dy

 d
es

ig
n 

or
 o

ut
co

m
es

 
(n

=3
2)

·  L
ac

k 
of

 d
es

ire
d 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

(n
=1

8)

St
ud

ie
s 

in
cl

ud
ed

 in
 re

vi
ew

 (n
=1

1)
Re

po
rt

s 
of

 in
cl

ud
ed

 s
tu

di
es

 (n
=1

1)

Identification

Id
en

tif
ic

at
io

n 
of

 s
tu

di
es

 v
ia

 d
at

ab
as

es
 a

nd
 re

gi
st

er
s

Id
en

tif
ic

at
io

n 
of

 s
tu

di
es

 v
ia

 o
th

er
 m

et
ho

ds

Screening Included



(page number not for citation purposes)

J Educ Eval Health Prof 2022;19:16 • https://doi.org/10.3352/jeehp.2022.19.16

www.jeehp.org 5

Table 1. Assessment of the quality of the included articles

Section Assessment item Dick [19] 
(2012)

Talbot 
[23] 

(2000)

Çam [18] 
(2001)

Sarmiento 
et al. [22] 

(2004)

Kizilci et 
al. [4] 
(2012)

Heydari 
et al. [20] 

(2014)

Moham-
mad et al. 
[21] (2014)

Batista et 
al. [17] 
(2016)

Aquino et 
al. [3] 
(2018)

Wu et al. 
[5] (2021)

Xu et al. 
[9] (2021)

Introduction Clear aims + + + + + + + + + + +
Appropriate design + + + + + + + + + + +

Methods Sample size justified + + + + + + + + + + +
Population defined + + + + + + + + + + +
Sample representative 

of population
+ + + + + + + + + + +

Selection process  
representative

- + - + - + + - + + +

Measures to address 
non-responders

- - - - - - - - - - -

Appropriate outcome 
variables

+ + + + + + + + + + +

Valid measures + + + + + + + + + + +
Defined statistical  

significance
+ + + + + + + + + + +

Methods described + + + + + + + + + + +
Results Results data described + + + + + + + + + + +

Concerns about  
non-response bias

- - - - - - - - - - -

Non-responder informa-
tion described

- - - - - - - - - - -

Results internally  
consistent

+ + + + + + + + + + +

Results presented for 
analyses

+ + + + + + + + + + +

Discussion Conclusions justified + + + + + + + + + + +
Limitations identified - + - + - + + + + + +

Others Funding sources or  
conflicts of interests

- - - + - - - - + + +

Ethical approval/ 
consent obtained

- - + + + - + + + + +

+:  Presence of the assessment item. 

Table 2. Factors associated with burnout among nursing educators

First author/year Factors associated with the EE subscale Factors associated with the DP subscale Factors associated with the PA subscale
Dick [19] (1992) - There was a significant negative relationship 

between management style and the EE 
subscale (r=-0.34, P<0.001).

- There was a significant negative relationship 
between management style and the DP 
subscale (r=-0.27, P<0.001).

- There was a significant positive relationship 
between management style and the PA 
subscale (r=0.16, P<0.01).

- There was a significant negative relationship 
between collegial support and the EE sub-
scale (r=-0.43, P<0.001).

- There was a significant negative relationship 
between collegial support and the DP  
subscale (r=-0.26, P<0.001).

Talbot [23] (2000) NA NA - There was a positive relationship between 
humor and the PA subscale (r=0.36, 
P<0.002).

Cam [18] (2001) - There was a significant negative relationship 
between work setting satisfaction and the 
EE subscale (β=0.343, P<0.01).

- There was a significant positive relationship 
between job pressure and the DP subscale 
(β=-0.269, P<0.01).

- There was a significant positive relationship 
between job satisfaction and the PA  
subscale (β=-0.232, P<0.01).

- There was a significant negative relationship 
between job satisfaction and the EE  
subscale (β=0.296, P<0.01).

- There was a significant negative relationship 
between communication style and the DP 
subscale (β=0.246, P<0.01).

- There was a significant negative relationship 
between academic position and the PA 
subscale (β=0.266, P<0.01).

(Continued to the next page)
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First author/year Factors associated with the EE subscale Factors associated with the DP subscale Factors associated with the PA subscale
- There was a significant positive relationship 

between job pressure and the EE subscale 
(β=-0.207, P<0.01).

- There was a significant positive relationship 
between marital status and the DP  
subscale (β=-0.171, P<0.01).

- There was a significant positive relationship 
between work-setting satisfaction and the 
PA subscale (β=-0.255, P<0.01).

- There was a significant positive relationship 
between marital status and the EE subscale 
(β=-0.177, P<0.01).

- There was a significant negative relationship 
between the fulfillment of self-expecta-
tions and the EE subscale (β=0.161, 
P<0.01).

Sarmiento et al.  
[22] (2004)

- There was a significant negative relationship 
between workplace empowerment and the 
EE subscale (r=-0.51, P<0.01).

- There was a significant negative relationship 
between workplace empowerment and 
the DP subscale (r=-0.40, P<0.01).

- There was a significant positive relationship 
between workplace empowerment and 
the PA subscale (r=0.38, P<0.01).

- There was a significant negative relationship 
between job satisfaction and the EE  
subscale (r=-0.65, P=0.01).

- There was a significant negative relationship 
between job satisfaction and the DP  
subscale (r=-0.52, P=0.01).

- There was a significant positive relationship 
between job satisfaction and the PA  
subscale (r=0.42, P=0.01).

- There was a significant positive relationship 
between the number of classroom students 
taught and the EE subscale (r=0.38, 
P<0.05).

- There was a significant positive relationship 
between the number of classroom stu-
dents taught and the DP subscale (r=0.38, 
P<0.05).

- There was a significant positive relationship 
between hours of work per week and the 
EE subscale (r=0.30, P<0.05).

Kizilci et al. [4] 
(2012)

NA - The results showed that single academics 
had a higher level of DP than married 
(P<0.05).

- The results showed that academics 30 years 
and below reported a lower level of PA 
than 31 and above of academics (P<0.05).

- The results showed that professors and re-
search assistants reported a lower level of 
PA than instructors (P<0.05).

Heydari et al. [20] 
(2014)

- There was a significant relationship between 
gender and the EE subscale (P<0.001).

- There was a significant negative relationship 
between the score of the work environ-
ment subscales and the DP subscale 
(P<0.05).

-

- There was a significant negative relationship 
between the score of the work environment 
subscales and the EE subscale (P<0.05).

- There was a significant positive relationship 
between hours of work and the EE subscale 
(r=0.21, P=0.01).

- There was a significant positive relationship 
between full-time work and the EE  
subscale (r=0.37, P<0.001).

Mohammed et al. 
[21] (2014)

NA NA NA

Batista et al. [17] 
(2016)

NA NA NA

Aquino et al. [3] 
(2018)

The mean score for the EE subscale among PhD 
faculty was significantly higher than 
among DNP faculty (t=1.96, df=144, 
P=0.025)

NA NA

Wu et al. [5] (2021) NA NA NA
Xu et al. [9] (2021) - There was a significant positive relationship 

between perceived stress and the EE  
subscale (r=0.483, P<0.01).

- There was a significant positive relationship 
between perceived stress and the DP  
subscale (r=0.307, P<0.01).

- There was a significant negative relationship 
between perceived stress and the PA  
subscale (r=-0.395, P<0.01).

- There was a significant negative relationship 
between subjective well-being and the EE 
subscale (r=-0.339, P<0.01).

- There was a significant negative relationship 
between subjective well-being and the DP 
subscale (r=-0.231, P<0.01).

- There was a significant positive relationship 
between subjective well-being and the PA 
subscale (r=0.330, P<0.01).

EE, emotional exhaustion; DP, depersonalization; PA, personal accomplishment; NA, not applicable; PhD, Doctor of Philosophy; DNP, Doctor of Nursing Prac-
tice; df, degrees of freedom.

Table 2. Continued
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were moderate. Factors such as gender, level of education, hours 
of work, number of classroom students taught, full-time work, job 
pressure, perceived stress, subjective well-being, marital status, job 
satisfaction, work setting satisfaction, workplace empowerment, 
collegial support, management style, fulfillment of self-expecta-
tion, communication style, humor, and academic position had 
significant relationships with burnout in nursing faculty members. 

The results of the present systematic review showed that burn-
out in nursing faculty members was at a moderate level. However, 
differences in their level of burnout might have been due to factors 
such as gender, level of education, hours of work, number of class-
room students taught, full-time work, job pressure, perceived 
stress, subjective well-being, marital status, job satisfaction, work 
setting satisfaction, workplace empowerment, collegial support, 
management style, fulfillment of self-expectations, communica-
tion style, humor, and academic position. 

Comparison with previous studies 
A study in Iran showed that faculty members at a medical school 

had high levels of DP and EE. Furthermore, it was found that there 
were significant positive correlations between DP and executive 
work experience and between EE severity and gender [24]. An-
other study reported in South Korea that approximately one-third 
of faculty members had high level of burnout in all sub-dimen-
sions. DP and the EE levels were also significantly higher in wom-
en or people younger than 40 years, and long working hours were 
the factor that most strongly reduced the PA scores. 

In that study, excessive regulation by the government or univer-
sity was introduced as the most substantial cause of burnout [25]. 
Furthermore, the result of a literature review by Thomas et al. [26] 
showed that nursing faculty members have needs related to stu-
dent guidance and counseling. The results of that study showed 
that excessive work stress and imbalance between work and life 
can increase the risk of burnout. Burnout was also higher in facul-
ty members with short work experience, and women also experi-
enced more burnout than men [26]. In the study of Seo et al. 
[27], variables such as weekly working hours, health status, work 
experience and age were identified as factors that increased burn-
out. However, a study of dental faculty members showed that 
there was no significant relationship between work experience 
and working hours per week [28]. Another systematic review of 
the prevalence of burnout among university professors showed 
that the rate of burnout increased over time. It also showed that 
psychological demand among professors had increased in the last 
decade [10]. A study in Brazil showed that occupational burnout 
had a negative effect on faculty members’ quality of life and, con-
sequently, could affect the quality of the education provided [29]. 

Therefore, according to the results of studies, the implementation 
of educational interventions and psychosocial support to reduce 
the rate of burnout among nursing professors is essential. 

Limitations 
Although this systematic review was conducted based on the 

PRISMA checklist, it was not registered in the PROSPERO data-
base, and a public protocol does not exist because its website was 
under maintenance when we conducted this research. Due to the 
methodological diversity and the existence of different tools in 
the studies, it was not possible to perform a meta-analysis in this 
systematic review. The lack of a meta-analysis may reduce the ac-
curacy of data analysis and increase the heterogeneity of findings. 
Although a meta-analysis was not performed in this review, the 
systematic approach to data collection, sorting, and analysis of 
studies was a strength. Despite a comprehensive search of data-
bases, all studies in this area may not have been found. Finally, in 
this systematic review, only studies in English and Persian were in-
cluded and articles in other languages may not have been included 
in this study. 

Implications for nursing managers and policymakers 
Burnout is an important issue among nursing faculty members 

because it can reduce their quality of work and cause psychosocial 
problems. Health policymakers and managers can reduce the like-
lihood of burnout in nursing faculty members by using psychoso-
cial interventions and support. 

Implications for future research 
Based on the results of the present systematic review, it is sug-

gested that future studies use educational and supportive solu-
tions to reduce the risk of burnout in nursing faculty members by 
focusing on the factors associated with burnout. 

Conclusion 
According to the above results, the level of burnout among 

nursing faculty members was moderate. However, differences in 
their level of burnout might occur due to factors such as gender, 
level of education, hours of work, number of classroom students 
taught, full-time work, job pressure, perceived stress, subjective 
well-being, marital status, job satisfaction, work setting satisfac-
tion, workplace empowerment, collegial support, management 
style, fulfillment of self-expectation, communication style, humor, 
and academic position. Therefore, nursing policymakers should 
pay special attention to these factors related to the use of nursing 
faculty members’ health maintenance and promotion programs to 
increase the quality of nursing education for nursing students. 
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Furthermore, health policymakers and managers can reduce the 
likelihood of burnout in nursing faculty members by using psy-
chosocial interventions and support. 
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