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A Commentary on
 Commentary: Early Risk Detection of Burnout: Development of the Burnout Prevention Questionnaire for Coaches
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INTRODUCTION

This commentary refers to the recently published commentary by Lundkvist et al. (2019) in this journal and aims at clearing up an obvious misunderstanding. Lundkvist et al. (2019) critize rightly at the beginning of their commentary that the BPQ-C (Schaffran et al., 2019) “should not currently be used by practitioners and researchers to screen for burnout” (Lundkvist et al., 2019, p. 1). It may have been apparent to the attentive reader that the aim of the questionnaire is not the screening of burnout but much rather the acquisition of critical factors that increase the probability of burnout if combined adversely and persistently. There is no hint to the use of the BPQ-C as screening instrument for burnout in the article (Schaffran et al., 2019). On the contrary, it is suggested that “The BPQ-C should primarily be implemented to detect potential causes of burnout to derive individual preventive measures” (Schaffran et al., 2019, p. 9). Furthermore, in view of the preliminary validation of the internal structure of the questionnaire, it is recommended to use it only in research for the time being.



LACK OF THEORETICAL FOUNDATION

The first point of criticism that “Schaffran et al.'s definition (and subsequent measurement) of burnout is inadequate” (Lundkvist et al., 2019, p. 1) does not contradict our explanation in the least. It is never stated in the article that the scales are to be understood as a definition of burnout. Instead, our approach aimed at examining and measuring prodromes of burnout which might differ from burnout itself. Further we agree with Lundkvist et al. (2019) that Maslach states the predominantly recognized definition with emotional exhaustion as the key symptom for burnout. Due to this, Emotional Exhaustion from the Maslach Burnout Inventory (Maslach et al., 1996) is used as dependent variable in the regression analysis as initial step for the questionnaire development.

The second point of criticism aims at a conflation of “antecedents, outcomes, and the construct of burnout itself” (Lundkvist et al., 2019, p. 1). It is possible that naming the dimensions has led to a misunderstanding. The dimension Burnout does not constitute the central characteristic of burnout, but rather show the factors that result from an interaction of constantly high values in the dimension Pre-Burnout and low values in the dimension Resources (Schaffran et al., 2019). Hence an adverse recovery-stress balance is manifested, which, however, does not represent a distinct indicator for the existence or emergence of burnout, but simply increases the probability of a burnout (Kellmann et al., 2016a). However, even if the dimension Burnout does not reflect all central characteristics of burnout, it covers more than simple stress symptoms (e.g., amotivation). The Scale Fatigue, as recorded in the BPQ-C, stems from the Recovery-Stress Questionnaire and is relates to “feelings of tiredness and exhaustion, with lack of sleep as well as with overfatigue” (Kallus and Kellmann, 2016, p. 56). Emotional Exhaustion, however, is defined as “emotional resources are depleted, workers feel they are no longer able to give of themselves at a psychological level” (Maslach et al., 1996, p. 4). Thus, fatigue encompasses both psychological and physiological components that can develop in direct connection with the coaching activity as well as in other areas of life. Whereas, emotional exhaustion is defined as a psychological symptom and only manifests in the respective work context. In addition, the only moderate correlation (r = 0.65) of the two scales does not indicate a large overlap between the two concepts (Schaffran et al., 2019).

The third point of criticism relates to the assumed 3-factor structure of the BPQ-C. The results of the cross-sectional study do not support the assumption that different phases in the development of burnout can be captured with the BPQ-C. However, the relationship between the recovery-stress balance and the development of burnout has already been published in cross-sectional (Altfeld and Kellmann, 2015) as well as in longitudinal studies (Altfeld et al., 2015; Kellmann et al., 2016a).

Regarding the fourth point of criticism, we agree with Lundkvist et al. (2019) that various variables in the burnout research can be causes as well as consequences of burnout. Hence, we see the importance of testing interactions of these constructs with scales that exceed the classical burnout factors. Due to this our approach describes dimensions that are not typically considered in burnout research, which, however, could help to improve the (theoretical) view on burnout. Researching causal relations of different constructs naturally require longitudinal studies, which are still pending in a satisfactory way with the BPQ-C as well as with most other instruments (Raedeke and Kenttä, 2012; Lundkvist et al., 2016).



UTILITY AS A SCREENING TOOL

The BPQ-C was particularly developed for research interests and is not meant for clinical diagnostics. Moreover, the paper by Schaffran et al. (2019) presents a preliminary version of the BPQ-C which has to be confirmed in replication studies containing further samples. Therefore, the present version of the BPQ-C is not suitable for diagnostic-based interventions.



QUESTIONNAIRE DEVELOPMENT

Research literature for the development of the questionnaire mainly refers to the development on item level. The approach in the development of the BPQ-C, however, was not the development of a new measurement from scratch, but the combination of concepts or questionnaires with a validated correlation with burnout. The criticism on the rejection of the BPQ-C's one-factor structure in sample 1 is comprehensible from a statistical viewpoint. It does, however, contradict the theoretically grounded, systematic separation between recovery and stress in particular (Kenttä and Hassmén, 1998). Accordingly, the concentration of recovery and stress parameters within a factor was not compatible with the theoretical approach of the Recovery-Stress Questionnaire (Jimenez et al., 2016; Kallus, 2016; Kellmann et al., 2016b).

However, it was to be expected that the psychometric properties of the BPQ-C would show weaknesses due to the merging of the contents of different questionnaires and theories. As described above, the BPQ-C should be used for research purposes only at this stage. The correlated residuals in the three-factor structure of the BPQ-C have already been sufficiently argued in the paper (Schaffran et al., 2019) as well as in the manual of the Recovery-Stress Questionnaire (Kallus and Kellmann, 2016). In addition, both the model with and without modifications were presented to allow replication with other data sets.



DISCUSSION

This commentary shows that area of application and objective of the BPQ-C were misinterpreted. The BPQ-C is no screening instrument that can differentiate context-independently between healthy and ill individuals, even if it is claimed that “studies have provided substantial evidence for the reliability and validity of the BPQ-C as an innovative screening instrument” (Schaffran et al., 2019, p. 9). Rather the BPQ-C focuses on the factor acquisition which can have an impact on coaches in particular and influence the emergence and development of burnout in coaches. This is also emphasized within the scope of Schaffran et al. (2019, p. 9) article: “The BPQ-C may emerge as a valuable tool in understanding influencing factors for burnout in coaches.” While already validated methods like the Maslach Burnout Inventory (Maslach et al., 1996) or the Shirom Melamed Burnout Questionnaire (Kushnir and Melamed, 1992) show more stable psychometric characteristics, they cannot capture the specific parameters of the coach context. The inclusion of these factors, however, is essential for a successful prevention of burnout since burnout per definition is strongly context-dependent (World Health Organization, 2018) and hence influencing factors in various occupations can differentiate immensely.



AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

PS is the main author who initiated the commentary, wrote the first draft, and has been editing all other contributors' drafts and comments. MK, JK, CZ, KK, and SA were involved in the design of the paper and have been commenting and editing the paper throughout the whole process.



REFERENCES

 Altfeld, S., and Kellmann, M. (2015). Are German coaches highly exhausted? A study of differences in personal and environmental factors. Int. J. Sports Sci.Coach. 10, 637–654. doi: 10.1260/1747-9541.10.4.637

 Altfeld, S., Mallet, C., and Kellmann, M. (2015). Coaches' burnout, stress, and recovery over a season: a longitudinal study. Int. Sport Coach. J. 2, 137–151. doi: 10.1123/iscj.2014-0113

 Jimenez, P., Dunkl, A., and Kallus, K. W. (2016). “Recovery-stress questionnaire for work,” in The Recovery-Stress Questionnaires: User Manual, eds K. W. Kallus and M. Kellmann (Frankfurt am Main: Pearson), 158–187.

 Kallus, K. W. (2016). “RESTQ-Basic: the general version of the RESTQ,” in The Recovery-Stress Questionnaires: User Manual, eds K. W. Kallus and M. Kellmann (Frankfurt am Main: Pearson), 49–85.

 Kallus, K. W., and Kellmann, M. (2016). The Recovery-Stress Questionnaires: User Manual. Frankfurt am Main: Pearson.

 Kellmann, M., Altfeld, S., and Mallett, C. J. (2016a). Recovery-stress imbalance in Australian football league coaches. A pilot longitudinal study. Int. J. Sport Exerc. Psychol. 14, 240–249. doi: 10.1080/1612197x.2015.1020662

 Kellmann, M., Kallus, K. W., and Altfeld, S. (2016b). “The recovery-stress questionnaire for coaches,” in The Recovery-Stress Questionnaires: User Manual, eds K. W. Kallus and M. Kellmann (Frankfurt am Main: Pearson), 132–157.

 Kenttä, G., and Hassmén, P. (1998). Overtraining and recovery. a conceptual model. Sports Med. 26, 1–16. doi: 10.2165/00007256-199826010-00001

 Kushnir, T., and Melamed, S. (1992). The Gulf War and its impact on burnout and well-being of working civilians. Psychol. Med. 22, 987–995. doi: 10.1017/s0033291700038551

 Lundkvist, E., Gustafsson, H., and Davis, P. A. (2016). “What is missing and why it is missing from coach burnout research,” in Sports and Athletics Preparation, Performance, and Psychology. The Psychology of Effective Coaching and Management, ed P. A. Davis (Hauppauge, NY:Nova Science Publishers), 407–427.

 Lundkvist, E., Gustafsson, H., Gerber, M., Lundqvist, C., Ivarsson, A., and Madigan, D. J. (2019). Commentary: early risk detection of burnout: development of the burnout prevention questionnaire for coaches. Front. Psychol. 10:149. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2019.02721

 Maslach, C., Jackson, S. E., and Leiter, M. P. (1996). Maslach Burnout Inventory Manual. Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologist Press.

 Raedeke, T., and Kenttä, G. (2012). “Coach burnout,” in Routledge Handbook of Sports Coaching, eds P. Potrac, W. Gilbert, and J. Denison (New York, NY: Routledge), 424–435.

 Schaffran, P., Kleinert, J., Altfeld, S., Zepp, C., Kallus, K. W., and Kellmann, M. (2019). Early risk detection of burnout. Development of the burnout prevention questionnaire for coaches. Front. Psychol. 10:714. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00714

 World Health Organization (2018). ICD-11 International Classification of Diseases for Mortality and Morbidity Statistics. Available online at: https://icd.who.int/browse11/l-m/en

Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2020 Schaffran, Kleinert, Altfeld, Zepp, Kallus and Kellmann. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.







OPS/images/crossmark.jpg
©

2

i

|





OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		Response: Commentary: Early Risk Detection of Burnout: Development of the Burnout Prevention Questionnaire for Coaches



		Introduction



		Lack of Theoretical Foundation



		Utility as a Screening Tool



		Questionnaire Development



		Discussion



		Author Contributions



		References

















OPS/images/cover.jpg
’ frontiers
in Psychology

Response: Commentary: Early Risk
Detection of Burnout: Development
of the Burnout Prevention
Questionnaire for Coaches





OPS/images/logo.jpg
, frontiers
in Psychology





