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Abstract

Aim: This paper aims to describe the psychometric properties of the Russian version of the Oldenburg Burnout Inventory
(R-OLBI-S) adapted for students in Kazakhstan.

Methods: A cross-sectional study was carried out at the NpJSC “Astana Medical University” between October and
December 2019. In total, 696 medical students responded. The survey was anonymous and administered via a link to an
electronic form. The study included R-OLBI-S and Copenhagen Burnout Inventory to measure burnout. Statistical analyses
included frequency and confirmatory factor analysis, convergent and discriminant validity, and reliability analysis.

Results: The R-OLBI-S demonstrated good reliability and validity. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was 0.858, KMO =
0.886. R-CBI-S achieved good levels of goodness-of-fit indices (x/df = 2.38, p < 0.001, CFI = 0.986, TLI = 0.979, SRMR =
0.023, RMSEA = 0.045). Convergent validity evidence showed AVE = 0.50 and CR = 0.80 for Disengagement subscale, AVE
= 0.57, CR = 0.84 for Exhaustion subscale. The R-OLBI-S demonstrated good reliability and validity. The prevalence of
burnout among students was 31%.

Conclusions: The adapted and validated Russian version of OLBI-S (R-OLBI-S) is a reliable tool for diagnosing burnout
syndrome in students.
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"HAO «MeauumHckuii yuuepcuteT AcTaHa, r. Hyp-CynTan, Pecny6nuka Kasaxcran;

2 KazaxcTaHCKMIt MEeANLIMHCKWIA yHuUBepcuTeT «Bbiclias wkona o6wecTBEHHOro 34paBOOXPaHEeHUAY,
r. AnmaTtbl, Pecnybnuka KasaxcTah;

*HAO «MeauumHckuit yHuBepcuteT Cemeir», r. Cement, Pecny6nuka KasaxcraH.

Llenb: B cratbe ONMMCHIBAKOTCS MCUXOMETPUYECKNE XapaKTEPUCTUKM PYCCKOs3blYHOM Bepcun OnbpaeHOyprekoro
onpocHuka BbiropaHus (R-OLBI-S).

Metogbl: lNonepeyHoe nccnepoBanne 6bino nposeaeHo B HAO «MepaumumHekuii yHuBepeuTeT AcTaHa» B nepuog ¢
oktsbps no gekabpb 2019 roga. Bcero nmpunsno yvactme 696 crymeHtoB-meamkoB. Onpoc MpOBOAMICS aHOHUMHO,
MCMOMb3ys CCbINKY Ha SNEKTPOHHY'0 hopmy. ViccnegoBaHmne BKITOYano Cneaytowye LWkanbl 411s 3MepeHuns BbiropaHns: R-
OLBI-S u KoneHrareHckuit onpocHUK BbiropaHus. CTaTucTUieckne MEeTOAbl: YacTOTHbIA M KOH(MPMATOPHLIN (haKTOPHbINA
aHanus, aHanua KOHBEPreHTHON 1 AUCKPUMUHAHTHOW JOCTOBEPHOCTY U aHaNNU3 HaZLeXHOCT!.

PesynbTatbl: KoapdmumeHT anbta Kponbaxa coctasun 0,858, KMO = 0,886. R-CBI-S gocTur xopoLumx ypoBHeR
nokasarenen cornacus (x2/df = 2,38, p<0,001, CFl = 0,986, TLI = 0,979, SRMR = 0,023, RMSEA = 0,045). Ananus
KOHBEPreHTHOW BanuaHocTh nokasan, uto AVE = 0,50 n CR = 0,80 gns nopwkansl «OtcTpaHeHHocTby, AVE = 0,57, CR =
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0,84 pana nopwkanbl  «McTowenne». R-OLBI-S

MPOAEMOHCTPUPOBAN  XOPOLIYI0  HAAEKHOCTb U

BannaHoCTb.

PacnpocTtpaHeHHOCTb BbIropaHus cpeau cTyaeHToB coctasuna 31%.
3akntoyeHune: AjanTupoBaHHas 1 BanuansmpoBaHHas pycckosablyHas Bepcus OLBI-S (R-OLBI-S) sensetca HagexHo

METOLAMKOW ANArHOCTUKM CUHApPOMa BbIrOpaHna y CTydEHTOB.

Knroyeenie cnosa: cuHdpom ebieopaHusi, OLBI, cmydeHmbi meduku, KazaxcmanH.
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MEOUMLUMHA CTYOEHTTEPI APACBIHAOA ONAOEHBYPI
KYWUIN KANY CAYAJIbIMACBIH OPbIC TINIHE
AOANTALMUANAY XXOHE BAITMOAU3ALIUATIAY
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! «ActaHa meguumHa yHuBepcuTteTi» KeAK, Hyp-CynTtaH K., KazaxctaH Pecnybnukachl;
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Makcart: Ocbl Makanapa KasakcTaH cTyaeHTTepiHe Gedimpenren OngeHOypr kyiin kany cayanHamachblHbiH, (R-OLBI-S)
OpbIC HYCKACbIHbIH, MCUXOMETPUSAMbIK KAaCMETTEpIH cunaTtTangbl.

Ogpictep: 2019 xbiNablH KasaH albiHaH GacTan XenToKcaH aiblHa fediH AcTaHa MeauuMHanblK YHUBEpPCUTETIHAe
KuManblk 3epTTey yprisingi. bapnbifbl 696 MeauuuHa cTyaeHTTepi KaTbicTbl. CayanHama xacbipblH 0Gongbl xoHe
SNEKTPOHABIK hopmaFa cinTeme apKbirbl Kypridingi. 3epTreyne keneci Kymin kanygsl enwey Kypangapbl kongangel: R-
OLBI-S xoHe KoneHrareH kymin Kany cayanHamacbl. CtaTucTukanblk S4icTep XMinikTi xoHe KOHMUpMaTopibl (hakTopnbiK
Tanaayzabl, KOHBEPreHTTi XKOHe AUCKPUMUHAHTTLI XapaMAabIbIKTbl XHe CeHIMAINIK TanaaynapblH KamTbigbl.

Homuxe: KponbaxTbiH anbdack 0,858, KMO = 0,886 kypagbl. R-CBI-S keniCiMHiH xaKCbl AeHrennepiHe Kon xeTkiagi
(x¥df = 2,38, p <0,001, CFI = 0,986, TLI = 0,979, SRMR = 0,023, RMSEA = 0,045). KoHBepreHTTi )apamabInbIKTbl Tanjay
«LWeTTeny» iwki wkanack! ywiH AVE = 0.50 xaHe CR = 0.80, «Taycbiny» kili wkanacs! yiwiH AVE = 0.57, CR = 0.84 kepceTri.
R-OLBI-S ceximainiriH MeH xapamabinbiFbiH kepceTTi. CTyaeHTTep apachiHga Kymin KanyabiH, Tapanysl 31% Kypags!.

KopbiTbiHabl: OLBI-S (R-OLBI-S) agantauusananfaH xaHe BanuausaumMsnaHFad opbiC HYCKachl CTyaeHTTepae Kywin

Karny CMHAPOMbIH AMarHocTUkanayablH ceHimMai Kypanb! 6onbin Tabbinags!.
Tytindi ce3dep: kytin Kany cuHdpombi, OLBI, meduyuHa cmydeHmmepi, Ka3akcman.
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Introduction

Burnout is a syndrome of  exhaustion,
depersonalization, and decreased professional performance
that occurs among employees working in social fields, like
healthcare, education, and others [11]. At the same time,
researchers began to investigate the phenomenon of
emotional burnout in students [8,12]. Given that the
structure of the activities that students are involved in, as
well as the characteristics of the tasks that they have to
perform, closely resemble those of many professions, for
example, students must attend classes and achieve certain
goals, such as passing exams [15], it is likely that students

also feel exhausted and may develop a detachment from
their studies [14].

Equivalent to employee burnout, student burnout has
been defined as a three-dimensional syndrome that is
characterized by a sense of exhaustion due to study
requirements, a special attitude of detachment, and a
decrease in personal effectiveness with academic
requirements [15]. Given how long it takes for burnout
symptoms to disappear [19], it is likely that academic
burnout symptoms will still be present when students start
their careers as first-ime employees and young
professionals. Thus, it is important to investigate the
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phenomenon of professional burnout in students; since
there is evidence that professional burnout follows a
developmental process that may have already been
initiated during students ' studies [6].

In most studies, academic burnout was measured using
the Maslach Burnout Inventory-General Survey (MBI-GS)
[16], adapted for students (MBI-SS) [15]. The main
drawback of this approach is that it was automatically
assumed that the concept of "burnout" for employees is
equivalent to the concept of "burnout" for students. In other
words, it is taken for granted that employees and students
refer to the same experience when evaluating professional
and academic burnout, respectively. However, there is still
no convincing evidence for this assumption.

Besides, the psychometric indicators of MBI-GS are
criticized, since this scale measures only affective
exhaustion [9]. Given these circumstances, it was decided
to use an alternative tool for detecting burnout syndrome in
students — the Oldenburg Burnout Inventory (OLBI) [4],
which was originally developed to overcome most of the
limitations of MBI-GS [2,3]. To study academic burnout

Demerouti et al (2010) developed an OLBI version for
students (OLBI-S) [5].

Since the phenomenon of burnout is little studied
among students in Kazakhstan, the aim of the study is to
adapt and validate the Russian version of OLBI-S for the
diagnosis of burnout syndrome in students.

Materials and Methods

Study design

This was a cross-sectional study carried out in Astana
Medical University (AMU) during the period October -
December 2019.

Participants

Participants were invited via messengers and
University Informational portal “Sirius” to self-complete an
online survey created by the 1ka platform (www.1ka.si).
Participation was anonymous and voluntary. 696 students
from 1928 respondents completed the questionnaire
(response rate 36%). The average age of the total sample
was 19.98 years (SD = 2.50), with 75% being female.
Table 1 presents the baseline socio-demographics of
participants.

Table 1.
Socio-demographic characteristics of participants (N = 696).
Variance n (%) Non-burnout | Disengaged | Exhausted Burnout X2, p
Gender Female 522 (75) 368 (70.5) 65 (12.5) 47 (9.0 42 (8.0) 2.29,
Male 174 (25) 112 (64.4) 37 (21.3) 6(3.4) 19 (10.9) p=0.130
Academic 1 year 206 (29.6) 171 (83.1) 13 (6.3) 11(5.3) 11(5.3)
year 2 year 129 (18.5) 75 (58.1) 17 (13.2) 20 (15.5) 17 (13.2)
3 year 102 (14.7) 62 (60.8) 18 (17.6) 12 (11.8) 10 (9.8) 404,
4 year 52 (7.5) 37 (711.2) 10 (19.2) 2(3.8) 3(5.8) p<0.001
5 year 65 (9.3) 52 (80.0) 10 (15.4) 0 3 (4.6)
6 year 142 (20.4) 83 (58.5) 34 (23.9) 8 (5.6) 17 (12.0)
Total 696 480 (69.0) 102 (14.6) 53 (7.6) 61(8.8)
Measures development of a Russian-version adapted for Kazakhstan
The  socio-demographic ~ characteristics of the  (R-OLBI-S; Table 2), and the Copenhagen Burnout

participants were assessed through a custom-built
questionnaire. To assess burnout the OLBI-S, through the

The OLBI-S original and Russian version (R-OLBI-S)

Inventory for college students (CBI-S).

Table 2.

ltem Original OLBI-S Russian version of OLBI (R-OLBI-S)
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly lMonHocTbH CornaceH |He cornaceH | lNonHocTblO He
agree disagree cornaceH cornaceH
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
Disengagement OTCTpaHeHHOCTb
1 | always find new and interesting aspects in my studies |*A Bcerga Haxoxy B y4ebe HOBble MHTEPECHbIE MOMEHTBI.
3R |It happens more and more often that | talk about my|Bce yalwe u vawe s roBopto 0 cBoeil y4ebe B HeraTMBHOM

studies in a negative way

Knove

Lately, | tend to think less about my academic tasks|B
and do them almost mechanically

aKkagemnyecknx 3agadax n genaro Ux novTi MmexaHn4ecku

nocnegHee BpemMA A BCe MeHblle AymMaik O CBOUX

7 | find my studies to be a positive challenge

* A cunTaro cBoK y4eby NO3NTMBHBIM BbI30BOM

9R  |Over time, one can become disconnected from this|Co BpeMeHeM MOXHO 0TKa3aTbCA OT TaKOro TNa 0by4eHus
type of study

11R |Sometimes | feel sickened by my studies VHorga 51 MCnbITbIBaK 0TBpPALLEHUs OT y4ebbl

13 [This is the only field of study that | can imagine|*3T0 egunHCTBEHHAs chepa, B KOTOPOIt i cebs NpeacTaBnsio
myself doing

15 |l feel more and more engaged in my studies *A Bce 6onblue 1 6onblue BOBNEKAIOCH B y4eby

Exhaustion /cToLeHHOCTb
2R [There are days when | feel tired before | arrive in|bbIBalOT AgHW, Korga S YYBCTBYK YCTanocTb, Mpexnae 4Yem s

class or start studying

NPUXOXKY Ha 3aHATUA NN HaYNHAK YYNTBCA
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Table 2 (continued).

ltem Original OLBI-S Russian version of OLBI (R-OLBI-S)
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly lMonHocTbH CornaceH |He cornaceH | lNonHocTblo He
agree disagree CcornaceH CcornaceH
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
Exhaustion /cToLLeHHoCTb
4R |After a class or after studying, | tend to need more|locne 3aHsTWA wnu nocne y4ebbl MHe Tpebyetcs Bonblue

time than in the past in order to relax and feel better

BPEMEHMU,
Nno4yBCTBOBATb cebst Jnyque

YeMm B NPOLUNIOM, 4TObbI paCCJ'IGGVITbCﬂ n

5 | can tolerate the pressure of my studies very well  |*A xopoLLo nepeHoLy aaBneHue B cBoeil yuebe
8R  |While studying, | often feel emotionally drained Bo Bpems yuebbl S 4acTO YyBCTBYK 9SMOLMOHANbHOE
UCTOLLEHNE

10 |After a class or after studying, | have enough energy|*llocne y4ebbl y MeHsi JOCTATOMHO SHEPrUM ANS 3aHATUS
for my leisure activities [0CYrom

12R |After a class or after studying, | usually feel worn out|IMocne y4ebbl s 06bIYHO YyBCTBYH CeDS M3MYyuYeHHLIM(OM) W
and weary ycTansim(oi)

14 |l can usually manage my study-related workload|*O6bI4HO 5 MOry XOpOLLO CnpaBRsTLCS ¢ paboToi, CBSA3AHHOI C
well y4eboii

16 |When | study, | usually feel energized *Korga 51 y4ycb, 5 0BbIYHO YyBCTBYI0 Ce05 SHEPrUYHbIM(Oi)

R, reversed; *Removed items for the proposed Russian version

The OLBI-S includes 16 items defined in 2 subscales:
Exhaustion and Disengagement. Each subscale includes 4
positively and 4 negatively worded items that are scored on
a 4-point Likert scale from 1 “strongly agree” to 4 “strongly
disagree”. The average was calculated for each subscale,
which was divided into quartiles and grouped into “low”,
“‘average’, and “high” scores. Burnout categories were
grouped according to Peterson et al. (2008) [13]. The CBI-S
consists of 25 items that represent four dimensions:
Personal Burnout (PB) — 6 items, Studies-related Burnout
(SRB), Colleague-related Burnout (CRB), and Teacher-
related Burnout (TRB).

Data analysis

ltems’ distributions were evaluated by the frequency
analysis with skewness and kurtosis calculation. Construct
validity was established by the confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) technique.

Bartlett's test of sphericity, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)
measure of sampling adequacy were evaluated.

The CFA is used to assess the overall goodness of fit:
¥%/df, the Root Mean Square of Error Approximation
RMSEA (< 0.08); the Comparative Fit Index CFI (> 0.9) and
Tucker-Lewis Index TLI (> 0.9).

The convergent validity evidence was analyzed using
the average variance extracted (AVE) and composite
reliability (CR), which was estimated.

The constructs’ convergent validity evidence was
assumed for a value of AVE = 0.5, and CR > 0.70.

The factors’ discriminant validity was assessed by
comparing the AVE by each factor with the squared
Pearson correlation between factors (AVExy 2 r2y).

Reliability analysis was estimated using Cronbach’s
alpha (a).

Statistical analysis

Data analysis was performed by Microsoft Excel 2007,
SPSS version 20.0, and Jamovi version 1.2.17. A
statistically significant difference was accepted at a p-value
of less than 5%. Frequencies and percentages were
calculated for the categorical variables. A chi-squared test
was used to assess the differences between these
variables. Continuous numerical data were summarized as
Mean (M) and Standard Deviation (SD).

Ethics statement

The study was approved by the Local Ethics Committee
of the NpJSC “Astana medical university” (extract from
protocol No. 3, held on September 20, 2018).

Results

Table 3 gives descriptive statistics for items in R-OLBI-
S. None of the items showed skewness and kurtosis
absolute values indicative of severe violations of normality
preventing further use in the factorial analysis.

Two-factor CFA of the R-OLBI-S indicated of poor fit
(x#/df = 12.4, CFI = 0.685, TLI = 0.632, RMSEA = 0.128).
Positively worded items of both Exhaustion and
Disengagement subscales (items #1, 5, 7, 10, 13, 14, 15,
and 16) shoed a low loading, and thus, this items was
deleted.

The reduced model of 8 items R-OLBI-S showed better
goodness-of-fit indices of two-factor structure (Figure 1;
X2/df = 2.38, p < 0.001, CFl = 0.986, TLI = 0.979, SRMR =
0.023, RMSEA = 0.045, RMSEA 95% CI 0.0279 - 0.0614)
compare to one-factor structure (x2/df = 8.20, p < 0.001, CFI
=0.923, TLI = 0.892, SRMR = 0.047, RMSEA = 0.102).

The Barlett's sphericity test result was significant (p <
0.001), and the KMO measure of sampling adequacy
exceeded 0.886.
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Table 3.

R-OLBI-S items: descriptive statistics.

R-OLBI-S items M SD SEM Min Max Mode cv Sk Ku
1* 2.26 0.83 0.03 1 4 2 0.37 0.54 -0.11
3R 2.30 0.80 0.03 1 4 2 0.35 0.24 -0.36
6r 2.45 0.77 0.03 1 4 3 0.31 -0.08 -0.41
7 2.10 0.85 0.03 1 4 2 0.40 0.63 -0.03
9R 2.44 0.86 0.03 1 4 2 0.35 0.00 -0.67
11R 2.53 0.90 0.03 1 4 3 0.35 -0.10 -0.74
13* 242 0.96 0.03 1 4 3 0.40 -0.04 -0.98
15* 2.36 0.77 0.03 1 4 2 0.33 0.28 -0.25
2R 2.90 0.78 0.03 1 4 3 0.27 -0.67 0.42
4R 2.86 0.81 0.03 1 4 3 0.28 -0.35 -0.34
5* 2.49 0.75 0.03 1 4 2 0.30 0.26 -0.32
8r 2.60 0.80 0.03 1 4 3 0.31 -0.13 -0.44
10* 2.81 0.75 0.03 1 4 3 0.27 -0.28 -0.16
12R 2.83 0.78 0.03 1 4 3 0.28 -0.41 -0.07
14* 2.23 0.71 0.03 1 4 2 0.32 0.56 0.46
16* 2.58 0.76 0.03 1 4 3 0.29 0.03 -0.38

R, reversed; *Removed items for the proposed Russian vers

ion

ltem 3

ltem 6

Item 9

Item 11

Item 2

Item 4

Item 8

Item 12

' Disengagement -

Figure 1. R-OLBI-S two-factor reduced version (8-item) structure fit.
X2/df =2.38, p < 0.001, CFI=0.986, TLI = 0.979, SRMR = 0.023, RMSEA = 0.045.

Calculated AVE and CR suggested acceptable
convergent validity evidence for the R-OLBI-SS (8 items),
AVE = 0.50 and CR = 0.80 for Disengagement subscale,
AVE = 0.57, CR = 0.84 for Exhaustion subscale. The
discriminant validity evidence between the two R-OLBI-S
factors suggested that the two factors are strongly related to
each other since AVEdisengagement = 0.50 and AVEexhauston =
0.57 were smaller than r2 = 0.60.

Reliability for R-OLBI-SS, as estimated by Cronbach’s
a, was greater than 0.70, Cronbach’s a for Disengagement
subscale was 0.762, for Exhaustion subscale — 0.798, for
total scale — 0.858.

The measurement model showed high and moderate
correlations between R-OLBI-S's Disengagement and
Exhaustion and CBI-S's Personal, Studies-related, and
Teachers-related burnout (Table 4). All correlations were
significant at a level p < 0.01.
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Table 4.
Squared Pearson Correlations (r2) between factors of R-OLBI-S and CBI-S.
rZ
Inventory Factors
PB SRB CRB TRB Dis
Personal burnout (PB)
CBLS Studies-related burnout (SRB) 0.805
Colleagues-related burnout (CRB) 0.250 0.304
Teachers-related burnout (TRB) 0.522 0.646 0.378
Disengagement (Dis) 0.543 0.610 0.234 0.527
R-OLBI-S
Exhaustion (Ex) 0.665 0.675 0.244 0.461 0.604

The data collection was divided into percentiles of 25,
50, and 75. The returned thresholds for both
Disengagement and Exhaustion subscales and burnout
categories are presented in Table 5. The prevalence of

burnout among students was 31%, results depending on
gender and the year of the study presented in Table 1.
There was no difference in the burnout prevalence between
females and males.

Table 5.
R-OLBI-S Score Severity and Burnout Groups.
Disengagement Scores Exhaustion Scores

High (top quartile) >275 >3.25

Average 2-2.75 2.5-3.25

Low (bottom quartile) <2 <25

Burnout Group High High

Exhausted Group Low or Average High

Disengaged Group High Low or Average

Non-Burnout Group Low or Average Low or Average

Discussion

In the presented study we adapted the student version
of the Oldenburg Burnout Inventory (OLBI) to the Russian
language and analyzed its internal structure in a sample of
medical students of AMU (Kazakhstan).

The study provides that psychometric properties of the
two-factor structured R-OLBI-S have convergent validity
evidence and good goodness-of-fit indices. CFA showed
low factorial weight for positively worded items (items #1, 5,
7,10, 13, 14, 15, and 16), and these items were deleted.
Problems with items 5, 13, 15 also have being reported
[10], for items 14 and 16 [17], 5, 17, and 13 [7]. Sedlar et al.
(2015) reported that negative items were more reliable than
positive items [18], for this reason, we decided to use a
reduced negative two-factor model with four items from
each of the exhaustion and disengagement subscales.
Correlation between the two constructs of the R-OLBI-S
(i.e., less than 0.85) suggests that two factors of the scale
are measuring different attributes of burnout, which is also
proved by discriminant validity assessment. The high
correlation between the subscales of the R-OLBI-S and the
CBI-S indicates the specificity of the instrument for
determining burnout syndrome. The internal consistencies
of the two subscales of R-OLBI-S were acceptable, with
Cronbach’s a 0.762 and 0.798.

According to Sedlar et al. (2015), OLBI should be
validated in the local setting first before it is used for

research purposes [18]. Based on our validation results, the
proposed final 8-item R-OLBI-S is adequate for future
burnout research in the population of medical students in
Kazakhstan.

According to Peterson et al. criteria for burnout, the
prevalence of burnout group was 8.8%, 14.6% of students
were disengaged and 7.6% - exhausted. In total, the
prevalence of burnout among medical students was 31%.
Previous research used CBI-S, concluded that the
prevalence of burnout was 28%, which was decreased after
transmission to online learning format during the COVID-19
pandemic [1].

Conclusion

The adapted and validated Russian version of OLBI-S
(R-OLBI-S) is a reliable tool for diagnosing burnout
syndrome in students. This version can be used to assess
the psychological status of College and University students
of various profiles.
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