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INTRODUCTION

Social support (SS) is generally considered helpful to those facing stressors at work, operating as a
main effect (e.g., reducing stress; LaRocco et al., 1980; Zell and Stockus, 2025) and/or a moderator
(i.e., “buffer:” Gray et al., 2024; Martinez et al, 2023) of stressor-outcome linkages. Decades of
research support both types of effects but moderation results are more mixed (Mukherjee & Singh,
2024). Studies supporting the buffer hypothesis are offset by those reporting either no moderation or
a reverse-buffering effect (Boren, 2014).

Clarifying the nature of SS effects in specific settings is critical in advancing actionable
recommendations for how SS might be leveraged to mitigate the negative impact of stressors on

psychological functioning.
METHODS

* Occupational health surveys administered to two samples of Intelligence, Surveillance, and
Reconnaissance (ISR) personnel.
Sample A (N =1,473) was collected in summer/fall 2024 and Sample B (N = 535) was collected in
winter/spring 2025-26, examining 38 and 72 distinct stressors, respectively.
Using Job Demands-Resources theory, the current study assessed the main and moderating
effects of perceived member-to-member and leader-to-member support (Vogt et al., 2013) on

sample-specific stressors and burnout facets (exhaustion, mental distance, cognitive impairment,

emotional impairment, overall; Schaufeli et al., 2020).
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PARTICIPANTS

Moderated regression was then conducted. We first examined main effects of stressor factors and
social support in both samples (Paths A & B). Partial 2 and percent of sig. hit rates reported below:
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RESULTS

Parallel analysis followed by principle axis factor analysis with oblique rotation identified four stressor
factors in sample A and 10 stressor factors in sample B.

Sample A Stressor factors (N = 1,473)

Reverse
Reverse Buffer
Buffer
Reverse
Buffer Buffer Buffer

Sample B: Summary of Main Effects (N = 489)

Mean

161 [JJaae

20

20
100%

Overall

Cog imp Emo Imp Burnout

.004
10
1
10%

.002
.002
.004
.007
.000
.000
.000
.000
.003
.006

100

100
100%

Moderation effects (Path C) were then examined in both samples using the product of stressor factors
on both aspects of social support (i.e., leader support and social support). Partial r°and percent of
significant hit rates reported below:

Mean

[LNONO OO RO NGORG]
i SR O R RS IV S S R |

(3]
(2]

(S IR RS RO R R R RS R )]
~No bk, OOOCOON-—-O

qaoa; oo a0 a

O NOOO-=2N-0O0

[4.)

Please contact Dr. Aaron Esche at aaron.esche.1@us.af.mil or scan this QR Code!

Moderated Regression (cont’d)

Interaction plots provided below are examples of significant effects

Sample A Sample B

DISCUSSION

Social support typically helps reduce burnout, but in some instances its effects on burnout are more

complex. Context matters.

» |t depends on how the support is perceived—it depends on what Airmen are engaging with leaders
and peers about.

Buffer Effects: Overall, social support is moderately tied to Burnout: Higher levels of perceived social
support from members and leaders are associated with lower levels of Burnout.
burnout - coping - buffer
Reverse Buffer Effects:
» Reverse buffer effects were supported in 13/13 sig. moderation effects in sample A and 11/13 sig.
moderation effects in sample B.
For those reporting higher levels of member and leadership support, emotional impairment was
higher in high stress conditions compared to low stress conditions.”
Possible Mechanisms in the literature:
« (a) Co-Rumination (social support confirms and magnifies stress—echo chamber); and
» (b) Conferred Demands (social support confers demands for reciprocation and deplete
personal resources).

stressors = co-rumination = reverse buffer

FUTURE RESEARCH

» Future research is needed to test the relative merits of the reverse buffer mechanisms, ideally using
a longitudinal (i.e., repeated assessments) design.
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
For discussion of Results: 

Which Stressors are tied to which facets of Burnout in ISR personnel?
Stressors are strongly tied to Burnout, as a whole.
BO-Exhaustion is most strongly tied to Workload and Domestic/homelife stressors (A & B).
BO-Exhaustion and BO-Mental distance are tied to Leadership stressors (A & B) and to Training stressors (B).
BO-Cognitive impairment and BO-Emotional impairment are more strongly tied to stressors in A than in B; unclear why.

Which types of Social support ameliorate which facets of Burnout?
Social support is moderately tied to Burnout as a whole: higher SS  lower BO.
Both types of Social support are strongly tied to BO-Mental distance, MS > LS (A & B).

Which types of Social support moderate which Stressor-Burnout linkages and how so?
Moderator effects are weak on the whole but % sig are 5-8 x random (5%) in A and 2-3 x in B.
Reverse buffer effect supported in 13 of 13 sig mod effects in A and 11 of 13 in B.
Only 2 sig buffer effects involve LS and BO-Emo impairment in B
MS moderates Leadership stressors  Burnout, especially Emo impairment (A & B).
Both MS and LS moderate Mission meaning stressors  Burnout, especially Mental distance (B).
Other mod effects vary between samples.
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