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Abstract

Objective: To explore the development status of job stress and job burnout among health-care workers
of Governmental Hospital in developed areas, and analyze the relationship between them. Method:
Three hundred and seventy-five health-care workers ranged in age from 20 to 60 years and with 1~35
years of experience in health-care were collected by stratified random sampling method. They were
surveyed with Job Stress Questionnaire (RSS), Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI) and a self-made gen-
eral information questionnaire for health-care workers. Results: the total score (62.90 + 16.81) and
the dimensions of emotional exhaustion (24.70 £ 9.78) and reduced personal accomplishment (30.08
* 8.68) in MBI were average level; the score of depersonalization (8.11 + 5.36) was below average,
while the scores in 10 dimensions of Job Stress Questionnaire ranged from (2.46 * 0.89) to (3.99 *
1.30),which was above average. Health-care workers with Bachelor degree (BA) got significantly lower
score than other degree holders in the dimension of pressure in the conflict between job and family.
Health-care workers with 11~15 years of experience in health-care got significantly lower score in the
dimension of reduced personal accomplishment than other health care workers. Health-care workers
with senior professional titles got significantly lower scores than those with junior or intermediate
professional titles in the dimension of reduced personal accomplishment. Health-care workers with
intermediate professional titles got significantly lower scores than those with junior or senior profes-
sional titles in the job pressure from workmates. The score of each dimension in Job Stress Question-
naire was positively correlated with the total score of MBI and the dimensions of emotional exhaustion
and depersonalization. The results of multivariate regression analysis showed that the influence fac-
tors of Job Burnout included the stresses from job burden, workmates and professional promotion.
Conclusion: It suggests that if health-care workers got high job pressure, they wound have serious job
burnout, which might in turn cause worse mental health on them.
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Hi: THREFREMXALERERN A RUTEEAINBLE SR, FENHERRR. FTiE: KA
THEEHER. GHPHRIVERERANARMMN—RBRAER, XEHIHEEBHRETI752ALE
PREF AN RRTRE. G5 RENAMLERET AR SETESKT(62.90 £ 16.81). 1ERFEH
(24.70 % 9.78) I N B/ (30.08 + 8.68) 1 T-H4&KF, EAMM(8.11 + 5.36) A TBALKIAKF: T
Ve E T BRI B2 (156.36 +35.54) b TRE KT 11~15F TREFEMNBRMBEEE LBIBRE; &
MNEREETEESREMRENEE ENBSEEMTIEANERE: BEARKREENNRRRIKERE
FRMETHEIMETRRE: PEPREEREEIEE LNEMETRENVRRRE. TEEN
BENENEEERLARSERNERFE. EABUANMEEREG BENIEMX. RlERKEMHE
FAIESFES. REEN. BEEN. KENRES. £ EFREMXAERES A R#HT
EE AN B4 FH EAKFE, TIEEAIAPLEBXREY.
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1. 5|8

FRATIE AL T 78 39625 A RN Bk ik (O IEAR A 2 A TR0 0 A 5 i R 60 o o i 3L, 5 28 A8 A S RS
P, KR RAT R BEILF AT 7. B N G2 5 B AR B 5 AN A= o AF DG 0 o 1 R, BRM AR R
WE T A 75 AR 2 5 KB AR S /3(Chen, Siu, Lu, Cooper, & Phillips, 2009), {5454l 157 #4& 32 () & 1175
T—MN. EIMNHERME, 48%MEF NG T EIPRE, XM LT EE AR 2 fF(Edwards,
Komacki, & Siversin, 2002); FAURQ01D)FIEERD, BN 66.3%ME A IAHE B K.

ROV 12 A2 A DR AS B A 80 SR 4R S AN T 1) AR s 1 7 AR R — PR 9 B AN 3L 1) 5 B (Maslach
& Goldberg, 1998). MFFLAN N TAEX R TAE. 75 T/E 75 B8] 3 OB BRIANME, WEoh. 2 TE
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Y TAEF AT AL B4 B 1 =5 K B4 (Bortheridse & Graney, 2002). $R[H B A 1 HR
WHEEREEN 68.2~75.7% (IFiE, M, BRI, 2007, FRZE, 2012; R4, 2013; 5K, #
=, s, S0, Bdbls, 2013), 90%LL ERIEA M AR G OEEM A, T, 2006). Bk
e RN R R TR .. W OMB TR, ARTREETRE, AR TFEAR SRR RE;
A RO A S IR T RE TR B R AL TEIT IR M PERRAR T AR T 35 1 B (Williams & Skinner, 2003).

EFARMBRNER S ZMERAE RIS, S, kT, 2011 Zaed, #HEE, XBEE, 2010;
AL 5K, 2009), (HGEE P ES G TAERE SRS QIR X R B AA L . @5 Rk A
M4, ERI7RRiic KT A X, BERHIREMXETIEERE L, ANREHRMER (=X
T R AE X EE B R o TR INguAL, (E RN I R A ST BE B (R K R L EERR)E A S L,
SEASER B TAERITREE A TR EE, 2012), ASERE A GBI TAEE JAKCE, &M/
RESFHAEAT BN BRI ? A SCILA R RSETT R, R — i)

2. MEEFE
2.1. J&R

T 2016 4 1 HRENUHEU ARE ARZET R 400 AEET AR BATEWNT: EEMEH G * Power 3 it
R/ MMEARR. BEARY, EPNARE SRS SAE AT EKFITE, 4, R, 2007; J*
3%, 2012), HPd{EM 0.5~0.8 (Cohen, 1992). AHFF ¥ EMMNAE d=0.70, Gitfai/i1-=0.8, —
FARMER a = 0.05, BEF N ABNEE S ARERRA 27.2%~75.7%, FHIKEFRN 53.4% (£, 20,
R, 2007; FREE, 2012; RAEF, 20135 5K, #HEE, 2%, 03, Hdbk, 2013). KREH
BRSFEARRER 321 4. HTAAE 20% AT e VI3, e B EAR Ry 401 4. il R5EM DASHE
B M R B RIE T AL EREEY A RSN 22,047 N, HAP=gER 8 A, S AN 6505 A,
“HRERBEN 38 T, HK 15,542 N IRAE S 2 HON 1.06: 1. $2 0 EIR NE AR, B E 70 R HURE I L -
—RPEBE 118 N(AE 5T N, #7451 N), k&b 283 N(BR4E 137 A, #1146 N), SRIG1E =R
IR ZE TN REEBE AR ZENT R B, —RIEBe R Ik e Be . K22 Befe . KU IIEERE . BEVLEERL
AR E e BRERE HFERE . ARYTERE . PRI B B fe o % B B2 Be R A 250 il a2 67 AN (1=
33 ). 51A(BEAE 25 M) 22(B=4E 10 N). 42 N(BEA 20 M) 17 A(BEAE 8 ). 23 A(EA 11 A
29 N(BEA 14 N). 18 N(RAE 8 N)+ 47 A(EAE 23 M) 28 AN(IEAE 13 N). 36 N(EA 17 N)F 21 A (=
4210 N)o [BIUSCA R0 375 63, HRERN 93.75%. Hh Bk 122 AL &tk 253 A &, K& AR
W7 2E DL B2 D Ay BN 1724 112, 79+ 125 TAESERR 1~5 4E. 6~10 4F. 11~15 £E. 16~20 4
120 FFELLEE N AR 153, 734 41, 35 730 FIERRR 211 N RRERFR 79 N @ RERFR 84 A

22. TH

2.2.1. SHrENERN {2 8)4# (Maslach Burnout Inventory, MBI) /N, XIZEE, 2000; Stefancyk, 2009)

HH Maslach f1 Jackson (1986)4wfill, Z=/NHEEEIT N R, ZERIL 22 8, 7 AlEEFEE. X
NAEAFIA N B S 3 ANYERE . R Likert 0~6 11 7 B30 720, RIRE R S BLRIAIR, 0 /8%
MAS, 6 RFEAEFINL 13508k, W s SFE ™ & . fEARRF A F, Z&\R 1| D HENEER 0.8337,
IrBAEEN 0.8155, 3 ANERZRY A E— 2t R &7 009 0.8763, 0.8129 A1 0.8446.

2.2.2. EREITT{EE IEFR (Resident Stressors Scale, RSS) (FRE, 2012)
R EmwE, JFoRH TAEREIME R AW, iEH T —&EF AR, 50 NH, 2 8ETF

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2017.710147 1183 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2017.710147

ek, FRIRAK

HOE S, TAEfGTE . BEXARE . FEE . BULAERE . BEE . M)k . Bk EE
J1v SRS, LR TAES FEEMRE 155 10 AN4EFE . R Likert 1~4 1) 4 SiiFr 7, “17 ARH
571, “4” NIEJMR. B, WSROk, fFEARRSY, ZEERN 1 AHRENEEN 0.8328,
AR EN 0.8572, 10 MERE N —FUME R %N 0.7341~0.8930.

2.2.3. PA—RIBRAER
AR S EATHwE], AR F. ZEEKTF. THEFER. RRENE.

2.3. WX AN

WA L3 7 R O3 BIAEAR R R b BEAL IO 75 I B9 N 53 o DAAEIRIER B 9 Sz, XAl ATTEAT
EhHEEE. WERZEEWINZGRLEE TR RS, Mg —ESiE, g-Welhs, mEmi
SELE 30 7080 Y SE

2.4. GeitFAbTE

iz SPSS 16.0 Ziit B A T M. THEGORHIAR ELBCR I MSIREAR ¢« K360, RIERTTZ DM
(AVONA)HIZ JT A3 Wit AT THEBORME R 42 K.

3. &R
3.1. EiPARRIESIR

375 ZEPNGIR, EEFEEAATRE. PEMEEESENE DN 41.3%. 46.7%H1 12%,
FNAGACALTE2 B L A RN S s B I E 43 LE 2 A 73.9% 13.6% 1 12.5%, /N N E B AL T2 5
RN AR R E RO E A L N 76.8% 22.67%F1 0.53%.

3.2. E#2 AGifE MBI # RSS AR LIS

=4 N GITE MBI _EEY 7R 62.90 = 16.81, 1HIEEEE . 2 AMALAIAN N BB =48 5 1943 5
I3 24.70 £9.78. 8.11 £ 5.36 A1 30.08 + 8.69; RSS _L[{EI 5N 156.36 + 35.54, 10 NHESE K155 4>
e BT SR 11(3.99 £ 1.30). TAESAT K /1(3.49 £1.02). BEHK AL N(3.33 £ 1.11). [FZHE S1(2.46 £
0.89). HRMVA B 47(2.94 + 1.06). BEAFIE /1(3.22 + 1.20). ff{a)E /7(2.96 + 0.98). V& &K #1(3.21 +
1.09). %5 /1(3.09 £ 1.04). TAESFREMRIE1(2.56 + 1.00).

AL, RARERNL S KT I B RIS N SO AL T S s B K, R AL A TR 6 8K
Vo TARE AERKEDETHE 150 (1=3.463, P=0.001), EJ57HWIE . TEARIE . BEHEELRE
1~ WEAE R TR R JE e 7755 5 A4k RS 194550 W3 = T 3(c = 3.598~14.729, P < 0.001), TAEHZ
FE IR e J1 AN R R 7 BT E 3 (1= —8.438, P < 0.001),

33. RIESRTEENHNEERSES T

33.1. BEEPARERAERLNB LR
BN RAE MBI AL RSS BE 70 M5 46 1945 5 F 22 R G022 E (= 0.021~1.888, 3 P> 0.05) .

3.3.2. FEI¥FHEHARE MBI F RSS BAER LELBIRLLE
M 1 AT, REZEHEE “TAESHEMRIE 7 4i55 25 B 801242 (P < 0.05).
35 1) Tukey £ B LU BoR, ARVEF & 5 KE 2 HAETAE S K EMRIE s E 2R BEP =
0.043).
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Table 1. Educational-background differences in the scores of MBI and RSS
# 1. NEFHME AR MBI # RSS AR R EMESHELEK

Y HLm=172) KEn=112) ARHn=179) Ll Em=12) F P
musassmsn RS SRLUS meus smans o o
FIN 204 3.90 +5.04 475+5.89 3324449 6.58 + 8.59 2.068  0.104
ANt ik 26.45 £ 8.59 25.77+8.76 25.87+8.88 25.00 + 8.91 0230  0.876
EIER LG 157.51 +34.58 157.59 + 36.30 150.25 +36.29 166.25 + 35.56 1.195 0311
BRI T ) 3.92+1.30 4.10 £ 1.30 3.96+1.32 4.08 £ 1.08 0.470  0.703
TAES G ST 3.55+1.04 3.55+0.99 332+1.03 3.17+0.89 1425 0.235
EERXRES 342+ 1.15 3.27+1.09 3.24+1.04 3.25+1.06 0.652  0.582
EESIW)] 2.46+0.83 2.45+0.95 2.42+0.92 2.67+0.94 0259  0.855
BV 5 B E g 2.95+0.97 2.98+1.13 283+ 1.12 3.17+1.07 0.536  0.658
TR /g 320+1.14 3.29+1.30 3.13+1.21 3.50+0.95 0.478  0.698
s ) 2.98 +0.98 3.00 £ 0.99 2.77+0.94 3.50+1.13 2354 0.072
HRNV R R 3.25+1.09 3.15+ 1.08 3.2+ 1.14 3.83 +£0.88 1.669  0.173
SSIE S 3.17+1.06 3.05+1.07 2.97+1.01 3.17+0.78 0.794  0.498
TAERBEM R LT 2.60 +0.95 2.67+1.11 2.28+0.90 2.92+1.08 3.083  0.027

3.3.3. FRITIEERMEN AR MBI RSS BAER L BHHEE

B2 2 AP0, AE TAEFERELE “AN ARG 485 27 BA G (P < 0.05).

Bt Tukey Z H L EIR, TAEERA 11~15 55 TAEER A 1~5 HE “NNBEIR” 4
& b7 7 B3 (P = 0.040).

3.3.4. FERFRIEI A RZE MBI #1 RSS BHAEB R B SR
e 3 AT, AREFREE “DANRBAR” M “FFEES” R4 F 2R BEE R EE XL
HE— 1 Tukey 2 H R IR, WIH S TH 4 S AE S N O B 4E B2 E 22 7 3 (P = 0.043, 0.019);
WIR 5 v R AE R e ) 4EJE 72 7 W35 (P = 0.016).

3.4. RlERS TEENERX ST

HIZE 4 A0, BOlk e QBRI BOEE A £ AL ANERERS 70 5 TAR I /TR I 7 S Y
15 7 2049 3 IEAR O, TS AR iB IR S AR Ik R A e TE W A K

3.5. Rl ESHEmER

3.5.1. RIMESEBRESHEWER

LB A 8 R B E NS &, DL 248 & AR AR S 4E AR B v B AR Rk 785
BT 25R SR, RFEKFHN0.05 0, TAEGME. FFEEIMEAEE 5 3 A E R AR IE
TR 5).

BRL 1 RCHE) TAE S R 77 B8 2 (&) TAR fufar i /0 5 [F) 35k NSRS, 1E3Y 3 (&)
TAEST i Fg [ g5 ) AT e ik NASEY
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Table 2. Working-age differences in the scores of MBI and RSS
%= 2. TEILIEEIRME AR MBI 1 RSS AAER LB HIELE

YEJF 1~5 F(n=160) 6~10Fm=75) 11~15Fn=52) 16~20F@0=45) 20F~(n=43) F P
POl SRR D 52.89 £ 16.00 48.23 + 14.45 47.48 +17.80 52.98 +22.50 50.07+14.74  1.787 0.131
R 21.20 +9.81 19.13 + 8.58 19.81 +9.07 2236+11.92 20.93+£996  1.023 0.395
FIN 204 3.98+537 3.08 +4.36 3.83 +4.66 5.96 +7.38 486+4.88 2329 0.056
A N B A 27.72£7.97 26.01 + 8.63 23.85+9.89 24.67+9.68 2428+7.84 3114 0.015
EARERLS 156.48 £36.47  149.80 +38.88  153.65+31.59 16533 +3442  160.58+29.90 1595 0.175
BRI7 H U ) 3.90 £ 1.29 3.82+1.28 4.00+ 131 443+1.18 4.10+1.40 1.936  0.104
TAE St e 77 3.47+1.05 3.37+1.08 3.52+1.02 3.66 +0.90 3574096  0.657 0.622
EEXAEN 3.34+1.09 3.23+1.24 3.15+0.93 3.63+1.14 3.38+1.05 1.348  0.251
EEN] 2.55+0.89 2.26+0.85 2.33+£0.90 2.66+0.98 241+075 2293 0.059
WOl AR ) 2.97+1.03 2.81+1.16 2.81+1.02 3.08+0.99 3.08+1.05 0.918 0.454
Ry 320+ 1.18 3.17+1.29 3.10£1.19 330£1.15 3.48+1.16 0.728 0.573
i RENE ] 2.93+0.98 2.87+0.97 2.94 +0.94 3.17+1.07 3.03+£098 0759 0.553
WOV R JE ) 3.27+1.08 2.99+1.13 3.13+1.05 3.48+1.03 320+ 1.15 1.600 0.174
BFIE S 3.14+1.07 2.94+1.02 3.08 £ 1.04 3.17+1.11 3.15£095  0.564 0.689
TAEFREEMRIEST 2.54+0.90 250+ 1.10 2.67+1.06 250+ 1.07 271£1.06 0529 0.714

Table 3. Professional-title differences in the scores of MBI and RSS
% 3. TEIIFMEIER A RTE MBI #1 RSS AR LB SR

ik W1 (n =212) 2 (n=79) Eid(n=84) F P
IR B A 2093205 20278955 203451015 0147 0563
NI 3.85+5.15 3.82+537 5.06 £5.82 1.687 0.186
AN N BURIEAG 27.33 +8.09 2459 +9.75 24.32 + 8.65 5.186 0.006
EImE LSy 158.32 +35.71 149.24 +37.80 158.15 +32.32 2.024 0.134
BRI7 H T ) 4.02+126 3.82+1.34 4.06+1.34 0.879 0.416
TAESSTIE ) 3.54+1.04 3.40 £ 1.08 3.45+0.93 0.600 0.549
EEERARET 342+ 1.11 3.12+1.09 330+ 1.10 2.241 0.108
EESE] 2.54+0.93 222+0.78 2.46 +0.86 3.866 0.022
Ol A7) 2.97+1.04 279+1.13 3.00+ 1.01 1.018 0.362
T A 3.22+1.18 3.03+1.21 3.40+122 1.984 0.139
RN 2.95+0.95 2.89+1.04 3.05+1.02 0.535 0.586
B R % 77 3.24+1.08 3.06+1.12 330+1.10 1.103 0.333
HFE T 3.17+1.06 2.89 £ 1.02 3.11+1.03 1.978 0.140
TAEREEM R LT 2.57+0.96 2.63+1.07 2.50+1.05 0.326 0.722

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2017.710147 1186 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2017.710147

AN, SRR

Table 4. The relation between the scores of MBI and RSS
F 4. BEIPARRES S TIEEIRIMEX

JENZE g 3sex 15 I ) TN AN B R

IR Ay 0.384%* 0.490%* 0.334%%* -0.014
BEy7 ST Jy 0.270%* 0.325%* 0.168** 0.053
TARSAT Sy 0.306** 0.442%** 0.271%* -0.073
EERRES 0.283** 0.344%* 0.237%* 0.014
[ g% 0.271%* 0.347** 0.256%* -0.024
Ol A EE ) 0.215%* 0.271%* 0.230%* -0.031
BT 7 0.226%* 0.286%* 0.176** 0.006
FiRENE ] 0.233%* 0.320%* 0.233%* -0.053
Ol R SR 77 0.217** 0.280%* 0.220%* -0.031
SSIE S 0.291%* 0.343%* 0.236%* 0.031
TAESFEMRIES) 0.241%* 0.311%* 0.226** —0.024

VE: *P<0.05, **P<0.01,

Table 5. Multivariate regression analysis on the influence factors of the total score in MBI

F5 RUESESE5AO0FEE. EAERESPEESTRECE

isit) R R R F P
1 0.306 0.093 0.091 38.442 <0.001
2 0.361 0.130 0.125 28.818 <0.001
3 0.379 0.144 0.137 20.803 <0.001

3.5.2. BERFBHNFIWER

DU B v Dy AR i, DA 228 e, TR R ) 3R & 4R 113 0 1B D B AR B ATIE 5 1A 43 #
SRR, WA 0.05 B, TAESEE . FISEES . BEEE R TAERERRE NS 4 NEZ R
A EETT R 6).

BEAL 1 R D) TAE S R 77 A8AY 2 (o &) T A Gfar Fi 3R [R) S5 Jp ik AR s 1530 3 (i)
TARGT I A7 R3S AT Syt N, B 4 (o &) TAR i IR . R IE /) BRI AT
(AL PN it

3.53. ZABKHRWER

LB NN R, DANOSAR R, TAER RS4G58 B R EFATE L B 51T .
SRR, WEKTH0.05 0, TAEMMES . FFEE . TAEFRENREFEAEE 1% 4 MEZE
BEN AT R 7).

R 1 R R TR ) BR 2 O &) TAE A ) 5 R Sk A, 5 3 R(H &)
TAES AT R T A R0 AR SR R R i AR, R 4 (&) TAE i R 7). M3 E 1. TAE
FREMTE I e 7733 N
3.54. MPARBRBRENFIER

DA N E AR AL &, DND2 &, TR T ER SN 8 B AR AT IR 2 BIA 5
Bro @R EIR, BEKFEN0.05 8, TAEERRIENFEETFELE 8).
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Table 6. Multivariate regression analysis on the influence factors of the score in emotional exhaustion

#zo. BRTBEESAOFEE. EHERESNEASRELE

Y R R W R F P
1 0.442 0.195 0.193 90.590 <0.001
2 0.498 0.248 0.244 61.439 <0.001
3 0.516 0.267 0.261 44.967 <0.001
4 0.528 0.279 0271 35.787 <0.001

Table 7. Multivariate regression analysis on the influence factors of the score in depersonalization

F7. ZEABUEAOZEEE. EHERESNEEASTRELE

R R R? W R F P
1 0.271 0.073 0.071 29.453 <0.001
2 0.328 0.108 0.103 22.495 <0.001
3 0.345 0.119 0.112 16.722 <0.001
4 0.360 0.130 0.120 13.797 <0.001

Table 8. Multivariate regression analysis on the influence factors of the score in reduced personal accomplishment

F8 NMABRBREEAOFEE, FHERSHPEESTRECD

[zt R R R F P

1 0.161 0.026 0.023 9.903 0.002

B 1 R CH &) AR AR,
4. i1ig

AT, EFN AT R BRI 5N NG T 2566 K, TEKE
TR G S 5 MEERSS REm T HE, REPARCE™E 7 RNIRER, K
ZHPLE R ITEOR, R Z , 5 ARG PRI X B e 458 — B (R, 2013 KO0, HEE,
i, B2, Hdis, 2013), (HREEFRKIEHIX AL, SR E® R, KR, MR, KiE%E,
XIZR4E, 2007; TR, HIRAE, 2007).

TAEERR 11~15 FFFEN NBURARYEE EA KT HE TAEERE @ PRRE A N U S
YEJZ A3 BEART R R BIRFRE . PRI E R S R 4R EAR KT m PO h R ERRR s R
BIEEMERES TAEMMREE FEMETHEZENE. EREER, & T AR KR MBI %S
NGV ) & AR, FIRAE R 0 R &G R

Z I MERHE R, TAERGE . RFEEDMEEE 2B E R RER LS 1HEEEE TR %
NFEAGTR 10 3[R T R 2%

P B AR RIAE 22 512201 )RR, BRI N A R s AR 9 R s I A . i 5R 0 TAE
A AR R A B AR, AEARATT AR T R O B 5T AR IR, R R TS IR
vE(H EFE M, 20105 /NN, XR-CE, FKETEE, 2010).

F) S SRR DR PO 5 B A R R R B, D205, %z, Tk, 2010). BAMLEE N AR
5 B 22, AT LR AT AT B9 B J7 325 (Bernier, 1998). [l 3 3 RN AE 53 T 2 18] 76 5 O B A AN ik v
MABRKRZ b, (HIXRAEGMEIN . BRI R TARZ, . BEMRSAME, ZEkasa
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ARGy, MKW TAE, = R8Nl 250 AAcRm, —eEfRE Ldszm 1 R T EEE A
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