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The Relationship between Nurse’s Job Perception and Burnout
Syndrome

Yoshike FUTOYU

[Background] It is not yet known what work factors create emotional stress among
hospital nurses. This study examined how job perception and individual psycho-
logical background were related to mental health and burnout among hospital nurses.

[Methodology] Questionnaires were mailed in october 1994 to 1,190 nurses who
work in hospitals. Surveys were completed anonymously. Information sought
included sex, age, workplaces, work shift, job perception (23items), Maslack
Burnout Inventory, individual psychological background and mental health status.

[Results] The 1,002 valid responses (84.2 %) were analyzed. A correlation was
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found among work pressure, work alienation, and emotinal exhaustion. Adaptabil-
ity to the work and personal accomplishment increased with age. Few experienced
unrses suffer from burnout. Burnout scores were higher in large institution where
nurses younger than 24 years old accounted for more than 30 9% of the nursing staff.

Data showed that the mentally unhealthy group held the negative job perceptions.
Egogram , which measures psychological background, showed that the unhealthy
group scored lower in nursing aptitude.

[Conclusions] These data indicates that burnout decreases and job satisfaction in-
creases with age and experience. The burnout rate is very high among nurses
younger than 24 years, who work in large institution. Nurses’ alienation and
pressure of work invited the first stage of burnout. Good mental health raises job

satisfaction and nursing aptitude and averts burnout. (Accepted on October 28, 1997)
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i OE T I E RS ST, Varimax [
R AV, AFBORE R ZERTFSELME
BT OEEEL. O EESEIc L.

& 2
1,190 51,1354 (95.4 %) 6 REIE # /72,

EEHT W S 4 2 E 3%, Maslach Burnout
Inventory (ELF MBI &%) o2EHIZEE

e B % & &

(F23E H;35 1997)
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EER2.6%, EHERI.6%, & ey
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o, S b HE R 1220m% £ 28 63.8 %, Hospital | 49.6 9%|32.2 %/ 8.4 %[4,7 %2.5 %]2.1 %/ 0.5 % | 100 %
30~442% #% 26.8 9, 458 Ll E 28 A | (256) | (166) | (43) | (24) | (13) [ (A1) | (3) | (516)
0 5 Hospital | 35.8 | 26.6 | 8.8 | 9.2 | 6.1 [13.5] 0 100
8.8%, MEE0.6%THoT. & B | @) | 6D | eo|e)| a6y o | @9
HEICDWTIZ 3.5 YWFKIFEETH- Hospital | 7.6 ?%%&§¥€%&§F? ?? ﬁ%
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i bi LDV 69
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ERFHEPLL LEEL, ZOMA, D | an | ae) | 6y | a2 | a5 | 10| @ | (69)
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GRERCEERToRe L bkT E|ab |09 | ® | ® a9 |an| @ | @
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T8 9% D E DN=
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B R, 2.7 %53 A : This report  |1,002(2.87+£1.10 |2.66=1.01 [1.20%0.98 [11.40+2.10
wEk L. Hiz B : Past report® 42]2.8641.28 [3.26=1.18#% |1.71+1.16+ |11.30:2.52
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Data presented are mean=+standard deviation.

EE : (Emotional exhaustion &89S, DP | (Depersonalization FEAREL),
PA : (Personal accomplishment ETi&ER), BI :
MBI : Maslach Burnout Inventory

(Burnout Index=EE—PA+PD+10).
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N, BIRTFLUTF3 ERRT) REHEOFT
2, BARTF (LUTF4 7)) 3EELTOH
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AEFHELU.

wic, ERFOFHEE EHRFITHEL T
#5r, F185I3C>E>B>A>D R OIE

DP, BIO EDERICHE Table 3. Comparison of nurses’ burnout scores in five hospitals
WThEL (p<0.05), BURNOUT
SR E 2B L EEBS EE score PA score DP score BI score
BBPLEONELS BT Al2.97£1.17— — 2.6320.99 1.33+1.06 —— 11.68+2.24 —
<0.05). PAB S H * * ®
( ) . %35 O|B|(2.934+0.10 |— |[2.61+0.10 1.10£0.95— #11.42+2.04 |—
DWTIRERPHHBIC 1§ * *
ke — 1
SNTE ot (p< % C|2.63+1.02 *2‘8811.08 0.934+0.83 10.68+1.93
0.05). &7, k18, B A|D|2.73£0.98 J2,65i1,02 1.0240.77 11.10+1.68
L
fECHBL TS L EE, E|2.53+0.88 2.75+0.10 1.12+0.78 10.90+1.55
= &
BISARARLKIEY oo
EFEiH L (p<0.05), Data presented are mean+standard deviation.
Table 4. Comparison of nurses’ burnout scores among various age-groups
BURNOUT
Age | EE score PA score DP score BI score
24= (3.10%1.13 2.43+£0.94 1.34+1.11 ] 12,00+£2,07 —
* * *
25-29|2.81+1.10— * 2.684+0.99 =1 1.19+0.94 % | 11.32+£1.92 *-
J * * —‘ *_]
30-34|2.72%+1.00 J 2.67x0.98 J 1.09+0.75 *11.15+1.92 *J
* * * *
35-39|2.68+1.09 2.85+0.92 J 0.99+0.91 IO.SIiI.BGJ *J
*
40-44|2.52+0.89 2.93+1.08 0.96+0.80 10.55+1.85
*
45= |2.76%+0.99 3.14+1.13 1.224+0.87 10.84+2.11 —
* . p<0.05

Data presented are mean+standard deviation.
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Table 5. Factor pattern matrix for “job perception” items

B F 3 B M EFamig | BEE | BRE5E%)
E—FEF(F1) : £ R~DHEEHE 5.2431 22.8
Q1 REOHBRAMZ S HTTH» {.5754
Q5 SoHBEENERLTVETH 0.8009
QU EERMECHL2FEERLOLB0ETH 0.6840
Q11 HHORREIE S TTh 0.5938
Q12 Bl TWwAaHECHEERERELET» 0.7041
Q13 EETEATAEEERET S £ TH 0.4985
Q16 Rz {bEhrsLsTh —0.5555
Q22 MECHBHWAZ LzHELTVwETH 0.6010
Q23 S%ELEERLE L THSET T 0.6031
BIEF(F) AR L TOBEAE 2.4405 33.4
Q6 FETHEZEELETH 0.4085
Q7 ALBEFEESATVAEELE T, 0.5242
Ql4 MEnEBErZ-L S REHNBSHD T 0.5654
QI MIELTHERLTL2RBL S T+, 0.7454
Q21 BHEBEOAN L OAMBFETHA T E T 0.5809
EIFEF(FI)  TEOBH 1.4869 39.9
Q4 HEOELERESTTH 0.7666
Q8 BizBbh TENEBRLCET» 0.7477
Q9 REENBHIIA-TWAERLU T+, 0.6340
F4EF(FY) . HEETOARD 1.3977 45.9
Q2 HHIrEEMSY T 0.6519
03 AEOHEEE2R-LTWA LB TH 0.6079
QI7T ABFrE2R H-> T ETH —0.5521
85 EF(F5) : tHLETOMA 1.0680 50.6
QI8 SOHEBEMMIIA > TnETH 0.3862
Q19 B OERIEDBTHMATHET» 0.5492
Q2 BELrofby TiHATHET S 0.7274

ThY, ChizRe A, DR CIIEBREN
Aotz (p<0.05) . F2BAIC>WTIEC IEsl
BRLEL ASD>E>B>CHEROIEICS <,
CHlEFRE AR L TCREEZESNZO ST
(p<0.05). F3BHIZ>WLW TR B>C>D>A>
EMEOEICEL, Bt A, ERZLTCIHER
RENZH SN (p<0.05), F4BHIZIC>E>
B>D>AMRZRDETHY, CHEdks A, B %
ETHEERENH -7 (p<0.05), /- F5EAH
2 A>B>D>C>E OJET, A ¥ C, E s
WHELRENES N (p<0.05).

Wi, FRCHTIEROSAT - ERED
fitOBEEE ORPREIC DWW T AL L, Fl BAE
EOFREEBICE LD, KR L 458
e TISRUEDEBERE G2 (p<
0.05). L&L, BB L 28013 sh
o iz(p>0.05). F2 BHE3ERIC L 28
Babhho7z(p>0.05). F3EA X451 >

Table 6. Correlation coefficient between
job perception and burnout factors

JOB PERCEPTION
F1 F2 F3 4 F5

B| EE [—0.331| 0.470{0.553|—0.307| 0.272
R|PA| 0.440]—0.105]0.084] 0.350|—0.027
§ DP | —0.267| 0.378(0.132| —0.203|—0.167
T| BI |~0.510| 0.475|0.313| —0.429| —0.235

F1 : (Adaptability to the work HE~OEEH:)
F2 : (Work alienation {+Z L TO#E#E)

F3: (Work pressure B O%E &)

F4 : (Self respect for work H= FTOEEL)
F5 ! (Problem with work {£E FToOi&A)

30~39>24 | >40~44>25~298E D JEIZ & <,
45RE L EI325~298R L D IAEBICE» o1 (p<
0.05). i, =TREHEL L T IERHER
DEIEE TN KBEE L VER IS Loz (p<
0.05). FABSERARBBESHZRLE L (p<
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0.03), FEHOLEEEDBRREI B> p<
0.05). F5 &S IZ4ERITi208MR 0 L
THOMIENHD (p<0.05), =FEHKE %
LTLAERLTOELWEIVEREZAL- 2
(p<0.05) . EBFEHT CRBEHEILARIROH
BEPFMECIHRBBELD FEERHEE
CErol (p<0.05).

4) AEICHNTIRBMEMA D & L DM

AEoT 3 EROSEFERE, MBILick
%4 Burnout fe 5 & OFEEE% 42 & Table 6 O
i< Th-7. MBI D EE & L HHwenf+ 3
BE#o FI B4 L HEE L (y=0.553) ,MBI
OBIBARERINT2EROFIELALED
RS - 72 (y=—0.510).
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WREMOLT /AL EBHRESIZCP
(8.35+4.51), NP(14.01+3.61), A(10.28+
4.26), FC (11.59+4.45), AC (11.35+4.62)
ThH-otz. TEG OFHEMA 7 —n"9 T8
F—RRHLTHS L ACELENPRE LA
MThot:. HigeOMETIE, CP XFERHNLE
BBIZONRTELEY, UEL T LB EE
TR THEEICE L (p<0.05). NP 3E
BicksERFED oG- (p<0.05). Ak
CP A, EEBS LN >N TEANELR
D 24U T M0 & D BB ICEL - 72 (p<
0.05). FC i25~29 Tl b <, 40 £20
A & TR S ST 208 S o 72 (p<0.05) .
AC {32488 LA T 2325~205% 0 40~445% & Hi~E

Rl GHQ 30 HE 0 &5 Table TE.lge(?:rrgiigii(;nngf‘SS:IQ SCOTES among various
PHELTAH S EERMCER GHQ score
hENEDOENI (p<0.05). % Age N MEAN+SD GHQ score - 8= (%)
Fo A ¥ H AN A DTREE & 24z 349 [10.1247.28——— 58.8
Whbhd 8 AL EOEENS A 25—29 | 257 8.3817.21j * 45.5
T b EROE VB IO ERED 30—34 | 90 | 8.27+6.12 T 46.7
Z I LD S o7z (Table 35-39| o1 | 6872673 — | | 39.6
T 40—44| 80 | 6.58%5.97 — 35.0

W A v F I~V A DIEETE 46= 80 | 6.88%6.74 — 31.3
(GHQ7HELUTF) L FAEme Total | 947 | 8.58+7.05 47.7
(GHQ 8 sl k) 12431, MBI * :p<0.05

GHQ : The 30-items General Health Questionnaire in the Japanese

2 & % Burnout D& B LS
T A EHOSATREARL
# L7z (Table 8). tH=izxtd
L ER TR TR

Table §.

Version.

Comparison between mentally healthy and emotion-

ally stressed groups on burnout score and job perception

H~Fl B85 P BENEE Healthy group(GHQ= 7) |Unhealthy group{GHQ= 8)| t Test
E< (p<0.05), F24845°F3 E Eimre izgig? :9‘1’:—2322 :
score it Yo muil BN P ol

ZET Ifl‘ & o

BsP FS %"t‘h‘b’fﬂ"’t o< § DP score 0.99+0.84 < 1.39+1.05 ¥

0.05). Burnout & & T i PA 7 [BI score 10.67+1.85 < 12.13+2.04 "

BESRERTE < (p<0.05), F1 score 0.47+0.46 > 0.18+0.52 £

EE #25% DP & 45% Bl 8513 7 |F2 score — 0.21+0.63 < 0.16+0.65 *

ﬁﬁﬁlxﬁ%ﬁ'@%ﬁ)ot (p< g F3 score 0.77+0.74 < 1.01+0.67 *

0.05) F4 score 0.14%£0.56 > — 0.25+0.62 *
ik N F5 score 0.25+0.69 < 0.49+0.65 *
B) MREBDT IS5 LD n=495 n=452 p<0.05

HegBECHIIE#MED Data presented are mean+standared deviation.
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BugEvrok (p<0.05) (Fig. 1).

Wiz, 277 A2X 25 8HEAE E Burnout
OEBEEDOHBE%2A5 - MBIO PABAL
TEG ® A BEOHENREHE L (r=0.491),
WT MBI D PA #F5k FCES(r=0.437) ,
NP 5E (r=0.414) THo 7. RiCEDP 21D
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