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Abstract: [ Objective ] To explore the association between job burnout and presenteeism induced health related
productivity loss among medical staff. [ Methods ] A cross-sectional survey was conducted among medical staff who were
stratified selected from 8 tertiary hospitals registered to the medical union of Shanghai Municipal Health Bureau. Maslach Burnout
Inventory-General Survey (MBI-GS) and Stanford Presenteeism Scale (SPS-6) were used to assess job burnout and presenteeism
induced health related productivity loss, respectively. [ Results ] Of the 2313 valid MBI-GS questionnaires that provided
complete information about job burnout, 74.2% respondents were assessed as suffering from job burnout, and the rate was 73.2% for
the doctors and 84.0% for the nurses. The mean score of SPS-6 was 15.24 + 3.89. Significant differences in presenteeism induced
health related productivity loss were found among medical staff categorized by age, occupations, working years, professional titles,
staff establishment, shift work, emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, personal accomplishment, and job burnout (P <0.05);
but the differences were not observed among different gender and education groups (P> 0.05). The results of logistic regression
analysis showed an association between job burnout and presenteeism induced health related productivity loss after adjusted by
socioeconomic status and job category, which indicated that the association did not vary by socioeconomic status and job category.
[ Conclusion | There may exist a strong association between job burnout and presentieem induced health related productivity loss
among medical staff. With the increase of job burnout, more health related productivity loss induced by presenteeism occur.
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Table 1 Analysis on the association between individual characteristics and presenteeism induced health related productivity loss

T
FEAATE Pleiﬁi:tffiﬁn%l’({uij h?:;lth ﬁﬁ—ﬁ
A2z Sample related productivity loss Statistics
Variables
foil%5 mmmp%> % H(%)" 2(P) B z(P)
n Proportion High Rate Trend Z
PE5 ( Gender ) 1.464 —
5 ( Male ) 677 27.6 347 53.6 (0.226)
4 ( Female ) 1772 72.4 964 56.4
AERE (Age, years ) 23.016 4.286
<30 830 33.9 478 59.2 (<0.001) (<0.001)
31~ 854 34.9 478 58.2
41~ 534 21.8 256 49.8
Sil= 228 9.3 95 45.0
)31 ( Education ) 8.884 —
{4t ( Medicine Doctor ) 214 8.7 118 56.2 (0.064)
fifit: ( Master of Science ) 354 14.5 195 56.7
AF} ( Bachelor of medicine ) 732 29.9 378 53.2
K% (Higher national diploma ) 824 33.6 466 59.2
1% J2 AF ( Under higher national diploma ) 325 133 155 50.8
12 ( Occupation ) 72.385 —
[ 4= ( Doctor ) 735 30.0 414 57.9 (<0.001)
1t (Nurse ) 1075 43.9 649 625
P4 ( Medical technician ) 304 12.4 122 41.8
B H 5 ) ( Administrative and support staff ) 335 13.7 126 40.6
T4 ( Working years, years ) 30.793 3.742
<5 661 27.0 363 56.5 (<0.001) (<0.001)
6~ 454 18.5 281 64.0
11~ 734 29.9 401 56.6
21~ 428 17.5 196 482
30~ 174 7.1 70 44.0
THFR ( Professional titles ) 8.135 -1.325
Bl & ) _F ( Sub-senior and above ) 324 13.4 173 54.6 (0.043) (0.093)
12 ( Medium-grade ) 652 27.1 325 52.3
W% (Junior ) 1298 53.9 730 58.2
JGHHR ( None ) 135 5.6 62 49.6
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FAEAE Rt ample related productivity loss Statistics
Variables
% Mﬁitt('%) F'} R(%)" 2(P) B z(P)
n Proportion High Rate Trend Z
Zhiilill ( Staff establishment ) 6.132 —
TE4 ( Yes ) 1856 78.0 958 54.0 (0.013)
AAEG (No ) 525 22.0 310 60.2
B PF ( Shift work ) 34.329 —
S (Yes) 1176 51.8 703 61.9 (<0.001)
7 (No) 1265 482 605 49.9
1% 2#E3% ( Emotional exhaustion ) 242.647 -15.363
% (Low) 783 329 258 34.0 (<0.001) (<0.001)
1 ( Medium ) 781 32.8 452 59.0
7 (High ) 817 343 570 73.0
A&7 ( Depersonalization ) 306.406 -17.502
ik (Low) 718 30.2 221 31.8 (<0.001) (<0.001)
&1 ( Medium ) 816 343 430 54.1
/& (High) 843 35.5 624 76.8
AN NG ( Personal accomplishment ) 115.268 -10.596
i (Low) 920 38.8 395 44.1 (<0.001) (<0.001)
1 ( Medium ) 775 32.7 412 55.0
4 ( High ) 676 28.5 469 71.5
TR 8. ( Job burnout ) 296.385 -17.144
J(No) 596 25.8 162 27.7 (<0.001) (<0.001)
52 (Slight or moderate ) 1371 59.2 812 60.1
)% (High) 346 15.0 271 82.9

[FE ] B FXERREEE F T, HEZ S L ERABR S AR ABH T T2 — 3 (The denominator of the rate does not equal to the sample size due

to data missing ).
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" e ., W R e s .. -
BH s PR iy g PRI G g s meer s kst zi
Parameters Valid values S8 Means + SD R p - Median P Pee Z values of K-S test
values maximization means

5 R

iR ﬁ‘% . 2381 75 2.88 £ 1.55 2.90 2.80 2.20 3.60 2.64 <0.001
Emotional exhaustion
i L 2377 79 2.06 £ 1.63 2.07 2.00 1.00 2.75 5.02 <0.001
Depersonalization

PR 2371 85 412:1.14 413 417 3.67 467 361 <0.001
Personal accomplishment

PO S
BULFER 853 2313 143 234+ 1.11 2.34 2.33 1.78 2.80 1.71 0.006
Job burnout
WPl 80 T e i A ™ 240

W41
gy 2362 94 15.24 +3.89 15.25 15.00 14.00 17.00 4.73 <0.001

Mean score of presenteeism induced
health related productivity loss

[ £ ] £°=39.40, P=0.075,
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Table 3 Logistic regression analysis on job burnout and presenteeism induced health related productivity loss

FET 1 ( Model 1)

HE7 2 ( Model 2)

U8 3( Model 3) LB 4( Model 4)

45 5E ( Variables )

Wald?(P)  OR  95%CI Wald 2(P)

OR 95%CI1 Wald *(P) OR 95%CI1 Wald (P) OR 95%CI

P58 ( Job burnout )
9 ( Slight or moderate )
= (High )

P51 ( Gender )

166.68(<0.001) 4.04 3.27~4.99

L (Female ) = = = 0.32(0.57)
AEIE (Age, years )

31~ — — — 0.36(0.55)

41~ — — — 2.62(0.11)

51~ — — — 1.35(0.81)

2£J4j ( Education )
[#i-1- ( Medicine doctor ) — = — _
fifit- ( Master of science ) = — = _
B} ( Bachelor of medicine ) — — — —
K% ( Higher national diploma ) — = — =
AR ( Professional titles )
Al 5 LI ( Sub-senior and above ) — — — —
112 ( Medium-grade ) — — — _
W94 (Junior ) — — — _
Fiitlil ( Staff establishment )
A it ( Yes ) — = - _
112 ( Occupation )
&£ ( Doctor ) — — — _
11 (Nurse ) — — — _
PE4 ( Medical technician ) — — — —

T4 ( Working years, years )

156.38(<0.001 ) 3.95 3.18~4.90

144.85(<0.001) 3.93 3.14~4.91 128.11(<0.001) 3.75 2.98~4.71

213.43(<0.001) 12.61 8.97~17.71 203.42(<0.001) 12.29 8.71~17.35 195.56(<0.001) 12.48 8.76~17.78 173.03(<0.001 ) 11.49 7.99~16.53

0.94 0.76~1.16 0.01(0.92) 0.99 0.79~1.24 0.84(0.36) 0.89 0.69~1.14
0.94 0.76~1.16 0.45(0.50 ) 0.91 0.69~1.20 0.02(0.88) 0.97 0.67~1.41
0.82 0.64~1.04 3.17(0.075) 0.73 0.52~1.03 0.02(0.89) 0.97 0.59~1.58
0.81 0.57~1.16 0.54(0.46 ) 0.84 0.54~1.32 1.12(0.29) 1.44 0.73~2.83

0.50(0.48 ) 1.20 0.73~1.98 0.10(0.75) 1.09 0.63~1.91

0.13(0.72) 108 0.71~1.64 0.06(0.81)  1.06 0.65~1.75
0.001(0.98)  0.99 0.70~1.42 0.02(0.88)  1.03 0.71~1.51
1.10€0.29) 1.20 0.86~1.67 0.65(0.42) 1.15 0.82~1.62
8.01(0.005) 234 1.30~4.20 5.46(0.019) 2.09 1.13~3.87
3.62(0.057) 1.63 0.99~2.69 230(0.13)  1.49 0.89~2.51
3.92(0.048) 156 1.00~2.41 232(142) 142 091~2.22

1.80(0.18) 0.83 0.63~1.09 1.92(0.17) 0.82 0.62~1.09
1.56(0.21) 1.28 0.87~1.89
5.36(0.02) 1.54 1.07~2.21
0.07(0.79) 0.95 0.65~1.39

6 _ _ — — — — — — — 2.03(127) 127 091~1.76
1~ _ — — = — — — — — 0.001(0.98)  1.01 0.67~1.52
21~ — — — = — — — — — 0.73(0.39)  0.80 0.47~1.34
30~ _ _ — — = — — — — 1.46(0.23)  0.64 031~1.32

E1HE ( Shift work )

J2(Yes) — — — — — — — — — 0.01(0.93)  0.99 0.80~1.23
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