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Work engagement& Burnout

Work engagement and burnout of midwives, nurses and

obstetricians working in hospitals
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The mental health of staff working in maternity and labor wards has not been examined.
In this study, we aimed to examine the work engagement and burnout of staff midwives,
nurses, and obstetricians in maternity and labor wards.

We compared the work engagement and burnout score of staff midwives, nurses, and
obstetricians with the general workers. In addition, we compared the scores among three
professionals. Work engagement was assessed by using the Utrecht Work Engagement
Scale. Burnout was assessed by using the Maslach Burnout Inventory-General Survey. The
Ethical Committee of Health Sciences, Osaka University, approved the study.

The mental health of staff midwives and obstetricians were not so bad in comparison with
the general worker. However, staff nurses were more likely to be in burnout condition
than the general workers. Additionally, the mental health of staff nurses was worst among
three professions working in the labor and maternity ward.

In order to provide better care for pregnant women, we need to examine factors to

worsen the mental health of staff nurses in maternity and labor wards in the next study.
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Bhgfm, AR, FERHEM O Work engagement
BEER 1R L7z {677 (Vigor) TlEHERM O
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Work engagement Burnout

BAEERT(n=170)&— i 5 &)1 & (n=1967) BAERT(n=170)&— % F5 B E (n=6737)

t df pflE t df pfE
vigor 3.109  211.673 0.002 ** exhaustion 24329  181.994 0.016 *
dedication 7.2596 216.009 0.000 *x* cynicism 0.8842 180.744 0.378
absorption 0.6053  226.851 0.546 PE 0.3353  179.058 0.738
FEAM(n=59)& — MR FH B & (n=1967) FHHEAM(n=50)&— MR FHE)E (n=6737)

t df plE t df pfE
vigor 2.2187 63.89 0.030 * exhaustion 2.9057 58.895 0.005 **
dedication 0.6908 62.817 0.492 cynicism 2.7631 58.896 0.008 **
absorption 1.6826 63.753 0.097 PE 1.8707 58.86 0.066

EREAM(n=48)— &7 @& (n=1967)

t df pliE
vigor 2.9355 48.748 0.005 **
dedication 3.9873 49.603 0.000 **
absorption 1.9825 49.799 0.053

EFREAN(n=48)— & F & & (n=6737)

t df pfE
exhaustion 0.1418 47.691 0.888
cynicism 1.5229 47.662 0.134
PE 2.6342 47534 0.011 *

Welch#& 7 *p<0.05  **p<0.01
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**p=0.011

**P=0.003

**P=0.000

**p=0.011
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