

[image: image1]
Analysis of burnout and its influencing factors among prison police












	
	TYPE Original Research
PUBLISHED 13 September 2022
DOI 10.3389/fpubh.2022.891745






Analysis of burnout and its influencing factors among prison police

Jin Gao, Xinyang Du and Qing Gao*

School of Humanities and Laws, Northeastern University, Shenyang, China

[image: image2]

OPEN ACCESS

EDITED BY
Biagio Solarino, University of Bari Aldo Moro, Italy

REVIEWED BY
Paicheng Liu, Southwestern University of Finance and Economics, China
 Dragan Mijakoski, Institute of Occupational Health of RNM, North Macedonia

*CORRESPONDENCE
 Qing Gao, 2100025@stu.neu.edu.cn

SPECIALTY SECTION
 This article was submitted to Occupational Health and Safety, a section of the journal Frontiers in Public Health

RECEIVED 08 March 2022
 ACCEPTED 26 August 2022
 PUBLISHED 13 September 2022

CITATION
 Gao J, Du X and Gao Q (2022) Analysis of burnout and its influencing factors among prison police. Front. Public Health 10:891745. doi: 10.3389/fpubh.2022.891745

COPYRIGHT
 © 2022 Gao, Du and Gao. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.



Background: Burnout among prison police is an occupational health issue in the field of public health. Although burnout has been a hot issue for decades, there has not been a focus on the specific group of prison police. This study explores the burnout status and its influencing factors among prison police.

Methods: The Maslach Burnout Questionnaire—General Survey (MBI-GS) was used to conduct a questionnaire survey among 1,024 prison police.

Results: It indicates that emotional exhaustion, negative detachment, and self-efficacy were the most significant dimensions of the burnout among prison police officers. The results of multiple linear regression analysis showed that gender (−0.201, P = 8.8958E-11 <0.05), workload (−0.441, P = 1.6287E-9 <0.05), whether they have direct contact with supervisory subjects (−0.394, P = 2.1449E-39 <0.05), and a sense of organizational support (−0.298, P = 3.7182E-7 <0.05) were risk factors for burnout in prison police.

Conclusions: Burnout among prison officers can be reduced through preferential treatment of prison police, sound organizational mechanisms, and self-improvement of prison police.
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Introduction


Background of burnout in prison police

Prison police are responsible for execution of penalties, managing prisons according to the law, punishing and reforming criminals, preventing and reducing crimes, and maintaining social stability, which is the fundamental guarantee for the development of prison undertakings (1). From the perspective of group mental health, compared with other professions, prison police are subject to more work pressure, misunderstanding, risk, and unforeseen emergencies (2, 3). Long-term, high-pressure work tends to cause different degrees of burnout among prison police, which is not only detrimental to their physical and mental health, but also to their work efficiency and quality as well as the results of offender rehabilitation (4). At present, there are relatively few studies on burnout in prison police; most of the studies on burnout focus on bank employees, health care workers, and teachers (5, 6). Therefore, we focused on studying burnout in prison police, which would expand and enrich the research in the field of burnout, specifically in prison police. Based on available literature, we investigated and analyzed the current burnout situation among prison police by using a widely accepted theory and a fine-tuned burnout measurement questionnaire suitable for prison police, and conducted statistical analyses of the obtained data. The research question of this paper is: which factors affect job burnout of prison police, what is the influence degree of each factor, and what actions should be taken to avoid job burnout of prison police? This study takes prison police burnout as the research target vehicle to achieve the purpose of practical exploration of special occupational public hygiene health.

Burnout of prison officers may be influenced not only by individual characteristics, occupational stress, and perceptions about the organization, but also by overarching factors that reflect the characteristics of the prison environment. Studying burnout among prison officers is beneficial for them to work in healthier and lower security risk conditions (7). The study is not only related to the physical and mental health of prison police, but also to their stability as a team and the maintenance of social order in prison system. By studying the current situation and the influencing factors of burnout of prison police, we can further improve their efficiency, propose countermeasures to cope with the burnout, and help eliminate the negative effects of burnout on them. This study provides constructive references for improving the psychological health of prison police, reducing burnout, and improving work efficiency.

The significance of this study is that it focuses on the factors influencing burnout in a specialized group of people, the prison police officers. Due to the nature of prison police work, the subjects they work with are complex and socially harmful, the work environment is relatively closed, the work content is boring, and the working hours are long and stressful. Therefore, prison police officers are more prone to burnout than ordinary police officers or people in other occupations. The study also analyzes demographic influences and is more informative in terms of self-imposed content (8). Furthermore, it fine-tunes the Maslach Burnout Inventory—General Survey (MBI-GS) scale on the basis of existing literature on the influencing factors of burnout. It prepares a burnout questionnaire more suitable for the actual work situation of prison police officers by combining existing literature and the results of analysis of survey data using the theories related to burnout and empirical surveys. The current situation of burnout and its influencing factors for prison police was investigated from all aspects. The study revealed the pattern of burnout among prison police officers, and proposed countermeasures and suggestions, which provided a reference for prison management. The data obtained in this study are real and valid, which expands the research field of burnout and provides reference for future research on burnout of prison police.



Review of occupational burnout literature

Burnout was first proposed by the American clinical psychologist Freudenberger (9). Maslach defined burnout in detail from a psychological perspective in terms of three dimensions: emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and low personal fulfillment (10). According to Pines and Aronson, burnout is a subjective experience that includes a state of physical, emotional and psychological exhaustion, caused by being in a state of prolonged emotional need, which generally comes from one's own expectations and stresses (11). These conditions can lead to negative effects on one's work and life. Leiter argues that burnout comes from the gap between personal expectations to achieve a professional role and the actual situation of the organizational structure, and that it is a manifestation of emotional exhaustion (12). Hobfoll argues that there are three main manifestations of burnout among workers: emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and a diminished sense of personal accomplishment (13). Moreover, studies have concluded that job stress has consistently increased among police officers in the last decade (14). Thus, burnout may be a long-term process of resource depletion and inadequate response to chronic work stress (15). Aljabr argues that identifying the demographic and occupational influencing factors of burnout during the COVID-19 pandemic helps plan psychological support strategies (16).

There are other issues that are relatively less studied, which directly lead to the increasingly low motivation and gradual loss of enthusiasm and vitality in work. Carbonneau and Vallerand found that in the face of heavy workload and work pressure, employees might feel physically and mentally exhausted due to the conflict between work and other activities in life; therefore, gradually lose interest in work, which could lead to burnout (17). Karasek proposed the Job Demand–Control model to study job stress (18). Another Job Demand–Control–Support model was also proposed, which provided a model for the broader perspective for study of burnout (19).

Yang pointed out that the level of burnout among prison police officers was highly related to their gender, age, income, marital status, time of joining the police, education level, and position (20). Morgan found that the effects of age and other demographics (e.g., gender, work experience, etc.) might contribute to prison officers' burnout (21). Kop found through a survey that prison police officers had a higher level of burnout compared to other professions in the Netherlands, and the main factors leading to this were lack of rapport with offenders and less communication with family and friends, which to some extent could affect the regularity and rationality of prison police enforcement (22). Martin and other scholars found that burnout among police was strongly related to citizens' lack of understanding and rough resistance to police enforcement (23). Among a range of police stressors, work-family conflict was a significant predictor of turnover, while burnout mediated the relationship between stressors and turnover intentions, while job satisfaction did not (24). Moderated mediation analysis showed that high job demands were indirectly related to high CWB, with job burnout acting as the mediator (25). Beata examined the relationship between prison police officers' emotions at work and burnout through an analytical study, and found that prison officers with a strong and positive work ethic were less likely to experience burnout (26).

By reviewing the literature and comparing the causes, influencing factors, and measurement tools of burnout, a set of mature burnout scales had been formed through the design and modification of burnout scales (27, 28). Research on burnout among prison police can be traced back to the 1980 s, and scholars have put forward many research-worthy views on the causes and countermeasures of burnout (29–31).

The existing literature has not paid sufficient attention to the factors influencing burnout among prison officers and has not established a framework for comprehensive analysis (32, 33). In this study, a lot of importance has been given in reviewing the existing literature (a). The theories established in existing research have been adopted and improved upon by this study. Its novelty lies in that it explores the critical topic of burnout at the workplace of a specific group of people—prison police officers. (b) The study contributes to existing literature by enriching it based on the analyses of the survey responses.

The hypotheses of this study are: (a) workload, work environment, and contact with criminals have an effect on burnout; (b) unfair treatment and lack of promotion may deepen burnout; (c) little personal time and lack of socialization affect burnout. Through empirical study, the main influencing factors and dimensions of burnout caused by different individual characteristics of prison police officers are identified and their causes are analyzed (34). This study provides a theoretical basis for the improvement of burnout among prison police through data analysis (26).




Materials and methods


Sample selection

This study was conducted after obtaining consent from superiors. Also participation in the survey was voluntary and anonymous for prison officers, and formal consent was obtained in all individual participants included in the study. This study took the prison police as the research subject, and focused on the current situation and influencing factors of burnout among prison police in Liaoning Province, China. A survey on burnout status and its influencing factors was conducted by randomly distributing electronic questionnaires within the prison police system in Liaoning Province, China, through the WeChat platform. In this study, data were collected by distributing an online questionnaire, and a total of 1,081 prison officers answered the questionnaire, and after excluding the unqualified questionnaires, a total of 1,024 prison officers were obtained, with a effective response rate of 94.8%. The samples with incomplete answers or those that did not match the content of the questions were excluded. The relationship between gender, marital status, age, years of work, mode of joining the police, Positions, education level, monthly income, contact with criminals, and overtime duty among the demographic variables and burnout was examined. Among those surveyed, 67.77% were male and 32.23% were female prison officers. The higher number of male prison officers was due to the special nature of prison work. This is consistent with the current situation of prison police in Liaoning Province, China. Overall, the demographics of the sample in this survey are consistent with the actual situation of prison police and the results of the survey are reliable. See Appendix 1 (Table A) for the sample demographics.



Methods
 
Population, study design, and study procedures

The study focused on the current situation and influencing factors of burnout among prison police in Liaoning Province, China. Therefore, a questionnaire assessing the factors influencing burnout in previous police was prepared. To do so, previous literature on the factors influencing burnout by domestic and scholars was combined, and the MBI-GS scale was fine-tuned according to the current actual situation of prison police. A total of 1,024 valid responses were received after preliminary screening and elimination of the unqualified ones. The required data were compiled and statistically analyzed using SPSS software, providing an important basis for the subsequent analysis.

The MBI-GS was used as the theoretical basis to conduct pre-interviews with 1,024 prison officers (35). The original questionnaire was combined with the actual situation of the prison officers to form the Burnout Questionnaire for Prison Police. Informed consent was obtained from the participants. The questionnaire comprised the three sections indicated below.



Demographic information

Demographic information included gender, marital status, age, years of service, mode of entry, Positions, education level, personal monthly income, situation of whether direct contact the of supervision during supervision, and current overtime or night shifts at work.



Burnout scale

This section included 20 questions involving the three dimensions of emotional exhaustion (questions 1–5), negative detachment (questions 6–12), and self-efficacy (questions 13–20). The questionnaire was rated on a 5-point Likert scale, with 0 indicating never and 4 indicating every day or more, and the higher the score the higher the burnout.



Burnout influencing factors

The Burnout Influencing Factors questionnaire on the factors influencing burnout in prison police consisted of 8 questions, of which questions 1–3 were on work level, 4–6 were on organizational level, and 7 and 8 were on personal level (36, 37). See Appendix 1 (Table B) for specific questionnaire content.




Statistical analysis

Statistical analysis allows for adjustment for repeated measures (38). It consisted of a descriptive and inferential analysis resulting in better burnout measurement results (39). IBM SPSS version 23.0 was used for statistical analyses. First, one-way descriptive statistical analysis, t-test, and variance test were conducted. Then, multiple linear regression analysis was performed for the study of influencing factors, with response variables of emotional exhaustion, negative detachment, and self-efficacy scores and total burnout scores. Dummy variables were set for unordered multi-categorical independent variables (such as interpersonal relationships, workload, work environment, and promotion).The dependent variable analyzed is a single composite measure of burnout. The reason is that the separate burnout dimensions can hardly comprehensively reflect individual prison officers' degree of burnout. Moreover, there was an inaccuracy in measuring with separate burnout dimensions, with some individuals scoring 0 on the separate burnout dimension score items. The composite measure of burnout contains the three dimensions of emotional exhaustion, negative detachment, and self-efficacy, and also integrates demographic information. In addition, we conducted model calculations with a composite measure of burnout (total burnout score) as the dependent variable.




Results


Quality analysis of the survey questionnaire
 
Reliability analysis

There were 20 items in this questionnaire to examine the burnout situation among prison officers, among which questions 1–12 and 13–20 were positive and negative option questions, respectively. There were 8 questions to investigate the influencing factors of burnout on prison officers, of which the first and third were reverse-option questions. All 28 questions were answered on a five-point Likert scale. In order to better measure the reliability of this questionnaire, the reverse-option questions were modified into positive-option questions.

In this study, reliability of the questions in each dimension of the questionnaire was analyzed for 1,024 responses. The results of the analysis are shown in Table 1. From Table 1, we can see that the reliability of each dimension is above 0.7 except for the personal dimension, which has only 2 questions and a reliability coefficient of 0.580 which is close to 0.6. This indicates that the questions of all dimensions, including the personal dimension, have good reliability and reflect the true extent of this questionnaire. The overall reliability of this questionnaire is 0.953, which indicates that the overall questionnaire has high reliability and stability, and truly reflects the consistency of measurement.


TABLE 1 Cronbach's Alpha coefficients for subscales and total scales.
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Validity analysis

Validity analysis was conducted to test the construct validity, which tested whether the actual questionnaire structure was consistent with the expected structure. In this study, whether the index settings of the six-part variables were standard was tested. Construct validity is usually considered an effective way to evaluate validity. The results of factor analysis show that the test statistic of Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) is 0.952 (Table 2). According to the metric of factor analysis, a value of 0.9 or more indicates a good fit (40). Therefore, the data in this case was suitable for factor analysis. Bartlett's sphericity test chi-square value was 22,839,776, corresponding to a p-value of 0.000, indicating that the current data were used after doing factor analysis. A total of six factors were extracted and the cumulative variance contribution rate was 74.677%, which far exceeded the criterion of 50% of the cumulative variance contribution rate of the extracted factors (Table 3). This coincided with the index system constructed by the questionnaire.


TABLE 2 KMO and Bartlett's test of the scale.
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TABLE 3 Eigenvalues, contribution rates, and cumulative contribution rates of each factor.

[image: Table 3]




Situation of burnout and its influencing factors
 
Descriptive analysis of the current situation of burnout among prison police

The percentage of people with high burnout in each dimension can be seen in Table 4. It can be seen that many prison officers showed high levels of burnout in the three dimensions of emotional exhaustion, negative detachment, and self-efficacy, with the highest number of people in negative detachment, followed by emotional exhaustion and self-efficacy.Based on the data shown in Table 4 combined with statistical analysis results, we obtained the overall situation of burnout among prison police.


TABLE 4 Number of highly job burnout in various dimensions.

[image: Table 4]

The scores were calculated according to a 5-point Likert scale, and higher the score, the higher the degree of burnout, with 1–5, 6–11, and 12–20 being the emotional detachment, negative detachment, and self-efficacy dimensions, respectively. The value of one-third of the total score was used as the threshold value to divide them into three levels: high, moderate, and low degree burnout. It indicated that the Negative detachment dimension best highlighted a high level of burnout among prison officers, while more prison officers are at moderate levels of burnout.



Differential analysis of factors influencing burnout among prison police

The differences between male and female officers in the self-efficacy dimension were not statistically significant; the differences in work years, interpersonal relationships, workload, work environment, whether direct contact the of supervision during supervision, sense of organizational fairness, sense of organizational support, and promotion were statistically significant in each dimension. Very bad interpersonal relationships were more likely to produce burnout; workload of ‘very tired and bored' were more likely to result in all dimensions of burnout; work environment of ‘very bad' was more likely to result in emotional exhaustion; and whether direct contact the of supervision during supervision was more likely to lead to emotional exhaustion and negative detachment (Table 5).


TABLE 5 Single-factor analysis of burnout among prison police.
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Analysis of influencing factors
 
Correlation analysis

This study used a single composite measure of burnout in the correlation analysis. Correlation analysis was conducted using eight influencing factors at the work, organizational, and individual levels, to examine the correlation between the three levels and the overall burnout status. Therefore, the total burnout score was used as a single composite measure of burnout. We used bivariate analysis to evaluate the correlation between eight questions in the three influencing factors (Table 6). Correlation coefficients of the eight questions were workload: −0.539 (p = 3.495E-78), work environment: 0.341 (p = 3.1572E-29), sense of rejection: −0.489 (p = 1.4965E-62), sense of fairness: 0.273 (p = 5.6024E-19), number of reunions: 0.124 (p = 0.000069), treatment/promotion: 0.350 (p = 6.6688E-31), interpersonal relationship: 0.157 (p = 4.3863E-7), and physical condition: 0.460 (p = 1.0084E-54), which had upper significant correlations at the 0.01 (two-sided) level. Table 7 reveals that the absolute value of Pearson's coefficient of correlation for workload was the largest, which indicated that workload had the strongest correlation with burnout, followed by the physical condition and sense of rejection.


TABLE 6 Correlation analysis of influencing factors and burnout.

[image: Table 6]


TABLE 7 Multiple linear regression analysis of three dimensions of burnout among prison officers.

[image: Table 7]



Multiple linear regression analysis

Table 7 shows that the adjusted R-square reached 72.8%, thus indicating that 72.8% of the change in the burnout level could be explained by the independent variables. The adjusted R-square value >50% indicated that this data had research significance. Furthermore, a Durbin-Watson value of 1.678, which was closer to 2, revealed that this model had better independence in the sample data. P = 0.000 denotes that at least one of the independent variables in this study can significantly affect the dependent variable, burnout. To further determine the independent variables, it is necessary to analyze the coefficient table. As can be seen, P = 0.000 for the work, organizational, and personal levels suggests that these factors can significantly affect the degree of burnout. All of the control variables can significantly affect the dependent variable, burnout, thereby further illustrating the necessity of including control variables in this model. The coefficients of influence of work level, organizational level, and personal level on burnout are 0.076, 0.507, and 0.422, respectively; all of which are >0 indicating that organizational, job, and personal factors have a significant positive influence on burnout.

The total score of the three dimensions of burnout was used as the dependent variable, each factor was selected as an independent variable, and dummy variables were set for the independent variables with two or more groups. Each reference group was selected for multiple linear pre-regression, and variables with multiple covariances were excluded (Table 8). The results showed that gender, years of work experience, workload, direct contact with the criminals during supervision, and sense of organizational support did not have multiple covariances and could be included in the final multiple linear analysis models. The regression results showed that: there was a significant correlation between gender and burnout and the burnout of women was less than that of men; there was no significant correlation between years of work and burnout (P = 0.136); there was a significant correlation between workload and burnout and the burnout of those who were “very tired” was significantly higher than that of those who were “more tired and relaxed” at work; there was a significant correlation between having whether direct contact the of supervision during supervision and burnout and burnout was higher among prison officers with whether direct contact the of supervision during supervision; there was a significant correlation between organizational support and burnout was higher among those with “very little” group building activities than those with “very much and more” group building activities.


TABLE 8 Multiple linear regression analysis of specific factors influencing burnout among prison officers.
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Discussion

Burnout among police has been increasingly receiving academic attention. Existing studies have explored ways to alleviate the burnout from the perspective of work-family conflict and de-escalation (41). Studies have pointed out that emotional labor and value dissonance increase the level of burnout (42). In addition to the Maslach Burnout Questionnaire used in this study, the Granada Burnout Questionnaire, pretested self-administered questionnaire (SAQ), and the SBI (Spanish Burnout Inventory) questionnaire have been utilized in different studies to evaluate burnout among police (43–45). Prison police officers are engaged in the long-term monotonous and boring work of reforming criminals where it is difficult to receive immediate results, which inevitably leads to a high level of burnout among the officers (46). This study shows that the burnout of prison police is high and there are different levels of burnout in three dimensions: emotional exhaustion, negative detachment, and self-efficacy. Moreover, the results of multiple linear regression analysis show that gender, workload, whether direct contact with the object of supervision, and sense of organizational support significantly affect the degree of burnout and the influencing factors can be categorized into three levels: work, organizational and personal.

Analysis of the influencing factors of burnout shows that workload, work environment, and direct contact with criminals have a great influence on the level of burnout. Possible reasons for this are that prison police generally have long working hours and a heavy workload, and those who have direct contact with the object of supervision have a heavier workload. Prison police work in an environment which is isolated from the world by high walls and power grids. Many prisons are engaged in garment production and processing work, which results in a lot of dust and particles in the air, which can easily have an impact on the health of prison police. Prison officers also face risks in law enforcement, such as escapes and physical assaults. Frequent contact with criminals also makes the officers susceptible to the influence of negative thinking about criminals, which makes them bear a huge psychological pressure easily leading to burnout. Wickramasinghe pointed out that the greater the workload, the higher the degree of burnout of prison officers (47). Excessive work pressure on prison police officers leads to longer working hours, higher workload, and greater work intensity. They face a more closed work environment, the work content is boring, the atmosphere is dull and monotonous, and the number of psychological and behavioral abnormalities in criminals is high. The greater the workload, the higher the burnout of prison police who feel very tired and bored (48). The study shows that the level of burnout is higher for prison officers who have direct contact with the object of supervision. The reason for this is that prison officers who have direct contact with the object of supervision have long working hours, high pressure, often work overtime, and cannot take care of their families, which makes them seriously question the value and meaning of their work. Whereas, prison officers who have indirect contact with the object of supervision have relatively short working hours and their work is relatively easy (3).

Analysis of the influencing factors at the organizational level shows that many prison police officers believe that there is inequity in treatment and job promotion at their workplace. The possible reason is that some prison police officers believe that there is not much correlation between workload and pay and that their salary is unaffected by the amount of work they do (33). The workload is heavy, but there is little time for rest. There are also many prison police officers who are not satisfied with the promotion. They are not satisfied with the promotions they receive at work, there are no opportunities for promotion or they do not receive enough extra compensation after promotion, etc. All these impact on their motivation at work by varying degrees and this negative work attitude can easily lead to burnout (49). The sense of support at the organizational level, i.e., whether the unit often organizes group building activities, etc., also affects the degree of burnout. The first dimension of burnout of prison officers is emotional exhaustion, i.e., they are not energetic and enthusiastic at work and often feel that they are in a tired state. If the prison regularly organizes group building activities to make everyone happy physically and mentally, work efficiency will improve (50). The second dimension is negative detachment, which results in individuals distancing themselves from work and adopting a negative and indifferent attitude toward it. If prisons improve their incentive structures and assessment systems for the officers, their attitude toward work will be more positive, they will also has something to do with recognizing their abilities and using them in the workplace and improve their sense of self-achievement. This idea is similar to previous studies that indicate that police burnout is associated with negative emotions and also indicate post-traumatic stress disorder as a factor (3).

From the analysis of influencing factors at the personal level, we can see that due to a heavy workload, frequent overtime, and night duty, prison police do not have days off and holidays. When their friends, engaged in other jobs, use weekends to gather and go on trips, prison police may be busy at their work and do not have much time to communicate with friends and family. The only people they come in contact with at work are colleagues and criminals, making their social circle narrow. Heavy workload and psychological stress can easily affect the physical and mental health of prison officers which in turn affects their burnout level. At the same time, there is more burnout among men than among women prison police, probably because only two women's prisons were investigated and female officers in men's prisons are not allowed to come in contact with the object of supervision. Therefore, there are far fewer female prison police than their male counterparts, and most female officers are engaged in work that does not involve direct contact with the object of supervision. So, their work pressure is low, and they work less overtime and fewer night shifts, which greatly reduces burnout. Li and Liu pointed out that burnout among prison officers was influenced by gender and was significantly higher among male officers (51). Veljković also pointed out that burnout of prison police was affected by gender, age, etc. (6). All of these are consistent with the findings of this investigation.

The Pearson correlation coefficient of the number of reunions had the smallest absolute value, thus indicating that the number of reunions had the weakest correlation with burnout. Therefore, in the future improvement of burnout among prison police officers, priority should be given to factors such as workload, physical condition, sense of rejection, treatment promotion, and work environment. Furthermore, secondary consideration should be given to factors such as sense of fairness, interpersonal relationships, and the number of reunion building. The significance (two-sided) for each factor was correlated at 0.01 level. It indicates that eight aspects, including work level, organization level and personal level, are significantly correlated with burnout, while workload and exclusion are significantly negatively correlated with burnout (The reason for the negative correlation is related to the presence of reverse scoring in the Likert scale: in workload, a score of 1 was assigned for very tired and bored and a score of 5 for very relaxed; in sense of rejection, a score of 1 was assigned for very strong repulsion and a score of 5 for no repulsion). Previous research has shown that personal factors such as experiencing victimization and greater job demands were associated with more stress for prison officers (7).Task-oriented coping was positively associated with personal achievement. Social support at work is negatively associated with emotional exhaustion (52). The difference between our study and previous research correlations is due to the assigned scores, but the findings are the same: the more fatigued the work (Lower the score), the stronger the burnout; the stronger the exclusion (Lower the score), the more pronounced the burnout.



Conclusions

Prison police are an important part of society, especially as they are responsible for maintaining the law and order and social stability. Because of the unique nature of their job, prison police are prone to high levels of burnout which affects their physical and mental health, and makes them less motivated and efficient at work. This study explores the current state of burnout among prison police through a survey using a well-established questionnaire. The findings point out the dimensions and influencing factors of burnout in prison police. The study also provides recommendations based on the findings to improve this. Hence, the study is relevant and its contributions are significant. Through the above analysis at the personal, work, and organizational levels, it is found that the burnout of prison officers should be reduced through preferential treatment of prison officers, sound organizational mechanisms, and self-improvement of prison officers.


Preferential treatment

At the work level, prisons should, according to the actual situation, establish a work and rest system suitable for front-line prison officers and an economic compensation system for their overtime, pay real attention to their health and work situation, solve their difficulties in time, and reduce the negative impact resulting from prison work, so that the officers feel that their organization cares for them and will work with enthusiasm, thus improving work efficiency. It has been found that the difference between contributions and rewards observed in the workplace had a significant impact on burnout among prison officers (53).



Sound organizational mechanism

At the organizational level, first, a fair and reasonable selection and promotion system should be established. This can not only effectively motivate all types of personnel to make best use of their talents, but also promote better development of the prison. Second, the performance evaluation mechanism should be fair and effective. The different positions and duties of prison police should be analyzed, a scientific and reasonable performance assessment mechanism should be formulated, regular assessments of the performance should be conducted, and the scope of responsibility and the amount of duties of each prison police official should be clarified. At the same time, a performance assessment supervision mechanism should be established to ensure that the performance assessment is fair, just, and open. Conducting performance appraisals for different positions and posts can be an important basis for the promotion and adjustment of prison police positions, and can be useful in designing policies and programs in support of recruitment and management training, and police counseling services (54).



Self-improvement

At the personal level, long-term accumulation of bad emotions has a negative impact on people's physical and mental health so that people's physical immunity decreases, work motivation reduces and, in serious cases, physical or psychological problems may occur. When a person is in a bad mood, finding someone to talk to can help to reduce the bad mood and relieve psychological pressure. Prison police should participate in more physical health activities after work (55), cultivate the interest of life while improving their attitude toward life, maintain work-life balance, and strive to create a harmonious family atmosphere, practice introspection (where you work to understand yourself), secure and perform work they enjoy, learn to find pleasure in ordinary work, and maintain a positive attitude to work. This will help address the contemporary challenges of police work and develop psychological skills (56).



Limitations of the study

This study has some limitations. First, it only demonstrates the burnout status and its influencing factors among prison police at present, and it is difficult to monitor past and future dynamic changes. In terms of sample selection, this study only investigated prison police in Liaoning Province, China, and their burnout status may not be the same in other regions of China, so the conclusions may not be suitable for generalization. Second, the questionnaire used in the study is, to some extent, influenced by individual perceptions and the local social environment, and inferences about the causal relationships between variables need to be strengthened in the future. It is expected that a combination of quasi-experimental and value-based research will be used to track the long-term process of dynamic changes in burnout among prison police officers, to more clearly show the developmental process and causal mechanisms of burnout.
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