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TITLE OF THE STUDY

Factors that Associated with Stress in Nursing Faculty in Thailand
Mr.Terdsak Namjarern, Bandit Thinkamrop <Others to be added> 
highest degree of education, Faculty of Public Health Khonkaen University
ABSTRACT

Background: Stress is the one of basic factors that cause performance decrease. In the role of nursing faculty there are many factors that can cause stress, Which may affect the quality of personal development into the health care system. However, previous studies have shown the stressful situation in registered Thai nurses but there were not found any study explored in an overall nursing faculty.
Objective: To determine factors that associate with stress in nursing faculty.
Methods: This study is part of the first wave survey of the Thai Nurse Cohort Study conducted in 2010 involving 18,765 nationally representative sample of RNs. Data collection was done via self-administered, mailed questionnaires. This paper included 554 nursing faculty who teach nursing in school of nursing either in public university or nursing colleges under ministry of public health. Nursing faculty who reported experiencing about job stress. Multiple linear regression was used for data analysis.
Results: Of the nursing faculty had been exposed to stress, either nursing faculty who start working with the nursing faculty position or start working with the other position. Nursing faculty who start working with the faculty position was reported with a frequency of 130 (23.5%) while that of the other was 424 (76.5%). Overall, the stress level of the nursing faculty had an average mean of 60.01 (SD=5.76, median=60, min=43, max=80). Factors that associated with any type of stress, presented as Mean difference and 95%CI, included duration of work (Quartile 4) (adj. mean diff = -1.30; 95 % CI: -2.96 to 0.36; p-value = 0.016), employment upon started working were non nursing faculty (adj. mean diff = 1.65; 95 % CI: 0.36- 2.94; p-value = 0.013), specialized training (no have specialized training for 4 month or longer) (adj. mean diff = 1.38; 95 % CI: 0.36 to 2.41; p-value = 0.008), not having been under contracted scholarship (adj. mean diff = 1.56; 95 % CI: 0.36 to 2.76; p-value = 0.011), have parenting burden (adj. mean diff = -2.37; 95 % CI: -3.84 to -0.90; p-value = 0.002), adequacy of income were adequate with saving (adj. mean diff = 1.83; 95 % CI: 0.22 to 3.44; p-value = 0.001)
Conclusions: Nursing faculty in Thailand were at considerable for stress in their roles. One of the most importance factors is didn’t enough income, parenting burden,
Didn’t have specialized training, having been under contracted scholarship,
employment upon started working as non nursing faculty and Duration of Work position.
INTRODUCTION

Nursing faculty have been shown to have a deep sense of meaning and commitment to the discipline of nursing. Job satisfaction has an inverse relationship to job stress in the nursing literature, experienced faculty may not have the time to mentor novice faculty (Chung & Kowalski, 2012). For this reason, nursing faculty are seldom viewed as a vulnerable population, who teach nursing are susceptible to physical, psychological, and emotional harm from stu​dents, peers, and administrators (DalPezzo & Jett, 2010). Although, the results of some study will be explained stressful in nursing profession but there is rarely study in Thailand about job stress in nursing faculty. In this study, factors related stressful will be explored and benefit for nursing education. The leadership of nurse educators is essential to support colleagues who will shape the future of nursing. Furthermore, mentoring may assist in developing psychological empowerment, the organizational culture is important as well (Chung & Kowalski, 2012). Finally, the leadership of nurse educators is essential to support colleagues who will shape the future of nursing.
METHODS

Design of the study:

This paper is part of the Thai Nurse Cohort Study (TNCs). The TNCs was planned as a 20-year longitudinal cohort study. In 2009 the base-line survey was performed. A random sample of registered nurses (RNs) who held nursing licenses granted by Thailand Nursing and Midwifery Council (TNMC) as of 2008 were surveyed by mailed-questionnaires and the respondents were enrolled as cohort members. The first wave of the study was carried out as a cross- sectional survey. The sampling method was stratified random sampling with probability proportional to size of nurses in each 10-year age intervals. This paper involved a total of 18,756 members of the cohort then excluded those nurses who did not work in the previous 12 months.
The initial cohort included RNs who hold professional licenses granted by Thailand Nursing and Midwifery Council (TNC) as of 2008 selected using age-stratified random sampling technique from 5 year-interval age-groups, from 20 to 64. Thus there were 9 age-group cohorts formed at the initial of the study. The first wave, which was the baseline survey, was conducted in September 2009 using mailed questionnaire.

Outcome measurements:  
Study outcome:     
Potential confounders: 
· Postpartum nurse

· Consumed contraceptive pill

· Family history of diabetes mellitus, hypertension and other genetic risk factors.

· Medical history 

· Medication history
Statistical analysis:   (to be edit)  

Sample size calculation was based on the main statistical methods that used to estimate the magnitude of effect. Thus the sample size for logistic regression was used. The calculation was based on methods proposed by Hsieh (1991). 

From the entire cohort we excluded from analysis . . . individuals (?%) with missing data on . . .  Those with missing data on . . . (?%) were included. 

We considered the outcome could be more similar within than between the study sites and affected by a number of potential confounding factors. Thus we analyzed the data using logistic regression implemented under generalized estimating equations (GEEs) framework. We initially explored (bivariate analysis) the relation between . . . and the other variables including . . ., expressed both as percentages and as odds ratios with 95% confidence intervals. 
The initial model contained all variables that were known to be bio-sociologically important and those with p-value of bivariate analysis was 0.2 or less. Interaction terms that were clinically meaningful and p-value of 0.2 or less were also included. Backward elimination were used as methods for variable selection following methods proposed by Kleinbaum (1996).  We then obtained fully adjusted odds ratios and 95% confidence intervals. 
Model adequacy assessments were performed by examining for goodness of fit and most influential observation. Sensitivity analysis was also performed for the appearance of influential observations and missing values. 

We regarded a two sided p-value less than 0.05 or a 95% confidence interval excluding the value 1.0 for the rate ratio or 0 for the rate difference as significant. All analyses were undertaken using STATA version 6 (StataCorp, College Station, TX).

RESULTS

A total of 142,699 RNs who held nursing licenses and were listed in TNMC database in 2008 were the population of this study. From the 18,756 RNs who randomly selected, responded to the survey, and agreed to participated as members of the TNCS, 554 nursing faculty who teach nursing in school of nursing either in public university or nursing colleges under ministry of public health who reported experiencing about job stress, were included in the analysis (Fig. 1).






















Fig. 1. The inclusion flow chart     
Demographic Characteristics

Of the 554 nursing faculty, almost all of them,96.2%, were female, with a mean age of 47.0 years old (ranged: 19-65). They were mainly married (46.4%), which was similar to the single (44.0), currently highest education attainment in master degree (68.2%), and almost started working as non nursing faculty (76.5%) (Table 1).
Table 1. Distribution of respondents by personal demographic characteristic present as frequency and percentage unless specified otherwise
	Personal characteristic
	Number
	Percent

	Gender
	
	

	Female
	530
	96.2

	Male
	21
	3.8

	Total
	551
	100.0

	Age (years)
	
	

	Mean (SD)
	47.0(10.4)
	

	Median (Min:Max)
	49.3(18.6: 65.3)
	

	Marital status
	
	

	Single
	243
	44.0

	Married
	256
	46.4

	Widowed, Divorced, Separated
	53
	9.6

	Total
	552
	100.0

	Duration of Work (years)
	
	

	Quartile 1 
	138
	25.0

	Quartile 2 
	145
	26.3

	Quartile 3 
	144
	26.1

	Quartile 4 
	125
	22.6

	Total
	552
	100.0

	Mean (SD)
	25.13(10.21)
	

	Median (Min:Max)
	27(1:45)
	

	Employment upon started working
	
	

	Nursing faculty
	130
	23.5

	Non nursing faculty
	424
	76.5

	Total
	552
	100.0

	Current and highest education attainment
	
	

	Certificate equivalent to bachelor degree and bachelor degree
	66
	12.2

	Master degree
	368
	68.2

	Doctoral degree
	106
	19.6

	Total
	552
	100.0


Table 1. Distribution of respondents by personal demographic characteristic present as frequency and percentage unless specified otherwise (Cont.)
	Personal characteristic
	Number
	Percent

	Specialized training (4 month or longer)
	
	

	Yes
	283
	51.4

	No
	267
	48.6

	Total
	
	100.0

	Having been under contracted scholarship
	
	

	Yes
	388
	73.6

	No
	139
	26.4

	Total
	
	100.0

	Current status of employment
	
	

	Government official
	361
	65.2

	Non- government official
	193
	34.8

	Total
	
	100.0

	Parenting burden
	
	

	Yes
	466
	84.1

	No
	88
	15.9

	Total
	
	100.0

	Income
	
	

	Less than 20,000 Baht
	82
	14.9

	> 20,000 – 30,000 Baht
	79
	14.3

	> 30,000 – 40,000 Baht
	162
	29.4

	> 40,000 – 50,000 Baht
	117
	21.2

	More than 50,000 Baht
	111
	20.2

	Total
	
	100.0

	Debt
	
	

	Yes
	258
	48.2

	No
	277
	51.8

	Total
	
	100.0

	Adequacy of income
	
	

	Inadequate
	78
	14.3

	Adequate without saving
	157
	28.9

	Adequate with saving
	309
	56.8

	Total
	
	100.0

	Other source of income
	
	

	Yes
	59
	11.0

	No
	480
	89.0

	Total
	
	100.0


Job stress activity
In the assessment of stress level, which consists of 21 items for stress activity. Each items can be identified into four levels from no stress to get the most stress. Overall, the stress level of the nursing faculty had an average mean of 60.01 (SD=5.76, median=60, min=43, max=80) (Table2).
Table 2. Item analysis for stress activity score presented as number and percentage except the last column that presented as mean and standard deviation
	Items
	Never

(1)
	Mild

(2)
	Much

(3)
	The most

(4)
	Mean

(SD)

	a) My job need to learn something new
	5(0.9%)
	23(4.2%)
	187(33.8%)
	328(59.2%)
	3.5(0.6)

	b) My job is to do repetitive boring.
	51(9.2%)
	248(44.8%)
	210(37.9%)
	34(6.1%)
	2.4(0.8)

	c) My job requires creativity.
	0(0.0%)
	29(5.2%)
	237(42.8%)
	276(49.8%)
	3.5(0.6)

	d) I have decided to work on my own for the most part.
	5(0.9%)
	29(5.2%)
	313(56.5%)
	193(34.8%)
	3.3(0.6)

	e) My job requires advanced skills.
	3(0.5%)
	26(4.7%)
	267(48.2%)
	246(44.4%)
	3.4(0.6)

	f) I have more freedom to make decisions about job.
	9(1.6 %)
	69(12.5%)
	321(57.9%)
	142(25.6%)
	3.1(0.7)

	g) I need to work on many diverse.
	5(0.9%)
	59(10.7%)
	285(51.4%)
	192(34.7%)
	3.2(0.7)

	h) I want to vent that, What happen in the workplace.
	27(4.9%)
	220(39.7%)
	200(36.1%)
	94(17.0%)
	2.7(0.8)

	i) I had the opportunity to develop skills and expertise.
	9(1.6%)
	109(19.7%)
	283(51.1%)
	141(25.5%)
	3.0(0.7)

	j) My job requires working very fast.
	10(1.8%)
	115(20.8%)
	333(60.1%)
	82(14.8%)
	2.9(0.7)

	k) My job requires a lot of dedication.
	0(0.0%)
	14(2.5%)
	236(42.6%)
	291(52.5%)
	3.5(0.6)

	l) My job requires physical exertion or the use of force very seriously.
	154(27.8%)
	292(52.7%)
	93(16.8%)
	5(0.9%)
	1.9(0.7)

	m) I've never been asked to work in volume overload.
	135(24.4%)
	225(40.6%)
	135(24.4%)
	46(8.3%)
	2.2(0.9)

	n) I have enough time to get the job accomplished.
	65(11.7%)
	211(38.1%)
	235(42.4%)
	31(5.6%)
	2.4(0.8)

	o) I do not have a conflict with colleague.
	45(8.1%)
	155(28.0%)
	238(43.0%)
	104(18.8%)
	2.7(0.9)

	p) My job is very secure.
	17(3.1%)
	88(15.9%)
	290(52.4%)
	147(26.5%)
	3.1(0.8)

	q) My colleagues interest in my personal.
	17(3.1%)
	294(53.1%)
	211(38.1%)
	22(4.0%)
	2.4(0.6)

	r) My colleagues cooperate to complete the job.
	10(1.8%)
	118(21.3%)
	348(62.8%)
	66(11.9%)
	2.9(0.6)

	s) My supervisor focus on the welfare of subordinates.
	56(10.1%)
	189(34.1%)
	254(45.9%)
	45(8.1%)
	2.5(0.8)

	t) My supervisor is interested what I say.
	30(5.4%)
	158(28.5%)
	309(55.8%)
	46(8.3%)
	2.7(0.7)

	u) My supervisor has contributed greatly to help complete the job.
	32(5.8%)
	184(33.2%)
	252(45.5%)
	74(13.4%)
	2.7(0.8)


Total mean=60.01, SD=5.76, median=60, min=43, max=80

The crude analysis indicated that the following factors had relationships with stress in nursing faculty in Thailand, which will be process into the final, multiple regression models. These factors were specialized training (no have specialized training for 4 month or longer) (mean diff =1.29 ; 95 % CI: 0.30 to 2.28; p-value = 0.011), Not having been under contracted scholarship (mean diff =1.21 ; 95 % CI: 0.06 to 2.36; p-value = 0.040), Parenting burden (mean diff = -2.31 ; 95 % CI: -3.65 to -0.97; p-value = 0.001), Adequacy of income were adequate with saving (mean diff =1.45 ; 95 % CI: -0.01 to 2.91; p-value = 0.046) (Table 3).
Table 3. Mean difference of factors associated with stress in nursing faculty in Thailand based on simple linear regression  (n=554)
	Characteristics
	n
	Mean(SD)
	Mean diff.
	95% CI
	p-value

	Overall
	554
	60.01(5.76)
	NA
	NA
	NA

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	0.543

	Male
	21
	59.20(6.97)
	0
	
	

	Female
	530
	59.99(5.65)
	.79
	-1.76 to 3.35
	

	Age
	
	NA
	9.99
	-0.02 to 0.07
	0.465

	Marital status
	
	
	
	
	0.872

	Single
	243
	59.92(6.01)
	0
	
	

	Married
	256
	60.16(5.41)
	0.24
	-.81 to 1.28
	

	Widowed, Divorced, Separated
	53
	59.81(6.20)
	-0.11
	-1.85 to 1.63
	

	Duration of Work
	
	
	
	
	0.704

	Quartile 1
	138
	60.12(5.70)
	0
	
	

	Quartile 2
	145
	59.84(5.49)
	-0.28
	-1.68 to 1.12
	

	Quartile 3
	144
	59.64(5.36)
	-0.49
	-1.88 to 0.90
	

	Quartile 4
	125
	60.44(6.58)
	0.32
	-1.13 to 1.76
	

	5. Employment upon started working
	
	
	
	
	0.069

	Nursing faculty
	130
	59.17(5.80)
	0
	
	

	Non nursing faculty
	424
	60.26(5.74)
	1.09
	-0.09 to 2.27
	


Table 3. Table 3. Mean difference of factors associated with stress in nursing faculty in Thailand based on simple linear regression (Cont.)
	Characteristics
	n
	Mean(SD)
	Mean diff.
	95% CI
	p-value

	6. Current and highest education attainment
	
	
	
	
	0.711

	Certificate equivalent to bachelor degree and bachelor degree
	66
	60.21(7.13)
	0
	
	

	Master degree
	368
	59.83(5.64)
	-0.37
	-1.92 to 1.18
	

	Doctoral degree
	106
	60.32(5.25)
	0.11
	-1.70 to 1.93
	

	7. Specialized training 
(4 month or longer)
	
	
	
	
	0.011

	Yes
	283
	59.38(5.89)
	0
	
	

	No
	267
	60.67(5.59)
	1.29
	0.30 to 2.28
	

	8. Having been under contracted scholarship
	
	
	
	
	0.040

	Yes
	388
	59.68(5.72)
	0
	
	

	No
	139
	60.89(5.93)
	1.21
	0.06 to 2.36
	

	9. Current status of employment
	
	
	
	
	0.424

	Government official
	361
	59.87(5.68)
	0
	
	

	Non- government official
	193
	60.29(5.94)
	0.43
	-0.62 to 1.47
	

	10. Parenting burden
	
	
	
	
	0.001

	No
	88
	61.95(5.97)
	0
	
	

	Yes
	466
	59.64(5.66)
	-2.31
	-3.65 to -0.97
	

	11. Income
	
	
	
	
	0.129

	Less than 20,000 B
	82
	60.04(6.02)
	0
	
	

	> 20,000 – 30,000 B
	79
	59.41(4.99)
	-0.63
	-2.46 to 1.20 
	

	> 30,000 – 40,000 B
	162
	60.43(5.97)
	0.39
	-1.19 to 1.97
	

	> 40,000 – 50,000 B
	117
	59.00(5.96)
	-1.04
	-2.71 to 0.63
	

	More than 50,000 B
	111
	60.83(5.49)
	0.79
	-0.92 to 2.49
	

	12. Debt
	
	
	
	
	0.860

	Yes
	258
	60.04(5.82)
	0
	
	

	No
	277
	60.13(5.64)
	0.09
	-0.91 to 1.09
	

	13. Adequacy of income
	
	
	
	
	0.046

	Inadequate
	78
	59.12(6.90)
	0
	
	

	Adequate without saving
	157
	59.41(5.94)
	0.29
	-1.31 to 1.89
	

	Adequate with saving
	309
	60.57(5.24)
	1.45
	-0.01 to 2.91
	

	14. Other source of income
	
	
	
	
	0.079

	Yes
	59
	58.61(5.51)
	0
	
	

	No
	480
	60.07(5.79)
	1.46
	-0.17 to 3.09
	


NA = Not applicable

The final model from  multivariable analysis which applied a Multiple Linea  Regression equation indicated that the factors which have association with stress in nursing faculty in Thailand when control other covariate factors were Duration of Work (Quartile 4) 

(adj. mean diff = -1.30; 95 % CI: -2.96 to 0.36; p-value = 0.016), Employment upon started working were non nursing faculty (adj. mean diff = 1.65; 95 % CI: 0.36- 2.94; p-value = 0.013), Specialized training (no have specialized training for 4 month or longer) (adj. mean diff = 1.38; 95 % CI: 0.36 to 2.41; p-value = 0.008), not having been under contracted scholarship (adj. mean diff = 1.56; 95 % CI: 0.36 to 2.76; p-value = 0.011), have parenting burden (adj. mean diff = -2.37; 95 % CI: -3.84 to -0.90; p-value = 0.002), Adequacy of income were adequate with saving (adj. mean diff = 1.83; 95 % CI: 0.22 to 3.44; p-value = 0.001) (Table 4).
Table 4. Mean difference of factors associated with stress in nursing faculty in Thailand based on multiple linear regression (n=554)
	Characteristics
	n
	Mean(SD)
	Difference*
	95% CI
	p-value

	1. Duration of Work
	
	
	
	
	0.016

	Quartile 1
	138
	60.12(5.70)
	0
	
	

	Quartile 2
	145
	59.84(5.49)
	-0.39
	-1.87 to 1.09
	

	Quartile 3
	144
	59.64(5.36)
	-1.57
	-3.14 to -0.01
	

	Quartile 4
	125
	60.44(6.58)
	-1.30
	-2.96 to 0.36
	

	2. Employment upon started working
	
	
	
	
	0.013

	Nursing faculty
	130
	59.17(5.80)
	0
	
	

	Non nursing faculty
	424
	60.26(5.74)
	1.65
	0.36- 2.94
	

	3. Specialized training 
(4 month or longer)
	
	
	
	
	0.008

	Yes
	283
	59.38(5.89)
	0
	
	

	No
	267
	60.67(5.59)
	1.38
	0.36 to 2.41
	

	4. Having been under contracted scholarship
	
	
	
	
	0.011

	Yes
	388
	59.68(5.72)
	0
	
	

	No
	139
	60.89(5.93)
	1.56
	0.36 to 2.76
	

	5. Parenting burden
	
	
	
	
	0.002

	No
	88
	61.95(5.97)
	0
	
	

	Yes
	466
	59.64(5.66)
	-2.37
	-3.84 to -0.90
	

	6. Adequacy of income
	
	
	
	
	0.001

	Inadequate
	78
	59.12(6.90)
	0
	
	

	Adequate without saving
	157
	59.41(5.94)
	0.92
	-0.75 to 2.60
	

	Adequate with saving
	309
	60.57(5.24)
	1.83
	0.22 to 3.44
	

	7. Other source of income
	
	
	
	
	0.124

	Yes
	59
	58.61(5.51)
	0
	
	

	No
	480
	60.07(5.79)
	1.35
	-0.37 to 3.06
	


NA = Not applicable

*Adjusted for Duration of Work, Employment upon started working, Specialized training, Having been under contracted scholarship, Parenting burden, Adequacy of income, Other source of income
DISCUSSION (to be edit)
Explain the findings: Comments on whether or not the results were expected, and presents explanations for the results, particularly for those that are unexpected or unsatisfactory.
Reference to previous researches: Compare the results with those reported in the literature, or use of the literature to support a claim, hypothesis or deduction (Deduction refers to a claim for how the results can be applied more generally. That is, a conclusion based on reasoning from the results, e.g. we fed fish a new feed, all the fish gained weight, therefore the new feed causes fish to gain weight. Hypothesis refers to a more general claim or possible conclusion arising from the results (i.e., which will be proved or disproved in later research.).     

Strength of the study:  (to be edit)  
Limitations of the study: (to be edit)   

· Can selection bias distort the findings?

· Can information bias distort the findings?

· Can confounding bias distort the findings?

Conclusions: What was learnt (i.e., answers to the research questions)? What remains to be learnt (i.e., generate new research question for future research)? The shortcomings of what was done. The benefits, advantages, applications, etc. of the findings. Recommendations.   
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