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Original article

Work engagement and related factors among dentists in Ministry of

Public Health hospitals, southern Thailand

Seeda Na Nakorn* Wisarut Srisintorn** Nattaporn Youravong**

Abstract

The purpose of this cross-sectional analytical study was to determine the level of work
engagement and its related factors among all 760 hospital dentists under the Ministry of Public
Health in southern Thailand from March to December 2020. The online questionnaire used for data
collection included 3 parts: general information, work information and the Utrecht Work Engagement
Scale-9 (UWES-9). The ordinal logistic regression was used to analyze the association among work
engagement and related factors at a statistical value < 0.05. The response rate was 55.7%. The study
group had moderate, high, and low levels of work engagement which were 65.0%, 25.8% and 9.2%,
respectively, and a moderate mean score was 3.99+1.011 out of 6. The work engagement related
factors were instrumental quality (adjusted OR=1.76, 95% Cl=1.13-2.75), number of patients per week
(adjusted OR=1.75, 95% Cl=1.16-2.66) gender (adjusted OR=1.58, 95% CI=1.00-2.49), and age
(adjusted OR=1.04, 95% CI=1.00-1.07).
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Table 1 General information of respondents by levels of work engagement

work engagement

very low low moderate high very high total
(n=9) (n=30) (n=275) (n=76) (n=33) (n = 423)
gender
male 4(44.4) 10(33.3) 77 (28.0) 18 (23.7) 8(24.2) 117 (27.7)
female 5(55.6) 20 (66.7) 198(72.0) 58(76.3) 25(75.8) 306 (72.3)
age (mean= 35, SD=7.6, range 25-59)
25-33 5(55.6) 19(63.3) 162(58.9) 30 (39.5) 14 (42.4) 230 (54.4)
34-42 3(33.3) 8(26.7) 70 (25.5) 31 (40.8) 9(27.3) 121 (28.6)
43-51 1(11.1) 3(10.0) 38 (13.8) 12 (15.8) 9(27.3) 63 (14.9)
52-60 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 5(1.8) 3(3.9) 1(3.0) 9(2.1)
marital status
single 6(66.7) 23(76.7) 176(64.0) 47 (61.9) 21 (63.6) 273 (64.6)
married 3(33.3) 6 (20.0) 97 (35.2) 25(32.9) 10 (30.3) 141 (33.3)
widow 0(0.0) 1(3.3) 1(0.4) 1(1.3) 0(0.0) 3(0.7)
divorced 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 1(0.4) 3(3.9) 2(6.1) 6(1.4)
having children
no 8(88.9) 24(80.0) 216(785) 52(68.4) 25(75.8) 325 (76.8)
yes 1(11.1) 6 (20.0) 59 (21.5) 24 (31.6) 8(24.2) 98 (23.2)
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work engagement
very low low moderate high very high total
(n=9) (n=30) (n=275) (n=76) (n=33) (n =423)

family burden

low 4(44.4) 18(60.0) 155 (56.4) 48 (63.2) 22 (66.7) 247 (58.4)
medium 5(55.6) 11(36.7) 110 (40.0) 25 (32.9) 8 (24.2) 159 (37.6)
high 0(0.0) 1(3.3) 10 (3.6) 3(3.9) 3(9.1) 17 (4.0)
family economic status

adequate with savings 7(77.8) 24(80.0) 226(822) 65(85.5)  28(84.8) 350 (82.7)
adequate without savings 2(222)  6(20.0) 49 (17.8) 9(11.9) 5(15.2) 71 (16.8)
inadequate 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 2(2.6) 0(0.0) 2(0.5)
education level

bachelor’s degree 6(66.7) 20(66.7) 146 (53.1) 45(59.2) 16 (48.5) 233 (55.1)
higher than bachelor’s degree 3(333) 10(33.3) 129(46.9) 31(40.8) 17(51.5) 190 (44.9)
having Thai Dental Diplomate

no 8(88.9) 28(93.3) 227 (82.5) 62 (81.6) 26 (78.8) 351 (83.0)
yes 1(11.1) 2 (6.7) 48 (17.5) 14 (18.4) 7(21.2) 72 (17.0)
official position

practitioner level 3(33.3)  10(33.3) 77 (28.0) 14 (18.4) 6(18.2) 110 (26.0)
professional level 5(55.6) 15(50.0) 123 (44.7) 44 (57.9) 14 (42.4) 201 (47.5)
senior Professional level 1(11.1)  5(16.7) 69 (25.1) 18 (23.7) 13 (39.4) 106 (25.1)
expert level 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 6(2.2) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 6 (1.4)
hospital level

first-level (F3) 3(33.3) 5(16.7) 35(12.7) 9(11.8) 5(15.2) 57 (13.5)
first-level (F2) 3(33.3) 11(36.7) 112(40.7) 26 (34.2) 10 (30.3) 162 (38.3)
first-level (F1) 2(22.2) 3(10.0) 24.(8.7) 11 (14.5) 0(0.0) 40 (9.5)
middle-level (M2) 0(0.0) 4(13.3) 36 (13.1) 5(6.6) 6(18.2) 51(12.0)
middle-level (M1) 0(0.0) 2 (6.7) 15 (5.5) 4(5.3) 1(3.0) 22 (5.2)
standard-level (S) 0(0.0) 4(13.3) 29 (10.6) 10 (13.1) 10 (30.3) 53 (12.5)
advance-level (A) 1(11.2) 1(3.3) 24 (8.7) 11 (14.5) 1(3.0) 38 (9.0)
being chief of dental division

no/ not now 8(88.9) 24(80.0) 212(77.1) 53 (69.7) 21 (63.6) 318 (75.2)
yes 1(11.1) 6 (20.0) 63 (22.9) 23 (30.3) 12 (36.4) 105 (24.8)
being hospital administrator

no 9 (10000 27(90.0) 246 (89.5) 62 (81.6) 29 (87.9) 373 (88.2)
yes 0(0.0) 3(10.0) 29 (10.5) 14 (18.4) 4(12.1) 50 (11.8)

number of patients per week

(median=50, mean=54, SD=33.1, range=0-250)

<50 7(77.8) 23(76.7) 158(57.5) 36 (47.4) 18 (54.5) 242 (57.2)
> 50 2(22.2) 7 (23.3) 117 (42.5) 40 (52.6) 15 (45.5) 181 (42.8)
number of dentists

(median=6, mean=7, SD=5.1, range=2-27)

<6 7(77.8) 20(66.7) 159 (57.8)  42(55.3) 17 (51.5) 245 (57.9)
> 6 2(222) 10(33.3) 116(42.2) 34 (44.7) 16 (48.5) 178 (42.1)
technology competency

inadequate 2(222) 7233  57(20.7) 17 (22.4) 5(15.2) 88 (20.8)
adequate 7(77.8) 23(76.7) 218(79.3) 59 (77.6)  28(84.8) 335(79.2)
quality of instrument and equipment

very bad 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 1(0.4) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 1(0.2)
bad 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 4(1.4) 1(1.3) 0(0.0) 5(1.2)
average 5(55.6) 16(53.4) 102(37.1) 21(27.6) 6(18.2) 150 (35.5)
good 2(222) 10(33.3) 137(49.8) 42(55.3)  21(63.6) 212 (50.1)
very good 2(222) 4(13.3) 31(11.3) 12(15.8) 6(18.2) 55(13.0)
job relationship

bad 2(222)  6(20.0) 20 (7.3) 10(13.2) 1(3.0) 39 (9.2)
good 7(77.8) 24(80.0) 255(92.7) 66(86.8)  32(97.0) 384 (90.8)
having work support

inadequate 2(222)  6(20.0) 10 (3.6) 7(9.2) 0(0.0) 25(5.9)
adequate 7(77.8) 24(80.0) 265(96.4) 69(90.8) 33(100.0) 398 (94.1)
having work consultant

inadequate 2(222)  9(30.0) 26 (9.5) 12 (15.8) 1(3.0) 50(11.8)
adequate 7(77.8) 21(70.0) 249(90.5) 64(84.2)  32(97.0) 373 (88.2)
overall 9(2.1) 30(7.1) 275(65.00 76(18.0) 33(7.8) 423 (100.0)

Note : The number in each parenthesis is percentage
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Table 2 work engagement

work engagement n %
very low/ low 39 9.2
moderate 275 65.0
high/ very high 109 25.8
total 423 100.0

mean = 4.0, SD = 1.01, range = 0 - 6.0
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Table 3 Association among work engagement and related factors

adjusted
factors crude OR 95% Cl OR 95% Cl p-value
age 0.95 0.93, 0.98 1.04 1.00, 1.07 0.030*
quality of instrument very bad to moderate 1 1 0.010*
and equipment good/very good 2.04 1.34,3.12 1.76 1.13, 2.75
number of patients <50 1 1 0.010%
per week > 50 1.33 0.90, 1.99 1.75 1.16, 2.66
gender male 1 1 0.049*
female 1.37 0.88, 2.14 1.58 1.00, 2.49
being chief of dental no/used to 1 1 0.080
division yes 1.63 1.04, 2.56 1.59 0.95, 2.67
hospital level M2/F1/F2/F3 1 1 0.130
A/S/M1 1.58 1.02, 2.45 1.46 0.90, 2.38
having work support inadequate 1 1 0.180
adequate 1.65 0.88, 3.09 1.90 0.75, 4.82

* Statistical significant at p-value<0.05
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