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Abstract

We identified interactions between job stress and subjective health status of Korean workers and their
satisfaction level on work environment by analyzing the data for a total of 50,205 employees aged 15
or older collected from the bth Korean Working Conditions Survey. The main results of the study were
as follows: Firstly, the patterns of interaction among work environment satisfaction, job stress and health
status depended on occupation and gender. Secondly, work environment satisfaction among Korean workers
was heavily affected by the levels of job stress and subjective health status. Stress from relationship with
coworkers, specifically personal disrespect and excessive fatigue, mainly affected their satisfaction on
workplace environment. Therefore, the proper actions to enhance personal respects and reduce fatigue
at workplace should be seriously considered and implemented, along with active health promotion and
disease prevention activities.
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Ao g3t B x 5 AukAel 22314 9ots & Table 1. Survey items used for the research

Aow gt} A FHIESS Zé/’*}(EurOpean Variable Scale | Value | Interpretation’
Working Conditions Survey, EWCS)Q} gdo] +=¢ Working environment Interval : 0~3 Satisfy
ZAl(Labour Force Survey, LFS)E Hlx] v} 3l 2006 Job stress Interval | 04 | No Stress

- k relation™ Interval | 0~24 A
4 Ao AAEAT 2ARAGS 20109 o 7= Work relation nterval | 0 gree

FTEAE 7IEo R Nttt AR A AR i it
Pralse/Recogmtlon

SEugtell AFsta e ZE 7 U w154 o) Collaboration
H

Personal respect

- Interval | 0~4 Agree

%%}Z}%‘ IH}B]'—C—)-E- 8}—1——’, ‘il’]mﬂ o }_/\]—/\]}j—% 7] "Work efﬁ01ency
202 AW 157 $UL BALE 147t o4 & Advie
@ 22 Aot 201796 % 5020532006 Ercounge
L N
10,0437, 201084 10,0199, 2011 50,0327, 2014 Discrimination fnterval  0~10 o
50,0079)0] &3 Tt Age
Race
2. G0 gg@ NGRS Nty
St 28 AL AL A B AFE 93 A} Omder
i Religion ) No
EOLEf ';L/H 01-%113}(<Table 1>) iﬁ] —E.Li 7g E’_éE, "Dlsablllty “eee| Nominal - 0~1 discrimination
fqF = E’“}\ A= EH"""TOI'%\Ea Chcain= "Sexual orleﬁtatlon
228 ZAF AR YollA 2 B Fo| A3st An academlc chque
ARGES E5F Fo| FUT GO TSI Orgn
AP 2Ed2E FERT QIFW, AL, Zgo Fom ofenoment
2 R PN QR 67]‘X] 2 Violence™ Interval i 0~3 i No violence
Phy51cal
e 107HA, FE2 372 AT

Sexual harassment Nominal i 0~1 | No violence

A7 e SERE AAZ, A4 A3 3H=E Outcast/Harassment
TF-E3ATH AESE A= AAA A= 87 Health status Interval | 0~4 | Good status
XL ANA AR = A2 FASA Physical ™ Interval i 0~8 | Good status
N4 S A, BE GRS A7 Meaing
Skin
242 2aAd/ § 244 SRow Az4a —
ackache
O FEROINE STT £} 248 22a7 o Up |
- - -| Nomina ~ No problem
27} 51 4F 2Ef A= Ao F3A A Lower 1mb myalgia
He £2 Ao 2 AZATYT AFEqNA= Headache/Eye strain
SHY AV 45 A disiA 38 H Y W Physical injury
- - _ - General fatigue
Fo 2 ool ApE 2L glon) AlAe Hal —
Psychological Interval © 0~2 | Good status
A48l A7t §le Aow Azttt
Melancholy
o Nominal | 0~1 . No problem
Anxiety
A% HRE7HM MA The responses to the survey items were adjusted to have the same

direction.
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Working environment
(satisfaction)

Hypothesis 2 Work felation Discrimination Violence Physical Psychological

------------------------- effect - } I }‘
. Personal respect Age Physical Hearing Melancholy
Hypothesis 3 . - : .
Praise/Recognition Race Sexual harassment Skin Anxiety
Collaboration Nationality Outcast/Harassment Backache
Work efficiency Gender Upper limb myalgia
Advice Religion Lower limb myalgia
Encourage Disability Headache/Eye strain
Sexual orientation Physical injury
An academic clique General fatigue
Origin
Form of employment

Figure 1. Research model

5o oW YIFe A=A dHEE Aog V. G-1ZE0
(<Figure. 1>).
1. Agd Z2ad UEE, gF AEYHA FHA
THE 1. P 2EH2T} $ETE FEE DGy dgdHel 7IzsAE
Fo2 223y ECE 2opy Ao} AQEE 228 WEE, T 2Ef s, T84
TR 2 GJEAAZ Ok AEF AL . 05 AE 273748 AEE A EYTH<Table 2>). AY /<
Hlx 780 EF oz o]g AEFAT) b AR B EFE AY £FE WEH
22 KA F AP FHD A AP FFAQ 28 UEEE g f F
For2 zogld nErl =old Fojr} AR 718 gk, B At M =8 A0 R UE
JI 3. YRBA ARG ), 2 R R BT AE TR USRS AR dA kA=
IIR), EE AEGE3px) o2 ¢jF ~EF 8780 AREG WRETE STh A, A2, @
» @o2 g gBgEg ) Hax U sHd S SR Aol wART SR
NEGEO ) AGYE} ELrz 2z JHEe 20Z eyt doldA Bt FAb
57 mEEE Folx 7o)} A7y 22 WEET P 9 AL Rl
AAE FFAA JF 2Ed e A SAA}
4. BN g 7P Bl BgtaL, FHolYd s FARAE M A
BodATe 24 e 9o THEA (Pearson T ek AR AR 2EHAE AT HA gAo] o
correlation coefficient, ‘PCC’), %32 (Point-biserial ARG 2EHAE Wol Wi )itk 53], gdolA
correlation coefficient, ‘PBCC’), T —4 Hy Mg AR SAAAZY - 2EF 27 7P AR AE 8
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Table 2. Working environment satisfaction, job stress, health status by occupation

N Working environment Job stress Health status
Job classification (Average value) (Average value) (Average value)

all male | female all female all male | female all male | female
Manager 206 171 35 2.02 2.01 2.06 1.85 1.85 1.86 2.89 2.90 2.86
Experts and related workers 7,332 3211% 4,121 1.90 1.90 1.91 1.85 1.82 1.87 2.92 2.95 2.89
Office workers 6,711 3351 3,360 1.91 1.92 1.91 1.84 1.82 1.87 295 297 293
Service workers 7,371 1,799 © 5,572 1.75 1.75 1.75 1.98 1.93 1.99 2.67 2.82 2.63
Sales workers 9,401 3434 5967 1.78 1.79 1.77 1.91 1.89 1.93 2.76 2.85 2.71

Agriculture/forestry/fishing

skilled workers 5,051 2252: 2,799 1.64

1.68 1.60 241 234 246 213 231 1.98

Technical skill workers and

related workers 4348 3295

1,053 1.68

1.68 1.69 1.94 191 2.05 2.69 273 257

Device/machine operation and

43851 3,634 751 1.67
assembly workers

1.66 1.69 1.89 1.86 2.05 2.68 270 2.58

Simple workers laborer 5,125 2393 ¢ 2,732 1.63 1.58 1.67 215 2.05 223 248 2.58 239
Soldier 93 89 4 1.99 1.99 2.00 1.87 1.87 2.00 3.14 3.15 3.00
Sum 50,023 ¢ 23,629 : 26,394 1.76 1.75 1.77 1.98 1.93 2.02 2.69 276 2.63

The larger score is the more positive answer.
" Who answered all questions(50,023/50,205).

H
A7 718 Fske AE ARG E A EE HA

S, e AYoA Aol B HT 7ol £
@t oAgeoluA s sd T T8
AARE7E 71 24 Be Ae Flsin

2. 2RHY UZEY 2 2 70| ATz FOlU] @ o] HBUAE 21 glo], YFWAL <
ZERY VEEG QF 2Ed2 AZAH B @ 2B RE4E 2287 BEES) oA
FBEA S FYSHATH<Table 3>). otk &, APHZ Q3 2EY AL 22 NET
A 2EULE DRI WEE0 FouE
o] ARAAZ zt= Ao g BAR 0] I ~EH A Table 4. Correlation coefficient between the working environment
_ ~ and sub-categories
g% 2R WEEs} obun) @, 1%
. Working environment
Variable
PCC P-value
Table 3.. Correlatlo.n coefficient between the working environment Work relation 261" 000
and main categories Y -
Job stress | Discrimination .090 .000
Variable PCC P-value Violence 079" .000
Job stress and Working environment 085" .000 Physical 187" .000
- - " Health status - ”
Health status and Working environment 229 .000 Psychological .108 .000

N = 50,023(Who answered all questions)
" Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level(2-tailed).

N = 28,653(Who answered all questions)
" Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level(2-tailed).
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Table 5. Correlation coefficient between the working environment

and sub-sub-categories
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28,653(Who answered all questions)
Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level(2-tailed).

And the others are using Point-biserial correlation coefficient(PBCC).

N

£

| ol

= =]
=0

FBRAE 2 ALz 45U

_q]



The Effects of Job Stress and Subjective Health Status on Satisfaction on Workplace Environment 75

=X

o}A 1

nx& A0 &2 Yebdth<Figure 3>). )& ¢

re

o°
Bo

S 2 YEhRT

0SS

)
~K

i

effect

+

Work relation

e

Discrimination

o g
}SATH<Table 6>).

o]

A
=

3
pal

3704 7}

Tl AA

24

—
=]
=}

=

p=}
Q

3

]
1%}

=]
<
2

—~

=
g
2
5
=
&
o
on
g
=
=

Violence

3y

&

Physical

e

Psychological

Figure 3. Multiple regression analysis result of hypothesis 2

Fej 2714 ]

3 Fatel oy

<0
O
e

1.

=

(107}A)/ 28 A RGEG7H) R <

b2 SE(PIHS 0.0002 B4 E o] &

k<]
pul

12 AR AN ARG207)

N %

o
=75 4

o] Aago] FuEgTh ¢

o

F8A AFGE67HA), APE Al RE(107F

o

L ogE ~EY

(<Figure 2>). ©]

2
2]
el

2EG 2, AA

t:)‘_]_-

GB7HA) .2 ¢l
A B2 7L AN A A F-E(27}14)) 2]

d=

5}

A), 2 A%

A

gt

o

2971219 SPHSEol £Y49 A3 r20] 0.1139]

&

< 0.000°0.2 %

(PF)

&

I F3X(126.245)0l g+ -9

Working environment

4 effect

Job stress

(satisfaction)

FHEAG o] FEEUT ;2 UF/=

_—

+

Health status

o] 2% £1.96 o|U)

2=
T=

Caal

Figure 2. Multiple regression analysis result of hypothesis 1

AS/

L
L

1)

AOR A o Qlrk wheba] 7HA 3004

)

7Hd 2= GE-BAAPE

s

o] A=A, R?] 0.1139]3L FFK(152.293)0l of

T2 BEPIHS 0.0002 A= ATh

F 2E# 2 AAH/A

0]35]
T

of dFHAAE/EH o T

A
2K(667.433)0l THEF F-2

p/]

Zz 5y

(P2 0.0002-

&

= A= AL E YESTH<Figure 4>). 4

A AA AP/



76 Crisisonomy Vol.16 No.l

Table 6. Multiple regression analysis results for hypothesis

o Hypothesis 1 Hypothesis 2 Hypothesis 3
Classification
B t B t B t
Constant 1.138 100.639 -.504 -5.687 -711 -6.273
Job stress .065 22.815
Work relation .039 43.201
Personal respect .083 13.305
Praise/Recognition .037 6.014
Collaboration .031 4924
Work efficiency 022 3.480
Advice 032 5.190
Encourage .030 4.877
Discrimination .030 8.581
Age .099 6.160
Race .059 1.674
Nationality -.027 -.781
Gender .003 114
Religion 218 3.758
Disability 11 3.331
Sexual orientation -115 -2.819
An academic clique -.087 -5.188
Origin -.003 -.090
Form of employment .109 7.680
Violence 260 9.271
Physical 391 6.263
Sexual harassment 172 4353
Outcast/Harassment 272 3.627
Health status 185 54211
Physical 062 26.022
Hearing 109 3.737
Skin .105 3.301
Backache .103 9.281
Upper limb myalgia .030 3.161
Lower limb myalgia .070 6.566
Headache/Eye strain -.021 -2.105
Physical injury 079 2.879
General fatigue .105 12.329
Psychological 075 6.324
Melancholy 114 4.708
Anxiety 038 1.698
Durbin-Watson 1.651 1.716 1.721
R square / Adjusted R square 062 / .062 104 / .104 A13 7 .113
F-value / P-value 1660.465 / .000 667.433 / .000 126.245 / .000
N 50,023 28,053 28,653
AR, YRES, 31, A8, A ARYB b1 A 2 A £, AN R), 30H 2398 A
(Uol, T, ol, AL&FH), FE AlFE 37HA| (A g5 7HA($2he 228 IErd 34
A £9, 43F, w=dd A59), A A3 S WA= A2 Yett), ghio] 28 Al5-g
B} Al TR (R, 9, 8F, 4R 255, 3 F 7B A AR, sh), AAE A E AR
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