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Relationship between Community Social Support
and Psychosocial Distressin Workers
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Objective: This study was performed to examine the relationship between community-based social
support and psychosocial distressin workers.

Methods: The study subjects were 596 workers recruited from 11 companies in Chungju city. A struc-
tured questionnaire was used to assess sociodemographics, health-related behaviors, job characteristics,
job stress, work-based social support, community-based social support and level of psychosocial distress.

Results: Hierarchical multiple regression analysis showed that workers with no chronic disease, exer-
cise and sufficient sleep had a higher score of psychosocial distress than those with chronic disease, no
exercise, and not enough sleep. Coworker’ s work-based social support and community-based social sup-
port were negatively associated with psychosocia distress. The R square value of total independent vari-
ables on psychosocial distress was 0.409, and that of community-based social support on psychosocial
distress was 0.052.

Conclusion: This study showed that community-based social support served as a protective factor
against psychosocial distress in some workers. We recommend the establishment of a worksite stress
reduction program in occupational level aswell as community-based social support.

Key Words: Psychosocial distress, Social support
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Table 1. Distribution of workplace scale, type of industry and worker’s position

Variables N %
Workplace scale
50-299 203 341
300-999 393 65.9
Type of industry
Manufacturing 443 74.3
Manufacture of Food Products and Beverages 65 10.9
Manufacture of furniture 6 1.0
Publishing, printing and reproduction of recorded media 184 30.9
Manufacture of chemicals and chemical products 28 4.7
Manufacture of Other Non-metallic Mineral Products 2 0.3
Manufacture of electrical machinery and apparatuses n.e.c. 70 12
Manufacture of electronic components 95 15.9
Manufacture of Fabricated Metal Products 5 84
Business activities 153 25.7
Worker's Position
Worker/clerk 445 73.0
Charge/overlooker 48 81
Manager 3 0.5
Missing 110 184
TOTAL 596 100.0
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Table 2. The general and job-related characteristics of study population by gender

Men (N=374) Women (N=194) Total (N=596)
Variables
N (%) N (%) N (%)

Age (year) <29 73 (26.1) 77 (48.1) 151 (34.2)
30~39 144 (51.4) 41 (25.6) 185 (42.0)
40~49 58 (20.7) 37(23.1) 95 (21.5)
>50 5( 1.8) 5(32 10( 2.3
Education level Primary school 3(09 3(17) 6( 11
Middle school 4( 1.1) 22 (12.6) 26 ( 4.9
High school 223 (63.2) 136 (78.2) 363 (68.4)
College or above 123 (34.8) 13( 7.5) 136 (25.6)
Marital status Unmarried 90 (25.3) 75 (42.6) 165 (30.8)
Married 260 (73.0) 92 (52.3) 356 (66.4)
Divorced/separated/widowed 6( 17 9( 51 15( 2.8)
Economic status (Very) Poor 137 (37.3) 45 (24.8) 184 (33.0)
Normal 225 (61.3) 136 (74.6) 367 (65.9)
(Very) Rich 5( 14 1( 0.6) 6( 11
Type of employment Permanent 343 (93.0) 162 (89.5) 514 (91.5)
Dispatch/Daysman/Contract/Others 26 ( 7.0 19 (10.5) 48 ( 9.5)
Type of working Non_shift 199 (54.5) 71(38.2) 278 (49.2)
Shift work 166 (45.5) 113 (61.8) 287 (50.8)
Experience of quitting No 169 (47.3) 100 (56.2) 276 (50.3)
Yes 188 (52.7) 78 (43.8) 273 (49.7)
Experience of No 300 (82.6) 140 (79.5) 451 (81.4)
unemployment Yes 63 (17.4) 36 (20.5) 103 (18.6)

* Numbers do not always sum up to the total because of missing value.
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Table 3. Health-related behaviour of study population by gender

WAL WAl B,
S 34 @E Ad va, FHl FRE A

Aol Hlal ~Ed 27}

fela Wige Je,

sgron],

/\}ﬁ/\l ,ﬂ;ﬂ AE gﬂ /\oﬂ

Men (N=374) Women (N=194) Total (N=596)
Variables
N (%) N (%) N (%)
Smoking No 139 (38.1) 158 (96.3) 303 (55.8)
Yes 226 (61.9) 6( 3.7 240 (44.2)
Drinking No 60 (16.4) 69 (39.9) 130 (23.6)
Yes 305 (83.6) 104 (60.1) 422 (76.4)
Chronic disease No 298 (82.3) 155 (86.1) 463 (83.6)
Yes 64 (17.7) 25 (13.9) 91 (16.4)
0 30( 9.3) 29 (16.8) 60 (11.8)
Coffee (cup/day) 1 51 (15.8) 42 (24.3) 95 (18.7)
2~3 191 (59.1) 96 (55.5) 292 (57.5)
>4 51 (15.8) 6 ( 3.4) 61 (12.0)
Regular exercise No 240 (65.9) 157 (84.9) 408 (72.6)
Yes 124 (34.1) 28(15.1) 154 (27.4)
Hobby No 197 (54.0) 110 (59.1) 318 (56.1)
Yes 168 (46.0) 76 (40.9) 249 (43.9)
Sleep Not enough 191 (53.8) 107 (57.8) 310 (55.9)
Enough 164 (46.2) 78 (42.2) 245 (44.1)
Obesity <25Kg/m* 277 (78.0) 161 (97.6) 447 (84.2)
> 25 Kg/m”’ 78 (22.0) 4( 24) 84 (15.8)
* Nombers do not always sum up to the total because of missing value.
Table 4. Mean value of psychosocial stress by gender and demograghic factors
. Men Women Total
Variables
Mean (S.D.) p-value*r Mean(SD.) p-vadue* Mean(S.D.) p-vaue*
Age (year) <29 24.1(0.9) 27.2(0.9) 25.7 (0.6)
30~39 23.0 (0.6) 0.224 19.9 (1.4) 0.000 22.3(0.6) 0.000
>40 219(1.1) 17.8(1.1) 20.2 (0.8)
Education <Middle school 16.7 (3.0) 17.6 (1.7) 17.4 (1.5)
High school 23.4(0.5) 0.019 22.7(0.8) 0.036 23.1(0.4) 0.000
> College 21.8(0.6) 22.6 (1.6) 21.9(0.6)
Marital Single** 24.6 (0.7) 0,003 26.0 (1.0 0,000 25.3(0.6) 0,000
status Married 22.0(0.5) ' 18.7 (0.8) ' 21.1(0.4) '
Economic (Very) Poor 24.4(0.7) 0.002 26.0 (1.3) 24.8 (0.6)
status Normal 21.6 (0.5) 21.0(0.8) 0.001 21.4(0.4) 0.000
(Very) Rich 24.0(1.9) 380( .) 26.3(2.8)

* Anovatest or t-test

** Single includes unmarried, divorced, separated, and widowed.
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Table 5. Mean value of psychosocia stress by gender and health-related behaviour

Variabl Men Women Total
ariables
Mean (S.D.) p-valuer Mean(SD.) p-vaduet Mean(S.D.) p-vaue*
Smoking No 21.4(0.7) 0,010 21.6 (0.7) 0123 21.6 (0.5) 0,005
Yes 23.4(0.5) ' 27.3(4.8) ' 23.5(0.5) '
Drinking No 235 (1.1) 0.297 19.9(1.0) 0,007 21.7 (0.8) 0.274
Yes 22.4(0.4) ' 23.6 (0.9) ' 22.7 (0.4) '
Chronic disease No 22.1(0.4) 0.004 21.5(0.7) 0.041 21.9(0.4) 0.000
Yes 25.1(0.9) 254 (1.7) 25.2 (0.8) '
Coffee <1 23.4(0.8) 0.251 22.0(1.0) 0,917 21.9(0.6) 0.307
(cup/day) >2 22.8(0.5) ' 22.1(0.9) ' 22.7 (0.4) '
Regular exercise No 23.9(0.5) 0.000 23.1(0.7) 0.000 23.5(0.49) 0.000
Yes 20.2 (0.7) 16.8 (1.4) 19.8 (0.6) '
Hobby No 24.7 (0.5) 0.000 23.4(0.9) 0.015 24.2 (0.5) 0,000
Yes 20.4 (0.5) 20.1(1.0) 20.3(0.5) '
Sleep Not enough 24.8 (0.5) 24.9 (0.9) 24.9 (0.4)
Enough 19.9 (0.6) 0.000 17.9(0.9) 0.000 19.2 (0.5) 0.000
Obesity <25Kg/m* 23.0(0.5) 0.156 21.7 (0.7) 0.237 22.6 (0.4) 0173
> 25Kg/m® 21.7 (0.8) ' 16.3 (4.7) ' 21.3(0.8) '
* t-test
Table 6. Mean value of psychosocial stress by gender and job-related factors
Variabl Men Women Total
ariables
Mean (S.D.) p-valuer Mean(SD.) p-vaduet Mean(S.D.) p-vaue*
Type of Permanent 22.8(0.4) 0.292 22.2(0.7) 0.894 22.6 (0.4) 0.319
employment Not permanent** 21.2 (1.6) ' 22.5(1.7) ' 21.4(1.1) '
Type of Nonshift 22.0(0.6) 0.088 19.3(0.8) 0.000 20.9 (0.5) 0,000
working Shift work 23.3(0.6) ' 26.0 (1.0) ' 24.1(0.5) '
Experience of No 22.2 (0.6) 0.308 22.7 (0.9) 0.308 22.4(0.5) 0.755
quitting Yes 23.0 (0.6) ' 21.7 (0.9) ' 22.6 (0.5) '
Experience of No 21.9(0.9) — 21.7 (1.7) - 21.7 (0.8) —
unemployment Yes 22.9(0.4) ' 22.6 (0.7) ’ 22.9(0.4) '
Decision latitude Low 24.3 (0.6) 0.001. 239(11 0.005 23.8(0.5) 0.000
High 21.3(0.5) 21.1(0.7) 21.3(0.4)
Job demand Low 21.6 (0.5) 0.006 20.5(0.8) 0.001 21.1(0.4) 0,000
High 23.7 (0.5) ' 23.6 (0.9) ' 23.8(0.5) '
* t-test
** Not permanent includes dispatch, daysman, contract and others.
Table 7. Mean value of psychosocial stress by gender and supportive factors
Varisbles Men Women Total
|
Mean (S.D.) p-value* Mean(SD.) p-vaduet Mean(S.D.) p-value*
Supervisor support  Low 25.1 (0.6) 0.000 245 (0.9) 0.001 245 (0.5) 0.000
High 20.6 (0.5) ' 20.5(0.8) ' 20.6 (0.4) '
Coworker support  Low 25.9 (0.6) 0.000 24.3 (0.9) 0.001 24.9 (0.5) 0.000
High 20.8 (0.5) ' 20.4 (0.8) ' 20.2 (0.4) '
Saocial support Low 245 (0.5) 0.000 25.4(0.9) 0.000 24.7 (0.5) 0.000
High 20.9 (0.5) 19.3(0.8) ’ 20.6 (0.4) '
* t-test
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Table 8. Hierarchical multiple regression of related factors on psychosocial distressin workers

. Mode | Model 11 Model 111 Model 1V
Variables (reference)
B T B T B T B T
Sex (Female) Male 0.40 0.44 0.77 066 037 001 -001 -001
Age -0.08 -1.29 -0.7 -097 -009 -122 -0.06 -0.84
Education <Middle school -6.17  -3.07** -542 -249* -371 -149 -320 -1.33
(High school) > College -157 -1.69 -1.25 -142 -120 -1.27 -083 -092
Marriage (Single) Married -290 -2.84** -286 -2.72** -239 -220* -1.97 -1.89
Economic status (Very) Poor 2.90 347** 180 2.19* 151 175 144 174
(Normal) (Very) Rich 2.64 0.83 067 023 219 077 083 030
Smoking (No) Yes 168 176 156 161 173 184
Alcoholic Drinking (No) Yes -1.02  -1.07 -0.32 031 -006 -0.06
Chronic disease (Y es) No -251 -244* 225 -219* -253 -2.52*
Coffee (< 1 cup) > 2cup 1.04 1.19 108 119 103 119
Exercise (No) Yes -273 -3.00** -215 -2.22* -216 -2.32*
Hobby (No) Yes -286 -355** -192 -225% -124 -1.49
Sleeping (Not Enough) Enough -420 -523** -318 -3.61** -3.04 -3.58**
Body mass index 000 -012 -008 -1.38 -0.04 -0.73
Employee type
(Permanent) Not permanent 0.42 0.29 1.06 0.76
Shiftwork (No) Yes 145 089 112 131
Quitting (No) Yes 0.40 0.89 047 0.54
Unemployment (No) Yes -1.24 -1.12 -116  -1.09
Decision latitude -0.02 -0.39 -000 -0.04
Job deman -0.03 -0.36 -0.05 -0.58
Supervisor support -0.14 -0.69 -0.09 -0.45
Coworker support -0.73 -3.55%*-0.71  -3.60**
Saocial support -0.33 -4.96**
Intercept 26.99** 28.89** 39.6** 43.14**
F-value 7.99%* 9.36** 6.68** 7.97%*
R? 0.128 0.310 0.357 0.409
Change of R? 0.128** 0.182* 0.047** 0.052**
* 1 p<0.05, ** : p<0.01
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