Journal of the Korean Data & http://dx.doi.org/10.7465/jkdi.2022.33.3.399
Information Science Society =t o] E] A B3} 313 7]
2022, 33(3), 399-411

A4 22A AR2Edg2e) 2287 WSS BT A7

&35 3

o rosta Aoy - At 2te st - AFetn A ANT AT L
2

A 2022 29 259, 7 2022d 3¢ 27, AAEA

fz
9

A7 bAbne Bl B A
4e) 2R ARAEd A 2 S ojs) 478 .
HIANAAT AL A5A ZRHARAE AT, B AMY 2EA 1,137 o]t
AnaEdad 2287 BEE o7t Yt 89S AAGHL B PANAT F
J 2912 olg 3] 2428 AARFL AU £42% 2
287 BEEe] fo% T vAw Agck 1 9 4P
T ARAEd s, HEUY, AT 45, 79 2 By A4, A3
SRRl SR BEE] RS 9FS AL o dolw AT e =R
Alsto] AbaLel ieE A S BAALE el sk

o
H
fu

=)

a7
&7

BN

flo = 1x of
;0

12 1% o ox 1o fr Y
o 2l
N0 e
S >
4y L
E |
gf.‘l
::,ru

oy 7

to
> oXx

F2go): 249, TRIFVIE, WA, FAAT, ARAEY A,

e
dArfole] 83 &S A 25S S F g EF o] Fasitt Fr|Holn AL AY 5
Al A7 A 2EH 29 UEE A7t 8sith. A U LAALEY ARl st By Buk
AR BHE FAS 2EHAE Fiete] AR AE dA 3] o] y] wfolth. FARAEE
2 ARSAA AT T JRFA o tfsh 7] vkg Alele] Jo g oz goyEr A Q| At
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A4S ohE AT 2 SAE A9 27t 3ok AR 33710 AYE gssfor strg 4
7189 FH5LH F7HE BAAS] o# 222 f&27F 74 "l AEH A8} 52 ZEAY F
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o= 7]¢] FAwsle wet LU Ee] AT d5Ao] BojHrka =4 wf Atk (Sverke} Hellgren,
2002). LAEHFY (work life balance)2> 7 Ul 4re] 2 7dE 7153} 719 AA xQez st
Hdeltt (Kim 5, 2013). 7A<lo] &8 7 Al 9 AAA 2] Fe ddHoln AHgd AL
At AFY4AR RS (resource drain model) 8] #EolA ALY 222 o WL AP 4R
St 7oA 228 5 Y AL AFF et} (Choigt Kim, 2009). ©]2]3 #golA 43} A
o U AR EAFL AFAEHY 2} 2RI PEE] JFE vA= FLWFoIth (Kim} Kim,
2021).

AAASH 7L LA A S AFAEY A9} ZREA WEE F3 thFst A7r AP i
Az 2R ARLAEHAS) FZ (Lee 5, 2016), 2AY 2229 ARAEF 2 (Kim¥ Chang,
2011; Jeong¥} Kim, 2015), ZA=5x}e] 22843} 282 (Kim 5, 2012), AHE 22219 253}
73 5=} AAA7 (Leet Cho, 2020) 5ol AUtk =2t td B AF ol 2w A4 Z2A
13.86%% Ak 5 SEAR ulgo] vt AMHAQLe F5A =7 A, A 2R, #5HA 1%
T2 5 T2A 540 sl AR AAAYR JAHT ok aFe® Bt - 223
o ARAEH 20} 22 LS AFE A7E v Fdch

B AT AL ThE Aol Hl) SHAALILY Hlge] £& ANY ZEAe] AR aEdac 22
WEEe] Gare T glel vhal BASh ATARE AR AATAY A5A 2RBFRA)
28e A8Y 224 113790tk nos 24 A3E Evz A4 22AE

off gk ekS AlA LA} St

sherso) $sh <)

B ATE 249 SEAS HYOE ARAEYAG ARUSEA v 298
TEASL W, QYBEY WE, ARARA WS S SYRSE AR AeH 2AATE AR 2
2R 2 ANAEE BT 34 Aot

22373 Z A} (Korean working conditions survey)s= A= 154 o]4ke] HAAE o
Ao s 22FH, AF, 9%, 1LNA, AFEHGx, IARUER 5 AFEH
vhobslr] 98 Abelth. 2017\ A5 22 3F AL PAIARS] AR F 50,20
A8Y TEARE= 1,137H otk

[¢)

2.3. ATHY 2 AYBFY

249 2RA) ARAEd A 2E8Y BEE0] JFS WAL WEE AP QABEY
2 TBATh ALY ANBFS AT =5EL P H4T Berh glov] do] IS WY =5 Y
of Basth A HAE AT 45 W BLBFL P BeSEE o] YT} FAW 2EAE AT
Aoz TEIAW o9t M ATAL LeFe] LGBTh AR L 4, Bgow ojBYow
WEste] g A3 B FHS A Aol T A JTHAR SWo)A 22
AFESO] JFES WAL 20lth (Nam, 2017). JABFY AL ARAH, AFAY, YRAT
MeE PRk 4Ntk GRAR MEE CUL A 9L WE e Atk By, A
AZE AL CHE F UT Sste] AAAS A BT QTR A @) B 4 Uk A
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o) #5300 2o FASO] e ARAL A AN WA L
A7) BTt ns) Aol Tl A wlRol ol A2k elSA Eeehn LT Bl

AFAEAe ZEA NN WAE = A50] SRAL AF6L7] & ABolA =7 25ez 4
gt e aesdel A 9 v (Choi 5, 2019). AFAEHAE “FIste] 45 4
37} 7b 2 B FES MEs] 24 EHs B3] B19] 230l “QRoA] AEHAS vher R
ARPen ZEDPS&} R IFtPE ARAEaT) 95, I 9ol ARLEHAT) )
w02 o|ZFeigitt. 22 UEEE At F2 Al 49 2RSS AnbH o o9 A
U 7L £l A UH% gy, Stk ek SHE A SR xS, O fde UEE

gz Asgirk

3.1. ATk Qubd =4

By
ko)

>
X
©
ok

e} 10779 (94.7%), 17} 607 (5.3%) 0% FA=lo] 91T, AEL 500
4.9%), 40t7} 2907 (25.5%) 2.2 FZ 4~50t)7F Wo] A8l At 1§ =L 1
Z9 o]do] 498 (43.8%)°o2 7P Wokal, A 4252 3007 o]/de] 636 (55.9%) 2
= Vehgdth. A4 S44 ol xp 2R Hls) B 2241 Hlgo] TS E3ITh (Table 3.1).

& 12
Nej
3
of,
—~ O
w

2
AhARle] WA ZRA7H = 40A1ZFE T AA| Qe Algo] 5149 (45.2%) 0= 7 Wk,
A ZHE A ok Abe] 878% (T7.2%) = 7P Wt AAY ZEAH oF 81%7F F3kl
dspglon, okt 1L,137H F 598w 7P Aotk AFAREA (job autonomy)dt ARE] A A]

A] (social support) 7} 2 AFEEo] Aut o]Aollom, =57 % (labor intensity), 2F& < (job
insecurity) 28|32 ®R/4AAA (compensation adequacy)< W2 Holth ZE2AF F 83 #3
Z} (physical harmful factors)t 9349 (82.2%), &34 {3 AX} (ergonomic harmful factors)t

1,076 (94.6%)°] =25 o] YTt (Table 3.1).

3 =

AL 22AES] BAA3 s 22l Ahd 4 d o= shepshginh. 44177 (mental health)>
o7 £ 1,101%, 96.8%) =77l (lleep disorders)e} XPA7E (discrimination Expe-

80.4%), 983 (86.5%)Z ‘1=’ °] 7FFF ©ATt (Table 3.1).

4

A Y ZEA] 57.0%<1 648¥g o] A 77k H A o] gkal Skl th ol thE 47 (job worry)
7097 (62.4%)°] At SHEsct. 7Hel thEt Az (family hour) Ik o]l 63.9%7F 7+
Aol gk AlZte] SEIA] vty $HIAT whd PR tfst AlZF (business hour)2 62.5%<!

71099 ST SYAAL. 3 AIY AT YR AT A= SBAD YTAY 2T 2

oZi
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5. 7oAl ARAEdae 22 BEE 54
AnsEdar Qe 0w SHE Agel 7757 (60.8%)% ‘9L 0% SHE Agurt wokon,
237 WS ‘23’02 SHE AMge] 3627 (30.2%) & ‘W' o FHT AMgEo gt dAd
ZEAL] YREL 7o) )3 AEHAE (iYL 2287 WNEE7) 52 Holt} (Table 3.1).
Table 3.1 The description of socio-demographic variables
Variables n %
Demographic Sex Male 1,077 94.7
variables Female 60 5.3
Age Under 30 212 18.7
40~49 290 25.5
50~59 397 34.9
Over 60 238 20.9
Education Under Middle school 235 20.7
High school 498 43.8
Above Collegiate 404 35.5
Income Less than 3 million 501 44.1
More than 3 million 636 55.9
Occupational ‘Working hour in a week Under 41 hours 514 45.2
variables 41 ~ 52 hours 422 37.1
Over 52 hours 201 17.7
Duration of working hour None 878 77.2
per day 1 ~ 10 hours 132 11.6
Over 10 hours 127 11.2
Shift pattern of duty Day 917 80.7
Evening 161 14.2
Night 59 5.2
labor intensity Low 614 54.0
High 523 46.0
Job autonomy Low 470 41.3
High 667 58.7
Job insecurity Low 1,022 89.9
High 115 10.1
Compensation adequacy Low 635 55.9
High 502 44.2
Social support Low 38 3.3
High 1,099 96.7
Physical harmful factors Non-exposure 203 17.9
Exposure 934 82.2
Ergonomic harmful factors Non-exposure 61 5.4
Exposure 1,076 94.6
Mental and Mental health Good 1,101 96.8
psychological Average 26 2.3
variables Bad 10 0.9
Sleep disorders No 914 80.4
Yes 223 19.6
Discrimination Experience None 983 86.5
1~2 times 117 10.3
3~4 times 27 2.4
Over 5 times 10 0.9
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Variables n %
Job security job security Security 489 43.0
and work life Insecurity 648 57.0
balance job worry Low 709 62.4
variables High 428 37.6
family hour Enough 410 36.1
Not enough 727 63.9
business hour Enough 710 62.5
Not enough 427 37.6
Job stress Job stress No 775 69.8
and work Yes 362 30.2
environment ‘Work environment Low 444 68.1
satisfaction satisfaction High 693 61.0
Total 1,137 100.0

4. AFZ23

4.1, APAELAA olfo] W Folo} ARAEA G2

ATEATA 54 5 AF2aEGR ol el e SAHCR Fofu|d 2L dFdaSolch 43
TAR5AA 300%Hd o3l ZRAE B F 5] 3008 Rkl 2R A His) ARAEH AT =
Stk (x* = 6.916, p = 0.001). o] 9ol 3, vpo], WEFEL ALY 2EA] YRAEH 2 of R}

BAACE Foulgt §1¢] ofr}.
FAH EANA A2 d 2R} 25T ARAEG A B EAAOR {23 2ol 7}
ALE AR EL F5 IF AR B8 A9 B 9 2R AR AFAEH AT =T
X2 =8.412, p < 0.05). =573 EE FS5LE ARAEG AT 24T} (% = 21.753, p < 0.001) =%
FSAA 25 FAAH 2o g vrthd A4Y 22 SAlAE kol tiRECRE FAF &

il

(e}

AANART sHFf= AFLAEG A o] Ho) 2 {93 2}
RANAZ: x? = 28.325, p < 0.001; $HF): x* = 33.316, p < 0.001). AEAEHATL
A7o]l A X& vlEo] 7T2%E thE e 1.3%°] vl =8ttt AF2EG2T}
% &2 20.6%=% AF2EHA7L gle 22X uel vl 15.0%°] w3
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Table 4.1 The result of job stress on socio-demographic variables

Variables No Yes X P
n (%) n (%)
Demographic Sex Male 739 (95.4) 338 (93.4) 1.944 0.163
variables Female 36 (4.7) 24 (6.6)
Age Under 30 138 (17.8) 74 (20.4) _ 1.300  0.729
40~49 197 (25.4) 93 (25.7)
50~59 275 (35.5) 122 (33.7)
Over 60 165 (21.3) 73 (20.3)
Education Under Middle school 169 (21.8) 66 (18.2) 5.111 0.078
High school 347 (44.8) 151 (41.7)
Above Collegiate 259 (33.4) 145 (40.1)
Income** Less than 3 million 362 (46.7) 139 (38.4) 6.916 0.009
More than 3 million 413 (53.3) 223 (61.6)
Occupational working hour in Under 41 hours 362 (46.7) 152 (42.0) 5.774 0.056
variables a week 41 ~ 52 290 (37.4) 132 (36.5)
Over 52 hours 123 (15.9) 78 (21.6)
duration of None 607 (78.3) 271 (74.9) 1.708 0.426
working hour 1~ 10 85 (11.0) 47 (13.0)
per day 10 Days Over 83 (10.7) 44 (12.2)
Shift pattern of Day 643 (83.0) 274 (75.7) 8.412  0.015
duties® Evening 96 (12.4) 65 (18.0)
Night 36 (4.7) 23 (6.4)
Labor Low 382 (49.3) 232 (64.1) 21.753  0.001
intensity*** High 393 (50.7) 130 (35.9)
Job autonomy Low 328 (42.3) 142 (39.2) 0.975 0.323
High 447 (57.7) 220 (60.8)
Compensation Low 433 (55.9) 202 (55.8) 0.001 0.982
adequacy High 342 (44.1) 160 (44.2)
Social support Low 28 (3.6) 10 (2.8) 0.553 0.457
High 747 (96.4) 352 (97.2)
Physical Factors Non-exposure 149 (19.2) 54 (14.9) 3.123 0.077
Exposure 626 (80.8) 308 (85.1)
Ergonomic Non-exposure 40 (5.2) 21 (5.8) 0.199 0.656
factors Exposure 735 (94.8) 341 (94.2)
Mental and Mental health*** Good 765 (98.7) 336 (92.8) 28.325  0.001
psychological Average/ Bad 10 (1.3) 26 (7.2)
variables Sleep No 659 (85.0) 255 (70.4) 33.316 0.001
disorders®** Yes 116 (15.0) 107 (29.6)
Discrimination None 678 (87.5) 305 (84.3) 2.706 0.439
experience 1~2 times 72 (9.3) 45 (12.4)
3~4 times 18 (2.3) 9 (2.5)
Over 5 times 7 (0.9) 3 (0.8)
Job security Occupational Security 364 (47.0) 125 (34.5) 15.572  0.001
and work security*** Insecurity 411 (53.0) 237 (65.5)
life balance Worry*** Low 538 (69.4) 171 (47.2) 51.722  0.001
variables High 237 (30.6) 191 (52.8)
Family*** Enough 318 (41.0) 92 (25.4) _ 26.103 _ 0.001
Not enough 457 (59.0) 270 (74.6)
Office™* Enough 529 (68.3) 181 (50.0) 35.075  0.001
Not enough 246 (31.7) 181 (50.0)
Work Work Low 287 (37.0) 157 (43.4) 4.164  0.041
environment environment High 488 (63.0) 205 (56.6)
satisfaction satisfaction™®

kR xRk <0.05, 0.01, 0.001



A study on job stress and satisfaction of construction workers 405

=]
i~

|>' oX, ‘{> [
M > du o
> >
[m(m
)
> o
T T

of
23
R
N
N
—
©
=9
==

& o] B3 259 JraEd sl Satvls 14w ok,
27F A FE2 40.2% S7HITE vAToR KRkl A
=e AL LAeE QRSB WAGE] 574% S8k, MBAHOR =TlE 2
Asttha L7le 2FAe] ARAEd S S 7 Lol E9dTh A 2RAR: JISAIRME
FARYe] ARAEd 2 B GE vlATh B FF TEADGS HRAEH 2 £ 9

A F%Tt.

o ¢
N, o

>

B

Mo o

HZ&L~ i=i

o] HES L E AT AE )
)
2]

el

£ Ho

z
2=

NopQ o N

of
b
=

l

Table 4.2 The result of logistic regression for job stress

Full model Selected model
Variables exp(B) 95% CI exp(B) 95% CI
Income** < 3 million 1.0 1.0
> 3 million  1.457  (1.097~1.936)  1.477  (1.119~1.950)
Shift pattern of duties Day 1.0
Evening 1.307 (0.899~1.900)
Night 1.026  (0.565~1.862)
Labor intensity Low 1.0
High 0.780  (0.587~1.038)
Mental health*** Good 1.0 1.0
Average 4.369 (1.830~10.430) 4.529 (1.903~10.779)
Bad 4.787 (0.935~24.509) 5.035 (0.990~25.616)
Sleep disorders** No 1.0
Yes 1.583  (1.133~2.212)  1.721  (1.243~2.383)
Worry*** Low 1.0
High 1.761 (1.311~2.367) 1.888 (1.416~2.518)
Family Enough 1.0
Not enough 1.221 (0.885~1.684)
Office* Enough 1.0 1.0
Not enough 1.259 (0.926~1.712) 1.402 (1.050~1.872)
Occupational safety** Security 1.0 1.0
Insecurity 1.499 (1.117~2.012) 1.574 (1.190~2.080)
‘Work environment Low 1.0
satisfaction High 0.953 (0.710~1.280)
Model Fits AUC 0.697 0.691
AIC 1318.830 1315.708

k)RR KRk, <005, 0.01, 0.001
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4.2. 2297 D5 OE Folst FFeY

ATEATH 54 5 2237 BE= BAHCE Fu|dt 2po|7} e e A%, AgFE 1
2]3 f=9je]t} (Table 4.3). 407k 2234 WEE7F 293 500 o 4R e 284 S5}
STH® = 14.390, p = 0.002). Aiﬂaﬂ o] FE FEAEL 2EHA WEE/F WUky thE e
TEAEY TEEHE BEE7F BTN = 69.090, p < 0.001). HF A5E 3009 o] 2=
2471 300%9H mukel & Afo] H]3) ﬂz% 4 BEE 7L =9k} (2 = 45.946, p < 0.001). = 2237
BEEE AFo] 40 mte g Ge s HFstEo] 1 £ 8¢ —:%JD} S-2vet XMI A

ARkl PEEE 30~394 o A =

St AFE Btk A 544 o] v H

dangerous)ol| S shs 27} Bl 2R &0 i3t BEEs} e Aoz zc&%u}.
QA EAo] 223 WEE z

AR fofusict 222G BEE

14.7%°lth. wtd 223 UEsr) e —:Lix}el WA

ol 2RI AMUT 2EA 2RBY UREL AT (F =

F 52417 23 vE2
| &2 22.3%c°lth. WAIFAIZ
1.457, p = 0.003). °]%} GAM}

N
N
Hir
rlo
rl
fu
X
1o

0
o
rl
a
>,
A

A A ZF A7t L ZEAYSE 2R RS2 B0t (= 6.812, p = 0.033). =%
A 2ERIY BFET 5 2RAL A ® ok AA4ska gk (x* = 11.032, p = 0.001).
LEAEE ZEIPUSES} JRAEH A BRE B JFE v[x1 vl BAY UEEE dvE
SF ZA FATE Qon, ALY TEANANE BAHEg0] & IFA SRR SR =%
o} (x? = 95.987, p = 0.001). B2 Faf 1A} iiOI Re 222 (¢ = 24.639, p = 0.001),
ARgA G AR el wZo] HA| B 2EA (= 23.114, p = 0.001), FAAZ] F2 2=
ZF (x? = 11.147, p = 0.004), $HFN7} 9= 222 (x? = 41.183, p = 0.001), }*ﬂ,g?gtgol A

(x* = 18.609, p < 0.001)9] 2237 WEE7} £l 228 VEEI} £ 159
41.9%7F 7451 7ke] SEsithal S HBt oy 228 BEEv) e 1—% 27.0% % 7FEA 0] &
23t SH3Ah & 7EAIe] SEESE 258 UEE7) BTk (= 25.778, p = 0.001).
FFAILE 7FEA vlotA 22384 BEE7 22 2EATL GRAIZe] SEsttta S Eetsith
(x> = 9.271, p = 0.002). AFHFAL A¢ DRI} b A olgta AZshe 222 55.3% (383%)
7} AR7} Bobgsitta Azshs 25 o] 44.7% (3107)0] B8] Ao g 2R BEL 7} =gt
(x* = 108.808, p = 0.001).

O

Table 4.3 The result of work environment satisfaction on socio-demographic variables

Variables Low High X2 P
n (%) n (%)

Sex Male 422 (95.1) 655 (94.5) 0.151 0.697
Female 22 (5.0) 38 (5.5)

Age** Under 30 67 (15.1) 145 (20.9) 14.390  0.002
40~49 102 (23.0) 188 (27.1)
50~59 162 (36.5) 235 (33.9)
Over 60 113 (25.5) 125 (18.0)

Education***  Under Middle school 141 (31.8) 94 (13.6) 69.090  0.001
High school 195 (43.9) 303 (43.7)
Above Collegiate 108 (24.3) 296 (42.7)

Income*** Less than 3 million 251 (56.5) 250 (36.1)  45.946  0.001
)

More than 3 million 193 (43.5) 443 (63.9
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Variables Low High X2 P
n (%) n (%)
Work week** Under 41 hours 196 (44.1) 318 (45.9) 11.457 0.003
41 ~ 52 149 (33.6) 273 (39.4)
Over 52 hours 99 (22.3) 102 (14.7)
Duration of working None 333 (75.0) 545 (78.6) 6.812 0.033
hour per day* 1~ 10 48 (10.8) 84 (12.1)
10 Days Over 63 (14.2) 64 (9.2)
Shift pattern of Day 355 (80.0) 562 (81.1) 0.228 0.892
duties Evening 65 (14.6) 96 (13.9)
Night 24 (5.4) 35 (5.1)
Labor intensity*** Low 267 (60.1) 347 (50.1) 11.032 0.001
High 177 (39.9) 346 (49.9)
Job autonomy Low 189 (42.6) 281 (40.6) 0.455 0.500
High 255 (57.4) 412 (59.5)
Compensation Low 328 (73.9) 307 (44.3) 95.987 0.001
adequacy*** High 116 (26.1) 386 (55.7)
Social support Low 6 (3.6) 22 (3.2) 0.154 0.695
High 428 (96.4) 671 (96.8)
Physical factors*** Non-exposure 48 (10.8) 155 (22.4) 24.639 0.001
Exposure 396 (89.2) 538 (77.6)
Ergonomic factors*** Non-exposure 6 (1.4) 55 (7.9) 23.114 0.001
Exposure 438 (98.7) 638 (92.1)
Mental health** Good 421 (94.8) 680 (98.1) 11.147 0.004
Average 15 (3.4) 11 (1.6)
Bad 8 (1.8) 2 (0.3)
Sleep disorders*** No 315 (71.0) 599 (86.4) 41.183 0.001
Yes 129 (29.1) 94 (13.6)
Discrimination None 360 (81.1) 623 (89.9) 18.609 0.001
Experience®** 1~2 times 65 (14.6) 52 (7.5)
3~4 times 13 (2.9) 14 (2.0)
Over 5 times 6 (1.4) 4 (0.6)
Occupational Security 106 (23.9) 383 (55.3) 108.808  0.001
security** Insecurity 338 (76.1) 310 (44.7)
Worry Low 272 (61.3) 437 (63.1)  0.373  0.541
High 172 (38.7) 256 (36.9)
Family*** Enough 120 (27.0) 290 (41.9)  25.778  0.001
Not enough 324 (73.0) 403 (58.2)
Office™™* Enough 253 (57.0) 457 (66.0)  9.271  0.002
Not enough 101 (43.0) 236 (34.1)
Job stress* No 287 (64.6) 488 (70.4) 4.164 0.041
Yes 157 (35.4) 205 (29.6)

k)RR Rk, <005, 0.01, 0.001

o
9o EAdoz vwzﬂ
SR FEUTE
5o AEQ Af TF olstol vis) 22 WEE S 189 =3k,
219 Egkth. LEE £5L 3000wkl EA}e] Hls] 300%A o] 4l
2874 UFE SN 7 169 Eoka, SRR BET FEL 56.9% SHHAG. FTF 2
AZHE 40A17F 0)5kel ZEAT} 4152417 Aok 2RA Hls) 22870 WS SHEo] 1.20]
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Table 4.4 The result of logistic regression for work environment satisfaction

Variables Full model Selected model
exp(pB) 95% CI exp(B) 95% CI
Age Under 30 1.0
40~49 0.862 (0.558~1.330)
50~59 0.853 (0.556~1.307)
Over 60 1.003 (0.610~1.651)
Education®** Under Middle school 1.0
High school 1.925  (1.312~2.826)  1.845  (1.297~2.622)
Above Collegiate 2.166 (1.366~3.434) 2.123 (1.429~3.154)
Income** < 3 million 1.0
> 3 million 1.590 (1.184~2.135) 1.569 (1.178~2.090)
Work week** Under 41 hours 1.0
41 ~ 52 1.198  (0.877~1.636)  1.204  (0.886~1.637)
Over 52 hours 0.603 (0.399~0.912) 0.620 (0.423~0.907)
Duration of working hour None 1.0
per day 1~ 10 1.120 (0.731~1.718)
10 Days Over 1.125 (0.707~1.789)
Labor intensity Low 1.0
High 1.025 (0.763~1.378)
Compensation adequacy*** High 1.0
Low 0.348 (0.261~0.464) 0.345 (0.260~0.457)
Physical Factors Non-exposure 1.0
Exposure 0.940 (0.613~1.444)
Ergonomic factors® Non-exposure 1.0
Exposure 0.322 (0.120~0.865) 0.345 (0.137~0.868)
Mental health Good 1.0
Average 0.746 (0.305~1.821)
Bad 0.253 (0.045~1.408)
Sleep disorders*** No 1.0
Yes 0.483 (0.339~0.690) 0.472 (0.336~0.661)
Discrimination Experience None 1.0
1~2 times 0.809 (0.516~1.269)
3~4 times 0.687 (0.273~1.729)
Over 5 times 0.318 (0.066~1.526)
Family* Enough 1.0
Not enough 0.717 (0.520~0.989) 0.686 (0.510~0.923)
Office Enough 1.0
Not enough 0.980 (0.717~1.339)
Occupational security*** Security 1.0
Insecurity 0.388 (0.288~0.523) 0.376 (0.281~0.503)
Job stress No 1.0
Yes 0.963 (0.709~1.308)
Model Evaluation AUC 0.779 0.775
AIC 1288.063 1269.442
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Table 5.1 Topic modeling about safety accidents

Topic Title Keyword
TOPIC1 construction site A8, HA, ARAANE, oY, 2&
L5, AR AFE, HAAD
TOPIC2  industrial accident FAE, AN, S5, AAAF, AL, B AL,
A, FEAE fEA
TOPIC3 Compensation ARA, BAF A0, 22 B A, AL,

=27}, ﬂﬁ, 745
TOPIC4  Legal responsibility — =3], 2F AN BARE Y, 2] bW A,
AR, S22, A JA, =54, Abar, A
TOPICH Support 7], 2194’“7"’41]' IERY, A,
14, 712

24387 A LA Alale AR AA"T. EFSAAE 359408t it 7|9 =71 o
FHYUCE AU PRAEE ALARAIA 91 AWAL EE B ANLE ZAeA HE AT 2
Al ol A AHA =EF A% A T AEH A Fol (Post Traumatic Stress Disorder, ©]3}
PTSD)& 914

o 4 gtk A%, PISDY} #918 A9ES a9, 32§ 320t 477 o
Ag A4 2RAE o @ AT vFs ALY
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Abstract

This study conducted a study on job stress and satisfaction with the work environ-
ment of construction workers so that they can have a safer and more comfortable work
life. As the research data, the 5th work environment survey of the Occupational Safety
and Health Research Institute of the Korea Occupational Safety and Health Agency
was used, and the sample was 1,137 construction workers. Prior to the analysis, factors
with differences in job stress and work environment satisfaction were explored through
cross-testing, and a logistic regression model was established using factors with a sig-
nificant relationship. As a result of the analysis, work-life balance and job safety had
a significant effect on job stress and satisfaction with the working environment. Other
than that, average monthly income, job instability, mental health, and sleep disor-
der had a significant effect on job stress, while final educational background, average
monthly income, working hours per week, compensation adequacy, artificial charac-
teristics, and sleep disorder had a significant effect on work environment satisfaction.
In addition, topic modeling on safety accidents was conducted to organize people’s

interests in safety accidents.

Keywords: Construction industry, industrial accidents, job stress, working environment

satisfaction.
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