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= ABSTRACT =

Objectives: We evaluated the level of psychosocial stresses and fatigue symptoms among clerical public
officers and its related factors.

Methods: The self-administered questionnaires were performed, during the period between Dec. 5th, 2005
and Jan. 31st, 2006, to 1,005 individuals in the service of general administration located in Daejeon
Metropolitan City. The survey items included subjects' socio-demographic and job-related characteristics,
health-related behavior, degree of job demand, job autonomy, social support in work, type A behavior
pattern, locus of control, sense of self-esteem, psychosocial distress and degree of fatigue.

Results: The study results indicated that the level of stress or fatigue is so complicatedly influenced by
variable factors as well as job-related characteristics such as socio-demographic characteristics, rank in work,
or job career, to a greater extent, by job specifications and personality traits(type A) like whether performing
health-related behavior or not, job demand, job autonomy, social support in work, or sense of self-esteem.

Conclusions: Thus the effective strategy for psychosocial distress and fatigue symptoms reduction among
governmental employees requires additional programs focusing on innovated job specifications and managed

personality trait.

Key words: Psychosocial distress, Fatigue symptom, Clerical public officer
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Table 1. Comparison of psychosocial distress and fatigue symptoms by general characteristics

_ PWI' MFS*
Variables
Mean+SD p-value Mean+SD p-value
Sex
Male 739 26.05+6.26 0.200 82.33+15.71 0.192
Female 210 26.69+6.90 83.92+15.69
Agel(year) 0.000 0.007
<39 333 27.03+7.14 83.41+1553
40-49 515 24.13+6.01 82.08+15.55
50< 157 24.55+5.62 79.03+16.22
Educational level 0.184 0.310
<High school 30 27.1046.10 80.95+16.74
College< 925 26.10+6.42 82.81+15.62
Marital status 0.013 0.881
Married 949 26.05+6.25 81.52+18.39
Unmarried 42 29.02+8.81 82.70+15.61
Others 14 26.64+6.54 83.35+15.52
BMI(kg/m’) 0.584 0.567
<185 20 24.80+5.69 80.20+14.93
185-25.0 703 26.17+6.22 82.46+15.53
25.0< 282 26.32+6.88 83.34+16.24
Subjective health status 0.000 0.000
Healthy 326 23.3545.72 77.89+15.75
Fair 562 26.90+5.73 83.54+15.01
Unhealthy 117 30.62£7.67 91.72+14.26
Total 1005 26.18+6.40 82.66+15.71

" Psychosocial Well-being Index
¥ Multidimensional Fatigue Scale
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Table 2. Comparison of psychosocial distress and fatigue symptoms by health-related behaviors

, PWI' MFS'
Variables N
Mean+SD p-value Mean+SD p-value
Smoking 0.001 0.004
Current smoker 215 27.6046.93 82.83£17.10
Non-smoker 585 25.92+6.40 83.70+14.96
Ex-smoker 205 25.46+5.58 79.50+15.96
Alcohol drinking 0.019 0.801
Yes 734 26.47+6.54 82.73£15.95
No 2n 25.40+5.93 82.45+15.09
Regular exercise/sports 0.000 0.000
Yes 366 24.87+6.53 80.02+17.51
No 639 26.94+6.20 84.17414.38
Sleeping times 0.000 0.000
Good 485 24.9146.26 79.52+1591
Bad 520 271.37+6.30 85.59+14.96
Drinking coffee(cup/day) 0.095 0.042
0 A 24954554 79.64+17.35
1 237 26.01+6.80 81.91+15.39
2-3 337 26.08+6.36 82.31+16.67
4< 337 26.75+6.34 84.38+14.28
Leisure time 0.000 0.000
Yes 517 24.77+5.92 80.73+16.56
No 488 27.68+6.55 84.71+14.50
Yisting oo palin 000 ocxz
Yes 487 26.856.20 84.15+15.85
No 518 25.48+6.54 81.08+15.42
hPho:fo(i)gligtion(/year) . 0.034
Yes 30 271.93+6.22 88.66+18.82
No 975 26.136.40 82.47+1558
Total 1005 26.18+6.40 82.66+15.71

" Psychosocial Well-being Index
¥ Multidimensional Fatigue Scale
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Table 3. Comparison of psychosocial distress and fatigue symptoms by job-related factors

. PWI' MFS*
Variables N
Mean+SD p-value Mean+SD p-value
Job position(grade)” 0.000 0.000
<9 36 28.21+6.41 86.75+15.26
8 100 26.66+6.61 80.74+16.11
7 350 26.75+6.85 83.19+14.30
6 363 26.05+6.10 81.26+15.20
5h< 156 23.80+5.24 75.42+15.94
Job career(year) 0.003 0.000
<9 156 26.72+7.73 83.84+15.92
10-19 459 26.5546.13 83.61+£14.97
20-29 309 25.99+6.27 82.03£15.94
30< 81 23.81+4.88 75.51+17.04
Overtime work(hour/wk) 0.003 0.150
<9 381 254146.21 81.80+15.72
10-19 506 26.45+6.19 82.76+15.67
20< 118 2752754 85.00+15.76
s oot oo
0 844 25.94%6.40 81.79+15.04
1 9% 26.73£5.88 84.33+17.87
2< 66 28.48+6.69 91.31+18.10
iSnerJ}gg (1)12 esatlsfactlon 0.000 0.000
Satisfaction 736 25.54+6.04 81.36+15.57
Dissatisfaction 269 27.94+7.01 86.21+£15.59
Total 1005 26.18+6.40 82.66+15.71

" Psychosocial Well-being Index
¥ Multidimensional Fatigue Scale
* . The class of governmental employee’s position; the higher position has the smaller grade
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Table 4. Comparison of psychosocial distress and fatigue symptoms by job related stress

. PWI' MFS*
Variables N
Mean+SD p-value Mean+SD p-value
Job demand 0.269 0.138
Low' 459 25.94+6.06 81.86+16.55
High' 546 26.39+6.67 83.33+14.9%
Decision latitude 0.000 0.043
Low' 457 26.97+6.66 83571585
High 548 2523459 8156+15.49
Supervisor support 0.002 0484
Low’ 444 26.88+6.61 84.0516.60
High' 561 25.63+6.18 81.35+14.99
Coworker support 0.000 0.207
Low' 407 27414656 83421502
High' 598 25.35%6.15 82.14+16.16
Social support 0.000 0.388
Low' 459 27234656 83.13+16.06
High' 546 25.30£6.14 82.27+15.42
Total 1005 26.18+6.40 82661571

" Psychosocial Well-being Index
¥ Multidimensional Fatigue Scale
7 Low and high group classified by the median score of each variable
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0.008
0.000

p-value
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Mean+SD
81.52+15.12
83.84+16.23
84.21+15.04
81.12+16.22
82.01+15.49
83.75+16.06
81.68+15.64
84.42+15.72
84.50+15.23
80.63+16.00
82.66+15.71

p-value
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

PWI'

Mean+SD

25234651
27.1846.13
2743+6.67
2A95+5.86
DA17+6.45
27.79+6.37
2547596
27.46+6.94
27.99+6.35
24.19+584
26.18+6.40
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Total
. Psychosocial Well-being Index

PSEIESIPN=FTPN

Variables

5 A
W
High'
Internal locus of
s

control

]

: Low and high group classified by the median score of each variable

© Multidimensional Fatigue Scale
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Low'

Highﬂ

Lo

Table 5. Comparison of psychosocial distress and fatigue symptoms by psychosocial factors
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7ol frojgt MaE AAHALE Y Ve F9) ARsIAlE] A gQlo] Be JEs WA IS
H HFEER ARSI A 2EYs S 9 & = AATH(Table 6).
36.7% A e = ATt
Table 6. Hierarchial multiple regression of selected variables on psychosocial distress
Variabl Model 1 Model I Model I Model IV Model V
Aanes B ¢ B ¢ B t B t Bt
Sex 0872 -15% -0984  -1.740 00988 -1.732 -0372 0727 -0383 0767
Age(year) 0048  -1467 -00d6  -0.774 008 0930 0138 266" 0158 -30%"
Ml status oM BT 082 36T 2TH 31T B3 ANET 33 432
(unmarried/married)
Subjective health status - - - - o = ot
(healthy/urhealthy) 4170 6806 3926 6416 386 6341 3531 6487 2841 5290
Cigarette smoking(yes/no)  -1899  -38M™ -1870 388 -184 -37RT -l46 -33%° -156 -35%°
Alcohol drinking(yes/no) 0932 2106° 1 2443 1239 2691 1519 3837 1498 3727
Regular exercise(yesho) 0604 -1307 030 135 057 134 030 075 0087 0239
Skeeping timesigood/bad) LT -4487° 158 ST -3 38T LI 98170 -09m 2762
Leisure timelwith/without) 1638 305" 167 30717 158 875 122 34507 124 3307
Visiting out-patient
do ent(year) 1.295 31% 1200 3060 1090 274 1448  413%6 1181 3432
Job position(grade) 13 29 092 1504 056 0% 037 058
Job career(year) 0037 0747 0042 085 0039 0837 00601 1420
Overtime work(hour/awk) 0008 017 009 035 009 03l  -003 058
Experience of sick absence 024 2009 019 189 0139 145 002 089
(time/year)
jsoinsh.efe()f satisfaction in 152 3507 1360 307° 108 27T 0912 230
Decision latitude 0.0%9 1485 -0M7  -0.765 -0061 -0848
Job demand 0088 0832 014 114 0101 1100
Supervisor support 029 -2640" 0218 -2819" 0213 -2818”
Coworker support -013% -1253 0009 0098 0007 007
Type A behavior pattern 0309 439" 0247 -35107
Locus of control 0110 148 0066 0948
Self-esteem 0847 -1382° 08 -13389"
MES 0077 6778
Constant 33447 34010 3383% 5273 49109
F 17534 13606~ 121227 uUNT" 26.198"
R 0159 0181 0.200 0367 0.397
* 0 p<0.05, =x p<0.01
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Table 7. Hierarchial multiple regression

of selected variables on fatigue symptoms

. Model 1 Model T Model T Model IV Model V
Variables
B t B t B t B t B t
Sex -0036  -0.028 0138 -014  -0003 -0.002 0749 0557 0710 05%
Agelyear) 0040 -0493 0314 2090° 0309 2064 0254 1708 0352 2409
Subjective health status - " - " - o
(healthy furheclthy) 980  6.352 97% 6310 9269 6160 9113 5960 68% 4513
Cigarette smoking(yes/no) 0537 0430 096 0776 092 0% 1235 1006 22% 180
Regular exercise(yes/no) 2751 2506 2604 2387 2521 22990 2221 2069 2080 1945

Sleeping times(good/bad) 5140 512"
Drinking coffee(cup/day) 0924 2254
Leisure time(with/without) ~ -1432  -1.336
Visiting out-patient

4839 AT 48D ATRT AR 48T 4014 40847
0937 234" 099 238 1069 2645° 1016 255"
-1191 -1122 0 1157 -1086 -1080 1027 -03% 034

SIS 3183 31487 3037 37T 354 3508° 2731 2815°
department(/year)
Job position(grade) 368 236 3150 -198 2533 1610 2369 -1543
Job career(vear) 0% 2063 061 2088 0271 228" 0201 -24%
Experience of sick absence 080 300" 083 3042° 078 2% 068 25
(time/year)
lsh‘fense of satisfaction injob 936 2001 219 199 230 200 161 158
Decision latitude 027 13% 000 028 0064 030
Job demand 000 0260 0063 029  -0006 -00%
Supervisor support -0073  -0332 0063  -0024 0067 0312
Coworker support 000 014 002 018 0089 0147
Type A behavior pattem 086 4306 -0681 -3479”
Locus of control 0% 2977 0506 2587
Self-esteem 055 3087 003 015
PWI 0607 608"
Constant 731% 65138 61532 4638 643
F 13277 152" 984" 9670" 187
R 0.114 0.140 0.142 0.174 0214
* 1 p<0.05, =+ p<0.01
2) R4 S olxlE 29! 45%, FALA LES A BE A4S,
v|ggFel] vAE Al AFEe] AgEe sof FHALe] FREHA deE, AVEESSTL
371 91ske] BAl Alel el & SIAH ds BeTs, dUiaEs w2 Aol ol Ay
ARAL ANSAT WA RF 1S 4, A", § A25Fe] mgor] g WEER S
FoAQ e, FARE, Y $F, 5 A NRLEE oF 114% AP 5 A
HAIZE ATSE35, o7, QU sodRE REOANANE EF 1A Fdgh wgdd 449
SHHTRE 3o 3R FUsTE A A 7 WHEE FYSG Y EEOAA = B3 19
I FHARD AZAH, AR A] &, TFHAIR A Fredd W o e el d3gEs viA
AV eg35, AAARARI PR fo o, AQuA 54 Fot AF, 2949, 9
& Byl gtk F ABgEt £4 ada 3 AT F9AF, ATAR VI g25E
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