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ABSTRACT

Objective : The objective of this study is to create questionnaires for Social Capital (SCQ) and Built En-
vironment (BEQ) that can be utilized as protective factors for mental health.

Methods : A total of 426 adults aged 18 or older, residing in 'D' Metropolitan City in Korea, were included
as subjects in this study. Data for subjective evaluation of social capital and built environment were collected
through an online survey. Various statistical analyses, such as reliability analysis, exploratory factor analysis,
confirmatory factor analysis, and correlation analysis between PHQ-9 and GAD-7, were conducted.

Results : The Cronbach’s a values for SCQ and BEQ were 0.94 and 0.90, respectively, indicating good re-
liability. Exploratory factor analysis revealed that SCQ consisted of 4 factors, explaining a total of 71.91%,
while BEQ consisted of 4 factors, explaining a total of 62.18%. Confirmatory factor analysis confirmed that
both questionnaires had a reasonable configuration, with TLI, CFI, and RMSEA values at an appropriate level.
Additionally, both SCQ and BEQ showed negative correlations with depression and anxiety.

Conclusion : This study has developed a tool for measuring social capital and the built environment in
Korea. It also demonstrates the reliability and validity of this questionnaire. The use of this tool could greatly
support preventive mental health interventions within the community. (Anxiety and Mood 2024;20(1):17-26)

KEYWORDS : Social capital questionnaire; Built environment questionnaire; Social capital; Built environment;
Validity; Reliability; Protective factors.
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics of subjects (n=426)
Demographic variable n (%)
Sex
Male 165 (38.7)
Female 261 (61.3)
Age
20-29 123 (28.9)
30-39 135 (31.7)
40—-49 110 (25.8)
50-59 5(10.6)
60—69 3@
Religion
Protestant 6 (6.1)
Christianity 6 (22.5)
Buddhism 6 (8. )
Other 6(1.4
No religion 262 (61 5)
Marital Status
Married 198 (46.5)
Singles 212 (49.8)
Divorced, separated, widowed 16 (3.8)
Education
Middle school 2 (.5)
High school 75 (17.6)
College 56 (13.1)
University 235 (55. 2)
Master 1(9.6
Ph.D 7 (4. )
Employment type
Full time worker 235 (55.2)
Part time worker 3(7.7)
Student 4 (8.0)
Housewife 8 (13.6)
Unemployed 4(10.3)
Other 2(5.2)
Monthly income (Korean Won)
Less than 1,000,000 2 (7.5)
1,000,000—-3,000,000 129 (30.3)
3,000,000—-5,000,000 140 (32.9)
Higher than 5,000,000 125 (29.3)

tive efficacy)®l] T3t W80 2 & 3E3H(12-14H) 0 &2 1A
Qi) 29l 4= “TZ& 7 (identity) o] W3 HEoz2 &=
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ek 891 2= % (safety)oll HIF WEL 2 F 47 &
36, 7, 8, 90 2 FAEQITE 29l 38 A A (accessibility)
of W3t Yoz F 6o 340, 11, 12, 13, 14, 1502 4]
Eoleh 2ol 4= ‘RaYF A A (walkability)ol] T3+ Lo 2
Z 4N 236, 17, 18, 192 2 =3I cH(Table 3).

stoIx) QoI
AP A2 g 7 AEA0) 59189 Aol

Efsix] 723 98 Beld Q9154 Mgt AL Fig-
ure 13} 20] A|AJSHIH SCQE= TLI=0.934, CFI=0.946,
RMSEA=0.076%132, BEQi= TLI=0.918, CFI=0.931, RM-
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Table 2. Exploratory factor analysis of SCQ (n=426)

30
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No. ltfem

Factor loading*

2

3 4

1. Most people in this area are friendly.
o] Aol Q= o] AbEES st
2. People in my neighborhood can be frusted.
o] 219 9] RO AFFES WS = 9l
3. People in this area will always treat you fairly
o] 219 ] AFEE B FAlS S8 e Aotk
4. If you were in tfrouble, there are lots of people in this area who would help you.
o] Aeolli= BAlo] 7ol AT wf =ofE A Z-& AtghEol wWol qir
5. Ireally feel part of this area.
s W7 AL Qs Aol et 244 =71t
6. Are you willing to help your neighbor who urgently needs your help?

e A AR HollA] F27E SIEEHl B B8R shs B0l B8 §) 7170] =ad & ¥l itk

7. There are friends or neighbors around to share joy and sorrow.
TRl 718 £55 s 5 Sl Ay o]0 Sl
8. There are special people (friends or neighbors) who make me comfortable.
LS HIHA| st 53 AFRE (R B o)) YUtk
9. There are special people (friends orneighbors) who can help in an emergency.
WollAl= 153 Al =85 & & ol ST ARG B o)l At
10. | can talk to friends or people aroundme about my problem.
W7t 713 arslolu Aol el Mt 1 Aol Al wek = gk,
11. I can depend on friends or people aroun d when I'm in trouble.
Ue ofdE o A 1 ARE ol oJxIjie
12. Do people in your neighborhood have close relationships with each other2
Uz ol AlgHEah A WA 9w ik
13. Do people in your neighborhood usually help each other?
o] o AlFE S HE MRS it
14. Can people in your neighborhood be trusted?2

U ol AR EE AlEE & Tk

15. Do you agree that you have some networks with people who have similar social characteristics

to yourself in your daily life2
U g Aol Al ek vt ARSlA] B4 7H AFE aRdte
16. People in my neighborhood share the same values.
2 Sl AFES 2 RS SRS
17. Do you agree that many residents in your neighborhood have similar social characteristics
(age, gender, and SES) to yourselfe
U 22 319 ARl Yot vzt AFEA §4 (U], A, 45 5)2 7H AL ekar =0T
Eigen value
% of variance

0.891

0.821

0.745

0.580

0.512

0.443

8.4
49.64

-1.000

-0.963

-0.778

-0.689

-0.566

1.9
10.90

-0.855

-0.816

-0.810

0.737

0.718

0.699

1.2 1.1
7.02 6.18

*Factor 1: Neighborhood Cohesion, Factor 2: Network, Factor 3: Collective Efficacy, Factor 4: Identity

3 2 S| T HEAIE NSt Bl EE ¥ % Z&(neighborhood cohesion) & 3Gt 2291
QI Aotk T SEYOR o]xte] HA A, JRA w1 AUS FH

SCQe] T Qolidut Al=lw AF 27 F 179 4 ot A= S5t UEYA(network) 2 5T 38
7 shejacloz ok dAel ge g LA M, Cronbachs 91& & 3530 &2 o] RARETY] G829l ¥ ¢ 58S
Alpha Al$= 09402 =2 £20] AR E Bk 1801 W &5 A= Aok 85I (collective efficacy) 2 &
2 F 0wd O 2 A3 Yo TR EAAS St o] oldltt 48802 F 3RO R U AlEET 8leE= vh
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Table 3. Exploratory factor analysis of BEQ (n=426)

Factor loading*

No. lfem
1 2 S 4

1. The buildings and houses in my neighborhood are interesting. 0.884
2] Bule] A8 e Fulgch
2. There are interesting things to do in my neighborhood. 0.842
7] Fullel Al e Lol gk
3. There are many interesting things to look at while walking in my neighborhood. 0.807
2l e AowA B 5 Ak Auigls F4E0] ol ek
4. My neighborhood is attractive. 0.730
2] Fdl= v ARl Stolet.
5. In my neighborhood the buildings and homes are well-maintained. 0.341
2] o] A8 YL 2 pelo] gk,
6. My neighborhood is safe from crime. 0.864
%] Fulle HE 2R Pdsit
7. Violence is not a problem in my neighborhood. 0.854
Se] Bl B 2A7L dojupA] ct.
8. | feel safe walking in my neighborhood, day or night. 0.614
Ui vt 7helA) b 8] SuE A Zlo] ehdetehn L
9. There is no problem with vandalism and graffiti in this area. 0.539
2% ol| FF 7120 sEEAL ¥ ol BoR YAzt | Favt gk,
10. There are facilities to bicycle in or near my neighborhood, such as special lanes, separate 0.708
paths or trails, shared use paths for cycles and pedestrians.
8] Fuoli AHA HE w2, A S} Po| A7 o] §A HAAE 918 Lo| upzEo] ek,
11. There are sidewalks on most of the streets in my neighborhood. 0.688
2] SUlY tiEY] Aol =7t Qlch
12. My neighborhood has several free or low cost recreation facilities, such as parks, walking trails, 0.576
bike paths, recreation centers, playgrounds, public swimming pools, etc.
2] sdols 3, A e, A B2, gage]d AlE, Eold, 35 9% s Alde TR ®E
Ao o438t 4 = Fo] B ) Sk,
13. Itis within a 10—15 minute walk to a transit stop (such as bus, train, trolley, or tram) from my home. 0.561
JollAl gs (2, 712}, - F)7HA] AolA 10-158 ool 24 4= Qlet.
14. Many shops, stores, markets or other places to buy things | need are within easy walking 0.545

rr

2k

il

distance of my home.
WA B AS AT 4= s 7L A, A Sl AotA 2 S Sl A= Uiell itk
15. I see many people being physically active in my neighborhood doing things like walking, 0.442
jogging. cycling, or playing sports and active games.
= e FdlelA 271, 27, AAA B, 2220 SE Al AlYt T2 A5S Al AAF e
P Yo ARES Bk,

16. There is a lot of noise in my neighborhood. (reversal) 0.692
2 SulE Al (i)
17. There is a lot of frash and litter on the street in my neighborhood. (reversal) 0.678
] Ful Zupeto] 287] en|7} gtk (23
18. There is so much fraffic on the streets that it makes it difficult or unpleasant to walk in my 0.524
neighborhood. (reverse coded). (reversal)
7ol 27} Wi wobA 2] Fulle 271 AEAY BHslth (423)
19. There are busy roads to cross when out for walks in my neighborhood. (reversal) 0.507
2] Froliz AHE 3 ) Zujof she Btet w2} ook (R
Eigen value 8.4 1.9 1.2 1.1
% of variance 49.64 1090 7.02 6.18
*Factor 1: Aesthetic Qualities, Factor 2: Safety, 3: Accessibility, Factor 4: Walkability

22 Anxiety and Mood | Volume 20, No 1 | April, 2024
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Figure 1. Confirmatory factor analysis of SCQ.
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Figure 2. Confirmatory factor analysis of BEQ.

Table 4. Reliability of SCQ and BEQ

Factor Cronbach’s a
SCQ totoal 0.94
Neighborhood cohesion 0.89
Network 0.92
Collective efficacy 0.91
Identity 0.81
BEQ totoal 0.90
Aesthetic qualities 0.89
Safety 0.87
Accessibility 0.79
Walkability 0.74
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Table 5. Correlation analysis

Factor PHQ-9 GAD-7
SCQ
Social Capital Questionnaire -0.410** -0.395**
Neighborhood cohesion -0.363** -0.362**
Network -0.345** -0.332**
Collective efficacy -0.334** -0.307**
Identity -0.280** -0.265**
BEQ
Built Environment Questionnaire -0.281** -0.240**
Aesthetic qualities -0.272** -0.214*
Safety -0.253** -0.227**
Accessibility -0.086 -0.086
Walkability -0.253** -0.213**
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