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Abstract 222920

Job stress has been associated not only with psychological strain and
cardiovascular disease but also musculoskeletal disorders, psychiatric iliness,
gastrointestinal illness, traffic accidents, absencé from work, use of medicine, sleeping
probiems, depression, suicides, smoking and alcohol-related diseases, reproductive
problems, quality of life and many more problems at individual, workplace and family fevel.
However, there is very small amount of study on job stress and its effect in Thailand while
the magnitude and intensity of stress is increésingly recognized. This is’ partly because
there's no standardized psychological measure available at national level. Karasek job
strain model has been widely implemented internationally over the last two decades as
well as been studied for its psychometric property. Considering cross-culture and different
socioeconomic conditions that might effect the reliability and validity of Karasek
instruments, this study is aimed to investigate the reliability and validity and to modify
Karasek instrument for Thai population. The study is designed as cross-sectional survey
using 10415 subjects from 102 occupational codes between June 2001 and January 2004
in Songkhla province using 64 items (9 scales) of Thai modified version of job stress
questionnaire. The method under study were internal consistency for reliability, subject
interview for content validity, pretestv questionnaire for face validity; exploratory factor
analysis ~EFA and confirmatory factor analysis —~CFA for construct validity.

Reliability reported as Cronbach's alpha were classified into 4 groups as follows:
excellent -supervisor support .8393, hazards in workplace .8626; good —physical exertion
7598, moderate -skill discretion .6841, decision authority .6841, psychological joB
demand .6800, coworker support .6756; unacceptable —job security .5959.

From interview method, the content validity of Karasek model on’ job stress was
mainly in agreement with Thai subjects, but 12 questions were added to cover Thai
agendas such as insufficient payment, business risk, physical and psychological abuse,
life and properties at risk. For face validity, most of the subjects perceived the instrument
as job assessment or job stress at 62% and 74.3% consecutively in 2 pretests.

For construct validity using EFA, the 64 items were extracted to 11 scales with
cumulative % of variance 55.29 and 16 items were excluded. Five new scales extracted

were emotional demand, work overload, insufficient payment, supervisor unsupported and
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psychological hazard. Skill discretion combined with decision authority into decision
latitude scale as well as psychological demand and physical exertion into physical and
psychological demand. Karasek scales being confirmed were physical hazard, supervisor
support. coworker support and job security. CFA also confirmed that Thai modified version
yields better goodness of fit better than Karasek model. After model adjustment, Thai

modified version consisted of 10 scales (work overload was dropped) with 44 items and 9

ctwhick warc nows aoestions.





