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[Abstract]

This study was performed to analyze regional differences of social environment according to sociodemographic characteristics and
self-rated health. In rural areas, males had higher social trust and community competence than females, and higher social
participation and activity in their 50s. Social support, social support, social trust, and community capacity were high in the group
with little or no stress. On the other hand, in urban areas, women showed higher social participation and activity, social network
than men, and social participation and activity, social trust were higher in 50s and 60s. Unlike rural areas, social network, support,
and community capacity were higher than university graduates, depending on the level of education. Norm compliance and
community capacity were high in the group with little or no stress, and social support and social trust were high in the group with
good or very good health status. The social environment for health was found to have a positive effect on social participation and

activity, social network and support, social trust, and community competence.
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Table 1. Sociodemoeconomic characteristics according to

area
Characteristics Total Rural Urban
Gender Male 315(47.5) 156(46.6) 159(48.5)
Female 348(52.5) 179(53.4) 169(51.5)
20-29 136(20.5) 65(19.4) 71(21.6)
30-39 130(19.6) 66(19.7) 64(19.5)
Age 40-49 133(20.1) 67(20.0) 66(20.1)
50-59 131(19.8) 59(17.6) 72(22.0)
60= 133(20.1) 78(23.3) 55(16.8)
Mean 44.5 45.5 43.5
=Middle
School 95(14.3) 70(20.9) 25(7.6)
Eduction High School 292(44) 166(49.6) 126(38.4)
College 74(11.2)  34(10.1) 40(12.2)
= University 202(30.5) 65(19.4) 137(41.8)
Very often 38(5.7) 24(7.2)  14(4.3)
Often 187(28.2) 98(29.3) 89(27.1)
Stress Occasionally 330(49.8) 154(46.0) 176(53.7)
A few times 97(14.6) 50(14.9) 47(14.3)
Never 11(1.7) 9(2.7) 2(0.6)
Very bad 14(2.1) 10(3.0)  4(1.2)
Bad 72(10.9)  46(13.7) 26(7.9)
ae'f’Rated Normal 355(53°5) 192(57.3) 163(49.7)
ealth Status
Good 194(29.3) 77(23.0) 117(35.7)
Very good 28(4.2) 10(3.0) 18(5.5)
Total 663(100.0) 335(50.5) 328(49.5)
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E 2. QA7AEIY EM A AL WE AlSE SHA(SE) Complianc Capacity
e with the Social trust of local
Table 2. Social environment according to socioeconomic and norm community
health status (Rural) Male 2.89+0.55 2.8710.55 2.7310.53
G Female 2.88+0.52 2.73+0.63 2.60%0.62
Social . ) ender
patticipation  S0C¢lal Soclal t 0.101 oo os)
and activity network support . :
20-29 2.79+0.66 2.65+0.67 2.56+0.66
Male 1.8240.76  2.93+0.58 3.00+0.58 30-39 2.87+£0.54 2.76+£0.58 2.60+0.62
Gender Female 1.8540.82  3.06+0.63 3.02+0.57 Age 40-49 2.89+0.53 2.78+0.47 2.71+0.51
t -0.378 -1.938 -0.423 50-59 2.89+0.43 2.84+0.55 2.69+0.55
20-29 1.4940.72  2.96+0.60 2.99+0.67 60> 2.974£0.50 2.93+£0.66 2.74+0.56
30-39 1.764£0.73  2.96+0.49 2.96+0.42 F 0.976 2.104 1.191
40-49 1.93+0.79  3.03+0.52 3.00+0.48 =Middle L0105 2884078 2724061
Age 50-59 2.08+0.91 3.12+0.65 3.14+0.57 School
60= 1.9140.71 2.9340.74 3.0040.66 L cation High School 2.92+0.50 2.81+0.50 2.64%0.53
5412 College 2.67+0.62 2.66+£0.68 2.63+0.76
F (<0.01) 1.064 0.894 SUniversity  2.9040.59  2.7340.56  2.66+0.58
=Middle F 2.226 1.393 0.364
School 1.80£0.72  2.83£0.79  2.92%0.72 Very often 2.69+0.77 2.46+£0.93  2.39+0.71
Education ~oign School | 1.8740.84  3.0440.57 3.01+0.54 Often 2844054 2664060 2.5240.60
College 1.81+0.71 2.97+0.46 2.97+0.44 Occasionally 2.94+0.49 2.87+0.54 2.74+0.55
>University  1.81+0.77  3.08+0.51 3.15+0.52  Stress A few times 2.92+0.53 2.97+0.51  2.85+0.51
F 0.178 2.504 1.910 Never 2.81£0.50 2.83%£0.42 2.60+0.32
Very often 1.614£0.92  2.69+0.72 2.64+0.86 - 1 393 5.074 5120
Often 1.824£0.84  2.89+0.61 2.93%0.56 : (<0.05) (<0.05)
Occasionally 1.86+0.75  3.07+£0.56 3.07+0.49 Very bad 2.80+0.32 2.45+0.99 2.3440.65
Stress A few times 1.88%£0.79  3.11£0.65 3.15+0.59 Bad 2.88+0.46 2.83+0.55 2.70+0.49
Never 2.04+0.54  3.10+£0.48 3.21+0.41  Self-Rated Normal 2.90+0.52 2.76%0.61  2.60+0.61
F 0.715 3.538 4.568 Health Good 2.89+0.61 2.90+0.54 2.82+0.55
(<0.05) (<0.05) Status Very good 2.60£0.70 2.88+0.29  2.76+0.40
Very bad 1.534£0.82  2.14+0.95 2.11£0.90 - 0.817 1 708 5906
Bad 1.70£0.76 ~ 2.77+0.51 2.83%0.53 (<0.05)
Self-Rated Normal 1.87+0.81 3.00£0.60 3.00+0.54
Health Good 1.89+0.74  3.18+0.50 3.1840.45
Status Very good 1.73+0.75  3.514+0.28 3.64%0.42
11.262 14.061
F 0.906 (<0.01) (<0.01)
http://dx.doi.org/10.9728/dcs.2019.20.4.817 820
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Table 3. Social environment according to socioeconomic and norm trust ;:ommumt
health status (Urban) Male 2.93+0.51 255062 2.54£0.60
: Gender Female 2.94+0.50 2.65%£0.55 2.65x0.60
Social S ial s il
participation ‘t) c La eela t -0.147 ~1.481 ~1.552
and activity ~ "oor Slpeet 20-29 2854049  2.3940.63 2.46+0.58
Male 1.56+0.64  2.92+0.56 3.06%0.52 30-39 2.94+0.64 2.58+0.62 2.52+0.65
Gender Female 1.9540.91 3.10£0.51 3.11+0.48 40-49 2.90+0.41 2.66+0.54 2.64+0.65
N -4.561 -3.113 B Age 50-59 2.98+0.47 2.70+0.54 2.71%0.61
(<0.01) (<0.05) : 60> 3.02+0.46 2.71+0.55 2.66%0.47
20-29 1.47+0.54  3.02+0.55 3.16%0.55 3.633
30-39 1.56+0.67  2.93+0.68 3.13%0.59 F 1.190 (<0.05) 2.045
—. < i
40-49 1.7940.79  3.14+0.46 3.0840.42 SMiddle 59,0047 2854070 2 4340.65
Age 50-59 2.06+0.97  3.06+0.48 3.10+0.43 School
60= 1.95+0.90  2.90+0.51 2.93+0.50 High School  2.93%+0.51 2.55+0.61 2.56%0.64
F 6.782 5 062 1 757 Education  College 2.87£0.57 2.55%£0.49 2.43%0.59
(<0.01) : : >University ~ 2.95+0.48 2.67%£0.56 2.72+0.54
=Middle 3.739
+ + +
Sehool 1.80+0.70  2.62+0.58 2.73+0.66 F 0.318 1.047 (<0.05)
High School 1.75+0.85  2.98+0.52 3.07+0.47 Very often 2.52+0.60 2.39+0.50 2.61+0.48
Education  College 1.59+0.66  2.994+0.59 3.06%0.52 Often 2.90+0.45 2.50+0.57 2.45+0.63
=University 1.81+0.85 3.13£0.51 3.17+0.47 Occasionally 2.98+0.48 2.67+0.60 2.63+0.60
. 0.748 7.299 5.902 Stress A few times 2.99+0.56 2.61£0.52 2.71£0.56
) (<0.01) (<0.05) Never 2.00+£0.94 2.58+1.53 3.2940.61
Very often 1.74+0.88 2.81£0.42 2.95+0.46 F 4.946 1 694 2496
Often 1.57+£0.68  2.91+0.57 2.9940.54 (<0.05) ) (<0.05)
Stress Occasionally  1.83+0.87  3.05+0.54 3.13%0.48 Very bad 2.83+1.29 2.13+0.50 2.32+0.73
A few times 1.86+0.80  3.12+0.50 3.11%0.53 Bad 2.83+0.58 2.32+0.58 2.56+0.54
Never 2.004£0.94  3.25%1.06 3.55+0.07  Self-Rate Normal 2.94+0.50 2.63+0.58 2.53+0.61
F 1.751 2.104 2.004 d Health Good 2.95+0.44 2.62+0.59 2.69+0.57
Very bad 1.4240.50 2.5040.31 2.50+0.71  Status Very good 2.89+0.56 2.74+0.48 2.72+0.73
Bad 1.5140.71 2.7240.82 2.76+0.71 £ 0.383 2.590 1573
Self-Rated  Normal 1.75+£0.77  2.97+0.52 3.06%0.43 (<0.05)
Health Good 1.774£0.86  3.114£0.48 3.1940.47
Status Very good 2.1940.96  3.33+0.34 3.18+0.63
5.906 6.097
F 2.034 (<0.01) (<0.01)
821 http://www.dcs.or.kr
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Table 4. Self-rated health status associated with social
environment

oAl AlElH 2Hd

Model 1 Model 2
B t B t
Gender (ref :
male)
_ -2.41 _ -2.61
female 0.09 (<0.05) 0.14 (<0.01)
Age -0.05 -0.77 0.07 1.00
Education (ref
:<Middle School)
High School 0.17 2.6 -0.07 —-0.63
¢ ' (<0.01) ' '
College 0.02 0.29 -0.18 -1.93
) . 3.50
> _ _
=University 0.23 (<0.01) 0.04 0.29
Region (ref : rural)
Urban 008 2 009  1.64
) (<0.05) ) )
Social participation 0.11 2.93
and activity : (<0.01)
. 6.97
Social network 0.26 (<0.01)
6.86
Social support 0.25 (<0.001
)
Compliance with 0.00 ~0.07
the norm
) 3.00
Social trust 0.1 (<0.01)
Capacity of local 0.11 3.03
community ’ (<0.01)
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