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Abstract

Objective: This major paper and the embedded study investigate and discuss whether or not
agricultural workers in the Alexander Skutch Biological Corridor (ASBC) Costa Rica are being
affected by sun/ heat exposure contributing to poor mental health/ psychological health
outcomes. If so, to what extent are work environment conditions such as sun/ heat exposure
contributing to poor mental health/ psychological health outcomes in workers? In addition, what
other exposure variables in the ASBC may affect these mental health outcomes? How does this

apply to an agricultural business sustainability context and climate change context?

Methods: Observational mixed methods survey, retrospective cross-sectional study.

Results & Conclusion: This investigation is the first known agricultural worker mental health
study to be conducted within the Alexander Skutch Biological Corridor (ASBC). The use of the
K6 psych test provided a good standardised method for investigating the potential occurrence of
mental health distress among workers. Continuous direct sunlight exposure was not found to be
directly associated with the occurrence of overall mental health distress and mental health/
psychological health outcomes. However, other variables such as sex, breaks taken at work,
sleep, and work organization type, appear to be more strongly associated with the experience of
mental health distress or mental health related feelings within the 3 ASBC communities of Santa
Elena, Quizarra and Montecarlo, and thus warrants further investigation. More importantly,
female workers appear to be at an increased risk of experiencing mental health related issues
compared to men and should be the primary target population for any future policy or business
sustainability intervention. These interventions might include: 1. Supporting the uptake of more

staff to offset any labour shortages as well as provide more time off for workers to reduce
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general fatigue and improve the total sleep hours and rest periods available for agricultural
workers. 2. Supporting activities that promote self-worth among workers by allowing for more
autonomy in decision making at work among work organization members. 3. Investing more
resources into gender equity programing to improve female agricultural worker mental health
outcomes. 4. Increasing technological uptake supports available (ex: government subsidies) for
business to improve farm output efficiency, improve operational bottom line, reduce mental

health distress occurrence potentially caused by over work.
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Foreward

This major paper and research encompass components laid out in my plan of study (POS) with
the ultimate goal of this paper being an example of how to use intersectionality and
transdisciplinary thinking when tackling issues pertaining to business environment and health.
These POS components include ecological and environmental systems, sustainable business
practices, strategies, adaptability and economics, and human health outcomes and the impact on

worker mental health.

In the first component, the research aided me in gaining a deeper skill-based
understanding of the interconnectedness of ecological and environmental systems and how they
impact other business and health systems. Conducting mixed method interviews through the
study showed how important firsthand accounts are in shaping how we understand particular
environmental problems. Understanding this relation and developing the associated practical
skills are necessary when conducting environmental impact assessments, working to create
sustainable community development projects, and in working to develop sustainable business
practices for both private and public sector interests. In order to improve a system their needs to
be a total understanding of how the system operates. In the context of the Alexander Skutch
Biological Corridor (ASBC) understanding the individual lifestyles and concerns of participants
shape how they see their own environment and in what ways interventions can be targeted to

better improve key areas such as the economy, sustainability or human well-being.

In the second component, this research helped me to develop strong masterful research
related skillsets related to sustainable and adaptive business practices regarding human capacity

building for economic growth. The data collection methods used helped to create a larger picture
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of what otherwise may be overlooked through more focused studies. By immersing yourself
within a community you are able to take on an anthropological approach to data collection in
addition to seeing challenges that may arise. I learned how to become more adaptable and more
resilient when conducting research. For example, by understanding the work life of individuals
you can adapt a better data collection schedule to improve your participant pool and restrict the
potential annoyance caused by inconvenient questioning. In addition, the research conducted
before hand was essential in fully understanding the community context and in how to shape
questioning within Costa Rica. This encompassed the academic research but also the forming of
person to person connection, and the understanding of local language and politics that ultimately
aided my ability to conduct the research. This understanding provides a basis for
recommendation development that apply to sustainability and adaptive business practices within

the ASBC.

For the final component, this research aided me in gaining additional theoretical
knowledge regarding health systems and mental health that complements my undergraduate
degree in global health. Major focus is on how environments can positively or negatively effect
human health and the mental health of workers in the global south. I’ve learnt that vulnerable
populations are still under researched and thus require more attention including within the
Alexander Skutch Biological Corridor (ASBC) context. In addition, the research helped me to
gain strong masterful skills related to developing and applying health promotion strategies and
recommendations within an environment and business context. Achievement of this objective
came in the development of recommendations that can be used by the ASBC community

members at the end of this major paper.
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1.0 Introduction

As the understanding of disease and the body continues to improve so too does our
understanding of the mind and its associated diseases. In recent decades there has been a growing
shift in how society now understands mental health and psychological well-being. Based on
information from the World Health Organization, “One in four people in the world will be
affected by mental or neurological disorders at some point in their lives. Around 450 million
people currently suffer from such conditions, placing mental disorders among the leading causes

of ill-health and disability worldwide” (WHO, 2019).

1t is estimated that “depression and anxiety disorders alone cost the global economy US$
1 trillion each year in lost productivity ... A negative working environment may lead to physical
and mental health problems, harmful use of substances or alcohol, absenteeism and lost
productivity. Workplaces that promote mental health and support people with mental disorders
are more likely to reduce absenteeism, increase productivity and benefit from associated

economic gains” (WHO, 2019).

In addition, mental health and psychological health interventions are largely ignored or
under implemented in occupational environments within the developing world (Kortum, et., al
2010). Although there are various studies that delve into occupational variables that may
contribute to the development of psychological/ mental health problems/ distress; less is known
on what work organization styles play on either increasing or decreasing variable exposure in a
workplace environment. Very few studies have done a deep dive into how particular

environmental variables ultimately contribute to psychological/ mental health problems
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especially in an age of increased climate change unpredictability where workplace environments
are becoming more extreme. Based on current climate trends the average global temperature has
increased to 0.82°C hotter in 2018 when compared to 1950s climate data (NASA, 2019). This

means that heat/ sun exposure for workers and its effect on psychological and mental health may

become more impactful as these climate change trends continue.

This lack of deeper investigation into psychological/ mental health problems/ mental
distress and work environments creates unknowns for policy makers and business owners as to
how and where intervention strategies should be targeted. From a business and sustainability
standpoint, more investigation must be conducted in order to better understand the different
influencing variables contributing to occupation related mental health outcomes, and in how to
better target poor mental health prevention projects more effectively in the developing world. In
addition, rescarch and future interventions must target vulnerable populations such as
agricultural workers to create the greatest amount of good for the greatest amount of people.
Therefore, it is important to consider how work environment variables such as sun/ heat
exposure in the modern context of climate change can contribute to the development of poor
mental health outcomes and in how it may impact business sustainability and agricultural worker

health in the developing world.

More importantly, the issue of who is most vulnerable determines whether or not
someone experiences more detrimental health outcomes in comparison to others. Not all workers
experience the same environmental conditions or health outcomes. Therefore, in the context of

climate change, identifying who is at most risk creates an opportunity to better target



Page |3

interventions and improve the greatest amount of lives. “In 2012, of the world's 7.1 billion
people, an estimated 1.3 billion (19 percent) were directly engaged in farming” (Alston, et., al.
2014). Almost 1/5 of the world is therefore exposed to some form of agricultural work-related
environment. In addition, “2016 analyses found that 65% of poor working adults made a living
through agriculture” (The World Bank, 2020). Agricultural workers are therefore a large part of
the global work force who are already at higher risk due to poverty. Agricultural workers are an
ideal target population where further investigation should be focused to improve or mitigate

future outcomes as a result of changing climate related work environment conditions.

The purpose of this major paper and the embedded study is to investigate and discuss
whether or not agricultural workers in the Alexander Skutch Biological Corridor (ASBC) Costa
Rica are being affected by sun/ heat exposure contributing to poor mental health/ psychological
health outcomes. If so, to what extent are work environment conditions such as sun/ heat
exposure contributing to poor mental health/ psychological health outcomes in workers? In
addition, what other exposure variables in the ASBC may affect these mental health outcomes?
How does this apply to an agricultural business sustainability context and climate change
context? For this investigation it is assumed that agricultural work is very much exposed to the

sun and is therefore exposed to higher heat conditions by default.

This paper will guide the reader through various sections that will form the first known

agricultural worker and mental health study of the ASBC.
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The reader will begin with current literature where you will develop an understanding of what
ideas and conclusions from other scholars were integral to developing the knowledge basis for
the major paper’s investigation. This literature provides the groundwork and support for
investigating the questions being posed in this paper. The literature in tales the discussion of
articles regarding occupational health and systems in the developing world, targeting agricultural
populations in the developing world, focusing on psychological/ mental health outcome for
sustainability, work environment conditions in a climate change context, and an overview of the

Alexander Skutch Biological Corridor (ASBC).

Next, the reader will be introduced to the purpose, hypothesis and methodology sections
used for the paper’s investigation. The methodology section will dive into areas such as how the
investigation was designed, implemented and analyzed. The sections will also include figures

that will help the reader in understanding the overall methodological design of this investigation.

Afterwards, you will be able to read through the results and discussion sections of the
investigation. In this section you will see key findings regarding the associations and risks of
particular exposure outcome variables, how they were interpreted and what potential limitation

exist in the study. This section also includes tables that depict study results.

Finally, as a way of connecting the literature with the results of the investigation you will
read through sections pertaining to the study implications, and the recommendations that were
developed that can be put towards community health and business sustainability. Furthermore, a

conclusion section will follow to summarize many of the key components discussed in this paper
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as well as show what questions were answered, and what questions remain for future

investigations.
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2.0 Current Literature

2.1.1 Occupational Health and Systems in the Developing World

To understand how a modern world system operates, it is important not to take a
reductionist approach for analyzing a particular system (Robertson, & Lechner, 1985). This is
especially true when looking at improving occupational health in the developing world through
systems change. Occupational health is in itself influenced by a varying degree of factors such as
“competing social, economic, and political challenges” (Nuwayhid, 2004). Nuwayhid, 2004
argues that improving occupational health requires researchers to take on a broader social justice
approach by incorporating more societal stakeholders and by collaborating with researchers of
various disciplines. With this in mind, systems change that supports increased union powers and
reforms international trade in a way that is more in line with the UN sustainable development
goals (SDGs) can help to facilitate better outcomes from an occupational health perspective
(Loewenson, 2001). There therefore needs to be a shift in how occupational health is addressed.
Global markets must embrace fair playing fields that support workers and avoid the old way of
profit driven decision making. Harmonized markets can create a more worker focused lens that
will only help to improve health outcomes in the developing world and protect workers
producing consumer goods (Lucchini, & London, 2014). Embracing these changes in global

systems will lead to the improvement of occupational health outcomes.

Although a full systems change may be a more appealing solution to addressing
occupational health challenges in the developing world, the work and cooperation needed by

various levels of local and international stakeholders may ultimately be the restricting factor to
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making these grand transitions. Instead the more rational solution may be to understand how
current systems with minute changes may be better adapted to target occupational health

problems such as through the mechanisms addressed above.

2.1.2 Targeting Agricultural Populations in the Developing World

When investigating occupational health in the developing world one of the major
investigation problems that seem to arise is via the use of pesticides contributing to poor health
outcomes. At first glance there seems to be almost an overabundance of articles that investigate
pesticide exposure. Examples of this include articles by authors such as: Jeyaratnam, (1990),
Rainbird, & O’Neill, (1995), Wesseling, et., al (1999), Wesseling, Castillo, & Elinder, (1993),
Litchfield, (2005), Barraza, Jansen, de Joode, & Wesseling, (2011). These articles investigate
agricultural workers which are a primary workforce in many developing countries. This is an
important distinction to mention because when developing countries, policy makers, or business
executives choose to intervene in occupational health issues; targeting the agricultural industry
may create the greatest amount of good for the greatest amount of people. This target focus is
supported by the article titled, “Occupational Health in Central America. International Journal
of Occupational and Environmental Health”. The authors gathered reporting information on
occupational health in central America. They found that occupational disease is misdiagnosed,
and underreported. The number of incidents in Costa Rica alone are expected to be
underestimated. The authors suggest the Pan American health organization program will help
strengthen local ministries of health to assist in reporting and intervention. There needs to be

more focus on informal work and more focus on agriculture and under/ unemployment to better
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influence policies that support the Pan American health organization programs (Wesseling et., al,
2002). Therefore, agricultural workers in the developing world continue to be a large at-risk

population in need of more diverse occupational health study and intervention.

Ultimately, if a particular occupational intervention were to take place within the
developing world, targeting agricultural populations are the most ideal way of creating the
greatest impact for the greatest amount of people. This means that increasing our knowledge of
agricultural workers in the developing world through increased research is necessary to help

create more affective intervention strategies for this population.

2.1.3 Focusing on Psychological/ Mental Health QOutcome for Sustainability

Although there is a lot of information on occupational health problems in the developing
world more focus needs to be put on psychological/ mental health outcomes associated with the
work environment/ occupational health. This is an area that needs more in-depth research and
intervention. Knowing this can play a major role in encouraging business and government to
uptake interventions as well as improve overall sustainability. In the article, “Tackling
psychosocial risks and work-related stress in developing countries: The need for a multilevel
intervention framework”, the authors gathered 121 experts that were subject to interviews and
focus groups in order to build consensus. The findings showed that the psychosocial risks need to
be a priority for occupational health in developing countries to reduce the negative economic,
health or business impacts that poor psychosocial work environments can produce (Kortum, et.,

al, 2014). “There is lack of research, infrastructure, information, and motivation by policymakers
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to act and a pressing need for capacity building, stakeholder mobilization, and international
exchange and collaboration” (Kortum, et., al, 2014). This lack of research makes it harder for
policy makers or business to want to intervene and address psychological health related
occupational health and safety. These research gaps in knowledge fail to provide the adequate
understanding needed to remove intervention barriers that hinder progress when addressing work
and psychological/ mental health outcomes. In an article titled, “Psychosocial risks and work-
related stress in developing countries: health impact, priorities, barriers and solutions”, 127
experts were interviewed, and 4 focus groups were conducted totaling 37 participants. The
authors found that concern for the need to tackle psychological risks and work-related stress
health impacts were strongly expressed. Also, the level of knowledge on mental health and risks
seem to be the same between developing and industrialized nation experts. The only differences
appeared to be in how developing versus industrialized countries choose to priorities mental
health interventions. Developing countries were less likely to develop interventions for these
concerns. Socioeconomics was stated as a potential factor. The authors identified potential
barriers such as the fears of unionization, lack of resources enforcement or political will, and the
failure to reach the greater work force through intervention. However, the major solutions
proposed were in better stakeholder engagement, the refining of interventional approaches, and
the need for better statistics (Kortum, et., al, 2010). This suggests that further research and
community engagement will lead to better intervention development for both types of nations but
more so for developing ones. The challenge of convincing policy makers and business to
intervene in these areas of interest must be discussed as an issue of sustainability. Stephan Bevan
in a report titled “The Business Case for Employees Health and Wellbeing”, outlines exactly why

occupational health interventions are important for a business. The author argues that by
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intervening in occupational health related issues a company can reduce employee absence from
work, reduce accidents at work, improve retention, create higher labor productivity, enhance
employer brand, and create greater employee resilience. This ultimately can create major cost
savings for a company (Bevan, 2010). Cost savings can then help a company achieve long-term

business sustainability and become more resilient to future risks.

There are therefore clear challenges in how nation and business address these issues but
also why they ultimately should. As seen, there is a need for more research regarding
psychological/ mental health in the developing world with relation to occupational work
environments. One of the greatest challenges seem to come from a nations ability to target
interventions and create the most affect due to a lack of resources, political will, statistics and
other addressed barriers. Unfortunately, this is a common theme in developing nations which
leads them to be more vulnerable and less likely to intervene in addressing these areas of
concern. However, by intervening nations and business can become more sustainable long term.
Therefore, this warrants the increased need for research to help provide better capacity for
interventions to succeed in targeted work populations of developing nations as well as to provide
more evidence for why occupational health intervention in the mental health of workers is more

sustainable for business.

2.1.4 Work Environment Conditions in a Climate Change Context

When investigating occupational health related issues, a major focus is on how

environmental variables factor into the incidence or protection of certain health related
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outcomes. By understanding the environmental conditions, you can target intervention strategies
for better worker health outcomes especially in relation to the psychological/ mental health of
workers. Not knowing information between work environment and psychological/ mental health
of workers is an issue that can hinder the development of sustainable and effective intervention
strategies. This is important to consider when facing a world of increased climate variability that
has made global temperatures and work environments more extreme. This extreme change
makes vulnerable populations especially in low income countries more at risk of being
negatively affected especially through indirect mechanisms such as heat stress affecting their
mental health (Berry, et., al, 2010). This is why understanding these indirect links with how
environment can affect issues such as mental health is important to better understand. In an
article titled, “Effects of Heat Stress on Working Populations when Facing Climate Change”, a
literature review of 85 sources was conducted. The purpose was to further understand the
implications of heat stress on workers in a modern climate change context. The findings
suggested that there was a lack of information with regards to the how heat stress may exacerbate
within the future/ present context of climate change. What was know is that physical work and
developing country context play a major role in heat stress exacerbation. Moreover, developing
countries located within the tropical regions will be more affected into the future due to the
historically warmer climates. The authors suggested that increased temperatures will ultimately
decrease work productivity and shrink world economic activity which therefore creates the
urgency for more sustainable solutions that look into economic, environmental and social aspects
of the problem. The authors recommend that more research be done into how work environment
influences heat stress, how heat stress affects vulnerable populations such as woman and elderly,

as well as the overall social and health effects that the work environments pose on the individual
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or country level (Lundgren, et., al, 2012). If sustainable intervention strategies are to be
developed, focusing on vulnerable populations most at risk of experiencing climate change
related work environmental risks such as people living in the tropics should be a global priority.
It is important to note that some evidence has been found regarding how work environmental
conditions in these tropical regions may affect worker health within a climate change context.
In an article titled, “The association between overall health, psychological distress, and
occupational heat stress among a large national cohort of 40,913 Thai workers”, the authors
conducted a national cohort study of over 40,000 people in Thailand. They were able to
determine that males were more likely than females to be exposed to heat stress and that overall
heat stress exposure was about 18% of the study population. The authors conclude by saying
their needs to be more public health attention dedicated to this issue as climate change becomes
more severe. The authors note that heat stress can lead to a variety of other health issues from
kidney disease to mental health issues to lung and heart diseases. Ultimately, the authors suggest
that there needs to be more research into understanding the relationship heat stress has with
mental health (Tawatsupa, et., al, 2010). This reemphasizes how little is currently known
regarding work environments and psychological/ mental health of workers but, how increased
investigation into these climate change related environmental factors are crucial for improving

overall worker health.

The dangers of climate change and its effect on work environment are therefore
extremely important to consider when investigating occupational health interventions. These
considerations are crucial in order to better understand and investigate how these environmental

work conditions ultimately affect worker psychological/ mental health. Further understanding
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these links will help to prepare vulnerable populations and improve sustainable intervention

strategies.

2.1.5 Overview of The Alexander Skutch Biological Corridor (ASBC)
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Source: (Retrieved from: CoBas., 2015).

The Alexander Skutch Biological Corridor (ASBC) is a region located in the La Amistad
Biosphere (CoBas, 2015). It is attached to the Chiripo National Park with the closest major city
being San Isidro in Perez Zeledon, and includes the Penas Blancas water shed. The goal of the
corridor project is to connect the patches of forest between the Las Nubes Forest Reserve
neighbouring Chiripo National Park to the Los Cusingos bird sanctuary. The corridor was
established in 2005 and is in current partnership with the Tropical Science Centre, and York
University (Rapson, et., al. 2012) The ASBC encompasses the communities of Santa Elena,
Quizarra, Monte Carlo, San Francisco, San Ignacio, Santa Marta and Santa Maria. “The goal of
the larger project is to improve ecological health and human well-being” (Bunch, et., al, 2015).
These communities of the ASBC are very much rooted in rural agricultural lifestyles and have
been trying to become more sustainable in their approaches since the inception of the biological
corridor. Historically, major agricultural products produced in these communities include coftee,
sugar cane and pasture-based farming (Daugherty, 2005). Most of which can still be seen today

(see Figures 2, 3 and 4).
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Figure 2.
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Sugar Cane Field in the ASBC Community of Santa Elea, Costa Rica
Note. Image was taken during the time of February-March of 2018.

Figure 3.
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Figure 4.
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Cattle Stall in the ASBC oﬁlm\llnity of uizarra, éosté Rica
Note. Image was taken during the time of February-March of 2018.

The city of San Isidro located a short distance from the ASBC recorded record breaking
daytime temperatures from January to March of 2020. The temperature in this region reached as

low as 26°C and as high as 33°C. Historical averages for these months were normally between
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26-28°C. This shows how climate change may be beginning to create dangerous temperature
conditions for this region (AccuWeather, 2020). Therefore, it is important to understand how
agricultural workers of this region may be impacted in the future by their workplace
environmental conditions. The rurality and observed tropical climate conditions in the nearby
city make the people of the ASBC ideal participants for the proposed investigation. In addition,
there is no known studies available regarding the mental health of agricultural workers in the
ASBC. Therefore, more data is needed on this subject to better understand the ASBC and to
better support the local community’s needs for the advancement of the corridor’s goals in

conjunction with the partner institutions.
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3.0 Purpose

Recall, the purpose of this major paper and the embedded study is to investigate and
discuss whether or not agricultural workers in the Alexander Skutch Biological Corridor (ASBC)
Costa Rica are being affected by sun/ heat exposure contributing to poor mental health/
psychological health outcomes. If so, to what extent are work environment conditions such as
sun/ heat exposure contributing to poor mental health/ psychological health outcomes in
workers? In addition, what other exposure variables in the ASBC may affect these mental health
outcomes? How does this apply to an agricultural business sustainability context and climate
change context? For this investigation it is assumed that agricultural work is very much exposed

to the sun and is therefore exposed to higher heat conditions by default.

3.1 Hypothesis

The assumed null hypothesis (Ho) for this analysis will be that there is no association

between the investigated exposure and outcome response variables.

The assumed alternative hypothesis (Ha) for this analysis with be that there is a positive

association between the investigated exposure and outcome response variables.
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3.2 Methods

3.2.1 Determining Sample Size

Beginning in February and ending in March of the year 2018, researches collected per
household occupational health data throughout the ASBC. This study will be referred to in this
paper as: (OHASBC 2018). No data from this study has yet been formally published however the
data collected was used to inform the creation of the 2020 “Mental Health and Sun/ Heat
Exposure of Agricultural Workers in the Alexander Skutch Biological Corridor” study which is
the focus of this major paper. This study will be referred to as: (MHASBC 2020). The previous
occupational health study (OHASBC 2018) was used to inform the sample size that will be

further discussed in the methodology section of this major paper.

An observational census style survey design was used in the (OHASBC 2018) study.
Interviewers traveled door to door and asked questions pertaining to demographics in each of the
7 communities of the ASBC. 219 houscholds were interviewed. The questions included, what
community do you live in? and how many people live in your home? In addition, using a tally
system, interviewers drove throughout the corridor and counted the total number of perceived
occupied and unoccupied homes. It was estimated that 880 homes were occupied. Based on the
213 houscholds that responded to the question how many people live in your home? and the
question which community do you live in? It was determined that the average number of
individuals living within the corridor is approximately 3.5774647 people per home. The average
number of people per home was than multiplied by the number of counted occupied homes (880)

which gave the estimated total population of the ASBC. The estimated population of the ASBC
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was therefore approximately 3148.1689 people. Of the 213 responded households 69 (32.39%)
were from Santa Elena, 40 (18.77%) were from Quizarra, 20 (9.39%) were from Montecarlo, 22
(10.32%) were from San Francisco, 12 (5.63%) were from San Ignacio, 16 (7.51%) were from

Santa Marta, and 34 (15.96%) were from Santa Maria.

For the (MHASBC 2020) study the communities of Santa Elena, Quizarra and
Montecarlo were selected as primary population targets for this investigation due to their close
proximity to each other, and because combined these three communities account for an estimated
60.55% of the ASBC’s estimated population/ approximately 1906 people previously determined
by the (OHASBC 2018) study. This means that for the purpose of the (MHASBC 2020)
investigation a minimum of 92 participants were needed to have a representative sample size and
confidence interval of 95% with a 10% margin of error (+ or — 10%). Individuals must have been
18 or older and work in agriculture to participate in this study. The 3 communities and people
within the ASBC met the standards for this investigation because of their rural status and their
potential vulnerability to climate change a focus of the (MHASBC 2020) investigation. The

results of this study will be outlined later in the results section of this paper.

3.2.2 Questionnaire Design

In June of 2019, a reconnaissance team entered the Alexander Skutch Biological Corridor
(ASBC) in Costa Rica to report back data from the previous (OHASBC 2018) study. From there
data was presented to some community leaders in the form of a brochure infographic. Any

lingering questions or commentary by community members was then gathered to help inform the
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(MHASBC 2020) survey design. An observational mixed methods questionnaire was developed.
The questionnaire is a shorter version of the (OHASBC 2018) questionnaire and retains a similar
style to the format used by (Benavides, et., al, 2016). The newly developed self-reported
questionnaire includes more mixed method options as well adaptions to support the Kessler

Psychological Distress Scale (K6) (Kessler, et., al, 2010).

The new (MHASBC 2020) questionnaire follows the same census style used in
(OHASBC 2018) study. This mixed methods questionnaire included 82 questions such as: “how
old are you? how often are you exposed to continuous direct sunlight while at work?, how many
breaks on average do you take per day,” etc.... This mixed methods design was used to collect
data pertaining to demographics, socioeconomics, work environment conditions, and the health

of participants.

The K6 test was selected based on its rigorous use by various institutions including but
not limited to the U.S. National Health Interview Survey (NHIS), the Canadian and Australian
equivalents and the World Health Organization World Mental Health (WMH) Initiative surveys.
The (K6) questions included 16 questions with the primary focus of determining whether or not
someone may be experiencing mental distress (Kessler, et., al, 2003). (See Figure 1. in Appendix
B. for K6 questions in English). The census style mixed methods questionnaire was administered
first while the K6 test questions were embedded as the second last section of the questionnaire
(see Figure 1. in Appendix B. for Mental Health and Sun/ Heat Exposure of Agricultural
Workers in the Alexander Skutch Biological Corridor (MHASBC 2020) Questionnaire in

English). The survey was translated into Spanish by a local translator and anthropology student
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from the Universidad Costa Rica. Ultimately, this questionnaire was designed for the goal of

answering the questions proposed in the purpose section of this major paper.

3.2.3 Data Collection Methodology

After receiving ethical approval from York University, the newly designed (MHASBC 2020)
questionnaire was administered to agricultural workers 18 years or older in the Alexander Skutch
Biological Corridor (ASBC) starting February 20", 2020 and ending March 14™, 2020. The
questionnaire was administered orally to create a more comfortable and conversational
atmosphere for participants as well as to ensure better question understanding that may not occur
from independent reading and responding. A local translator was used for data collection and
oral questionnaire administration. Researchers went door to door within the communities during
the hours of 10am- 12pm and 2pm-7pm. These times were selected based on agricultural worker
availability and to prevent inconveniencing community members at busy times (Note: the
months of February- March is the busy sugar cane harvesting secason and therefore required a lot
of flexibility on the part of researchers for finding the best times for administering the survey).
These times were also selected to for researcher safety purposes. If a participant was unable to
participate on first interaction but wanted to participate at a later time, appointments were set up

to administer the questionnaire.

No foreseeable risks to participants were expected. In order to mitigate any potential risks
confidentiality was re-emphasized throughout the survey process and training was provided to

the translator to ensure participant anonymity. In addition, the right to stop participation at any
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time was also re-emphasized to ensure participants knew their rights in the highly unlikely event
they might feel uncomfortable with a question during the survey process. The potential benefits
to participation may include having an increased knowledge of social and environmental health
in the corridor and may include being more empowered in management decisions about work
safety and development in and around the corridor. Participants that responded to experiencing
poor mental health were also privately given the number of a local mental health help line by the
researchers. Oral administration was also selected because the community members may be
more warry of outsiders seeking to steal land title via unethical signature tactic concerns
previously expressed by community members and stakeholders. These steps were taken to ensure

proper informed consent practices were followed.

3.2.4 Analysis Methodology

After having collected the data; the data was analyzed using JMP 8 statistical software.
Data was compiled into mosaic plots and contingency tables where then a 2-tailed fisher test was
used to determine if there were any significant differences present between populations. p-values
(p) greater than (>) .05 are not statistically significant and thus the Ho can be accepted, p- values
less than (<) .05 is statistically significant and thus the Hy can be rejected. The odds ratio (OR)
was found in order to determine the probability of association between the selected exposure and
outcome variables. OR > 1 indicates a higher probability of the exposure variable affecting the
outcome variable, OR < 1 indicates a lesser probability of the exposure variable affecting the
outcome variable. For the OR to be statistically significant the 95% confidence interval cannot

include 1. The relative risk (RR) was also found to determine the risk of particular exposure(s)
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affecting the outcome(s). For the RR to be statistically significant the 95% confidence interval
cannot include 1 (Andrade, 2015). An RR greater than 1 indicates a positive association/
increased risk of exposure affecting an outcome in favor of the Ha. An RR less than 1 suggests an

exposure as a potential protective factor against an outcome (Patterson, 2001).

The data responses must meet the minimum predetermined 95% confidence interval (CI)
sample size population requirement of 92 respondents to be included in the analysis as
previously outlined in section 3.2.1. The questions that did not meet this participant response

threshold were ignored.

The question response variables that were analyzed and meet the participant threshold were:

- How often do you work in direct sunlight? (SOL (3)),

- How many breaks do you take per day (including lunch if applicable)? (BREAKS D
(02)),

- On average, for how long per day do you work in continuous direct sunlight? (SOL_T
(02)),

- What parts of your body is not covered in clothes while working? (CORP (2)),

- What is your sex? (SEX),

- On average, for the past 30 days, how many hours of continuous sleep do you get per
night? (SLEEP (01)),

- How do you consider your mental health status? (MENTAL_S (04)),

- Do you belong to a Work organization type group (ex: Association, Union, Cooperative)

or are you Private/ Independent? (AD 1 (02)),
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- In general, how do you feel? (This refers to an emotional state) (EMOT (1)),

- What is your age in years? (AGE (02)),

- During the past 30 days, about how often did you feel nervous? (K6_Q1_A (2)),

- During the past 30 days, about how often did you feel hopeless? (K6_Q1 B (2)),

- During the past 30 days, about how often did you feel restless or fidgety? (K6_Q1 _C
),

- During the past 30 days, about how often did you feel so depressed that nothing could
cheer you up? (K6 _Q1 _D (2)),

- During the past 30 days, about how often did you feel that everything was an effort?
(K6_QI_E (2)),

- During the past 30 days, about how often did you feel worthless? (K6 _Q1 _F (2)),

- What is your K6 Test Score Total? (K6 _TOTAL (1)),

Note. Abbreviations to the questions are included within the brackets ().

The responses to these questions were then grouped into two groupings (see Table 1.).

Table 1.
Question Variable Response Groupings

Question Variables Response Grouping A Response Grouping B
How often do you work in Never or Almost Never Sometimes, Often or Very
direct sunlight? (SOL (3)) Often

How many breaks do you 0 breaks At least 1 break

take per day (including lunch
if applicable)? (BREAKS D
(02))

On average, for how long per | 1-6 hours Greater than 6 hours
day do you work in
continuous direct sunlight?
(SOL T (02))

What parts of your body is 0-9% exposed > 9% exposed
not covered in clothes while
working? (CORP (2))
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What is your sex? (SEX),

Man (Male)

Woman (Female)

On average, for the past 30
days, how many hours of
continuous sleep do you get
per night? (SLEEP (01))

0-6 hours

6 + hours

How do you consider your
mental health status?
(MENTAL S (04))

OK

Good or Very Good

Do you belong to a Work
organization type group (ex:
Association, Union,
Cooperative) or are you
Private/ Independent? (AD _1

(02))

Private

Group (Association, Union or
Cooperative)

In general, how do you feel?
(This refers to an emotional
state) (EMOT (1))

OK

Good or Very Good

What is your age in years?
(AGE (02))

18-64 years old

65 + years old

During the past 30 days,
about how often did you feel
nervous? (K6_Q1 A (2))

Never or Almost Never

Sometimes, Almost Always
or Always

During the past 30 days,
about how often did you feel
hopeless? (K6 Q1 B (2))

Never or Almost Never

Sometimes, Almost Always
or Always

During the past 30 days,
about how often did you feel
restless or fidgety?
(Ko6_Q1_C (2))

Never or Almost Never

Sometimes, Almost Always
or Always

During the past 30 days,
about how often did you feel
so depressed that nothing
could cheer you up?

(K6 QI D (2))

Never or Almost Never

Sometimes, Almost Always
or Always

During the past 30 days,
about how often did you feel
that everything was an effort?
(K6 QI E(2))

Never or Almost Never

Sometimes, Almost Always
or Always

During the past 30 days,
about how often did you feel
worthless? (K6 Q1 F (2))

Never or Almost Never

Sometimes, Almost Always
or Always

What is your K6 Test Score
Total? (K6 _TOTAL (1))

15 or lower

Greater than 15
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For outcome variables EMOT (1) and MENTAL_S (04), grouping response “OK” means

not good but also not bad. For the purpose of the analysis “OK” is a lesser response compared to

the grouped response of “Good or Very Good”. “Good or Very Good” is considered the more

favorable response. All outcome variables were selected based on their perceived dependency

on exposure variable(s) and all exposure variables were selected based on their perceived

plausibility of influence on the outcome variables (see Table 2.).

Table 2.
Determined Exposure and Outcome Variables

Determined Exposure Variables

Determined Outcome Variables

- Sunlight (SOL (3))

- Break(s) at work (BREAKS_D (02))

- Sex (SEX)

- Sleep (hours) (SLEEP (01))

- Work Organization Type (AD 1 (02))

- Age (Years) (AGE (02))

- Exposed Skin Percentage (CORP
(02))

Length of work in direct sunlight
(hours) (SOL_T (02))

Sunlight Exposure (SOL (3))
Feelings of Nervousness (K6 _Q1_A
(2))

Feelings of Hopelessness (K6 Q1 B
(2))

Feeling Restless or Fidgety
(K6_Q1_C (2))

Feeling so depressed that nothing
could cheer you up (K6_Q1 D (2))
Feeling like everything was an effort
(K6_QI_E (2))

Feeling worthless (K6_Q1_F (2))
Mental Distress Score (K6 TOTAL
(1)

Selt-perceived emotional status
(EMOT (1))

Self-perceived mental health status
(MENTAL_S (04))

Number of break(s) taken at work
(BREAKS D (02))

Note. The () abbreviations for the determined exposure outcome variables correspond with the
questions asked; Some exposures are also considered outcomes because of their assumed
potential influential relationship with the other exposure and outcome variables.
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The K6 scores will be averaged to determine the potential occurrence of mental health
distress within the ASBC. K6 scores will be broken down based on the responses to questions
(K6_Q1_A (2)), (K6_QI1_B(2)), (K6_Ql_C(2)), (K6 Q1 _D(2)), (K6 Q1 _E (2)), and
(K6_Q1_F (2)). Response score breakdown will be as such: 1= all of the time, 2= most of the
time, 3= some of the time, 4= a little of the time 5= none of the time. Scores were summed to
provide the total mental health distress score (K6_ TOTAL (1)) per participant. Score range total
can go from a minimum of 6 to a maximum of 30. The scores were grouped into total score “15
or lower” or total score “greater than 15”. Scores closest to 30 (greater than 15) indicate a low or
no case of self-reported mental distress in a participant. Scores closest to 6 (15 or lower) indicate
a potential or higher case of self-reported mental distress in a participant (see Figure 5. below for
the breakdown of K6 questions and response scores in English for questions: (K6_Q1_A (2)),

(K6_Q1_B (2)), (K6_Q1_C (2)), (K6_QI1_D (2)), (K6_Q1_E (2)), and (K6_Q1_F (2)).
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Figure 5.

The following questions ask about how you have been feeling during the past 30 davs. For each
question, please circle the number that best describes how often vou had this feeling.

All Most Some A livile None

Q1. During the past 30 days, about how e s e of the of the

often did vou feel ...

time time time time time

a. ...nervous? 1 2 3 + g
b. . _hopeless? 1 2 3 4 =3
¢. ...restless or fidgety? 1 2 3 4 -3
d. .. .so depressed that nething could cheer 1 P 3 "

3 i 4 =]

you up?
e. ...that everything was an effort? 1 2 3 4 5
f. .. worthless? 1 2 3 4 -3

HITVIH TVINTJY

Please turn over the page to continue

Breakdown of K6 Questions and Response Scores in English for Questions: (K6_Q1_A (2)),
(K6_Q1 B (2)), (K6_Q1 C(2)), (K6 Q1 _D(2)), (K6 Ql _E (2)), and (K6_QI1_F (2)).
Source: (Retrieved from: https://www.hcp.med.harvard.edu/ncs/ké6 _scales.php)

Responses to the question “what parts of your body are not covered with clothes while at
work?” (CORP (2)) was also estimated using a TBSA burn estimation chart to determine the
estimated percentage of skin surface area exposed to the sun while at work (See Figure 6. below
for TBSA burn estimation chart). For this study these estimation percentages represent what
would be skin surface area exposure to sun. Participant responses were then grouped into two
categories: 0-9% exposed”, or “> 9% exposed”. 0-9% exposed indicates a lesser percentage of
body not covered while at work, > 9% exposed indicates a larger percentage of body not covered

while at work.

(T Jo 1) TANSYIPY LHOITY-IT3S +0
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Figure 6.

Complete this form and fax to: (604) 875-5829

TBSA Burn Estimation Chart

Adult Major Burn Clinical Practice Guideline

Anatomical Subunit % To! _ E Injury Subtotal

Head ? a5 s

Neck 2 1 1 ~ 1

Antenor Trunk 13 13 V]

Posteriar Trunk 13 4] 13

Right Buttack 2.5 [+] 25

Left Buttock 25 4] 25

Genitalia 1 1 i

Right Upper Arm 4 2 2

Left Upper Arm 4 & i

Right Lower Arm 3 15 15

Left Lower Arm 3 15 s 0 | Yr M~ oYL ] TR
Right Hand 2.5 1.25 1.25 2 50,

Left Hand 2.5 1.25 1.25 .

Right Thigh 9.5 4.75 475 R

Left Thigh 95 475 4.75 4.75%
Right Leg 7 35 3.5 1.25% 1.25%
Loft Leg 7 35 .3

Right Foot 35 1.75 1.78

Left Foot 35 175 175

Total 100% 48% 52% 3.5% 3.5%
Physician/Paramedic Name Physician/Paramedic Signature

FLUID CALCULATION (May underestimate fluid requiremant if resuscitation is delayed)

1.75% 5% T75%
Patient weight:

key [A] 3mil x [A] x |I:_1] = _ _ _[(‘.]

% TBSA burned: % [B] [Cl+ 16 = ml/h starting RL Infusion rate

= . -
bl & e o northern heaty IR yancowy vyl Created October 2011 all (M @

. .
J on Ty v Health duthority

TBSA Burn Estimation Chart
Note. This figure shows the estimated body part surface area burn percentage of an adult human.
Source: (Retrieved from: TBSA Burn Estimate Chart, 2011)
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3.2.5 Future Reporting Methodology

The future plan would be to provide a community town hall style forum to outline the
findings of this investigation and to receive community feedback with regards to improving
future studies. In addition, community workshops would be used to gather any creative input

from the community on ways to address these findings on a more locally organized level.
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4.0 Results and Discussions

4.1 Results

Recall; The assumed null hypothesis (Ho) for this analysis will be that there is no
association between the investigated exposure and outcome response variables. The assumed
alternative hypothesis (Ha) for this analysis with be that there is a positive association between
the investigated exposure and outcome response variables. A total of 101 participants were

interviewed. After analysing the questionnaire response data some key findings emerged.

4.1.1 Exposure to Sunlight

Participants were asked the question “How often do you work in direct sunlight?”” (SOL
(3)). Responses were grouped into two categories: “Never or Almost Never”, or “Sometimes,
Often or Very Often”. This exposure variable of “Sunlight” was then analyzed against the
following outcome variables (see Table 3.). For the full corresponding results Analysis Figures,
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot Figures and Contingency Analysis Tables please see Figures

1-7, Figures 58-64, and Tables 1-7 in Appendix A.



Table 3.

Exposure to Sunlight (SOL (3)) Association Results with Outcome Variables

Total? (K6 TOTAL (1))

Outcome Variables n Fisher’s OR 95% CI
Total Exact 2-

tailed test
(p-value)

During the past 30 days, about | 101 1.00

how often did you feel

nervous? (K6 Q1 A (2))

During the past 30 days, about | 101 77

how often did you feel

hopeless? (K6_Q1 B (2))

During the past 30 days, about | 101 .059

how often did you feel restless

or fidgety? (K6 Q1 C (2))

During the past 30 days, about | 101 45

how often did you feel so

depressed that nothing could

cheer you up? (K6 _Q1 D (2))

During the past 30 days, about | 101 <.0] ** 4.07 [1.44,11.45]

how often did you feel that

everything was an effort?

(K6 QI _E (2))

During the past 30 days, about | 101 35

how often did you feel

worthless? (K6 Q1 F (2))

What is your K6 Test Score 99 .61
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Note. n Total = total number of participants; OR= odds ratio; CI = confidence interval; * = p-

value < .05, ** = p-value < .01.

A Fishers Exact Test (2-tailed) was performed to examine the relationship between the

exposure Sunlight (SOL (3)) and the outcome of feeling like everything was an effort (K6_Q1 E

(2)). The test was statistically significant where p = .008 ** (see Figure 5. in Appendix A.). This

shows that there is a significant difference between the populations and that there is a significant

association between the exposure and outcome variables.
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The OR=4.07 with 95% CI of [1.44, 11.45] (see Figure 5. in Appendix A.). Therefore,
because the OR is >1, this indicates that there is a higher probability of the exposure Sunlight
(SOL (3)) affecting the outcome of feeling like everything was an effort (K6_Q1_E (2)).

The Relative Risk (RR) for the response Sometimes, Often or Very Often to being
exposed to continuous direct sunlight while at work (SOL (3)) affecting the outcome of feeling
like everything was an effort (K6_Q1_E (2)) for response Sometimes, Almost Always or Always
was found. The RR=2.26 with 95% CI of [1.10, 4.60] (see Figure 5. in Appendix A.). Therefore,
those who responded Sometimes, Often or Very Often to being exposed to continuous direct
sunlight while at work (SOL (3)) had 2.26 times the risk of also responding Sometimes, Almost
Always or Always to feeling like everything was an effort (K6_Q1_E (2)) compared to those
who responded Never or Almost Never to exposure being exposed to continuous direct sunlight

while at work (SOL (3)).

All other p-values found were > .05 indicating that there was no statistically significant
association between the exposure sunlight (SOL (3)) and the other outcome variables. The null
hypothesis (Ho) that there is no association between the variables is accepted for these other tests

(see Table 3. above).

4.1.1.1 Exposure to Sunlight Discussion

After testing the exposure sunlight (SOL (3)) against the outcome variable of mental

health distress score (K6 TOTAL (1)), there is no way to say that continuous direct sunlight

exposure while at work (SOL (3)) is associated with the mental health distress score total
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(K6_TOTAL (1)) outcome because the p-value was > .05 in support of the (Ho). In addition,
when testing exposure sunlight (SOL (3)) against the other outcome variables of feelings of
nervousness (K6 Q1 A (2)), feelings of hopelessness (K6_Q1_B (2)), feeling restless or fidgety
(K6_Q1_C (2)), feeling so depressed that nothing could cheer you up (K6_Q1 D (2)), and
feeling worthless (K6_Q1_F (2)) the p-values were also > .05 indicating no association.

Only one association was found between sunlight exposure (SOL (3)) and the outcome
variable of feeling like everything was an effort (K6_Q1_E (2)) which had a p-value < .05 and an
OR > 1. This suggests that although sunlight exposure (SOL (3)) does not have an association
with the other responses and the overall outcome of mental health distress score (K6_TOTAL
(1)); Sunlight exposure (SOL (3)) is associated with a higher probability of participants
experiencing the outcome of feeling like everything was an effort (K6 Q1 _E (2)). In addition,
those who responded sometimes, often or very often to being exposed to continuous direct
sunlight while at work (SOL (3)) had 2.26 times the increased risk of also responding
Sometimes, Almost Always or Always to the outcome of feeling like everything was an effort
(K6_Q1 _E (2)) compared to those who responded Never or Almost Never to being exposed to
continuous direct sunlight while at work (SOL (3)). This may be more indicative of general
fatigue caused by working in sunlight and by extension daytime heat exposure rather than

sunlight itself.

In summation, the exposure sunlight (SOL (3)) was found to be only associated with the
feeling that everything was an effort (K6_Q1_E (2)). This indicates that sunlight exposure (SOL
(3)) does not have an association with the overall outcome of self- reported mental health distress

scores but may be contributing to other factors such as the experience of general fatigue.
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4.1.2 Exposure to Breaks at Work

Participants were asked the question “How many breaks do you take per day (including
lunch if applicable)?” (BREAKS D (02)). Responses were grouped into two categories: “0
Breaks”, or “At Least 1 Break”. The exposure variable of ““ Break(s) taken” was then analyzed
against the following outcome variables (see Table 4.). For the full corresponding results
Analysis Figures, Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot Figures and Contingency Analysis Tables
please see Figures 8-16, Figures 65-73, and Tables 8-16 in Appendix A.

Table 4.
Exposure to Breaks (BREAKS D (02)) Association Results with Outcome Variables

Outcome Variables n Fisher’s OR 95% CI
Total Exact 2-
tailed test
(p-value)
During the past 30 days, about 97 013 * 0.23 [0.08, 0.69]

how often did you feel
nervous? (K6 Q1 A (2))
During the past 30 days, about 97 34
how often did you feel
hopeless? (K6 Q1 B (2))
During the past 30 days, about 97 .60
how often did you feel restless
or fidgety? (K6 Q1 C(2))
During the past 30 days, about 96 18
how often did you feel so
depressed that nothing could
cheer you up? (K6 Q1 D (2))
During the past 30 days, about 97 .06
how often did you feel that
everything was an effort?
(K6 Q1 E(2))

During the past 30 days, about 97 .07
how often did you feel
worthless? (K6 Q1 F (2))
What is your K6 Test Score 96 .04 * 7.60 | [1.16,49.45]
Total? (K6 TOTAL (1))
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How often do you work in 97 .02 * 3.71 | [1.24,11.10]
direct sunlight? (SOL (3))
On average, for how long per 94 02 * 8.33 | [1.04, 66.22]

day do you work in continuous
direct sunlight? (SOL_T (02))
Note. n Total = total number of participants; OR= odds ratio; CI = confidence interval; * = p-
value < .05, ** = p-value < .01.

A Fishers Exact Test (2-tailed) was performed to examine the relationship between the
exposure of breaks at work (BREAKS D (02)) and the outcome variable of feeling nervousness
(K6_Q1_A (2)). The test was statistically significant where p =.013 * (see Figure 8. in Appendix
A.). This shows that there is a significant difference between the populations and that there is a
significant association between the exposure and outcome variables.

The OR=0.23 with 95% CI of [0.08, 0.69] (see Figure 8. in Appendix A.). Therefore,
because the OR is <1, this indicates that there is a lower probability of the exposure of breaks at
work (BREAKS D (02)) affecting the outcome of feeling nervousness (K6_Q1_A (2)).
However, the 95% confidence interval includes 1 meaning the OR is not statistically significant.

The Relative Risk (RR) for the response 0 breaks to exposure of number of beaks at work
(BREAKS D (02)) affecting the outcome of feeling nervousness (K6_Q1_A (2)) for response
Sometimes, Almost Always or Always was found. The RR=2.63 with 95% CI of [1.37, 5.03]
(see Figure 8. in Appendix A.). Therefore, those who responded 0 breaks for exposure number of
breaks at work (BREAKS D (02)) had 2.63 times the risk of also responding Sometimes, Almost
Always or Always for the outcome of feeling nervousness (K6 _Q1_A (2)) compared to those

who responded at least 1 break for exposure number of breaks at work (BREAKS D (02)).
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A Fishers Exact Test (2-tailed) was performed to examine the relationship between the
exposure breaks at work (BREAKS D (02)) and the outcome variable of mental health distress
score (K6 _TOTAL (1)). The test was statistically significant where p =.044 * (see Figure 14. in
Appendix A.). This shows that there is a significant difference between the populations and that
there is a significant association between the exposure and outcome variables.

The OR= 7.6 with 95% CI of [1.16, 49.45] (see Figure 14. in Appendix A.). Therefore,
because the OR is >1, this indicates that there is a higher probability of the exposure breaks at
work (BREAKS D (02)) affecting the outcome of mental health distress score (K6 TOTAL (1)).

The Relative Risk (RR) for the response 0 breaks for exposure number of breaks at work
(BREAKS_D (02)) affecting the outcome of mental health distress score (K6_TOTAL (1)) for
the score of 15 or less was found. The RR= 6.5 with 95% CI of [1.17, 36.09] (see Figure 14. in
Appendix A.). Therefore, those who responded 0 breaks for exposure number of breaks at work
(BREAKS D (02)) had 6.5 times the risk of also achieving a score of 15 or less for outcome
mental health distress score (K6 _TOTAL (1)) compared to those who responded at least 1 break

for exposure number of breaks at work (BREAKS D (02)).

A Fishers Exact Test (2-tailed) was performed to examine the relationship between the
exposure breaks at work (BREAKS D (02)) and the outcome variable of sunlight exposure (SOL
(3)). The test was statistically significant where p =.026 * (see Figure 15. in Appendix A.). This
shows that there is a significant difference between the populations and that there is a significant

association between the exposure and outcome variables.
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The OR=3.71 with 95% CI of [1.24, 11.10] (see Figure 15. in Appendix A.). Therefore,
because the OR is >1, this indicates that there is a higher probability of the exposure breaks at
work (BREAKS D (02)) affecting the outcome of sunlight exposure (SOL (3)).

The Relative Risk (RR) for the response at least 1 break for the exposure number of
breaks at work (BREAKS D (02)) affecting the outcome of sunlight exposure at work (SOL (3))
for the response Sometimes, Often or Very Often was found. The RR= 1.48 with 95% CI of
[0.96, 2.27] (see Figure 15. in Appendix A.). However, because the 95% confidence interval

includes 1 the RR is not statistically significant.

A Fishers Exact Test (2-tailed) was performed to examine the relationship between the
exposure breaks at work (BREAKS D (02)) and the outcome variable length of work in direct
sunlight (SOL_T (02)). The test was statistically significant where p = .02 * (see Figure 16. in
Appendix A.). This shows that there is a significant difference between the populations and that
there is a significant association between the exposure and outcome variables.

The OR= 8.33 with 95% CI of [1.04, 66.22] (see Figure 16. in Appendix A.). Therefore,
because the OR is >1, this indicates that there is a higher probability of the exposure breaks at
work (BREAKS D (02)) affecting the outcome of length of work in direct sunlight (SOL_T
(02)).

The Relative Risk (RR) for the response at least 1 break for exposure number of breaks at
work (BREAKS D (02)) affecting the outcome of length of work in direct sunlight (SOL_T
(02)) for the response greater than 6 hours was found. The RR= 5.92 with 95% CI of [0.85,
40.85] (see Figure 16. in Appendix A.). However, because the 95% confidence interval includes

1 the RR is not statistically significant.
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All other p-values found were > .05 indicating that there was no statistically significant
association between the exposure breaks at work (BREAKS D (02)) and the other outcome
variables. The null hypothesis (Ho) that there is no association between the variables is accepted

for these other tests (see Table 4. above).

4.1.2.1 Exposure to Breaks at Work Discussion

After testing the exposure variable breaks at work (BREAKS D (02)) against the
outcome variable mental health distress score (K6_TOTAL (1)) there is evidence to suggest that
breaks at work (BREAKS (02)) is associated with the mental health distress score (K6_ TOTAL
(1)) outcome because the p-value was < .05. In addition, the OR was also >1, which indicates
that there is a higher probability of the exposure breaks at work (BREAKS D (02)) affecting the
outcome of mental health distress score (K6 TOTAL (1)). More importantly, based on the RR,
those who responded 0 breaks for exposure number of breaks at work (BREAKS D (02)) had
6.5 times the risk of also reporting a score of 15 or less for outcome mental health distress score
(K6 _TOTAL (1)) compared to those who responded at least 1 break for exposure number of
breaks at work (BREAKS D (02)). This shows a positive association in support of the (Ha.).

However, when testing exposure breaks at work (BREAKS D (02)) against the
individual outcome variables of feelings of hopelessness (K6_Q1 B (2)), feeling restless or
fidgety (K6_Q1_C (2)), feeling so depressed that nothing could cheer you up (K6_Q1 D (2)),
feeling like everything was an effort (K6_Q1_E (2)), and feeling worthless (K6_Q1_F (2)) the p-

values were > .05 in favor of the (Ho). Only outcome variable feelings of nervousness
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(K6_QI1_A (2)) had a p-value < .05. This means that although exposure breaks at work
(BREAKS D (02)) was found to not have an association with the other K6 individual outcome
responses, breaks at work (BREAKS D (02)) was found to be associated with the outcome
variable of feelings of nervousness (K6 Q1 _A (2)). In addition, based on the RR, those who
responded 0 breaks for exposure number of breaks at work (BREAKS D (02)) had 2.63 times
the risk of also responding Sometimes, Almost Always or Always for the outcome feeling of
nervousness (K6 Q1 _A (2)) compared to those who responded at least 1 break for exposure
number of breaks at work (BREAKS D (02)). This shows a positive association in support of the
(Ha)

After testing the exposure variable breaks at work (BREAKS D (02)) against the
outcomes variable of sunlight exposure (SOL (3)), there is evidence to suggest that breaks at
work (BREAKS (02)) is associated with the outcome of sunlight exposure (SOL (3)) because
the p-value was < .05. The OR was also > 1, which indicates that there is a higher probability of
the exposure breaks at work (BREAKS D (02)) affecting the outcome of sunlight exposure
(SOL (3)). In addition, based on the RR, those who responded at least 1 break for exposure
number of breaks at work (BREAKS D (02)) had 1.48 times the risk of also responding
Sometimes, Often or Very Often for the outcome of sunlight exposure (SOL (3)) compared to
those who responded 0 breaks for exposure number of breaks at work (BREAKS D (02)).
However, the 95% confidence interval includes 1 for this RR which makes the RR not
statistically significant. This may suggest that individuals who have at least 1 break may work

more hours as a whole and therefore are more exposed to sunlight at work.
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Finally, after testing the exposure breaks at work (BREAKS D (02)) against the outcome
length of work in direct sunlight (SOL_T (02)), there is evidence to suggest that breaks at work
(BREAKS (02)) is associated with the length of work in direct sunlight (SOL_T (02)) outcome
because the p-value was < .05. The OR was also >1, which indicates that there is a higher
probability of the exposure breaks at work (BREAKS D (02)) affecting the outcome of length of
work in direct sunlight (SOL_T (02)). In addition, based on the RR those who responded at least
1 break for exposure number of breaks at work (BREAKS D (02)) had 5.92 times the risk of
also responding greater than 6 hours for outcome length of work in direct sunlight (SOL_T (02))
compared to those who responded 0 breaks for exposure number of breaks at work (BREAKS D
(02)). However, because the 95% confidence interval includes 1 the RR is not statistically
significant. This may suggest that individuals who have at least 1 break are also working longer

hours and therefore spend more time in direct sunlight.

In summation, these results suggest that having at least 1 break at work provides an
observed associated protective factor for agricultural workers against the more frequent feelings
of nervousness and from scoring 15 or less on the K6 mental health distress score total.
Ultimately those workers who do not experience at least 1 break are at an increased risk of
reporting 15 or lower on the K6 mental health distress score total and are at an increased risk of
reporting more frequent feelings of nervousness. The results also show how the exposure breaks
at work (BREAKS D (02)) is associated with the outcomes of sunlight exposure at work (SOL
(3)) and the length of work in direct sunlight (SOL_T (02)) which suggests that those who have
at least 1 break at work, work longer hours overall and are therefore more exposed to sunlight

and spend more time in sunlight.
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4.1.3 Exposure of Sex

Participants were asked the question “What is your Sex?” (SEX). Responses were
grouped into two categories: “Man”, or “Woman”. This exposure variable of “Sex” was then
analyzed against the following outcome variables (see Table 5.). For the full corresponding
results Analysis Figures, Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot Figures and Contingency Analysis
Tables please see Figures 17-24, Figures 74-81 , and Tables 17-24 in Appendix A.

Table 5.
Exposure of Sex (SEX) Association Results with Outcome Variables

Outcome Variables n Fisher’s OR 95% CI
Total Exact 2-
tailed test
(p-value)
In general, how do you feel? 101 01 * 0.23 [0.07, 0.68]
(This refers to an emotional
state) (EMOT (1))

During the past 30 days, about 101 <.01 ** 0.17 [0.06, 0.53]
how often did you feel
nervous? (K6 Q1 A (2))

During the past 30 days, about 101 .03 * 0.26 [0.08, 0.81]
how often did you feel

hopeless? (K6 Q1 B (2))

During the past 30 days, about 101 18

how often did you feel restless
or fidgety? (K6 Q1 C (2))
During the past 30 days, about 99 .04 * 0.30 [0.11, 0.90]
how often did you feel so
depressed that nothing could
cheer you up? (K6 Q1 D (2))
During the past 30 days, about 101 .29
how often did you feel that
everything was an effort?
(K6_Ql1_E (2))

During the past 30 days, about 101 .04 * 0.27 [0.08, 0.89]
how often did you feel
worthless? (K6_Q1 _F (2))
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What is your K6 Test Score 99 <.01 ** 12.31 | [2.04, 74.13]
Total? (K6 TOTAL (1))
Note. n Total = total number of participants; OR= odds ratio; CI = confidence interval; * = p-
value < .05, ** = p-value < .01.

A Fishers Exact Test (2-tailed) was performed to examine the relationship between the
exposure variable of sex (SEX) and the outcome variable of self-perceived emotional status
(EMOT (1)). The test was statistically significant where p = .01 (see Figure 17. in Appendix A.).
This shows that there is a significant difference between the populations and that there is a
significant association between the exposure and outcome variables.

The OR= 0.23 with 95% CI of [0.07, 0.68] (see Figure 17. in Appendix A.). Therefore,
because the OR is <1, this indicates that there is a lower probability of the exposure sex (SEX)
affecting the outcome of self perceived emotional status (EMOT (1)). However, the 95%
confidence interval includes 1 meaning the OR is not statistically significant

The Relative Risk (RR) for the response Woman for exposure sex (SEX) affecting the
outcome of self perceived emotional status (EMOT (1)) for the response of OK was found. The
RR= 2.82 with 95% CI of [1.40, 5.65] (see Figure 17. in Appendix A.). Therefore, those who
responded Woman for the exposure variable of sex (SEX) had 2.82 times the risk of also
responding OK to the outcome of self perceived emotional status (EMOT (1)) compared to those

who responded Man for the exposure variable of (SEX).

A Fishers Exact Test (2-tailed) was performed to examine the relationship between the
exposure of sex (SEX) and the outcome variable of feelings of nervousness (K6_Q1_A (2)). The
test was statistically significant where p = .002 ** (see Figure 18. in Appendix A.). This shows
that there is a significant difference between the populations and that there is a significant

association between the exposure and outcome variables.
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The OR=0.17 with 95% CI of [0.06, 0.53] (see Figure 18. in Appendix A.). Therefore,
because the OR is <1, this indicates that there is a lower probability of the exposure variable of
sex (SEX) affecting the outcome of feelings of nervousness (K6_Q1_A (2)). However, the 95%
confidence interval includes 1 meaning the OR is not statistically significant.

The Relative Risk (RR) for the response Woman for the exposure of sex (SEX) affecting
the outcome variable of feelings of nervousness (K6 _Q1 A (2)) for the response Sometimes,
Almost Always or Always was found. The RR= 2.90 with 95% CI of [1.63, 5.20] (see Figure 18.
in Appendix A.). Therefore, those who responded Woman for the exposure of sex (SEX) had
2.63 times the risk of also responding Sometimes, Almost Always or Always for the outcome
variable of feelings of nervousness (K6_Q1_A (2)) compared to those who responded Man for

exposure sex (SEX).

A Fishers Exact Test (2-tailed) was performed to examine the relationship between the
exposure of sex (SEX) and the outcome variable of feelings of hopelessness (K6 _Q1 B (2)). The
test was statistically significant where p = .039 * (see Figure 19. in Appendix A.). This shows
that there is a significant difference between the populations and that there is a significant
association between the exposure and outcome variables.

The OR=0.26 with 95% CI of [0.08, 0.81] (see Figure 19. in Appendix A.). Therefore,
because the OR is <1, this indicates that there is a lower probability of the exposure variable sex
(SEX) affecting the outcome variable of feelings of hopelessness (K6_Q1 B (2)). However, the
95% confidence interval includes 1 meaning the OR is not statistically significant.

The Relative Risk (RR) for the response Woman for exposure variable sex (SEX)

affecting the outcome variable of feelings of hopelessness (K6_Q1 B (2)) for the response
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Sometimes, Almost Always or Always was found. The RR=2.66 with 95% CI of [1.24, 5.67]
(see Figure 19. in Appendix A.). Therefore, those who responded Woman for exposure variable
sex (SEX) had 2.66 times the risk of also responding Sometimes, Almost Always or Always for
the outcome variable feelings of hopelessness (K6 _Q1 B (2)) compared to those who responded

Man for exposure variable sex (SEX).

A Fishers Exact Test (2-tailed) was performed to examine the relationship between the
exposure variable of sex (SEX) and the outcome variable of feeling so depressed that nothing
could cheer you up (K6_Q1 D (2)). The test was statistically significant where p =.048 * (see
Figure 21. in Appendix A.). This shows that there is a significant difference between the
populations and that there is a significant association between the exposure and outcome
variables.

The OR=0.30 with 95% CI of [0.11, 0.90] (see Figure 21. in Appendix A.). Therefore,
because the OR is <1, this indicates that there is a lower probability of the exposure variable sex
(SEX) affecting the outcome of feeling so depressed that nothing could cheer you up (K6 Q1 D
(2)). However, the 95% confidence interval includes 1 meaning the OR is not statistically
significant.

The Relative Risk (RR) for the response Woman for exposure variable sex (SEX)
affecting the outcome variable of feeling so depressed that nothing could cheer you up
(K6_Q1_D (2)) for the response Sometimes, Almost Always or Always was found. The RR=
1.92 with 95% CI of [1.15, 3.22] (see Figure 21. in Appendix A.). Therefore, those who
responded Woman for exposure variable sex (SEX) had 1.92 times the risk of also responding

Sometimes, Almost Always or Always for the outcome variable of feeling so depressed that
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nothing could cheer you up (K6_Q1_D (2)) compared to those who responded Man for exposure

variable sex (SEX).

A Fishers Exact Test (2-tailed) was performed to examine the relationship between the
exposure of sex (SEX) and the outcome variable of feeling worthless (K6_Q1_F (2)). The test
was statistically significant where p = .037 * (see Figure 23. in Appendix A.). This shows that
there is a significant difference between the populations and that there is a significant association
between the exposure and outcome variables.

The OR=0.27 with 95% CI of [0.08, 0.89] (see Figure 23. in Appendix A.). Therefore,
because the OR is <1, this indicates that there is a lower probability of the exposure variable sex
(SEX) affecting the outcome of feeling worthless (K6_Q1_F (2)). However, the 95% confidence
interval includes 1 meaning the OR is not statistically significant.

The Relative Risk (RR) for the response Woman for exposure variable sex (SEX)
affecting the outcome variable of feeling worthless (K6 _Q1 _F (2)) for the response Sometimes,
Almost Always or Always was found where RR=2.69 with 95% CI of [1.15, 6.28] (see Figure
23. in Appendix A.). Therefore, those who responded Woman for exposure variable sex (SEX)
had 2.69 times the risk of also responding Sometimes, Almost Always or Always to the outcome
of feeling worthless (K6 _Q1 _F (2)) compared to those who responded Man for exposure sex

(SEX).

A Fishers Exact Test (2-tailed) was performed to examine the relationship between the
exposure variable sex (SEX) and the outcome variable of mental health distress score

(K6_TOTAL (1)). The test was statistically significant where p = .008 ** (see Figure 24. in
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Appendix A.). This shows that there is a significant difference between the populations and that
there is a significant association between the exposure and outcome variables.

The OR=12.31 with 95% CI of [2.04, 74.13] (see Figure 24. in Appendix A.). Therefore,
because the OR is >1, this indicates that there is a higher probability of the exposure sex (SEX)
affecting the outcome of mental health distress score (K6_TOTAL (1)).

The Relative Risk (RR) for the response Woman for the exposure variable of sex (SEX)
affecting the outcome of mental health distress score (K6_TOTAL (1)) for the score of 15 or less
was found. The RR=9.64 with 95% CI of [1.91, 48.50] (see Figure 24. in Appendix A.).
Therefore, those who responded Woman for exposure variable sex (SEX) had 9.64 times the risk
of also scoring 15 or less for the outcome of mental health distress score (K6_TOTAL (1))

compared to those who responded Man for exposure variable sex (SEX).

All other p-values found were > .05 indicating that there was no statistically significant
association between the exposure sex (SEX) and the other outcome variables. The null
hypothesis (Ho) that there is no association between the variables is accepted for these other tests

(see Table 5.).

4.1.3.1 Exposure Variable of Sex Discussion

After testing the exposure variable sex (SEX) against the outcome variable of mental
health distress score (K6 TOTAL (1)) there is observed evidence to suggest that exposure
variable sex (SEX) is associated with the mental health distress score (K6 _TOTAL (1)) outcome

because the p-value was < .05. In addition, the OR was also >1, which indicates that there is a
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higher probability of the exposure sex (SEX) affecting the outcome of mental health distress
score (K6_TOTAL (1)). More importantly, based on the RR, those who responded Woman for
exposure variable sex (SEX) had 9.64 times the risk of also scoring 15 or less for the mental
health distress score (K6 TOTAL (1)) outcome compared to those who responded Man for
exposure variable of sex (SEX). This shows a positive association in support of the (Ha). This
suggests that female agricultural workers are at an increased risk of experiencing mental health

distress in comparison to their male counterparts. More investigation is needed as to why.

When testing exposure variable sex (SEX) against the individual outcome variables of
feelings of nervousness (K6_Q1_A (2)), feelings of hopelessness (K6 _Q1_B (2)), feeling restless
or fidgety (K6_Q1_C (2)), feeling so depressed that nothing could cheer you up (K6_Q1_D (2)),
feeling like everything was an effort (K6_Q1_E (2)), feeling worthless (K6_Q1_F (2)); only the
outcome variables of feelings of nervousness (K6_Q1_A (2)), feelings of hopelessness
(K6_Q1 B (2)), feeling so depressed that nothing could cheer you up (K6_Q1 D (2)), and
feeling worthless (K6_Q1_F (2)) had a p-values < .05. In addition, based on the Relative Risks,
those who responded Woman for exposure variable sex (SEX) had 2.63 times the risk of also
responding Sometimes, Almost Always or Always to the outcome of feelings of nervousness
(K6_QI1_A (2)) compared to those who responded Man for exposure variable sex (SEX), 2.66
times the risk of also responding Sometimes, Almost Always or Always to the outcome of
feelings of hopelessness (K6_Q1_B (2)) compared to those who responded Man for exposure
variable sex (SEX), 1.92 times the risk of also responding Sometimes, Almost Always or Always
to the outcome of feeling so depressed that nothing could cheer you up (K6_Q1_D (2))

compared to those who responded Man for exposure variable sex (SEX), and 2.69 times the risk
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of also responding Sometimes, Almost Always or Always to the outcome of feeling worthless
(K6_QI1_F (2)) compared to those who responded Man for exposure sex (SEX). All of which
show a positive association in support of the (Ha). This shows that female agricultural workers
are more likely to experience or share feelings of nervousness, hopelessness, so depressed that
they can’t be cheered up, and worthlessness compared to their male counterparts. More
investigation is needed as to why.

Finally, after testing the exposure variable sex (SEX) against the outcome of self-
perceived emotional status (EMOT (1)), there is evidence to suggest that the exposure sex (SEX)
is associated with the self perceived emotional status (EMOT (1)) outcome because the p-value
was < .05. In addition, based on the RR , those who responded Woman for exposure variable sex
(SEX) had 2.82 times the risk of also responding OK to the outcome of self-perceived emotional
status (EMOT (1)) compared to those who responded Man for exposure sex (SEX). This shows a
positive association in support of the (Ha). This suggests that Woman are more likely to self
perceive or share their self perceived emotional status to be just OK rather than good or very

good when compared to their Male counterparts. More investigation is needed as to why.

In summation, the exposure variable of sex (SEX) has an observed positive association
on the mental health distress score (K6 _TOTAL (1)), feelings of nervousness (K6_Q1 A (2)),
feelings of hopelessness (K6_Q1_B (2)), feeling so depressed that nothing can cheer you up
(K6_Q1 D (2)), and the feeling of worthlessness (K6_Q1_F (2)) outcome variables. More
interestingly, the relative risks show that Woman were at an overall increased risk of reporting
mental health distress scores of 15 or less, and the Sometimes, Almost Always or Always feeling

of nervousness, hopelessness, worthlessness, and feeling so depressed that nothing can cheer you
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up compared to the male workers. This is further backed up by the positive association found
between a woman’s self perceived emotional status and their increased risk of responding just
Ok rather than good or very good in comparison to the men. These results indicate that female
agricultural workers are more vulnerable to mental health/ psychological health/ mental health
distress outcomes in comparison to men within the 3 ASBC communities. Within the context of
climate change this particular population is therefore more vulnerable and may experience more
negative etfects in the future. One possible factor that may also explain this finding may be due
to the willingness of Woman to share more information regarding their emotional well-being/
feelings compared to Men because of possible cultural/ social norms (machismo/ machisma
culture) unidentified at the time of this study. Alternatively, Men may be more exposed to a

currently unidentified protective factor. This warrants further investigation in future studies.

4.1.4 Exposure to Sleep

Participants were asked the question “On average, for the past 30 days, how many hours
of continuous sleep do you get per night?” (SLEEP (01)). Responses were grouped into two
categories: “0-6 hours”, or “6+ hours”. This exposure variable of “Sleep” was then analyzed
against the following outcome variables (see Table 6.). For the full corresponding results
Analysis Figures, Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot Figures and Contingency Analysis Tables

please see Figures 25-32, Figures 82-89, and Tables 25-32 in Appendix A.



Table 6.

Exposure to Sleep (SLEEP (01)) Association Results with Outcome Variables

mental health status?
(MENTAL S (04))

Outcome Variables n Fisher’s OR 95% CI
Total | Exact 2-tailed
test
(p-value)

During the past 30 days, about 101 .057
how often did you feel nervous?
(K6_QI1_A (2))
During the past 30 days, about 101 44
how often did you feel
hopeless? (K6_Q1 B (2))
During the past 30 days, about 101 .055
how often did you feel restless
or fidgety? (K6 Q1 C(2))
During the past 30 days, about 99 014 * 0.32 | [0.13,0.78]
how often did you feel so
depressed that nothing could
cheer you up? (K6 _Q1 D (2))
During the past 30 days, about 101 40
how often did you feel that
everything was an effort?
(K6 QI _E (2))
During the past 30 days, about 101 41
how often did you feel
worthless? (K6 Q1 F (2))
What is your K6 Test Score 99 .08
Total? (K6 _TOTAL (1))
How do you consider your 97 .04 * 0.33 | [0.12,0.89]
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Note. n Total = total number of participants; OR= odds ratio; CI = confidence interval; * = p-

value < .05, ** = p-value < .01.

A Fishers Exact Test (2-tailed) was performed to examine the relationship between the

exposure sleep (SLEEP (01)) and the outcome variable of feeling so depressed that nothing could

cheer you up (K6_QI1_D (2)). The test was statistically significant where p = .014 * (see Figure

28. in Appendix A.). This shows that there is a significant difference between the populations

and that there is a significant association between the exposure and outcome variables.
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The OR = 0.32 with 95% CI of [0.13, 0.78] (see Figure 28. in Appendix A.). Therefore,
because the OR is <1, this indicates that there is a lower probability of the exposure sleep
(SLEEP (01)) affecting the outcome variable of feeling so depressed that nothing could cheer
you up (K6_Q1 D (2)). However, the 95% confidence interval includes 1 meaning the OR is not
statistically significant.

The Relative Risk (RR) for the response 0-6 hours for the exposure variable of sleep
(SLEEP (01)) affecting the outcome variable feeling so depressed that nothing could cheer you
up (K6_Q1_D (2)) for the response Sometimes, Almost Always or Always was found. The RR=
1.97 with 95% CI of [1.18, 3.29] (see Figure 28. in Appendix A.). Therefore, those who
responded 0-6 hours for exposure sleep (SLEEP (01)) had 1.97 times the risk of also responding
Sometimes, Almost Always or Always to the outcome of feeling so depressed that nothing could
cheer you up (K6_Q1_D (2)) compared to those who responded 6+ hours for exposure variable

sleep (SLEEP (01)).

A Fishers Exact Test (2-tailed) was performed to examine the relationship between the
exposure sleep (SLEEP (01)) and the outcome variable of self-perceived mental health status
(MENTAL S (04)). The test was statistically significant where p = .041 * (see Figure 32. in
Appendix A.). This shows that there is a significant difference between the populations and that
there is a significant association between the exposure and outcome variables.

The OR = 0.33 with 95% CI of [0.12, 0.89] (see Figure 32. in Appendix A.). Therefore,
because the OR is <1, this indicates that there is a lower probability of the exposure variable

sleep (SLEEP (01)) affecting the outcome of self-perceived mental health status (MENTAL S
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(04)). However, the 95% confidence interval includes 1 meaning the OR is not statistically
significant.

The Relative Risk (RR) for the response 0-6 hours for exposure sleep (SLEEP (01))
affecting the outcome of self perceived mental health status (MENTAL_S (04)) for the response
OK was found. The RR=2.21 with 95% CI of [1.10, 4.46] (see Figure 32. in Appendix A.).
Therefore, those who responded 0-6 hours for exposure sleep (SLEEP (01)) had 2.21 times the
risk of also responding OK for the outcome of self-perceived mental health status (MENTAL_S

(04)) compared to those who responded 6+ hours for exposure sleep (SLEEP (01)).

All other p-values found were > .05 indicating that there was no statistically significant
association between the exposure sleep (SLEEP (01)) and the other outcome variables. The null
hypothesis (Ho) that there is no association between the variables is accepted for these other tests

(see Table 6.).

4.1.4.1 Exposure Variable of Sleep Discussion

After testing the exposure variable of sleep (SLEEP (01) against the outcome variable of
mental health distress score (K6 _TOTAL (1)), there is evidence to suggest that sleep (SLEEP
(01)) is not associated with the mental health distress score (K6_TOTAL (1)) outcome because
the p-value was > .05 in support of the (Ho).

In addition, when testing the exposure sleep (SLEEP (01)) against the individual
outcome variables of feelings of nervousness (K6 _Q1_A (2)), feelings of hopelessness

(K6_QI1_B (2)), feeling restless or fidgety (K6_Q1_C (2)), feeling like everything was an effort
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(K6_Q1_E (2)), and feeling worthless (K6_Q1 _F (2)); the p-values were > .05 in favor of the
(Ho). Only the outcome variable of feeling so depressed that nothing could cheer you up
(K6_Q1 D (2)) had a p-value < .05. Furthermore, based on the RR, those who responded 0-6
hours for exposure sleep (SLEEP (01)) had 1.97 times the risk of also responding Sometimes,
Almost Always or Always for the outcome of feeling so depressed that nothing could cheer you
up (K6_QI1_D (2)) compared to those who responded 6+ hours for exposure variable sleep
(SLEEP (01)). This shows a positive association in support of the (Ha). These results suggest that
agricultural workers who get only 0-6 hours of sleep per night are at an increased risk for feeling
so depressed that nothing could cheer you up. In addition, those who get 6+ hours of sleep per

night are more protected against feeling so depressed that nothing could cheer you up.

Finally, after testing exposure sleep (SLEEP (01)) against the outcome of self-perceived
mental health status (MENTAL_S (04)), there is evidence to suggest that exposure sleep (SLEEP
(01)) is associated with the outcome of self-perceived mental health status (MENTAL S (04))
because the p-value was < .05. Interestingly, based on the RR, those who responded 0-6 hours
for exposure sleep (SLEEP (01)) had 2.21 times the risk of also responding OK for outcome self-
perceived mental health status (MENTAL S (04)) compared to those who responded 6+ hours
for exposure sleep (SLEEP (01)). This shows a positive association in support of the (H,). This
suggests that those who get between 0-6 hours of sleep per night are more at risk/ more likely of
reporting their self-perceived mental health status to be just OK rather than good or very good

compared to people who get 6+ hours of sleep.
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In summation, the exposure variable of sleep (SLEEP (01)) does not have any observed
associated affect on the mental health distress score (K6 TOTAL (1)), feelings of nervousness
(K6_Q1_A (2)), feelings of hopelessness (K6 _Q1 B (2)), feeling restless or fidgety (K6_Q1 C
(2)), feeling like everything was an effort (K6_Q1_E (2)), and feeling worthless (K6_Q1_F (2))
outcomes. However, the exposure sleep (SLEEP (01)) does have an observed positive
association with the feeling so depressed that nothing could cheer you up (K6_Q1_D (2))
outcome and the self-perceived mental health status (MENTAL_S (04)) outcome. This warrants
further investigation as to why some individuals are experiencing only 0-6 hours of sleep per

night.

4.1.5 Exposure to Work Organization Type

Participants were asked the question “Do you belong to a Work organization type group
(ex: Association, Union, Cooperative) or are you Private?” (AD_1 (02)). Responses were
grouped into two categories: “GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative)”, or “Private”. The
exposure variable of “work organization type” was then analyzed against the following outcome
variables (see Table 7.). For the full corresponding results Analysis Figures, Contingency
Analysis Mosaic Plot Figures and Contingency Analysis Tables please see Figures 33-40 ,

Figures 90-97, and Tables 33-40 in Appendix A.
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Exposure to Work Organization Tyvpe (AD_1 (02)) Association Results with Outcome Variables

Total? (K6 TOTAL (1))

Outcome Variables n Fisher’s OR 95% CI
Total | Exact 2-tailed
test
(p-value)

In general, how do you feel? 99 .028 * 0.30 | [0.11,0.88]
(This refers to an emotional
state) (EMOT (1))
During the past 30 days, about 99 Sl
how often did you feel nervous?
(K6_Q1_A (2))
During the past 30 days, about 99 .14
how often did you feel
hopeless? (K6 Q1 B (2))
During the past 30 days, about 99 .84
how often did you feel restless
or fidgety? (K6 Q1 C (2))
During the past 30 days, about 97 21
how often did you feel so
depressed that nothing could
cheer you up? (K6 Q1 D (2))
During the past 30 days, about 99 .54
how often did you feel that
everything was an effort?
(K6_Q1_E (2))
During the past 30 days, about 99 017 * 0.24 | [0.07,0.80]
how often did you feel
worthless? (K6 Q1 F (2))
What is your K6 Test Score 97 44

Note. n Total = total number of participants; OR= odds ratio; CI = confidence interval; * = p-

value < .05, ** = p-value < .01.

A Fishers Exact Test (2-tailed) was performed to examine the relationship between the

exposure work organization type (AD 1 (02)) and the outcome variable of self perceived

emotional status (EMOT (1)). The test was statistically significant where p = .028 * (see Figure

33. in Appendix A.). This shows that there is a significant difference between the populations

and that there is a significant association between the exposure and outcome variables.
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The OR = 0.30 with 95% CI of [0.11, 0.88] (see Figure 33. in Appendix A.). Therefore,
because the OR is <1, this indicates that there is a lower probability of the exposure of work
organization type (AD_1 (02)) affecting the outcome of self-perceived emotional status (EMOT
(1)). However, the 95% confidence interval includes 1 meaning the OR is not statistically
significant.

The Relative Risk (RR) for the response private of exposure variable work organization
type (AD_1 (02)) affecting the outcome of self-perceived emotional status (EMOT (1)) for the
response Good or Very Good was found. The RR=1.26 with 95% CI of [1.03, 1.56] (see Figure
33. in Appendix A.). Therefore, those who responded private for exposure work organization
type (AD_1 (02)) had 1.26 times the risk of also responding Good or Very Good to outcome self-
perceived emotional status (EMOT (1)) compared to those who responded GROUP (Association,

Union or Cooperative) for exposure work organization type (AD_ 1 (02)).

A Fishers Exact Test (2-tailed) was performed to examine the relationship between the
exposure work organization type (AD 1 (02)) and the outcome variable of feeling worthless
(K6_Q1 _F (2)). The test was statistically significant where p = .017 * (see Figure 39. in
Appendix A.). This shows that there is a significant difference between the populations and that
there is a significant association between the exposure and outcome variables.

The OR = 0.24 with 95% CI of [0.07, 0.80] (see Figure 39. in Appendix A.). Therefore,
because the OR is <1, this indicates that there is a lower probability of the exposure work
organization type (AD_1 (02)) affecting the outcome of feeling worthless (K6_Q1_F (2)).

However, the 95% confidence interval includes 1 meaning the OR is not statistically significant.



Page |59

The Relative Risk (RR) for the response GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative)
for exposure variable work organization type (AD_1 (02)) affecting the outcome of feeling
worthless (K6 Q1 _F (2)) for the response Sometimes, Almost Always or Always was found.
The RR=3.31 with 95% CI of [1.16, 9.47] (see Figure 39. in Appendix A.). Therefore, those
who responded GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative) for exposure work organization
type (AD_1 (02)) had 3.31 times the risk of also responding Sometimes, Almost Always, or
Always to the outcome of feeling worthless (K6 _Q1_F (2)) compared to those who responded

private for exposure work organization type (AD 1 (02)).

All other p-values found were > .05 indicating that there was no statistically significant
association between the exposure work organization type (AD_1 (02)) and the other outcome
variables. The null hypothesis (Ho) that there is no association between the variables is accepted

for these other tests (see Table 7.).

4.1.5.1 Exposure to Work Organization Type Discussion

After testing the exposure work organization type (AD_1 (02)) against the outcome
variable of mental health distress score (K6 TOTAL (1)) there is evidence to suggest that work
organization type (AD 1 (02)) is not associated with the mental health distress score
(K6_TOTAL (1)) outcome because the p-value was > .05 in support of the (Ho).

In addition, when testing exposure work organization type (AD_1 (02)) against the
individual outcome variables of feelings of nervousness (K6_Q1_A (2)), feelings of hopelessness

(K6_Q1_B (2)), feeling restless or fidgety (K6_Q1_C (2)), feeling so depressed that nothing
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could cheer you up (K6_Q1_D (2)), and feeling like everything was an effort (K6_Q1_E (2)), the
p-values were also > .05 in favor of the (Ho). Only outcome variable feeling worthless
(K6_Q1 _F (2)) had a p-value < .05. Furthermore, based on the RR, those who responded
GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative) for exposure work organization type (AD_1 (02))
had 3.31 times the risk of also responding Sometimes, Almost Always or Always for the
outcome of feeling worthless (K6_Q1_F (2)) compared to those who responded private for
exposure work organization type (AD_1 (02)). This shows a positive association in support of
the (Ha). This result suggests that agricultural workers who belong to a Group organization work
type were at an increased risk of feeling worthless sometimes, almost always or always.
Alternatively, those workers who are private and do not belonging to a work organization type

seem to be protected against the sometimes, almost always or always feeling of worthlessness.

Finally, after testing exposure work organization type (AD 1 (02)) against the outcome
variable self-perceived emotional status (EMOT (1)) there is evidence to suggest that work
organization type (AD 1 (02)) is associated with the self-perceived emotional status (EMOT (1))
outcome because the p-value was < .05. In addition, based on the RR, those who responded
private for exposure work organization type (AD 1 (02)) had 1.26 times the risk of also
responding good or very good for the outcome of self-perceived emotional status (EMOT (1))
compared to those who responded GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative) for exposure
variable work organization type (AD_ 1 (02)). This shows a positive association in support of the
(Ha). This suggests that workers who are private are at an increased risk of self-reporting their
emotional status to be good or very good rather than just OK compared to those workers who

belong to a work organization GROUP (ex: association, cooperative, union).
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In summation, the exposure work organization type (AD_1 (02)) does not have any
observed associated affect on the mental health distress score (K6 _TOTAL (1)), feelings of
nervousness (K6 Q1 A (2)), feelings of hopelessness (K6_Q1_B (2)), feeling restless or fidgety
(K6_Q1_C (2)), feeling so depressed that nothing could cheer you up (K6 _Q1 D (2)), and the
feeling like everything was an effort (K6_Q1_E (2)). However, the exposure work organization
type (AD_1 (02)) does have an observed positive association with the feeling worthless
(K6_Q1_F (2)) outcome variable and the self-perceived emotional status (EMOT (1)) outcome
variable. This suggests that local work organization types like unions, cooperatives and or
associations may be contributing to a worker’s increased risk of feeling worthless. This is also
supported by the increased risk of private workers reporting good or very good to their self-
perceived emotional status rather than just OK compared to the workers that belonged to a
GROUP (association, union or cooperative). This may be because work organizations are
creating barriers to an agricultural workers ability to have autonomy in their own decision
making with regards to their business or employment. This in turn may make agricultural
workers feel underappreciated by the work organization contributing to increased feelings of
worthlessness. These results may also be explained by a potential inequity that exists for
individuals who belong to a work organization type. For example, agricultural workers who have
experienced an economic downturn and earn less income may be more inclined to join a work
organization type versus an agricultural worker who is earning more. Therefore, the feelings of
worthlessness could be more associated with socioeconomic status of the workers belonging to
the work organization rather than the work organization itself. Alternatively, respondents may be
measuring their worth based on economic success which might be a by-product of a person’s

stage of life. For example; individuals who are middle aged or older may be more preoccupied
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with earning money in order to support a family and therefore earning less overall could be what
influences a respondent’s feelings of worthlessness. More research is needed into how work
organization types such as associations, unions or cooperatives are associated with the feeling of

worthlessness in ASBC agricultural workers.

4.1.6 Exposure of Age

Participants were asked the question “What is your Age?” (AGE (02)). Responses were
grouped into two categories: “18-64 years old”, or “65 + years old”. The exposure variable of
“Age” was then analyzed against the following outcome variables (see Table 8.). For the full
corresponding results Analysis Figures, Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot Figures and
Contingency Analysis Tables please see Figures 41-50, Figures 98-107, and Tables 41-50 in
Appendix A.

Table 8.
Exposure of Age (AGE (02)) Association Results with Outcome Variables

Outcome Variables n Fisher’s OR 95% CI
Total | Exact 2-tailed
test
(p-value)
How many breaks do you take 97 022 * 0.27 | [0.09, 0.78]

per day (including lunch if
applicable)? (BREAKS D (02))
During the past 30 days, about 101 22
how often did you feel nervous?
(K6_Q1_A (2))

During the past 30 days, about 101 1.0
how often did you feel
hopeless? (K6 Q1 B (2))
During the past 30 days, about 101 13
how often did you feel restless
or fidgety? (K6 Q1 _C (2))
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During the past 30 days, about 99 1.0
how often did you feel so
depressed that nothing could
cheer you up? (K6 Q1 D (2))
During the past 30 days, about 101 .28
how often did you feel that
everything was an effort?
(K6_Ql1_E (2))

During the past 30 days, about 101 .39

how often did you feel

worthless? (K6_Q1 _F (2))

What is your K6 Test Score 99 .36

Total? (K6 _TOTAL (1))

How often do you work in 101 .07

direct sunlight? (SOL (3))

On average, for how long per 98 013 * 0.21 | [0.05,0.74]

day do you work in continuous
direct sunlight? (SOL_T (02))
Note. n Total = total number of participants; OR= odds ratio; CI = confidence interval; * = p-
value < .05, ** = p-value < .01.

A Fishers Exact Test (2-tailed) was performed to examine the relationship between the
exposure variable of age (AGE (02)) and the outcome variable of breaks at work (BREAKS D
(02)). The test was statistically significant where p = .022 * (see Figure 41. in Appendix A.).
This shows that there is a significant difference between the populations and that there is a
significant association between the exposure and outcome variables.

The OR = 0.27 with 95% CI 0f [0.09, 0.78] (see Figure 41. in Appendix A.). Therefore,
because the OR is <1, this indicates that there is a lower probability of the exposure age (AGE
(02)) affecting the outcome of breaks at work (BREAKS D (02)). However, the 95% confidence
interval includes 1 meaning the OR is not statistically significant.

The Relative Risk (RR) for the response 65 + years old for the exposure variable age
(AGE (02)) affecting the outcome variable of number of breaks taken at work (BREAKS D
(02)) for the response 0 breaks was found. The RR=2.79 with 95% CI of [1.22, 6.36] (see Figure

41. in Appendix A.). Therefore, those who responded 65 + years old for exposure age (AGE
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(02)) had 2.79 times the risk of also responding 0 breaks for the outcome number of breaks taken
at work (BREAKS D (02)) compared to those who responded 18-64 years old for exposure age

(AGE (02)).

A Fishers Exact Test (2-tailed) was performed to examine the relationship between the
exposure of age (AGE (02)) and the outcome length of work in direct sunlight (SOL_T (02)).
The test was statistically significant where p = .013 * (see Figure 50. in Appendix A.). This
shows that there is a significant difference between the populations and that there is a significant
association between the exposure and outcome variables.

The OR = 0.21 with 95% CI of [0.05, 0.74] (see Figure 50. in Appendix A.). Therefore,
because the OR is <1, this indicates that there is a lower probability of the exposure age (AGE
(02)) affecting the outcome of length of work in direct sunlight (SOL_T (02)). However, the
95% confidence interval includes 1 meaning the OR 1is not statistically significant.

The Relative Risk (RR) for the response 18-64 years old to exposure (AGE (02))
affecting the outcome (SOL_T (02)) for the response greater than 6 hours was found. The RR=
3.54 with 95% CI of [1.15, 10.92] (see Figure 50. in Appendix A.). Therefore, those who
responded 18-64 years old for exposure age (AGE (02)) had 3.54 times the risk of also
responding greater than 6 hours to the outcome length of work in direct sunlight (SOL_T (02))

compared to those who responded 65 + years old for exposure age (AGE (02)).

All other p-values found were > .05 indicating that there was no statistically significant

association between the exposure variable of age (AGE (02)) and the other outcome variables.
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The null hypothesis (Ho) that there is no association between the variables is accepted for these

other tests (see Table 8.).

4.1.6.1 Exposure of Age Discussion

After testing the exposure variable age (AGE (02)) against the outcome variable of
mental health distress score (K6_TOTAL (1)), there is evidence to suggest that age (AD 1 (02))
is not associated with the mental health distress score (K6_TOTAL (1)) outcome because the p-
value was > .05 in support of the (Ho). In addition, when testing age (AGE (02)) against the
individual outcomes of feelings of nervousness (K6_Q1 A (2)), feelings of hopelessness
(K6_Q1_B (2)), feeling restless or fidgety (K6_Q1_C (2)), feeling so depressed that nothing
could cheer you up (K6_Q1_D (2)), feeling like everything was an effort (K6_Q1_E (2)), and
feeling worthless (K6_Q1_F (2)) the p-values were also > .05 in favor of the (Ho). Therefore, this
indicates that age is not associated with any of the tested K6 mental health distress outcomes
investigated. Therefore, age was not found to have any relation to mental health/ psychological

health/ mental health distress outcomes for the ASBC agricultural workers.

After testing the exposure age (AGE (02)) against the outcome sunlight exposure (SOL
(3)), the p-value was also > .05 indicating that there is no association between exposure variable
age and the outcome variable of sunlight exposure in support of the (Ho). Therefore, the age of a

worker is not found to be related to sunlight exposure at work.
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Interestingly, after testing exposure age (AGE (02)) against the outcome variable breaks
at work (BREAK D (02)), a p-value of < .05 was found indicating an association between the
exposure age (AGE (02)) and the outcome of breaks at work (BREAKS D (02)). More
importantly, based on the RR, those who responded 65 + years old for exposure age (AGE (02))
had 2.79 times the risk of also responding 0 breaks for the outcome of breaks taken at work
(BREAKS_D (02)) compared to those who responded 18-64 years old for exposure age (AGE
(02)). This shows a positive association in support of the (Ha). This suggests that agricultural
workers that are 65+ years old were more at risk of taking no breaks at work. This may be
explained because they also work less hours overall. More investigation is needed into how

many hours are worked based on age group.

Moreover, after testing the exposure age (AGE (02)) against the outcome variable of
length of work in direct sunlight (SOL_T (02)), there is evidence to suggest that age (AGE (02))
is associated with the length of work in direct sunlight (SOL_T (02)) outcome because the p-
value was < .05. Interestingly, based on the RR, those who responded 18-64 years old for
exposure age (AGE (02)) had 3.54 times the risk of also responding greater than 6 hours for the
outcome of length of work in direct sunlight (SOL T (02)) compared to those who responded 65
+ years old for exposure age (AGE (02)). This shows a positive association in support of the
(Ha). This result in conjunction with the results of exposure analysis age (AGE (02)) by outcome
variable breaks at work (BREAKS D (02)) may further indicate that agricultural workers 65 +
years old are working less hours overall compared to workers aged 18-64 years old and are

therefore spending less time in the sun and by extension are not required to take breaks at work.
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In summation, the exposure variable of age (AGE (02) does not have any observed
associated affect on the mental health distress score (K6 TOTAL (1)), feelings of nervousness
(K6_Q1_A (2)), feelings of hopelessness (K6 _Q1 B (2)), feeling restless or fidgety (K6 Q1 C
(2)), feeling so depressed that nothing could cheer you up (K6_Q1 D (2)), feeling like
everything was an effort (K6_Q1_E (2)), and feeling worthless (K6_Q1_F (2)) outcomes. This
suggests that age is therefore not a factor in the experience of mental health/ psychological
health/ mental health distress outcomes for these agricultural workers. However, the exposure
variable of age (AGE (02)) was found to have an observed positive association with the length of
work in direct sunlight (SOL_T (02)) and breaks taken at work (BREAKS D (02)) outcome
variables; Which suggests that agricultural workers 65 + years old are working less hours overall
compared to workers aged 18-64 years old, and are therefore spending less time in the sun and

by extension are not required to take breaks at work.

4.1.7 Exposure of Exposed Skin Percentage at Work

Participants were asked the question “What parts of your body is not covered in clothes
while working?”(CORP (2)). Responses were grouped into two categories: “0-9% exposed”, or
“> 9% exposed”. This exposure variable of “exposed skin percentage at work™ was then
analyzed against the following outcome variables (see Table 9.). For the full corresponding
results Analysis Figures, Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot Figures and Contingency Analysis

Tables please see Figures 51-57, Figures 108-114, and Tables 51-57 in Appendix A.
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Table 9.
Exposure of Exposed Skin percentage at Work (CORP (2)) Association Results with Outcome
Variables
Outcome Variables n Fisher’s OR 95% CI
Total | Exact 2-tailed
test
(p-value)

During the past 30 days, about 101 81

how often did you feel nervous?

(K6_QI_A (2))

During the past 30 days, about 101 .10

how often did you feel

hopeless? (K6 Q1 B (2))

During the past 30 days, about 101 .67

how often did you feel restless

or fidgety? (K6 Q1 _C (2))

During the past 30 days, about 99 .04 * 3.09 | [1.12,8.52]

how often did you feel so

depressed that nothing could

cheer you up? (K6 Q1 D (2))

During the past 30 days, about 101 .52

how often did you feel that

everything was an effort?

(K6_Q1_E (2))

During the past 30 days, about 101 1.0

how often did you feel

worthless? (K6 Q1 F (2))

What is your K6 Test Score 99 .66

Total? (K6 TOTAL (1))

Note. n Total = total number of participants; OR= odds ratio; CI = confidence interval; * = p-

value < .05, ** = p-value < .01.

A Fishers Exact Test (2-tailed) was performed to examine the relationship between the

exposure variable of exposed skin percentage (CORP (2)) and the outcome variable of feeling so

depressed that noting could cheer you up (K6_Q1_D (2)). The test was statistically significant

where p = .04 * (see Figure 54. in Appendix A.). This shows that there is a significant difference

between the populations and that there is a significant association between the exposure and

outcome variables.
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The OR=3.09 with 95% CI of [1.12, 8.52] (see Figure 54. in Appendix A.). Therefore,
because the OR is >1, this indicates that there is a higher probability of the exposure variable
exposed skin percentage (CORP (2)) affecting the outcome of feeling so depressed that nothing
could cheer you up (K6_Q1 D (2)).

The Relative Risk (RR) for the response 0-9% for exposure exposed skin percentage
(CORP (2)) affecting the outcome variable of feeling so depressed that nothing could cheer you
up (K6_Q1_D (2)) for response Sometimes, Almost Always or Always was found. The RR=
2.20 with 95% CI of [1.02, 4.75] (see Figure 54. in Appendix A.). Therefore, those who
responded 0-9% for exposure exposed skin percentage (CORP (2)) had 2.20 times the risk of
also responding Sometimes, Almost Always or Always for the outcome of feeling so depressed
that nothing could cheer you up (K6_Q1_D (2)) compared to those who responded > 9% for

exposure exposed skin percentage (CORP (2)).

All other p-values found were > .05 indicating that there was no statistically significant
association between the exposure variable of age (CORP (2)) and the other outcome variables.
The null hypothesis (Ho) that there is no association between the variables is accepted for these

other tests (see Table 9.).

4.1.7.1 Exposure of Exposed Skin Percentage at Work Discussion

After testing the exposure variable exposed skin percentage (CORP (2)) against the

outcome variable mental health distress score (K6_TOTAL (1)) there is no evidence to suggest

that exposed skin percentage (CORP (2)) is associated with the mental health distress score
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(K6_TOTAL (1)) outcome because the p-value was > .05, in support of the (Ho). In addition,
when testing exposed skin percentage (CORP (2)) against the individual outcome variables of
feelings of nervousness (K6_Q1_A (2)), feelings of hopelessness (K6 _Q1_B (2)), feeling restless
or fidgety (K6_QI1_C (2)), feeling like everything was an effort (K6 _Q1_E (2)), and feeling
worthless (K6 Q1 _F (2)), the p-values were also > .05 in support of the (Ho). Only the outcome
variable of feeling so depressed that nothing could cheer you up (K6_Q1_D (2)) had a p-value <
.05. Interestingly, the RR for those who responded 0-9% for exposure exposed skin percentage
(CORP (2)) had 2.20 times the risk of also responding Sometimes, Almost Always or Always for
outcome feeling so depressed that nothing could cheer you up (K6_Q1_D (2)) compared to those
who responded > 9% for exposure exposed skin percentage (CORP (2)). This shows a positive
association in favor of the (H,). These results suggest that agricultural workers that have more
exposed skin are also exposed to a protective factor that reduce their risk of reporting sometimes,
almost always or always feeling so depressed than nothing could cheer you up. Further
investigation is needed into what this protective factor might be and how workers with more
covered skin compare to workers with less covered skin with regards to type of work, and work
environment conditions. This may indicate that an underlying risk factor is present that

contributes to the observed results.

In summation, the exposure variable exposed skin percentage (CORP (2)) was found not
to have any association with the outcome variable of mental health distress and K6 test outcome
variables. Only a positive association was found between the exposure variable exposed skin
percentage (CORP (2)) and the feeling so depressed that nothing could cheer you up (K6 Q1 _D

(2)) outcome variable. Interestingly, based on the RR, those who responded 0-9% for exposure
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exposed skin percentage (CORP (2)) had 2.20 times the risk of also responding Sometimes,
Almost Always or Always for outcome feeling so depressed that nothing could cheer you up
(K6_Q1 D (2)) compared to those who responded > 9% for exposure exposed skin percentage
(CORP (2)). The question remains what underlying factor(s) are putting workers who cover 0-
9% of their skin at an increased risk of reporting sometimes, almost always or always to the
outcome of feeling so depressed that nothing could cheer you up. More investigation into this

observed association is needed.

4.2 Limitations

After study completion, some limiting factors may have been present which played a role
in the development of the end results. The first limiting factor that may have influenced the end
results would be the small populations size of the study. This study may have benefited from
having more participants. This may have created a stronger representative sample size and
reduce the overall margin of error. The small population size may have influenced the statistical
significance of certain exposure outcome tests, creating the impression that no or some
association was found which may not be ultimately representative. The second limitation would
be the lack of available population data. The lack of available data regarding population and
demographics of the corridor make it difficult to determine what an effective representative
sample size would be or what the community boundaries are. This may have led to missed
participants or the over representation of certain communities. The third limitation may be as a
result of the seasonality of the investigation. The data collection occurred during the winter

season primarily sugar cane harvesting season as well as the hot/ dry climate season. Costa Rica
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also experiences a summer season that is primarily for coffee harvesting and has a more wet and
humid climate. This may have influenced the responses of individuals considering their
seasonality of employment and or the seasonal environmental conditions. The last limitation of
the study may be as a result of any unidentified confounding factors. Although the study tried to
cover a wide range of factors, not all factors may have been identified in the original draft of the
survey. Therefore, some results may have been more greatly influenced by the appearance of
confounding factors in isolation or in conjunction with the investigated variables. These are some

of the potential limitations that may be present within the study.
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5.0 Implications and Recommendations

After having uncovered the results of this investigation there are some major implications
and recommendations that can be made to help improve community health and well-being, and

business sustainability. Recall that major findings of this investigation included:

1. Female agricultural workers appear to be at a higher risk of mental health distress
(scoring 15 or less on K6 test score) feeling nervousness, hopelessness, worthlessness,
and feeling so depressed that nothing can cheer you up. These results indicate that female
agricultural workers are more vulnerable to poor mental health/ psychological health/
mental health distress outcomes in comparison to men within the 3 ASBC communities.

2. Sunlight exposure at work was not found to be associated with overall mental distress but
was found to be positively associated with feeling like everything was an effort. This may
be more indicative of general fatigue caused by working in sunlight and by extension
daytime heat rather than sunlight itself.

3. Skin exposure at work does not seem to be associated with the overall outcome of mental
distress (scoring 15 or less on the K6 test) but was positively associated with feeling so
depressed that nothing could cheer you up.

4. Workers that had 0-6 hours of sleep per night were more likely to report feeling so
depressed that nothing could cheer you up compared to workers that slept 6 + hours.

5. Over working with inadequate rests, general fatigue and lack of sleep may be a more

likely cause of mental health distress in ASBC agricultural workers.
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6. Belonging to a work organization type such as a union, association or cooperative put
workers at higher risk of feeling worthless compared to agricultural workers that don’t
belong to a work organization type.

7. Age is not associated with the occurrence of mental health distress and the K6 test
responses.

8. Having at least 1 break at work provides an observed associated protective factor for
agricultural workers against the more frequent feelings of nervousness and from scoring

15 or less on the K6 mental health distress score total.

From a community health and well-being, and business and sustainability lens these findings

imply that:

1. Employers should promote the uptake of more staff to offset any labour shortages as well
as provide more time off for workers (this may also reduce the need for imported labour
and improve local employment levels). This could be achicved by reducing the total
number of hours worked per week per employee and then offsetting the lost hours with
the hiring of more employees (ex: instead of having 10 people working 40 hours per
week you can have 11 people working approximately 36 hours per week). This approach
may also help to reduce general fatigue and improve the total sleep hours and rest periods
available for agricultural workers. Alternatively, more technological supports should be
implemented to improve farm output efficiency, improve operational bottom line, reduce
mental health distress occurrence potentially caused by over work. Policy makers can

help business through activities such as subsidization to improve new technology uptake
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and the hiring of more workers by employers. This will help reduce long term costs
associated with employee turn over as a result of mental health distress and improve

overall productivity.

Work organization types such as unions, associations and cooperatives may need to
rethink their business model to create better health outcomes for agricultural workers.
This must come in the form of activities that promote self-worth among workers by
allowing for more autonomy in decision making at work among organization members.
These organizations must also look into their members skin covering practices to
determine why certain members report feeling increase frequency of feeling so depressed
that nothing could cheer them up. Actions in these areas by these groups will help to
improve their image, employee satisfaction and societal licence to operate. Without
community support for the work organization type; these organizations become more at

risk of being regulated by policy makers.

More investment by business and policy makers into gender equity programing is
required to improve female agricultural worker mental health outcomes. The clear
difference in male versus female mental health K6 score association results show that
female workers may be exposed to unknown factors that are putting them at a greater risk
of experiencing poor mental health. Focusing programing on this population will
ultimately improve overall community health outcomes and potentially spur increased
economic activity through female capacity building and the elimination of these unknown

hindering factors. Addressing these gender issues will create a more long-term
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sustainably resilient and productive labour force, theoretically immune to experiencing

poor mental health outcomes in the future.

These are some of the recommendations in which policy makers, businesses and
organizations can take under advisement to address the findings of this investigation, become

more sustainable, and improve community health outcomes in the 3 ASBC communities.



Page |77

6.0 Conclusion

Overall, the exposure of continuous direct sunlight while working was only found to be
positively associated with the experience of feeling like everything was an effort during the last
30 days. This association may indicate that continuous direct sunlight while at work may
contribute to increased fatigue, contributing to the experience of feeling like everything was an
effort during the last 30 days. No associated link was found between the exposure of sunlight and
the outcome of mental health distress scores of 15 or lower (indicative of an individual
experiencing a potential mental health issue). Therefore, continuous direct exposure to sunlight
while working may not be directly affecting the occurrence of mental health distress/ poor
mental health outcomes for agricultural workers in the ASBC. The more likely reasoning for
these findings is that general fatigue caused by working in sunlight and by extension daytime
heat 1s increasing the risk of individuals feeling like everything was an effort rather than sunlight
itself. In support of this finding the exposure exposed skin percentage also does not appear to
have any association with the overall outcome of mental health distress except for the feeling of
so depressed that nothing could cheer you up during the last 30 days. If there was an association
between sunlight exposure and 15 or lower mental health distress score outcomes, we would also
expect to see individuals with more exposed skin percentages having a positive association with
15 or lower mental health distress scores. This was not observed. Interestingly, those who had
more covered skin seemed to be at increased risk of feeling so depressed that nothing could cheer
you up. Questions as to why still remain. This may suggest that greater than 9% skin exposure

while at work offers protective factors or that workers who wear less skin covering work in a
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more protective environment/ job overall. However, more research is needed into whether or not

this is true.

The exposure variable of how many breaks do you take per day had an observed positive
association on the mental health distress (scoring 15 or less) and the increased risk of feeling of
nervousness during the last 30 days. More importantly, based on the relative risks, those who
responded 0 breaks for exposure variable how many breaks do you take per day had 2.63 times
the risk of also responding sometimes, almost always or always to feeling nervous during the last
30 days compared to those who responded at least 1 break for exposure how many breaks do you
take per day; and those who responded 0 breaks for exposure how many breaks do you take per
day had 6.5 times the risk of also achieving a score of 15 or less for outcome mental health
distress compared to those who responded at least 1 break for exposure how many breaks do you
take per day. This indicates that over working or lack of adequate resting periods between
working times is increasing the risk of agricultural workers scoring 15 or less on the K6 mental
health distress test and increasing the risk of workers reporting sometimes, almost always or
always feelings of nervousness. In support of these findings the exposure variable of how many
hours of continuous sleep do you get per night was found to have any observed positive
association with the outcome of feeling so depressed that nothing could cheer you up.
Agricultural workers who responded 0-6 hours for exposure variable how many hours of
continuous sleep do you get per night, had 1.97 times the risk of also responding sometimes,
almost always or always for the outcome of feeling so depressed that nothing could cheer you up
during the last 30 days compared to those who responded 6+ hours for exposure how many hours

of continuous sleep do you get per night. In addition, the self-perceived mental health status
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outcome was also found to be positively associated with the exposure variable of sleep.
Agricultural workers that responded 0-6 hours for the exposure how many hours of continuous
sleep do you get per night, had 2.21 times the risk of also responding just OK rather than good or
very good for the outcome of self-perceived mental health status compared to those who
responded 6+ hours for exposure how many hours of continuous sleep do you get per night. This
further provides evidence that improving rest for these workers is crucial in reducing their risk of
experiencing feelings of depression and the lower self-perceived mental health status response.
However, it is important to note that sleep was not found to be associated with the mental health
distress score or other K6 test outcomes. This may suggest that lack of sleep may be a byproduct
or a variable in conjunction with other confounding factors contributing to the experience of
these outcomes. Over working or the variability of work hours may be a factor worth
considering. More research into why agricultural workers in the ASBC experience 6 or less

hours of sleep per night is needed.

The exposure variable of sex was found to have an observed positive association with the
mental health distress score, feelings of nervousness, feelings of hopelessness, feeling so
depressed that nothing could cheer you up, and feelings of worthlessness outcomes. Agricultural
workers that were female had 9.64 times the risk of also scoring 15 or less on the K6 mental
health distress score compared to males. Females also had 2.63 times the risk of responding
sometimes, almost always or always to feelings of nervousness, 2.66 times the risk of responding
sometimes, almost always or always to feeling of hopelessness, 1.92 times the risk of also
responding sometimes, almost always or always to feeling so depressed that nothing could cheer

you up, and 2.69 times the risk of also responding sometimes, almost always or always to feeling
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worthless compared to males. This shows that shockingly female agricultural workers are at a by
far overall higher risk of experiencing mental health distress and by extension potential mental
health/ psychological health related issues. This shows that within an already considered
vulnerable population of agricultural works there is an even more vulnerable population of
females in need of further attention. One possible factor that may answer this finding may be due
to the willingness of woman to share more information regarding their emotional well-being/
feelings compared to men due to possible cultural or social norms (machismo/ machisma culture)
unidentified at the time of this study. However, this does not discount the findings and only
reinforces the need for more investigation into the experience of female agricultural workers in
the ASBC. The further research is needed to determine what other factors may be influencing
their reported increased risk of scoring 15 or less on the K6 mental health distress test when

compared to their male counterparts.

The exposure variable of do you belong to a work organization type was found not to
have any observed association with the mental health distress score, feelings of nervousness,
feelings of hopelessness, feeling restless or fidgety, feeling so depressed that nothing could cheer
you up, and feeling like everything was an effort during the last 30 days outcomes. However, the
exposure work organization type was found to have an observed positive association with the
feeling of worthlessness during the last 30 days and the self-perceived emotional status
outcomes. Agricultural workers that responded private (not belonging to a work organization
type) had 1.26 times the risk of also responding good or very good for their self-perceived
emotional status compared to those who belonged to a GROUP (Association, Union or

Cooperative); In addition those workers that belonged to a GROUP (Association, Union or
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Cooperative) had 3.31 times the risk of also responding sometimes, almost always or always to
feeling worthless during the last 30 days compared to those workers that were private. These
results suggest that belonging to a work organization type increase a worker’s risk of feeling
worthlessness and that being private increases the workers likelihood of responding good or very
good to their self-perceived emotional status. This may be because work organizations are
creating barriers to an agricultural workers ability to have autonomy in their own decision
making with regards to their business or employment. This in turn may make agricultural
workers feel underappreciated by the work organization contributing to the increased risk of
feeling worthlessness for individuals belonging to a Union, Association or Cooperative
compared to private workers. These results could also be explained by a potential inequity that
exists for individuals who belong to a work organization type. For example, agricultural workers
who have experienced an economic downturn and earn less income may be more inclined to join
a work organization type versus an agricultural worker who is earning more. Therefore, the
feelings of worthlessness could be more associated with socioeconomic status of the workers
belonging to the work organization rather than the work organization itself. Alternatively,
respondents may be measuring their worth based on economic success which could be a by-
product of a person’s stage of life. For example; individuals who are middle aged or older may
be more preoccupied with earning money in order to support a family and therefore earning less
overall may be what influences a respondent’s feelings of worthlessness. It’s important to note
that other confounding factors may also be at play such as economics and type of work.
However, more research is need into why organization types appear to be influencing an ASBC’s

agricultural workers feeling of worth.
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The exposure variable of age was found not to have any observed association with the
mental health distress score, feelings of nervousness, feelings of hopelessness, feeling restless or
fidgety, feeling so depressed that nothing could cheer you up, feeling like everything was an
effort, feeling worthless during the past 30 days, and sun exposure outcomes. This means that
age is not associated with the experience of mental health distress outcome(s). In addition, age
was also found not to be associated with the outcome variable of continuous exposure to direct
sunlight at work. However, the age of agricultural workers does have an observed positive
association with how long you work in continuous direct sunlight and the how many breaks do
you take per workday outcome variables. Workers that were 65 + years old had 2.79 times the
risk of also reporting taking 0 breaks compared to those who were 18-64 years old, and workers
who were 18-64 years old had 3.54 times the risk of also reporting working in direct sunlight for
more than 6 hours compared to those who were 65 + years old. This suggests that workers who
are 18-64 years old are probably working longer hours than those who are 65+ years old and by
extension taking more breaks. This may further support the previously suggestion that over
working may ultimately be the underlying factor contributing to the experience of mental health

distress in agricultural workers of the Alexander Skutch Biological Corridor.

In conclusion, this investigation is the first known agricultural worker mental health
study to be conducted within the Alexander Skutch Biological Corridor (ASBC). The use of the
K6 psych test provided a good standardised method for investigating the potential occurrence of
mental health distress among workers. The overall study and study design were able to answer
many questions proposed in this investigation. Continuous direct sunlight exposure was not

found to be directly associated with the occurrence of overall mental health distress and mental
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health/ psychological health outcomes. However, other variables such as sex, breaks taken at
work, sleep, and work organization type, appear to be more strongly associated with the
experience of mental health distress or mental health related feelings within the 3 ASBC
communities of Santa Elena, Quizarra and Montecarlo, and thus warrants further investigation.
More importantly, female workers appear to be at an increased risk of experiencing mental
health related issues compared to men and should be the primary target population for any future
policy or business sustainability intervention. These interventions might include: Supporting the
uptake of more staff to offset any labour shortages as well as provide more time off for workers
to reduce general fatigue and improve the total sleep hours and rest periods available for
agricultural workers, Supporting activities that promote self-worth among workers by allowing
for more autonomy in decision making at work among work organization members, Investing
more resources into gender equity programing to improve female agricultural worker mental
health outcomes, Increasing technological uptake supports available (ex: government subsidies)
for business to improve farm output efficiency, improve operational bottom line, reduce mental

health distress occurrence potentially caused by over work.

Implementing these strategies would be crucial for ensuring that this particular
population does not become further negatively impacted by climate change in the future. This
study must be expanded and adapted for other corridor communities to elimination limitations
and to see if comparatively other ASBC communities are experiencing similar results. Future
work must also include community reporting on the findings to inform communities members on
what they can do with investigative results. The future plan would be to provide a community

town hall style forum to outline the findings of this investigation and to receive community
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feedback with regards to improving future studies. In addition, community workshops would be
used to gather any creative input from the community on ways to address these findings on a
more locally organized level. This will help in providing policy makers and community leaders
more information for informing future intervention strategies aimed at improving business.
sustainability, and the environment and health outcomes of business and agricultural workers in

the ASBC.
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Appendix A.

This Appendix includes figures and tables pertaining to the analysis of the Mental Health
and Sun/ Heat Exposure of Agricultural Workers in the Alexander Skutch Biological Corridor
(MHASBC 2020) investigation.

Analysis Figures contain the full analysis conducted between the exposure and outcome variable
selected through the IMP 8 software. Recall, this analysis was used to test the associative
relationship between the determined exposure and outcome variables. These figures show the
results of the Fisher’s exact tests, odds ratio, and relative risk under their corresponding heading.

Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot Figures show a visual representation of how the grouped
responses of exposure and outcome variables matched up in a 2x2 format.

Contingency Analysis Tables show the breakdown of the n (number) of responses reported per
exposure and outcome variable grouping in a 2x2 format and aligns with the Contingency
Analysis Mosaic Plots Figures and Analysis Figures.

Recall, these abbreviations were used in the titles of the Figures and Tables. Each abbreviation
corresponds to the particular exposure outcome variable relationship being analysed.

- How often do you work in direct sunlight? (SOL (3)),

- How many breaks do you take per day (including lunch if applicable)? (BREAKS D (02)),
- On average, for how long per day do you work in continuous direct sunlight? (SOL_T
(02)),

- What parts of your body is not covered in clothes while working? (CORP (2)),

- What is your sex? (SEX),

- On average, for the past 30 days, how many hours of continuous sleep do you get per
night? (SLEEP (01)),

- How do you consider your mental health status? (MENTAL _S (04)),

- Do you belong to a Work organization type group (ex: Association, Union, Cooperative) or
are you Private/ Independent? (AD_1 (02)),

- In general, how do you feel? (This refers to an emotional state) (EMOT (1)),

- What is your age in years? (AGE (02)),

- During the past 30 days, about how often did you feel nervous? (K6 _Q1_A (2)),

- During the past 30 days, about how often did you feel hopeless? (K6_Q1 B (2)),

- During the past 30 days, about how often did you feel restless or fidgety? (K6_Q1_C (2)),
- During the past 30 days, about how often did you feel so depressed that nothing could
cheer you up? (K6_Q1_D (2)),

- During the past 30 days, about how often did you feel that everything was an effort?
(K6_QI_E (2)),

- During the past 30 days, about how often did you feel worthless? (K6_Q1_F (2)),

- What is your K6 Test Score Total? (K6_TOTAL (1)),

Note. Abbreviations to the questions are included within the brackets ().



Recall, the question variable response groups are as so:

Question Variable Response Groupings

Page |1

Question Variables

Response Grouping A

Response Grouping B

How often do you work in
direct sunlight? (SOL (3))

Never or Almost Never

Sometimes, Often or Very
Often

day do you work in

continuous direct sunlight?
(SOL_T (02))

How many breaks do you 0 breaks At least 1 break
take per day (including lunch

if applicable)? (BREAKS D

(02))

On average, for how long per | 1-6 hours Greater than 6 hours

What parts of your body is
not covered in clothes while
working? (CORP (2))

0-9% exposed

> 9% exposed

What is your sex? (SEX),

Man (Male)

Woman (Female)

On average, for the past 30
days, how many hours of
continuous sleep do you get
per night? (SLEEP (01))

0-6 hours

6 + hours

How do you consider your
mental health status?
(MENTAL_S (04))

OK

Good or Very Good

Do you belong to a Work
organization type group (ex:
Association, Union,
Cooperative) or are you
Private/ Independent? (AD _1

(02))

Private

Group (Association, Union or
Cooperative)

In general, how do you feel?
(This refers to an emotional
state) (EMOT (1))

OK

Good or Very Good

What is your age in years?
(AGE (02))

18-64 years old

65 + years old
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During the past 30 days,
about how often did you feel
nervous? (K6_QI1_A (2))

Never or Almost Never

Sometimes, Almost Always
or Always

During the past 30 days,
about how often did you feel
hopeless? (K6_Q1 B (2))

Never or Almost Never

Sometimes, Almost Always
or Always

During the past 30 days,
about how often did you feel
restless or fidgety?
(K6_Q1_C (2))

Never or Almost Never

Sometimes, Almost Always
or Always

During the past 30 days,
about how often did you feel
so depressed that nothing
could cheer you up?
(K6_Q1_D (2))

Never or Almost Never

Sometimes, Almost Always
or Always

During the past 30 days,
about how often did you feel
that everything was an effort?
(K6_QI1_E (2))

Never or Almost Never

Sometimes, Almost Always
or Always

During the past 30 days,
about how often did you feel
worthless? (K6_Q1 F (2))

Never or Almost Never

Sometimes, Almost Always
or Always

What is your K6 Test Score
Total? (K6_TOTAL (1))

15 or lower

Greater than 15
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Figure 1.
Analysis of Feelings of Nervousness by Sunlight Exposure (K6 Q1 A (2) by SOL (3))
l Contingency Analysis of Ké_Q1_A(2) By SOL (3) |
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Total % | Almaost | Almost
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Row %
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1683 2277
2297
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S Sometimes, Oﬂehﬂor\fenr Ofter! a7 78
B 5644 7723
7703
7308 =
74 | 101
L 7327 2679
| Tests
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U)
10 1 0.00318160 0.0001
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSq
Likelihood Ratio 0.006 0.9364
Pearson 0.006 0.93R5
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.6277 Prob(kB_Q1_A (2)=Sametimes, Almost Always orAlways) is greaterfor SOL (3)=Mever oralmost Mever than Sometimes, Often orVery Often
Right 05833 Probdkd_Q1_A(H=Sometimes, AlmostAlvays or Always) [s areater for SOL (3)=Sometimes, Often orvery Oftenthan MNeveror alrmost Mever
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| Relative Risk |
Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
FP{Mever or Almost Mever|Wever or almost NeverP (Wever or Almost Mever|Sometimes, Often or Very Often) 1.011442 0.766229 1.339138
P{Mever ar Almost Mever|Sometimes, Cften or Very OftendP (Mever or AlmostNever|Mever ar almost Never) 0.988688 0.748983 1.3050899
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| Risk Difference |

Risk
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F{Sometimes, Almost Always or Ahways|kever or almost Wever)-P(Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|Sometimes, Often or Wery Often)  -0.00836 -0.21304 0196319

| 0dds Ratio

Odds Ratio Lower95% Upper 95%
1.04386 0.362861 3002922
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Figure 2.
Analysis of Feelings of Hopelessness by Sunlight Exposure (K6 Q1 B (2) by SOL (3))
| Contingency Analysis of KE_Q1_B (2) By SOL (3)
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2-Tail 077 FrobikG_21_B {#=Sometimes, Almost Akways ar Ahways) is different across S0OL(3)
|Relative Risk |
Relative
Description Risk Lower95% Upper 95%
Pi{Mever or Almaost Never|Mever or almost Mever)fP (Mever or Almost Mever|Sometimes, Often or Very Often) 0.968944 0.761374 1.233103
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| Risk Difference ]

Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
Pi{Mever or Almost Never|Mever or almost Mever)-PiMNever ar Almost Never|Sometimes, Often or Yery Often) -0.02508 -0.214499 0.164825
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| 0dds Ratio

Odds Ratio Lower95% Upper 95%
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Figure 3.

Analysis of Feeling Restless or Fidgety by Sunlight Exposure (K6 Q1 C (2) by SOL (3))
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Figure 4.
Analysis of Feeling So Depressed That Nothing Could Cheer You Up by Sunlight Exposure
(K6 Q1 D (2) by SOL (3))
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S Sometimes, Often or Very Ofter] 48 29 ??‘
B 13.48 29.29 77.78
T5.00 82.86
6134 376B _
64 ag
L 64.65 3535
| Tests
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U)
e ke] 1 041641818 0.0065
Test ChiSquare Preb>ChiSq
Likelihood Ratio 0.833 0.36145
Fearson 0.808 0.3687
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.8764 Probike_o1_D (Zi=Sometimes, Almost Always orAlways) is greater for SOL (3)=Never ar almast Mever than Sometimes, Often orery Often
Right 0.2622 Frobi{ki_21_D (Z=Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always)is greaterfor 0L (3)=Sometimes, Often orVery Oftenthan Never or almost Mever
2-Tail 0.4533 FProbke_o1_DiZ=Sometimes, Almost Always or Always) is different across S0L (3)
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
FiMever or Almost Mever|Mever or almoaost Mever)/Pi{Mever ar Almost Never|Sometimes, Often ar Very Often) 1. 166667 0.856351 1.589432
FiMever or Almost Mever|Sometimes, Often or Very Often)/P (Mever ar Almost Mever|Mever or almost Never) 0857143 0.629156 1167746

FiSometimes, Almost Always or Always|Never or almost Never)Pi{Sometimes, Almast Always orAlways|Sometimes, Often ar Very Often) 0.724138 0.345355 1.518368
FiSometimes, Almost Always or Always|Sometimes, Often ar Very OftenyP(Sometimes, AlmostAlways ar Always|Mever or almostMever) 1.380952 0658602 2895573

| Risk Difference |

Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
FPiMever or Almost Mever|Mever or almost Mever)-FiMNever ar Almost Mever|Sometimes, Often ar Very Often) 0103896 -0.11139 0.319179
FiSometimes, Almost Always or Always|MNever or almost Mever)-P{Sametimes, Almost Always or Always|Sometimes, Often or Very Often) -0.1039 -0.31918 0111387

| 0dds Ratio

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
1.611111  0.566397 4582793
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Figure 5.
Analysis of Feeling Like Everything Was an Effort by Sunlight Exposure (K6 _Q1_E (2) by SOL

()

iggntingency Analysis of KE_LQ1_E (2) By SOL (3)

| Mosaic Plot |
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£ ES
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S0L3
Contingency Table
— __KBQILE@
| Count |Meveror | Sometimes, |
Total % | Alrmost | Almost
Mever | Always or
Cal % | Always
Rove %
| Neveror almostiever T 17 Bl 23
16.83 5.94/ 2277
34.69 11.64
e | 7 2609
S Sormetimes, Often o Very Ofter 3z 45 T8
B 21,68 45,54 7723
B5.31 88.46
#03 sme7 |
49 52 101
L 4851 51.44
| Tests
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U)
101 1 3.9598856 0.0566
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSq
Likelihood Ratio 7.920 0.0045
Pearson TES1 00055+
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.9989 Prob{k6_21_E (Z)=Sametimes, Almost Always or Always) is greater for SOL (3)=Never ar almost Mever than Sometimes, Often arVery Often
Right 0.0087  Prob{ki_Q1_E (Zi=Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always) is greaterfor SOL (3)=Sometimes, Often or Very Often than Mever or almaost Mewver
2-Tail 0.008%  Prob{K6_21_E (Z)=Sometimes, Almost Always or Always) is different across S0L (3)
Relative Risk )
Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
Fi{Mever or Almost Mever|Mever or almost MeveryP (Mever or Almaost Never|Sometimes, Often or Yery Often) 1.80163 1.256703 2582847
Pi{Mever or Almost Mever|Sometimes, Often or¥ery Often)P (Mever ar Almost Mever|Mever ar almost Mever) 0.555053 0.38717 0.795733

Pi{Sometimes, Almost Always ar Always|MNever or almost MeveriP{Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|Sometimes, Oftenar VeryOften) 0442344 0.218959 0.901867
Fi{Sametimes, Almost Always or Always|Sometimes, Often or Very Often)/P{Saometimes, AlmastAlways or Always|MNeveror almostMever) 2.260684 1.108811 4609163

Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
Pi{MNever or Almost Mever|MNever ar almost Mever-P{Mever or Almost Never|Sometimes, Often or Very Often) 0.328874 0118827 0.535921
FiSometimes, Almost Always or Always|Never or almost Mever)-P{Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|Sometimes, Oftenor Very Often)  -0.32887 -0.53882 -0.11883

| Odds Ratio

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
4.072917 1.447837 11.458762
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Figure 6.
Analysis of Feeling Worthless by Sunlight Exposure (K6 Q1 F (2) by SOL (3))

| Contingency Analysis of K&_Q1_F (2) By SOL (3)

| Mosaic Plot |
1.00
Sometimes, AlmostAlvays or Alway:
0.75
o
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0.00 =
52 ¥ 5
i E ES
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& 5
SOL (3
Contingency Table
KE_Q1_F {2
[Court [Meveror | Sometimes, |
Total % | Almost | Almost
Mever Abways ar
Col % | Always
Row %
| Meveror almost Mevar I EXN 2 23
20.79 1.8 2277
25.00 11.76
&) 81.30 8.70
S | Sometimes, Often or Very Ofter| 63 15 78
B £2.38 14.85 77.23
T75.00 8824
8077 1923 N
84 17 101
| 8347 16.83
| Tests
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U)
101 1 0.79378513 0.0173
Test ChiSquare Preb>ChiSq
Likelihood Ratio 1.588 0.2077
Fearson 1.408 0.2353
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.9427 Probikié_Q1_F (2=Sometimes, Almast Always or Always) is greaterfor SOL (3=MNever oralmost Never than Sometimes, Often orVery Often
Right 0149545 Frobiki_Q1_F {Z)=Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always) is greater for SOL (3)=Sometimes, Often or Very Often than Mever ar almost Mever
2-Tail 0.3463 FProbike_01_F (=Sametimes, Almaost Always or Always) is different acrass S0L (3
| Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
FiMever or Almost Mever|Mever or almoaost Mever)/Pi{Mever ar Almost Never|Sometimes, Often ar Very Often) 1130435 0.957309 1.334869
F(Mever or Almost Mever|Sometimes, Often or Very Often)iP(Mever or Almost Mever|Mever or almost Mever) 0.884615 0.749137 1.044594

FiSometimes, Almost Always or Always|Never or almost Never)Pi{Sometimes, Almast Always orAlways|Sometimes, Often ar Very Often) 0.452174 0111483 1.834021
FiSometimes, Almost Always or Always|Sometimes, Often arVery Often)yP(Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|Mever or almostMevery 2.211538 0584525 8.970016

| Risk Difference |

Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
FPiMever or Almost Mever|Mever or almost Mever)-FiMNever ar Almost Mever|Sometimes, Often ar Very Often) 0105351 -0.03925 0249955

P{Sometimes, Almost Always ar Always|Mever or almost Mever)-P(Sometimes, Almaost Always or Always|Sometimes, Often orYery Often)  -010535 -0.24995 0.039253
| 0dds Ratio

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
25 0.527515 11.84801
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Analys1s of Mental Distress Score by Sunlight Exposure (K6 TOTAL (1) by SOL (3))

| Contingency Analysis of K6_TOTAL (1) By SOL (3)

J
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Contingency Table
KB_TOTAL (1)
[Count M5ar | Greater|
Total % lless  (than15
Col %
Row %
| MeveroralmostMever i 20 27
202 20200 2223
3333 2191
o 908 9081
o  Sometirnes, Often of Very Ofter 4 7 77
B 404 7374 7778
GA.67  78.49
519 0481
B a3 ag
i 6.06‘; 93.94{
| Tests
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U)
el 1 0.20826051 0.0082
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSq
Likelihood Ratio 0417 0.5187
FPearson 0.456 0.49494
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.8785 ProbikB_TOTAL {1)=Greater than 15) is greater for SOL (S=Never or almost Mever than Sometimes, Often ar Yery Often
Right 0.4005 Prob{k6_TOTAL (1)=Greaterthan 15) is greaterfor SOL (3)=Sometimes, Often or Very Often than Mever or almost Mever
2-Tail 06121 Prob(KE_TOTAL (1)=Greaterthan 158} is different across S0OL (3)
Relative Risk )
Relative
Description Risk Lower95% Upper 95%
F{15orless|Mever ar almost MewerP {15 ar less|Sometimes, Often or Very Often) 1.75 0.342909 8.93094
Fi15 orless|Sometimes, Often or Very OftenyP (15 orless|Meveror almost Mever) 0571429 0111497 2916225
FiGreaterthan15|Mever or almost MeverniP{Greaterthan 15|Sometimes, Often arVery Often)  0.958904 0831875 1.105833
PiGreaterthan 15|Sametimes, Often or Very Often)P{Greater than 15|Never or almost Mevear)  1.042857 0.904707 1.202103
| Risk Difference |
Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
Pi{15 or less|Meveror almost Mever)-P{15 or less|Sometimes, Often or Yery Often) 0.038961 -0.090949 0168914
-0.03896 -0.16891 0.090952

F{Greater than 15|Mever or almost Mever-PiGreaterthan 15|Sometimes, Often orVery Often)

| 0dds Ratio

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
1.825 0.311483 10.6928
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Analysis of Feeling Nervousness by Number of Break(s) Taken at Work (K6_Q1_A (2) by

BREAKS_D (02))

| Contingency Analysis of K6_Q1_A(2) By BREAKS_D (02)

[ Mosaic Plot |

1.00

Sometimes, Alrmost Alweays or Abaay:

=
==
i

(2

=
i
=]

Mever orAlmost Never

KE_Q1_A

=
b
o

Atleast 1 Break

0 Breaks

BREAKS_D (02)

| Contingency Table |

KE_Q1_A (D
[Count [Meveror | Sometimes,|
Tatal % E;L\Imost Almost
Mever Always ar
Col % | Abways
Row % | | |
|0Breaks | gl a 18
o 9.28 9.28 18.56
24 12.33 3?.505
2 | 50.00 50.00
L | Atleast 1 Break B4 15| 79
0 B5.08 15.46 8144
o 8767 62.50§
81.01, 18.98)
73 24 a7
| 75.26 24.74
| Tests i
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U)
97 1 33963745 0.0626
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSq
Likelihood Ratio E.793 0.008x
FPearson 7872 0.0059*
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.0094*  Prob(KE_Q1_A{Z=Sometimes, Almost Always or Always) is greaterfor BREAKS _D (02)=0 Breaks than Atleast1 Break
Right 099582 Prob(KE_C1_A (Z)=Sometimes, Almost Alvways or Always) is greater for BREAKS_D (02)=Atleast 1 Break than 0 Breaks
2-Tail 0.0127  Prob{kK6_Q1_A(2=Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always) is different across BREAKS_D(02)
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower95% Upper 95%
PiMever or Almostbever|D Breaks)P(Mever or Almost Mever|Atleast 1 Break) 0617188 0.384144 0.991 5896
PiMever or AlmostMever|Atleast 1 BreakyPi{MNever orAlmost Mever|O Breaks) 1.620253 1.008476 2603157
PiSometimes, Almost Always or Always|0 Breaks)P{Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|Atleast 1 Break) 2633333 1.37643 5.037981
F{Sometimes, Almost Always ar Always|Atleast 1 BrealkiPi{Sometimes, Almost Alvays or Always|0 Breaks) 0379747 0.198492 0.726517
Risk Difference
Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
PiMever or Almost Mever|D Breaks)-F(Mever or Almost Never|Atleast 1 Break) -03013 -0.55677 -0.06348
PiSometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|0 Breaks)-P(Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|Atleast 1 Break) 0310127 0.063482 0856771

| Odds Ratio _!
Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
0.234374 0.073468 0691239
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Figure 9.
Analysis of Feelings of Hopelessness by Number of Break(s) Taken at Work (K6_Q1 B (2) by
BREAKS D (02))

| Contingency Analysis of K6_Q1_B (2) By BREAKS_D (02) |
| Mosaic Plot |
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Sometimes, AlmostAlways orAlway:
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MNever orflmost Mever

KE_Q1_B

OBreaks Aleast 1 Break

BREAKS_D (02)

| Contingency Table j

KE_Q1_B (2)
[Court [Meveror | Sometimes,|
Total % EA\mm;t Almast
Mever Always ar
Col % | Always
Row % | |
[DBreaks | 13 18
ok 13 402 10.56
=k 16,67
2 . 7227
g |Atleast1 Break 55 74
& B7.01 B1.44
m 8333
8228 |
78 a7
20.41|
(Tests J
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U}
g7 1 0.43977021 0.008z2
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSq
Likelihood Ratio 0.880 0.3483
Fearson 0.941 0.3320
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.2530 Probikb_Q1_B (Z)=Sometimes, Almost Always or Always) is areater for BREAKS_D (02)=08reaks than Atleast1 Break
Right 0.8997 ProbikKB_21_B (2)=Sometimes, Almost Always or Always) is oreaterfor BREAKS_D (02)=Atleast 1 Break than 0 Breaks
2-Tall 0.3366  ProbiKe_Q1_B (Z)=Sometimes, Almost Always or Always) is different across BREAKS_D (02)
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
Pi{Mever or Almost Mever|0 BreaksyP{Mever or Almost Mever|Atleast 1 Break) 0877778 0.647529 1.1898498
FMever or Almost Never|Atleast 1 Break)iP(MNever or Almost Mever|0 Breaks) 1139241 0.840408 1.544332

FPiSometimes, Almost Always or Always|0 Breaks)yP(Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|Alleast! Break) 1.56746 0.647559 3.792387
P{Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|Atleast 1 Break)/PiSometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|0 Breaks) 0637975 0.263696 1.543546

Risk Difference

Risk
Description Difference Lower 35% Upper 95%
Pi{Mever or Almost Mever|D Breaks)-Pi{Never or AlmostMever|Atleast 1 Break) -0.10056 -0.32396 0122831
P{Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|0 Breaks)-P(Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|Atleast1 Break) 0100563 -012283 03235956
| Odds Ratio ]

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
0.56 0171721 1.826217
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Analysis of Feeling Restless or Fidgety by Number of Break(s) Taken at Work (K6 _Q1 C (2) by

BREAKS D (02))

| Mosaic Plot |

1.00

Sometimes, Almost Always or Alway:

_c@
= =
o ~—
= o

KE_Q1_C

Mever orAlmost MNever

=,
(=)
o

Atleast 1 Break
BREAKS_D (023

0 Breaks

| Contingency Table

KB_Q1_C (2)
[Count [Meveror | Sometimes, |
Tatal % EAlmosﬁ Almost
Mever Always or
col % Always
Row % | |
[0 Breaks [ g 18
ek 825 10.3 18.56
= 16.00 212
i | 44.44 55.5
2 [ Afleast 1 Break 47| 79
é 4330 3814 81.44
o 84.00 7872
5318 46.8 |
a0 a7
5185
| Tests '
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U}
a7 1 0.22327538 00033
Test ChiSquare Prob=ChiSqg
Likelihood Ratia 0.447 0.5040
Fearson 0.446 0.5041
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 03420 Prob(kB_Q1_C (Z)=Sometimes, Almost Always or Always) is greater for BREAKS_D (02)=0Breaks than Atleast 1 Break
Right 0.8235 Prob(kKE_@1_C (2)=Sometimes, Almost Always or Always) is greaterfor BREEAKS_D (02)=Atleast 1 Break than 0 Breaks
2-Tail 06044 Prob{KE_c1_C {Z)=Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always) is differentacross BREAKS_D (02)
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower85% Upper 85%
PiMever or AlmostMever|0 Breaks)P (Mever or Almost Mever|Atleast 1 Break) 0.8359749 047823 1.458258
FPiMever ar AlmostMever|Atleast 1 Break)iPi{Mever or Almost Mever|d Breaks) 1.196203 0685731 2086674
FiSometimes, AlmostAhvays or Always|0 Breaks)P{Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|Atleast 1 Break) 1.186186 0737436 1.908014
FiSometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|Atleast 1 BreakyPiSometimes, Almost Always or Always|0 Breaks) 0.843038 0.524105 1.35608
Risk Difference
Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
PiMever or AlmostMever|0 Breaks)-PiMever or AlmostMever|Atleast 1 Break) -0.0872 -0.34178 0167363
PiSometimes, AlmostAhways or Always|0 Breaks)-PiSometimes, Almost Albways or Always|Atleast 1 Break)  0.087201 -016736 0.341765

| Odds Ratio |
Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
0.704762 0.251762 1.9728453
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Analysis of Feeling so Depressed That Nothing Could Cheer You Up by Number of Break(s)

Taken at Work (K6 Q1 D (2) by BREAKS D (02))

| Contingency Analysis of K6_Q1_D (2) By BREAKS_D (02)

| Mosaic Plot
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Sometimes, AlmostAlvays or Alway:
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(2)
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KE_@1_D

Mever or Almost Never

0 Breaks Atleast 1 Break

BREAKS_D (02

| Contingency Table |

KB Q1_D (2
[Count [Meveror | Sometimes,|
s flm e
Col % Alhways
Rowi % | |
|0 Breaks 8| il 18
- .38 238 1878
= 14.52 25.4?I
| | 50.00/ 50.00/
9 Afleast 1 Break 53 25/ 78
@ 55.21| 25.04 81.25
) 8548 73.53
67.95 32.05 |
62 34 96
_ 64 56 3542 |
| Tests
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U}
el 4 1 0.99626598 0.0160
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSg
Likelihood Rato 1.993 0.1581
FPearsan 2060 01612
Fisher's

Exact Test Prob

Alternative Hypothesis

Left 01235 Frabik6_01_D (Z=Sometimes, Almost Always or Always) is greater for BREAKS_D (02)=0 Breaks than Atleast 1 Break
Right 0.9543 Frobike_21_D (Z)=Sometimes, Almost Always or Always)is greaterfor BREAKS_D (02)=Atleast 1 Break than 0 Breaks
2-Tail 01774 Prob{ke_21_D{Z=Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always) is different across BREAKS_D (02)
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
FiMever or AlmaostMever|0 BreaksyP (Mever or Almost Never|Atleast 1 Break) 0.735843 0.4523593 1.196896
FitMever or AlmostMever|Atleast 1 Break)P(Mever or Almost Mever|D Breaks) 1.358974 0.8354584 2210441
FiSometimes, AlmastAlways or Always|0 Breaks)P(Sometimes, AlmostAblways or Always|Atleast 1 Break) 1.56 0.587744 2741332
FPiSometimes, AlmastAlways or Always|Atleast 1 BreakiPiSometimes, Almost Always orAkvays|0 Breaks) 0.641026 0.364786

1.126451

Risk Difference

Risk
Description Difference
FiMever or AlmostMever|0 Breaks)-P{Mever or Almost Mever|Atleast 1 Break) -0.17949

FiSometimes, Almost Always or Always|0 Breaks)-P{Saometimes AlmostAlways or Always|Atleast 1 Break) 0179487
[ 0dds Ratio ]
Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
0.471698 0166869 1.333379

Lower 95% Upper 95%
0.073652
0.432626

-0.43263
-0.07365
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Figure 12.
Analysis of Feeling Like Everything Was an Effort by Number of Break(s) Taken at Work
(K6 Q1 _E (2) by BREAKS D (02))
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BREAKS_D (02)

| Contingency Table

KE_Q1_E (2)
[Court [MNeveror |Sometimes, |
wan, e (et
Col % Always
Row % | | |
|0 Breaks | 5 13 18
- 515 13.40 18.58
=k 10.42 2653
| . 2778 72.22|
2 [itleast 1 Break 43 36| 79
@ 44.33 311 81.44
o a9.58 73.47
54.43 4557
48 ad a7
4948 60,52
[ Tests J
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U)
a7 1 21468678 00318
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSqg
Likelihood R atio 4.294 00387
Pearson 4166 00412
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Letft 0.0365° Probik6_Q1_E (Z=Sometimes, Almost Always or Always) is areater for BREAKS_D (02)=0 Breaks than Alleast 1 Break
Right 0.9903 ProbikB_Q1_E {(f=Sormetimes, Almost Always or Always) is greaterfor BREEAKS_D (02=Atleast 1 Breakthan 0 Breaks
2-Tail 0.0658 FProbikB_21_E {Zi=Sometimes, Almost Always or Always) is different across BREAKS_D(02)
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower95% Upper 95%
FiMever or Almast Never|0 Breaks)P(Mever aor Almost Mever|Atleast 1 Break) 0.510336 0.235881 1104129
FiMever or Almoast Never|Atleast 1 Break)/PiMever or Almost Mever|0 Breaks) 1.959454 0.8905691 4239432

F{Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|0 Breaks)iP(Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|Atleast 1 Break) 1.584877 1.089%54 2304562
FiSometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|atleast1 Break)/PiSometimes, AlmostAlways arAlways|0 Breaks) 0630964 0.4335822 0.917482

Risk Difference

Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
FPiMever or Almoaost MNever|0 Breaks)-P{Mever or Almost Mever|atleast 1 Break) -0.26653 -0.50078 -0.03227
P{Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|0 Breaks)-PiSometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|Atleast 1 Break)  0.266526 0.03227 0500782
| Odds Ratio ‘.

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
0.322004 0.104509 0.989288
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Figure 13.
Analysis of Feeling Worthless by Number of Break(s) Taken at Work (K6_Q1 F (2) by

BREAKS D (02))
| Contingency Analysis of KE_Q1_F (2) By BREAKS_D (02) |
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[Count [Meverar | Sometimes,|
Total % | Almost Almost |
| Newver Always or
Col % Alvrays
RDW% 4 4 4 =
0 Breaks [ 12 il 18
) 12.37 6.19 18.58
=8 14.81| 3?.50§
o | ®eE7T 3333 |
2 [Atleast 1 Break B 10 79
<L | i |
& 7113 10,31 81.44
e 8514 6250
87.34 12,66/ |
81 16 a7
8351 16.49
| Tests
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U}
97 1 1.9707282 0.0454
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSqg
Likelihood Rato 3941 0.0471*
Pearson 4.548 0.0329%
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.0435%  Prob{kK6_Q1_F (Z=Sametimes, Almost Always or Always) is greater for BREAKS _D (02)=0 Breaksthan Atleast 1 Break
Right 0.8801 Frobik6_Q1_F (i=Sometimes, Almost Always or Always) is greaterfor BREAKS_D (02i=Atleast 1 Break than 0 Breaks
2-Tail 0.0708 Probiké_21_F (I=Sometimes, Almost Always or Always) is different across BREAKS_D (02)
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
PiMever or Almost Mever|0 Breaks)yP(Mever or AlmostMever|Atleast 1 Break) 0763285 0544766 1.069457
Pikever or Almost Meverlatleast 1 BreakiPiMNever or Almost Mever|0 Breaks) 131027 0.935054 1.83565

FPiSometimes, AlmostAlways orAlways|0 BreakshP(Sometimes, AlmostAbways or Always|Atleast1 Break) 2633333 1.089796 6.30521
FiSometimes, AlmostAhvays orAlways|Atleast1 Break)Pi{Sometimes, AlmostAlways orAlways|0 Breaks) 0379747 0153589 090926

Risk Difference
Risk
Description Difference Lower 85% Upper 95%
FPiMever or Almost Mever|0 Breaks)-Pikever or AlmostMlever|atleast 1 Break) -0.206745 -0.43654 0023035
PiSometimes, AlmostAlvays or Always|0 Breaks)-P(Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|Atleast1 Breakd 0206751 -0.02303 0.436537
| Odds Ratio _!

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
0.289855 0.088773 0.946409
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Analysis of Mental Distress Score by Number of Break(s) Taken at Work (K6_TOTAL (1) by
BREAKS D (02))

ney Analysis of K6_TOTAL (1) By BREAKS_D (02)
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2 [Atleast1 Braak 7 76 74
é 208 7817 8125
o 4000 8352
266 49744
g 91 5
521 9479 |
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] DF -LogLike RSquare (U}
96 1 2.23065497 01136
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSg
Likelihood Ratio 4 461 0.0347
Pearson 5.891 0.o1az
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.9960 Probi6_TOTAL (1)=Greaterthan 15)is greater for BREAKS_D (02)=0Breaks than Atleast 1 Break
Right 0.0441*  Prob{kb_TOTAL {1)=Greater than 15} is greater for BREAKS _D {02)=Atleast 1 Breakthan 0 Breaks
2-Tail 0.0441*  ProhikB_TOTAL (1)=Greaterthan 14) is different across BREAKS_D (02)
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
Pi{15orless|0 Breaks)Pi{15 orless|Atleast1 Break) 6.5 1170676 36.09025
FPi{14orlesslatleast1 BreakyP{15orless|0Breaks) 0153846 0.027708 0854207

FiGreaterthan 15|0 BreaksiF{Greaterthan 146)Atleast1 Break) 0.855263
PiGreaterthan 15|Atleast 1 Break)/P{Greaterthan 15]0 Breaks) 1.169231

0.693463 1.054815
0.948034 1.442038

Risk Difference

Risk
Description Difference
Pi15 orless|0 Breaks)-Pi15 orless|Atleast1 Break) 0141026

PiGreaterthan 15|0 Breaks)-P(Greaterthan 15|Atleast1 Break) -014103
| Odds Ratio ‘.

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 35%
7.6 1.167315 49 45564

Lower 95% Upper 95%
-0.03468 0.316728
-0.31673 0.034677
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Figure 15.
Analysis of Sunlight Exposure by Number of Break(s) Taken at Work (SOL (3) by BREAKS D
(02))
| Contingency Analysis of SOL (3) By BREAKS_D (02)
| Mosaic Plot

1.00

Sometimes, Often orYery Often|

Meveror almost Mever

0Breaks Atleast 1 Break
BREAKS_D (02)

| Contingency Table |

SOL (3
[Court [Meveror | Sometimes, |
Tl A Ot
Col %
Fiow % | | |
[OBreaks | g 10 18
- 8.25 10.31) 18.56
2 36.36 13.33
2 | 44,44 56.56/
2 Atleast 1 Break 14 55 79
i 14.43 B7.01 8144
o G364 BE.67
1772 8228 |
22 75 a7
2268 7732
| Tests
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U)
g7 1 26627089 0.05813
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSq
Likelihood Ratio 5.325 n.0z2100
Fearson 5.870 0.0148*
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.94955 Frob(S0L (I=Sometimes, Often or Very Often) is areaterfor BREAKS_D (02)=0 Breaks than Afleast 1 Break
Riaht 0.0202  Prob{SOL (3)=Sometimes, Often orVery Often) is greater for BREAKS_D (02=Atleast1 Break than 0 Breaks
2-Tail 0.0259%  Prob{SOL (3=Sometimes, Often orVery Often) is different across BREAKS_D (02)
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
FPiMever or almostMever|0 Breaks)iP(Mever ar almaost Mever|atleast 1 Break) 2807937 1.243157 5.0594584
FPiMever or almost Mever|Atleast 1 BreakyP(MNever or almost Mever|0 Breaks) 0398734 0197648 0.804404

FP{Sometimes, Often or Yery Often|0 Breaks)WP{Sometimes, Often or Very OftenjAtleast 1 Break) 0675214 0441134 1.033505
FiSometimes, Often ar Very Often|Atleast 1 Break)P(Sometimes, Often orVery Often|0 Breaks) 1.481013 0967582 2266887

Risk Difference
Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
FPiMever or almost Mever|0 Breaks)-PiNever or almost Mever|Atleast 1 Break) 0267229 0022719 0511739
FiSometimes, Often arVery Often|0 Breaks)-P{Sametimes, Often or Yery Often|Atleast 1 Break) -0.26723 -0.51174 -0.02272
| Odds Ratio ‘.

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
3714286 1.243261 11.09656
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Analysis of Length of Work in Direct Sunlight by Number of Break(s) Taken at Work (SOL_T
(02) by BREAKS D (02))

| Mosaic Plot

1.00

=
==
o

o)

| 0.80

SOL_T

0Breaks

Afleast 1 Break

1- 6 hours

Greaterthan & hour:

BREAKS_D (02)

| Contingency Table

SOL_T02
[Count [1-6 | Greater|
Total % thours  than &
| hours
Col % |
Row % | | |
|0 Breaks /I
. 1808 108 1915
= 25.00 3.85
ol | 9444 556
2 |Atleast 1 Break 51 25 76
g 5426 2660 8085
m To.00 8615
6711 3289
B8 26 04
_ 72.34 2768
| Tests
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U}
94 1 3.4298798 0.0619
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSq
Likelihood Ratio B.860 n.oo8g
FPearson 5.436 0.0197*
Fisher's

Exact Test Prob Al

Iternative Hypothesis

Left 0.9986 Prob(S0L_T(02)==Greater than & hours) is greater for BREAKS_D (02)=0Breaks than Atleast 1 Break
Right 0.0144  Prob(SOL_T {02)=Greaterthan 6 hours) is greaterfor BREAKS_D (02)=Atleast1 Breakthan 0 Breaks
2-Tail 0.0187  Prob(SOL_T{02=Greater than & hours) is differentacross BREAKS_D (02)
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
P{1- 6 hours|0 BreaksyP(1- 6 hours|Atleast 1 Break) 1.407407 1.160136 1.707383
P(1- 6 hours|Atleast 1 Break)/P(1- & hours|0 Breaks) 0.710526 0.5856592 0.961968

F{Greaterthan 6 hours|0 Breaks)P(Greaterthan 6 hours|Atleast 1 Break) 0168889
FPiGreaterthan 6 hours|Atleast 1 Break)Pi{Greater than 6 hours|0 Breaks) 5921053

0.024474 1.165444
0.858039 4085831

Risk Difference

Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
Fi{1- 6 hours|0 Breaks)-P{1- 6 hours|Atleast 1 Break) 0.273392 0123875 0.422908

PiGreaterthan B hours|0 Breaks)-F (Greater than B hours|Atleast 1 Break) -0.273349

| Odds Ratio

|

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
8.333333 1.048631

66,2229

-0.42291 -0.12388
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Figure 17.
Analysis of Self-Perceived Emotional Status by Sex (EMOT (1) by SEX)

| Contlngencyﬁnalysm of EMIOT (1) By SEX
| Mosaic Plot I.

Ok I

0?5. M
050+
Good orVery Good
0.257
o.oo-

J

1.00

EMOT (1)

Warmnan
SEX
| Contingency Table |
, ;. EMSTY .
[Count | Goodor 0K |
iy |
Total %g Gond
Col %
Row %) | |
[vvoman g 8 17
2.91 7.82 16.83
11.39 36.36
s | 5204 47.06
@ | Man 70| 14 B4
69.31  13.86 8317
88.61 B3.64
8333 16.67 |
74 2z 10
I Fe22 2178
| Tests |
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U}
101 1 3.3366430 00630
Test ChiSquare Prob=ChiSq
Likelihood Ratio B.BT3 0.0092
Pearson 7 .BEBS 0.0056*
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.0101*% FrobEMOT {1)=0kK] is greater for SEX¥=¥Worman than han
Right 0.9981 FProb(EMOT {13=0kK) is greater for SEX=Man than Woman
2-Tail 0.0101* FrobEMOT {1)=0kK) is different across SEX
Relative Risk |
Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%

F{Good orVery GoodWoman)F{(Good orVery Good|Man) 0635294 0.401747 1.004602
F{Good orVery Good|ManyP{ZGood or Very Good|WWoman) 1.574074 0995413 2489128
F{OKIWorman)P(OK]Man) 2823529 1.409306 5.656911
P{OKIMan)P{OKWWarman) 0.354167 0ATETTS 0.7095E9

Risk Difference

Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
F{Good orvery GoodfWoman)-P(Good or Yery Good|Man) -0.30392 -0.55427 -0.05363
P{OK[Worman)-P{OK|Man) 0.303922 0.053625 0.554218

| Odds Ratio |
Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
0.225 0.074011 0684016




Figure 18.

Analysis of Feelings of Nervousness by Sex (K6 Q1 A (2) by SEX)

| Contingency Analysis of K6_Q1_A(2) By SEX

| Mosaic Plot

1.00

Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Alway:

A

KE_@1_A

Mever orAlmost Never

Waoman Man
SEX
| Contingency Table |
KB_Q1_A{2)
[Count [Meveror | Sometimes, |
Total o Almost Almost
| Mever Always ar
Col % | Alwiays
Foone %, | |
[Woman 7| 10] 17
' 5.93 9.90) 16.83
g.45 37.04)
s | | 4118 58.82 [
m [Man | &7 17 a4
66,34 1683 8317
90.54 52.96]
79.76 20.24)
74 27 101
_ 73.27 26.73
| Tests
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U}
101 1 48117763 0.0g21
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSqg
Likelihood Rato 9624 0.0019¢
Fearsan 10,747 0.0010
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.0027  Prohikb_Q1_A (Z)=Sometimes, Almost Always or Always) is greater for SEX=\Womanthan Man
Right 0.99587 FrobikE_ o1 _A (=Sometimes, Almost Always or Always) is greater for SEx=Manthan Woman
2-Tail 0.00227  Prob(K6_Q1_AdZ=Sometimes, AlmostAhlwvays or Ahwaws) is different across SEX
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
F(rever or Almost Meverfoman)yP{Mever or Almost Rewver|han) 0516242 0.289539 0.92045
FPiMever ar AlmostNever|aniP(Mever or Almost MeverlWornan) 1.937075 1.086425 3453767
FiSometimes, AlmostAlways or Always[YWomanyP{Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|Man)  2.906574 1.624567 5.200262
FPiSometimes, AlmastAlways or Always|Man)P(Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|Woman) 0.344048 0.1922458 0.615544
Risk Difference
Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 395%
P{Mever or AlmostNeverfWoman)-PiMNever ar Almost Newver|Man) -0.3858 -0.63508 -0.13663
FPiSometimes, AlmostAlways or Always[yoman)-P(Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|Man)  0.385854 0136626 0.635083

| 0dds Ratio |

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
0177612 0.0584955 0535087
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Figure 19.

Analysis of Feelings of Hopelessness by Sex (K6 Q1 B (2) by SEX)

| Mosaic Plot

1.00

B
= )
i —
= m

KE6_21_H

Sormetimes, AlmostAlways or Alway:

Mewer orAlmost Never

WWarnan Man
SEX
!r Contingency Table
KE_G1_B (2)
[Count [Neveror | Gometimes, |
Total o Alrmost Almost
| Mever Always or
Col% | Always
Fiow %, | |
[wwarman 10 7l 17
| 6.0 5.93 1683
12.35 35.00
¢ | 5582 4118
& Man | 71 13 84
7030 1287 8317
87.6 65.00
8452 15.48 |
a1 20 1m
_ &0.20 19.80
| Tests
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U)
101 1 25807421 0.0507
Test ChiSguare Prob>ChiSg
Likelihood Rato 5101 00235
Pearson 5.880 o183
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.0231*  Proh{k6_0Q1_B (H=Sometimes, Almast Always or Ahvays) is greater for SEX=YWaman than Man
Right 09951 Prob(ka_C1_B (=Sametimes, Almost Always or Always) is greater for SEx=Manthan Waoman
2-Tail 0.0391*  Proh{kb_01_B(2i=Sometimes, Almost Ahways arAhways) is differentacross SEX

Relative Risk

Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
PiMever or Almost Mever]armaniFi{tever or Almost Mever|han) 063534 0462736 1.046672
P(rMever or Almost Mever|ManyP (Mever or Almost MNeverWoman) 1.436905 0.955409 2161058
P{Sometimes, AlmostAlways or AlwayslWoman)PiSometimes, Almost Always or Always|Man) 2660633 1.248417 5.670358
P(Sometimes, AlmostAlways ar Always|ManyF(Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|Woman)  0.37585 0176356 0801015
Risk Difference
Risk

Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
P(Mever or Almost MeverWoman)-P(Mever or Almost Never|ban) -0.257 -0.5034 -0.0108
P(Sometimes, AlmostAlways ar AlwayslWoman)-PiSometimes, Almost Always or Abways|arn)  0.257003 0.0105499 0.503407
| Odds Ratio |

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
0.261569 0.084286 0.811746
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Figure 20.
Analysis of Feeling Restless or Fidgety by Sex (K6 Q1 C (2) by SEX)

[ Mosaic Plot !

1.00

Sometimes, AlmostAhways or Ay

L&
= =
i |
= 2y

KE_1_C

Mever orAlmost Never

=
by
o

WWornan hian

| Contingency Table
KE_Q1_C (2
[Count [Meverar | Sametimes,|
Total %l}\lmost Almost

Mewver Abnays or
Col % Always
Fion % | |
[waman 6| 11 17
5.94| 10,89 16.83
11.54 22,45
e | 3529 g4.71|
@ Man | 48 38 84
4554 3762 8317
BE.46) 77.55
5476 45.24|
52 44 101
_ 51.49 48.51
| Tests )
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U)
101 1 1.0832454 0.0155
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSq
Likelihood Ratio 2.166 01410
Pearson 2145 014320
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 01152 Prob(kE_Q1_C (=Sometimes, Almost Always or Always) is greater for SEX=Woman than Man
Right 0.9590 Prohiki_1_C (Z=Sometimes, Almost Ahways or Always) is greater for SEX=Man than Woman
2-Tail 01861 Prob(kE_Q1_Ci{Z=Sometimes, Almost Always orAlways) is differentacross SEX
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower95% Upper 95%
Pimever or Almost Mever)omani/Pikever or Almost Mever|dan) 0644501 0.329023 1.262471
PiMever ar AlmastMever|ManyPi{Hever or Almost Mever|YWoman) 1.551587 0.792098 3.038301

FPi{Sometimes, AlmostAlays orAlwaysWoman)FPiSometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|Man) 1.430341 09373354 2182653
P{Saometimes, Almast Always orAlways|ManyP(Sometimes, Almost Always or Aways|YWoman) 06959134 0.458158 1.066856

Risk Difference

Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
Firever or Almost Mever)®oman)-F{Hever or Almost Mever|ian) -0.19468 -0.445585 0.056189
Pi{Sometimes, AlmastAlways orAlways|Woman)-P{(Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Ahways|Man)  0.194678 -0.05619 0.445545
| Odds Ratio |

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
0.450593 0152478 1.331562



Figure 21.
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Analysis of Feeling So Depressed That Nothing Could Cheer You Up by Sex (K6_Q1 D (2) by

ingency Analysis of K6_

_D (2) By SEX

| Mosaic Plot

1.00

D@

KE_Q1_D

MHever orAlmost Never

Sometimes, AlmostAlways ar Alway:

Warnan Man
SEX
| Contingency Table |
KB_Q1_D (3
[Count [Meveror | Sometimes, |
Total w Alrmnost Almost
| Mever Always or
Col % | Alweays
Fow % | !
|woman 7| 10 17
| .07 1010 1717
10.94) 23.57|
s | : 4118 58.82 |
@ Man | a7 25 8z
£7.59 2526 B2.83
89.08 71.43
Ba.51 3048 |
64 35 94
£4.65 35.35
| Tests J
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U)
99 1 23686004 0.0368
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSq
Likelihood Ratio 4.737 0.0295%
Pearson 4.947 0.0261%
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 00277 Proh(KE_Q1_D (Z)=Sometimes, Almost Always ar Always) is greater for SE¥=Womanthan Man
Right 0.9930 Probike_Q1_D (2)=Sometimes, Almost Always or Always) is greaterfor SEX=Man than YWoman
2-Tail 0.0482  Proh(KE_Q1_Di{2=Sometimes, Almost Always or Always) is differentacross SEX
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
PiMever or Almost NeverWaman)P(Mever ar Almost Newver|Man) 0.592363 0.32969 1.064317
PiMever or Almost MeverManyP(Never or Almost MeverlWaman) 1.688153 0.93957 3.033155
Pi{Sometimes, Almost Always or AlwaysWaomanyP (Sometimes, Almost Always or Abwvays[Man) 1.929412 1.153089 3.2283498
Pi{Sometimes, AlmostAlways ar Always|Man)P{Sometimes, AlmostAlvays orAlways[Waoman) 0518293 0308751 0867236
Risk Difference
Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
Pi{Mever ar Almost Meveroman)-PiNever or Almost Mever|Man) -0.28336 -0.53764 -0.02907
Pi{Sometimes, AlmostAlways ar Always|Worman)-P(Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|Man)  0.283357 0.029072 0.537642

| Odds Ratio J
Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
030708 0104865 0.a9887




Figure 22.

Analysis of Feeling Like Everything Was an Effort by Sex (K6 Q1 _E (2) by SEX)

| Contingency Analysis of K6_Q1_E (2) By SEX

i

| Mosaic Plot

1.007

_E

KE_Q1_E

Mever orAlmast Mever

Worman Man

SEX

Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Alway:

| Contingency Table

KE_21_E (2)
[Count [Meveror | Sometimes, |
Tt et
Cal % Always
Row % | |
[Woman 6| 11 17
5.94) 10,88 16.83
12.24 2115
s | : 3529 B4.T1| |
& (Man | 43 41] B4
42.5?5 40,59 8317
8776 78.85
5119 48.81
44 57 101
18,51 51.49
| Tests
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U}
101 1 0.72553080 0.0104
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSg
Likelihood Ratio 1.451 0.2284
Pearsan 1.430 02Ny
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.1765 Prohike_Q1_E (Z)=Sometimes, Almast Always or Always) is areaterfor SEX="Womanthan Man
Riaht 0.9292 Probikb_Q1_E (2=Sometimes, Almost Always or Always) is greaterfor SEX=Man than YWoman
2-Tail 0.2917 Probiki_21_E {Z)=Sometimes, Almost Always or Always) is different across SEX

Relative Risk

Relative
Description Risk Lower95% Upper 95%
FiMever or Almost Mever|Woman)P (MNewver or Almost Mever|ian) 0.685466 0.350481 1.356395
PiMever or Almost MNever|Man)/P{Mever ar Almost Mever[YWorman) 1.4503497 0.737248 2.853383
PiSometimes, Almost Always or AlwaysWomanyPiSometimes, Almost Always or AlwaysMam) 1.328681 0.876465 2.005135
PiSometimes, Almost Aways or Always|ManyP{Sometimes, AlmostAlways or AbwaysWaoman) 0.754329 0.49872 1.140946
Risk Difference
Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
PiMever or Almost Mever[wioman)-P (Mever or Almost MNever|an) -0.15896 -0.41002 0.0920497
FiSometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|Woman)-FiSometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|ban) 0158964 -0.0921 0.410024

| Odds Ratio |
0Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
0520089 0176121 1.535806
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Figure 23.
Analysis of Feeling Worthless by Sex (K6 Q1 F (2) by SEX)
| Contingency Analysis of K6_Q1_F (2) By SEX
| Mosaic Plot _!

1.007

Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Alway

@

Mever orAlmost Mever

KE_Q1_F

Warnan han

i Contingency Table

KE_@1_F (2)
|Count | Meweror | Sometimes,|
Total 5% Alrnost Almost

| Mever Always or
Col % | Always
Fow %) |
[woman 11 17
| 1089 5.94 16.83
1310 35.24
Al | 64.71) 35.29 |
o Man | T3 11 a4
7228 10,89 8317
86.90 B4.71
8690/ 1310 |
a4 17 101
. 8317 16.83
| Tests
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U}
101 1 21284883 0.0465
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSqg
Likelihood Ratio 4.267 0.0391*
Peargon 48977 n.ozs7
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.0367% Prob(K6_0Q1_F (Z)=Sometimes, Almost Always or Always) is greater for SEX=\Worman than Man
Right 0.9920 FProbikB_21_F (2)=Sometimes, Almost Always or Always) is greater for SExX=Manthanvoman
2-Tail 0.0367  Prob(K6_Q1_F (2)=Sometimes, Almost Always orAlways) is differentacross SEX
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower95% Upper 95%
PiMever or Almaost Mever|WomanyPikever ar Almost Mever|Man) 0.744561 0515069 1.06801
PiMever or Almost Mever|WaniP{MNever or Almost Mever|Wornan) 1.343074 0.936311 1.926527

FiSometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|Woman)/F (Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|Man) 2695187 1.1584518 B6.2835225
PiSometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|ManyPiSometimes, AlmostAlways orAlways[Woman) 0.371032 0.188027 0.865666

Risk Difference
Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
FPirever or Almost KeverWorman)-P(Mever or Almost Mever|Man) -0.22188 -0.46034 0.016359
FiSometimes, AlmostAlways or AlwaysWoman)-P{Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|Man)  0.221989 -0.01636 0.460336
| Odds Ratio |

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
0.276256 0.084927 0.898625



Figure 24.

Analysis of Mental Health Distress Score by Sex (K6 TOTAL (1) by SEX)

' Contingency Analysis of KE_TOTAL (1) By SEX

| Mosaic Plot

1.00

{1

KE_TOTAL
=
i
T

=

b

2
]

SEX

Greater than 15

[15 orless

C::mtmgenl:ur Table

KE_TOTAL (1)

[Court [18ar | Greater|
Total %_Iess 'than 15
Col %
Fow %/ | |
[WMaman 4] 13 17
| 404 1313 1747
BG.67  13.98
e 23583 T6AT|
& [Man 2| a0| 82
202 =081 8283
33.33 8602
2,44/ 4975885
B a3 ag
| 606 093.04 |
| Tests
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U)
a9 1 3.9568946 01748
Test Chisquare Prob=ChiSqg
Likelihood Ratio T.914 0.0044*
Fearson 11.001 0.0009*
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.9945 Probi{kE_TOTAL {1)=Greater than 15} is greater for SEX=Yvorman than Man
Right 0.0075* Prob{6_TOTAL {1)=Greater than 158) is greater for SEX=Man than Wworman
2-Tail 0.0075* Probi{kE_TOTAL {1)=Greaterthan 19) is differentacross SEX
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
Pi1aorlesswoman)yFP{l1 5 orless|han 9647059 1.918673 483450514
P{15arless|ManyP{1 5 ar less|Warman) 01036549 0.020616 0521192
PiGreater than 18\WomanyP{Greater than 15|Man) 0783824 0.600816 1.0225874
Pi{Greater than 15|ManyP{Greater than 15Wwoman) 1.2757497 0977924 1.664402
Risk Difference |
Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
FPi1aorlesswoman)-F{15 orless|mMan) 0210904 0.006519 0.415289
PiGreater than 15)\Woman)-P{Greater than 15|Man) -0.2109 -0.41529 -0.00652

| odds Ratio

|

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
2.043175

12.30769

7413918
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Figure 25.
Analys1s of Feelings of Nervousness by Sleep (hours) (K6 Q1 A (2) by SLEEP (01))
| Contingency Analysis of KE_Q1_A(2) By SLEEP (01)
[ Mosaic Plot |

1.00

Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Alway

_ALE)
&= =
i =
= o

KE_Q1_A

Mever orAlmost Never

=
[
o

0-6 hours fi+hours
SLEEP (1)
| Contingency Table
KB_G1_A (D)

[Count  [Meweror | Sometimes,|
Total o | Almost | Almoast

Mever | Alweays or
col % | Always
Row % | |
[0-6 hours 20 13 23
18.80 12.87 3267
=/ 27.03 4815
=i | B0.61) 38.39 |
W |8+ hours| 54 14| 68
@ 53.47 13.86 67.33
7297 51.85|
79.41) 2059
74 21 101)
7327 26.73
| Tests
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U)
101 1 1.9384147 0.0331
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSq
Likelihood Ratio 3877 0.0490%
Pearson 4012 0.0457
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.0405%  Prob{kb_1_A{2=Sometimes, Almost Always orAlways) is greaterfor SLEEP (01)=0-6 hours than 6+ hours
Rigkt 0.9865 Frobik_@1_A{2)=Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always) is greaterfor SLEEP (01)=6+ hoursthan 0-6 hours
2-Tail 0.0568 Prob(kE_Q1_A{2=Sometimes, Almost Always orAlways) is different across SLEEFR (01)
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower95% Upper 95%
PiMever orAlmost Mever|0-6 hours)iP{Mever or Almost Never|6+ hours) 0.763187 0586509 1.0307249
Firever or Almost Mever|G+ hours)P{kever or Almost Mever|0-6 hours) 1.310294 0.970187 1.768629

FiSometimes, Almost Always or Always|0-6 hours)P (Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|6+ hours)  1.91342 1.015002 3.592905
PiSometimes, Almost Always or Always|B+hours)P{Sometimes, AlmostAlways orAlwvays|0-6 hours) 0522624 0278326 0981353

Risk Difference

Risk
Description Difference Lower95% Upper 95%
FiMever orAlmost Mewvaer|0-6 hours)-P (Mewver or Almost Mever|6+ hours) -0.18806 -0.38049 0004371
FiSometimes, Almost Always or Always|0-6hours)-PiSometimes, Almost Always or Always|6+ hours) 01880487 -0.00437 0.380485
| Odds Ratio ]

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
0.39886 0160111 0.993619
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Figure 26.
Analysis of Feelings of Hopelessness by Sleep (hours) (K6 Q1 B (2) by SLEEP (01))

| Contingency Analysis of K6_Q1_B (2) By SLEEP (041)
[ Mosaic Plot |
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Sometimes, AlmostAlwvays or Alway:

=,
o
23
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Mever or Almost Mever

KG_Q1_B

0-6 hours B+ hours

SLEEF (01)

| Contingency Table
KE_Q1_B(2)

[Count [Meveror | Sometimes,|
Total o, | Almost | Almost

Mever | Always ar
Col% | Always
Fow % | |
[0-6 hours 25 8| 33
24.75 7.92 3267
P 30.86 40.00
= | 75.76) 2424 |
W B+ hours| 56| 12| 68
= 5545 11.88 6733
6914 60.00
8235 17.65 |
81 20 101)
80.20 19.80
| Tests
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U)
101 1 0.28687415 0.0054
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSq
Likelihood Ratio 0.594 0.4410
Fearson 0.609 0.4353
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 02992 Frob{ké_21_B(Z=Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always) is greater for SLEEP (01)=0-6 hours than 6+ haours
Riaht 08521 Frobiké_21_B{Z=Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always) is greater for SLEEF (01)=6+ hours than 0-6 haurs
2-Tail 0.4377 Probiké_a1_B{Z=Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always) is different across SLEEP {013
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
FiMever aor Almost Never|0-6 hoursiP(Mever or Almost Mever|6+ hours) 0.919913 0.736653 1.148764
FiMever ar Almost Never|6+ hoursiP(Mever or Almost Mever|0-6 hours) 1.087059 0.870a01 1.35744

FiSometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|0-6 hours)yP(Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|6+ hours) 1373737 0622163 3033216
FiSometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|G+hoursiP(Sometimes, Almost Always orAlways|0-6 hours) 0.727941 0.329683 1.607 296

Risk Difference

Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
FiMever or Almost Never|0-6 hours)i-P(MNever or Almast Mever|&+ hours) -0.06595 -0.23787 010606
FiSometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|0-6 hours)-P(Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|6+ hours)  0.065954 -0.10606 02374968
| 0dds Ratio _!

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
0.669643 0.2436 1.840811
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Figure 27.
Analysis of Feeling Restless or Fidgety by Sleep (hours) (K6 Q1 C (2) by SLEEP (01))
| antlngency&g_alysls of K6_Q1_C (2) By SLEEP (01)

| Mosaic Plot |
1,007

0.759 Sometimes, AlmostAbways or Alway:

L@

KE_a1_C

Mever or Almost Mever

0-6 hours B+ hours
SLEEP (01)
| Contingency Table
KE_Q1_C(2)
[Count  [Meverar Somenmes
Total % |Almost | Almost
Mewver | Always or
Caol % | Always
R % | |
[0-6 hours 12 21 33
11.38 2079 3267
oy 23.08 42,86
= | 36.38| 63.64 |
W B+ hours| 40 28 1)
@ 39,60 2772 B7.33
76.92 6714
58.82 41.18 [
52 49 101
51.44 4851
Tests )
N DF -LoglLike RSquare (U)
101 1 2.2627862 00323
Test ChiSquare Prob=ChiSq
Likelihood Ratio 4526 0.0334%
Pearson 4.487 0.0342F
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.0280°  Probik6_Q1_C()=Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always) is greaterfor SLEEF {01)=0-6 hours than B+ hours
Right 0.9904 FProbikb_G1_C (=Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always) is greaterfor SLEEP (013=E6+ hours than 0-6 hours
2-Tail 0.0543 FProbiké_Q1_C (Z)=Sometimes, AlmostAlvays or Always) is differentacross SLEEP (01)
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
FP{Hever orAlmost Mever|0-6 hours)PiMever ar Almost Mever|6+hours) 0618182 03774 1.0123145
P(Mever orAlmost Never|6+ hours)/P(Mever or Almost Never|0-6 hours) 1.617647 0.987835 2.649007

F{Sometimes, AlmostAbways or Always|0-6 hours)P{Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|6+ hours) 1545455 1.05268749 226826
P{Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|g+hoursiP(Sometimes, Almost Always or Abways|0-6 hours) 0647059 0.440867 0.949587

Risk Difference
Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
Pilewer arAlmoast Mever|0-6 hours)-P(Mever or Almost Mever|6+ haurs) -0.2246 -0.42614 -0.02305
P{Sametimes, AlmostAlways or Always|0-6 hours)-PiSometimes, Almost Always or Always|6+ hoursy  0.224599 0.023054 0426144
| Odds Ratio |

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
0.4 0169592 0.943439
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Analysis of Feeling So Depressed That Nothing Could Cheer You Up by Sleep (hours)

(K6_Q1_D (2) by SLEEP (01))

| Mosaic Plot
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o
=1
mn

(2)

KB Q1 D
=
n
=

=2
b
2

Sometimes, AlmastAlways ar Alway:

MNever orAlmost Mever

0-6 haurs B+ haurs
SLEEP (01)
| Contingency Table
kE_Q1_D (2
[Court  |[Meweror | Somefimes,|
Total % |Almost | Almaost
Mewver Abweays or
Col % | Alweays
Row % | |
[0-6 haurs 18 17 32
15.15 1717 3232
ot 2344 48,57
E { : 46.88) 5313 |
w g+ hours! 49| 18 67
@ 48.49 1818 67.68
76.56 51.43
7313 26.87 |
fi4 a5 89
54.65 3535
[ Tests |
N DF -LoglLike RSquare (U)
99 1 32044774 0.0498
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSqg
Likelihood Ratio 5.409 0.0114*
Fearson 6.534 0.0108%
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.0104%  Prob(kE_Q1_Di{XA=Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always) is greaterfor SLEEP (01)=0-6 hoursthan B+ hours
Right 0.9971 Frob(kE_21_Di{Z=Sometimes, AlmostAlvays or Always) is greaterfor SLEEP (01)=6+ hours than 0-6 hours
2-Tail 0.0139° Prob(ke_Q1_D{2=Sometimes, AlmostAlways orAlways) is differentacross SLEEF (01)
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
Pikevar ar Alrmost Mever|0-6 hours)P (Mever ar Alrmost Mewver|6+ hours) 0640944 0.431158 0952717
Pitever arAlmost Mever|6+ hoursyP{Mever ar Almost Mever|0-6 hours) 1.5601589 1.045963 23198123
PiSometimes, AlmostAbvays or Always|0-Ehours)iPiSometimes, Almost Always or Always|6+ hours) 1.977431 118523 3288132
FiSometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|B+hours)P(Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|0-6 hours) 0.505707 0.30311 0.843718

Risk Difference

Description
Pikever ar Almost Mever|0-6 hours)-Pikever or Almost Mever|G6+ hours)

FPiSometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|0-Bhours)-P{Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|6+ hours)

| Odds Ratio _!
Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
0.32413 0134483 0781212

Risk
Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
-0.26259 -0.46547 -0.05872
0.262593 0.029715 0.465471
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Figure 29.
Analysis of Feeling Like Everything Was an Effort by Sleep (hours) (K6 _Q1 _E (2) by SLEEP

0.754 Sometimes, Almost Always or Alway:

@

0504

KE_O1_E

0.254 Mever arAlmost MNever

0.oo-

0-6 hours G+ hours
SLEEF {01}

| Contingency Table
K6_Q1_E ()

[Court  [Meveror | Sormetimes,|
Totol % Almost | Almost

Mevear | Always ar
Cal % | Alweays
Row % | |
[0-6 hours 14 19 33
13.86 1881 3267
= 2887 36.54
= : 4242 57.58 |
W B+ hours| 35 33 68
= 34 65 3267 f7.33
71.43 G146
51.47 48.53
44 57 101
1851 51.49
| Tests
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U}
101 1  0.36510565 0.0052
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSq
Likelihood Ratio 0.730 0.3928
Pearsan 0.728 0.3926
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.2611 Prob(kE_Q1_E{2=Sometimes, Almost Always or Always) is greater far SLEEP {01)=0-6 hours than 6+ hours
Right 0.8567 FrohikE_21_E {X=5ometimes, AlmostAhvays ar Ahways) is greater for SLEER (01)=6+ hours than 0-6 hours
2-Tail 0.4064 ProbkE_GQ1_E {=Sometimes, Almost Always ar Always) is differentacross SLEER (01)
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower95% Upper95%
Pirlever orAlmost Mever|0-6 hours)P(Mever orAlmost Bever|6+ hours) 0.824242 0520831 1.305148
PiMever ar Almost Never|6+ hours)P{Mever ar Almost Mever|0-6 hours) 1.213235 0.766149 1.921118

FiSometimes, AlmostAlways or Aways|0-BhoursyP{Sometimes, Almost Alvays or Aways|6+ hours)  1.18641 0.809967 1.737809
Fi{Sometimes, Almost Ahways or Always |6+ hoursiiP{Sometimes, AlmostAhlvays orAlways|0-6 hours) 0.8428749 0575437 1.234618

Risk Difference
Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 85%
PiMever or Almost Mever|0-6 hours)-PiNever or Almost Never|6+ hours) -0.09046 -0.29673 0.1158
FPi{Sometimes, AlmostAhways or Always|0-6hours)-P{Sometimes, Almost Ahways or Always |6+ hours)  0.090463 -0.1158 0296727
| Odds Ratio |

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
0.684737 0.3004 38 1.606521
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Figure 30.
Analysis of Feeling Worthless by Sleep (hours) (K6 Q1 F (2) by SLEEP (01))

| contingency Analysis of K6_Q1_F (2) By SLEEP (01)
 Mosaic Plot |
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Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Alway:
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MNever or Almast Mever

KE_Q1_F

0-6hours G+ hours

SLEEP (01}

| Contingency Table |
KE_Q1_F {2)
‘Court [Meveror | Sometimes,|
Total % | Almost | Almost

Mever | Alweays or
Cal % | Bhwiays
Row % | |
[0-6 hours. 0 7| 33
2574 5.93 3267
| 30,95 4118
= | 78.79 21.21) |
W | 6+ hours| 58 10 fig
i 57.43 g.a0 67.33
69.05 53.82
85.29| 14.71]
84 17 101
| 8217 16.83
| Tests
N DF  -LogLike RSquare (U}
1M 1 032608734 0.0071
Test ChiSquare Prob=ChiSg
Likelihood Ratio 0.652 0.41593
Fearson 0672 0.4124
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.2910 ProbikA_21_F (Z2)=Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always)is greater for SLEEF (01)=0-6 hours than &+ hours
Right 0.8644  Prob(K6_Q1_F ()=Sometimes, Almost Always or Always) is greater for SLEEF (01)=6+ hours than 0-6 hours
2-Tail 0.4110  Prob(k6_Q1_F (Z)=Sometimes, Almost Always or Aways) s different across SLEEP (01)
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower95% Upper 95%
FiMever ar Almost Never|0-6 hours)/P{MNever or Almost Mever|G+ hours) 092372 0.754251 1.131 266
FiMever ar Almost Never]b+ hours)P(Mever or Almost Mever|0-8 hours) 1.082579 0.883966 1.325818

FiSometimes, Almost Always or Always|0-BhoursiPi{Sometimes, Almost Always or Aleays|B+ hours) 1442424 0603222 34459122
FiSometimes, Almost Always or Always|6+hours)PiSometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|0-6 hours) 0693277 0289929 1.6587763

Risk Difference

Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
FPiMever ar Almost Never|0-6 hours)-P(Never ar Almost Mever|6+ haours) -0.064506 -0.22793 0.097851
FiSometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|0-Bhours)-FiSometimes, Almost Always or Always|6+ hours)  0.065062 -0.09785 0227976
| Odds Ratio |

Odds Ratio Lower95% Upper 95%
0.640394 0.219455 1.868742



Figure 31.

Analysis of Mental Distress Score by Sleep (hours) (K6 TOTAL (1) by SLEEP (01))

| Contingency Analysis of K6_TOTAL (1) By SLEEP (01)

! Mesaic Plot
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Greaterthan 15

0.25
15orless [ 1]
0.00 ]
fi+ hours
SLEEF (01)
| Contingency Table |
KE_TOTAL (1)

[Count [15ar |Greater|
Tatal % less ithan 14

i

Probik6_TOTAL {1)=Greaterthan 15) is greater for SLEEF {013=0-6 hours than &+ haurs
Probi{K6_TOTAL (1)=Greaterthan 15) is greater for SLEEP (01)=6+ hours than 0-6 hours

Col %
Row %
|0-6 hours 4 28 3z
4.04 28.28: 32.32
- BB.ET  30.11
AL i
= B+ haurs| 2| 655 67
h 202 EB5.6E 67.68
33.33  69.89
289 97.01
6 99 o9
BOG 9304
| Tests
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U)
95 1 1.68448717 0.azoo
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSqg
Likelihood Rato 3170 0.07450
Pearson 3444 0.0635
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.9a7z
Right n.oasa
2-Tail 00838

FProbi{ké_TOTAL {13=Greaterthan 15) is differentacross SLEEP (01)

Relative Risk

Relative

Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
P{15 orless|0-6 hoursyP {15 orless|6+ hours) 41874 0.808208 21 680324
P{15arless|6+hours)P{15 arless|0-6 hours) 0.238806 0.046124 1.236387
FiGreaterthan 14|0-6 hoursyP{Greater than 15|6+ hours)  0.901923 0.736036 1.034885
P{Greaterthan 145|6+ hours)P(Greater than 15|0-6 hours) 1108742 0966281 1.272206

Risk Difference |

Risk

Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 85%
P15 orless|0-6 hours)-P{15 arless|6+ hours) 0.095149 -0.02647 0.216765
FiGreaterthan 14|0-6 hours)-P{Greater than 15|6+ hours) -0.094514 -0.21677 0.026467

| Odds Ratio

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
4 642887 0.803387 2683156
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Figure 32.
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Analysis of Self-Perceived Mental Health Status by Sleep (hours) (MENTAL_S (04) by SLEEP

(01))

| Mosaic Plot
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0-6 hours

B+ hours
SLEEF {01}

QK
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LC ontingency Tahle

MEMTAL_S (04}

[Count | Goodor ok
Total % ‘éeuﬁ‘ud
Col %
Row % | |
[0-Bhours 20 12 3g
2062 1237 32.499
Femet | 2703 8217
=4 | B2.50 37.50
W | B+ hours| 54 11| 65
5 5567  11.34 EB7.01
T2.97 4783
53.08 16492
74 23 a7
. 76.29  23.71|
| Tests
1] DF -LogLike RSquare (U}
97 1 24065714 0.0453
Test ChiSquare Prob=ChiSqg
Likelihood Ratio 4.813 0.0287
Fearson 5.0149 0.0251*
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.0251* ProbiMERNTAL_S (043=0kK) is greater for SLEEP {01)=0-6 hours than 6+ hours
Right 0.9928 Prob(MEMNTAL_S (04)=0kK) is areater for SLEEP (01)=6+ hours than 0-6 hours
2-Tail 0.0407  Prob{MEMNTAL_S {04)=0kK) is different across SLEEF (01)
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 5%
Pi{Good or Wery Good|0-6 hourgWP(Good or Wery Good|6+ hours) 0.752315 0.562963 1.005355
P{Good or Very Good|6+ hours)P{Good ar Very Good|0-6 hours)  1.329231 0994673 1. 776317
P{OK]|0-6 hoursiP{OK]| 6+ hours) 2215909 1.100231 4 462931
F{Ok]6+ hours)F (CK[0-6 hours) 0.451282 0.224068 0.9089
Risk Difference
Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
FPi{Good orVery Good|0-5 hours)-P(Good or Wery Good|6+ hours) -0.20577 -0.239667 -0.01486
F{Ok]|0-6 hours)-P{QK]6+ hours) 0.205769 0.014865 0.396674

| Odds Ratio

|

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%

0.320506

0128247

0.891746
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Figure 33.
Analysis of Self-Perceived Emotional Status by Work Organization Type (EMOT (1) by AD_1

(02))

l Contingency Analysis of EMOT (1) By AD_1 (02) ]
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| Contingency Table J
EMOT (13
Court Good of 0K,
Total % e
col %
Row %

| GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative] 34 15 19
3434 1515 49449

= 4380 71.43
=i | 169:38) 30:611 |
o Private | 44 & a0
< 4444/ BB 5051
5641 28.57
88.00 1200
8 21 9
L 7879 1.2
f Y
| Tests |
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U)
H9 1 26301722 0.0814
Test ChiSquare Prob=ChiSq
Likelihood Ratio 5.260 00218
Fearson 5130 0.0235%
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Leift 0.0210°  Prob(EMOT (1)=0K) iz greater for AD_1 (02)=GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative) than Frivate
Right 0.9345 Prob(EMOT {1}=0kK) is greater far AD_1 (02)=Frivate than GROLUP (Association, Union or Cooperative)
2-Tail 0.0283  ProbEMOT (13=0k) is different across AD_1 (02
Risk Difference
Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
P(Good or Very Good|GROUP (Association, Union or Gooperative))-PiGood or Very Good|Private)  -018612 -0.34348  -0.02875
P{OK|IGROUP {Association, Union or Cooperative))-P{OK|Private) 0186122 0.028752 0343493
| Relative Risk |
Relative
Description Risk Lower95% Upper 95%

PiGood or Very Good|GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative))P{Good arVery Good|Private) 0.788497 0.6376ET 0.974474
PiGood or Very Good|Private)P{Good or Very Good|GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative)) 1.268235 1.025668 1.568169

P(OKIGROUP tAssociation, Union or Cooperative) POk Private) 255102 1078546  B.033778
PiOK|PrivateP(OK|GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative)) 0.392 0165734 0.927174
Odds Ratio

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
0.209091 0108466 0.880805
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Figure 34.
Analysis of Feeling Nervousness by Work Organization Type (K6 Q1 A (2) by AD 1 (02))

| Contingency Analysis of KE_Q1_A (2) By AD_1 (02)
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| Contingency Table |
KE_ Q1 _AG
Count Meverar | Sometimes,|
Total % Almost | Almost
Mever Always or
Col % Always
Row % | | |
|GROUP (Agsociation, Union or Cooperative] 24 15 49
34.34 15.15 49.49
o 47.22| 55.56
o
2 | 938 3061
o |Private | 38 12 sl
< 38.38 1212 50.51
5278 44.44
7E00 2400 _
72 27 ag
72.73 27.27
i\_'_l'esta |
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U)
94 1 027312905 0.0047
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSq
Likelihood Ratio 0.546 0.4599
Fearson 0.546 0.4602
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.3042 Probi{kG_21_A{Z)=Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always) is greater for AD_1 (02)=GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative) than Private
Right 08325 Frohikb_0Q1_A{Z=Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always) is greater for AD_1 {023=Private than GROUP {Association, Union or Cooperative)
2-Tail 0.5045  ProbiKG_Q1_A({2)=Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always) s differentacross AD_1(02)
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
FPiMever orAlmost Mever|GROUP (Association, Unian or Coaperative))/PiMever ar Almast MNever|Private) 0.912897 0.716333 1163654
FiMever orAlmost Mever|Private)/P(Mever or Almast Mever|GROUP ¢Assaciation, Union or Coaperative)) 1.095294 0.859362 1.3496

F(Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative))/P(Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|Private)  1.27551 0.6EEE48 2.440458
FiSometimes, Almost Always orAlwaysanvate)IP(Somenmes AlmostAlways orAIwayslGROUP (Assaciation, Union orCUDperatwe)) 0784 04097459 1.600042

| Risk Difference - |

Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
F(Mever orAlmost Mever|GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative))-PiMNever or Almost Never|Private) -[0.06612 -0.24124 0.108995
FiSometimes, AlmostAlways ar Always|GROUP (Association, Union ar Cooperative)-P(Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|Private)  0.066122 -0.10889 0.24124

| Odds Ratio

Odds Ratio Lower95% Upper 95%
0.715789 0294242 1.741271
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Figure 35.
Analysis of Feelings of Hopelessness by Work Organization Type (K6 Q1 B (2) by AD 1 (02))

| _Contingency Analysis of K6_Q1_B (2) By AD_1 (02)
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GROLUP {Assaciation, Union or Cooperative] 13 49
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N DF -LogLike RSquare (U)
99 1 1.2194839 0.0245
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSq
Likelihood Ratio 2.439 01184
Fearson 2410 01205
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.0961 FProbikB_21_B {Zi=Sometimes, AlmoastAlways orAlways) is greaterforAD_1 (02=GROUP {A=sociation, Union ar Cooperative) than Private
Right 0.9651 Probik6_21_B (2)=Sometimes, AlmostAlways orAlways) is greaterfor AD_1 (02)=Private than GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative)
2-Tail 0.1396 Probik6_21_B {Zi=Sometimes, Almost Always or Always) is different across AD_1 (02)
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
FPiMewer or Almost Never|GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative)P(Mever ar Almost Mever|Private) 08542595 0.698018 1.045562
Pitever or Almost Mever|PrivatediPiNever or Almost Mever|GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative)) 1.170556 0.956424 1.4326249

FiSometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|GROUP édssociation, Union ar Cooperative)i/PiSometimes, Almost Always or Always|Private) 1.895044 0826258 4346333
P{Sometimes, AlmostAbwvays orAlwayslPr|vate)IP(Somet|mes Almost Abways orAIwaysleROUP(Assomahon Unian orCDDperatwe)) 05276492 02300749 1.210276

| Risk Difference

Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
FiMewer or Almost Mever|GROUP (Assaciation, Union or Cooperative))-P(Mever or Almost Mever|Private) -0.12531 -0,28183 0.031319
FiSometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|GROUP ¢Association, Union or Cooperative))-P{Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|Private) 0125306 -0.03132 0281931

| Odds Ratio

0Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
0.450805 0.162564 1.250121
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Figure 36.
Analysis of Feeling Restless or Fidgety by Work Organization Type (K6_Q1 _C (2) by AD 1
(02))
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KE_G1_C (2)
Court [Meveror | Sormetimes,|
Total % Almost [Almaost
Mever Ahways or
Col % Always
Row % | | |
GROUP iAssociation, Union or Cooperative] L 23 449
2626 2323 49.49
. 5098 47.92
o
= ! S30A 468
o [Private | 25 28| i)
kS 25,35 25125 8051
49.02 52.08
5000 5000 |
51 48 ag
| 51.52 48.48
[Tests |
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U}
el 1 0.04643269 0.0007
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSq
Likelihood Ratio 009z 0.7606
Fearson 0093 0.7606
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Lett 06934 Probike_c_C (2=Sometimes, AlmostAlways orAlways) is greaterfor AD_1 (02=CROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative) than Private
Right 0.4588 Prob{kb_01_C (Z}=Sometimes, AlmostAlways orAlways) is greaterforAD_1 {02)=Private than GROUP {Association, Union or Cooperative)
2-Tail 08415 Prob{ke_01_C (Z)=Sometimes, Almost Always or Always) is differentacross AD_1 {02)
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower95% Upper 95%
P{Mever orAlmost Mever|GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative)/P{Never arAlmost Mever|Private) 1.061224 0724037 1.555441
PiMever or Almost Never|PrivatelP (Never or Alrmost NevelGROUR (Association, Union or Cooperative)) 0942308 0642805  1.381144

FP{Sometimes, Almost Always or Ahways|GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative)))P{Sometimes, Almost Always or Ahways|Private) 0938776 0625042 1409585
FiSometimes, Almost Always or Always|Private)P(Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperatived) 1.065217 0.708227 1699893

| Risk Difference

Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
Pi{Mever orAlmost Mever|GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative))-P(Hever or Almost Mever|Private) 0.030612 -01662 0227432
F{Sometimes, Almost Always or Always| GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperatived)-Pi{Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|Private) -0.03061 -0.23742 0.166195

| Odds Ratio

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
1.130435 0.513897 2487819
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Figure 37.
Analysis of Feeling So Depressed That Nothing Could Cheer You Up by Work Organization
Type (K6 Q1 D (2) by AD 1 (02))
iEgnl;ingency Analysis of Ké_Q1_D (2) By AD_1 (02)
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| Contingency Table }
KE_GQ1_D (2
Count Mever or Sometimes,
Total % Almost [ Almost
Mever Alirays or
Col % Always
Row % | |
GROUP {Association, Union or Cooperative) 28 20 48
2887 2052 4048
—~ 44.44 58.82
&
=1 | AEA% AL:BT)
;I | Private 35 14 48
< 36,08 14.43 50.52
£6 66 41.18
M43 3857
83 34 97
L 6495 35.08
i\_]’ests
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U)
97 1 091673271 0.0146
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSq
Likelihood Ratio 1.833 01757
Pearson 1.826 0.1765
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 01274 Probi6_21_D{2i=5ometimes, AlmostAhlvays or Always) is greaterfor AD_1 (02)=GROUP {As=ociation, Union or Cooperative) than Private
Right 09414 ProbikE_Q1_D{2=Sometimes, AlmostAlwvays or Always) is greaterfor AD_1 (02)=Private than GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative)
2-Tail 0.2056 Prob{kE_Q1_D (Z)=Sometimes, AlmostAlways arAlways) is different across AD_1 (02)
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower95% Upper 95%
PiMever or Almost Mever] GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative) )P (Mever ar Almost Mever|Private) 0.816667 0606498 1.098664
P{Mever ar Almaost Mever|Private)/P{MNever ar Almost Mever| GROLUP (Association, Union or Cooperative)) 1.22449 0.909369 1.648804

P{Sometimes, Aimost Alvays or Always|GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative))/P{Sometimes, Almast Always or Akways|Private) 1.458333 0837181 2.540354
Fi{Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|Private)/P{Sometimes, AlmostAlvays or Ahways|GROUR (dssociation, Union or Cooperative)) 0.685714 0393646 1194485

| Risk Difference

Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
P{Mever ar Almost Never|GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative))-P(MNever ar Almost Mever|Private) -0.13095 -0.31924 0.057333
P{Sometimes, Almost Alays or Alvays|GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative))-P(Sometimes, AlmostAlways o Always|Private)  0.130952 -0.08733  0.319237

| Odds Ratio

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
0.56 0.240639 1.303196
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Figure 38.
Analysis of Feeling Like Everything Was an Effort by Work Organization Type (K6_Q1 _E (2)
by AD 1 (02))

| Contingency Analysis of K6_Q1_E (2) By AD_1 (02)

| Mosaic Plot |
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| Contingency Table |
: . KBQIE@
Count Meveror | Sometimes,
Total % Almost {Almost
Mever Always or
Cal % Always
{ RO ! ! . 1|
GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative) 23| 27 449
22.22: 27.27 49.49
— 4583 52.94
&
= . il A8 B
o) Private [ 26 24 a0l
< 26,26 24.24 50.81
5417 47.06
5200 4800 |
48 51 o9
L 48.48 5142
[ Tests
N DF -Loglike RSquare (U)
fele] 1 0.25009576 0.0036
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSq
Likelihood Ratio 0.500 0.4734
Pearsan 0.500 04786
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.3066 ProbikE_21_E{Z)=Sometimes, AlmostAlways orAlways) is greaterforAD_1 (02)=GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative) than Private
Right 0.8180 ProbikE_21_E {Z)=Sometimes, AlmostAlways orAlways) is greaterforAD_1 (02)=Private than GROUP {Association, Union or Cooperative)
2-Tail 0.5484 ProbikE_21_E {Z)=Sometimes, Almost Always or Always) is different across AD_1 (02)
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
FiMever or Almost Mever|GROUP {Association, Union or Cooperative))/P{Mever or Almost Mever|Private) 0.563422 0.5736E7 1.299486
Fi{Mever ar Almost Mever|Private)/P {Never ar Almost Mever|3ROUP (Association, Union ar Cooperative)) 1.158182 0.769535 1743111

P{Sametimes, Almost Always or Always|GROLUIP {Assaciation, Union or Cooperative))fP(Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|Private) 1.147959 0.782263 1.684613
P{Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|PrivatedP(Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative)) 0871111 0.593608 1.278343

| Risk Difference

Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
FiMever ar Almost Mever|GROUP {Association, Union or Cooperative))-P{MNever or Almost Mever|Private) -0.07102 -0.26742 0125377
FiSometimes, Almost Always orAlways|GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative))-P{Sometimes, AlmostAbvays or Always|Private) 0.07102 -0.12538 0267417

| Odds Ratio

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
0.752137 0.341224 1667882
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Analysis of Feeling Worthless by Work Organization Type (K6 Q1 F (2) by AD 1 (02))

| Contingency Analysis of KE_Q1_F (2) By AD_1 (02)

| Mosaic Plot |
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Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Alway
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| Contingency Table ].
: KEF@
Count Meveror | Sometirnes,
Tatal % Almost | Almost
Mever | Always or
Col % Always
Row % | | |
[ GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative; 13 49
1313 49.49
o 7647
o4
2 2653
o Private 4 50
=< 4.04 50.51
23.53
800
17 99
| 1747
| Tests
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U}
elz] 1 31146203 0.0686
Test ChiSquare Preb=ChiSqg
Likelihood Rato 6.229 0.0126°
Pearson 5475 00145
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 00137 Prob{6_21_F (2)=Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always) is greater for AD_1 {02)=GROUP {Association, Union or Cooperative) than Private
Right 0.99732 Frob{6_21_F (Z)=Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always) is greater for AD_1 {02)=Private than GROUP {Association, Union or Cooperative)
2-Tail 00174 Prob{K6_21_F (2)=Sometimes, Almost Always or Always) is different across AD_1{02)
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
PiMever or Almost Mever|GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative)uP(Mever ar Almost Never|Private) 0.79858 0662339 0.962546
FiMever or Almost Mever|P ivatelPiNever or Alrmost MevelGROUR (s sociation, Union or Cooperative)) 1252222 1.038587 1509802

FiSometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|SGROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative)¥P(Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|Private)  3.316327
FiSometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|Private)P(Sometimes, Almost Alwvays or Always|GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative)) 0.301538

1161534 9.463484
0105613 0.860827

| Risk Difference

Risk
Description Difference
Pi{Mever or Almost Mever|GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative))-P{Never or Almost Mever|Private) -0.18531

FiSametimes, AlmostAlways or Always|SROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative)y-Pi{Sometimes, Almost Always orAlways|Private) 0185308

| Odds Ratio

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
0.240803 0.072345 0801518

Lower 95% Upper 95%
-0.33 -0.04061
0.040614 0.329998
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Analysis of Mental Distress Score by Work Organization Type (K6 TOTAL (1) by AD 1 (02))

| _Contingency Analysis of K6_TOTAL (1) By AD_

1(02)
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| Contingency Table
KB TOTAL (1)
‘Count [18ar | Greater|
Total % less than 15
Col %
Row % | | |
| GROUP (Association, Union or Cooperative] 4| 44 48
412 4536 49.48
= 66.67 48.35
= 833 91.67
—i [Private [z e 4
= 206 4845 50.52
3333 5165
408 0501
i 91 97
619 93.81
[ Tests
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U)
a7 1 038410285 0.0171
Test ChiSquare Prob=ChiSq
Likelihood Ratio 0.768 0.3808
Fearson 0.755 0.3848
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.8027 Probi6_TOTAL {1)=Greaterthan 15) is greater forAD_1 {02)=GROUP {Association, Union ar Cooperative) than Private
Right 0.3289 FProbi_TOTAL {1)=Greaterthan 15) is greater forAD_1 {02)=Private than GROUP {Association, Union or Cooperative)
2-Tail 0.4357 Probi{lk6_TOTAL (1)=Greaterthan 15) is different across AD_1 {02}
Relative Risk l
Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
Fi15orless|GROUR (A=zsociation, Union or Cooperative))/P (15 arless|Private) 2041667 0.392082 1063145
Fi{15 orless|PrivatedP (15 orless|GROUP (Assaciation, Union or Cooperativel) 04897596 0.094061 2550486
FiGreater than 158|GROUP {Azsociation, Union or Cooperative))PiGreater than 15|Private)  0.955674 0.862128 1.059365
Fireater than 15|Private)/P{Greater than 15|GROUP (Assaciation, Union or Cooperative))  1.046382 0.943858 1.15992
| Risk Difference
Risk
Description Difference Lower95% Upper 95%
Fi15orless|GROUR (Association, Unionar Cooperative))-P (15 ar less|Private) 0042517 -0.058331 0138343
FiGreaterthan 15|GROLIP (Association, Union or Cooperative))-F(Greater than 15|Frivate) -0.04262 -0.13834 0.053308

| Odds Ratio
Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
2136364 0.37256 12.25052
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Analysis of Number of Break(s) Taken at Work by Age (Years) (BREAKS D (02) by AGE

(02))

[ Mosaic Plot

_D (07

BREAKS_D

1.007
0.754
Atleast 1 Break)
0.504
0.254
- -+

0.0o0-
18-64 B5+
AGE (02)
| Centingency Table |
BREAKS_D (02)
[Court [0 |Atleast |
Total o Breaks |1 Break)
Col % |
Row % | |
18-64 8 59? 67
g.258 6082 69.07
s 44.44) T483
=3 | 1184 8808 |
WwiEs+ | 10 20 30
= 10.31] 2062 3093
55.56) 2532
33.33 BEET |
18 74 97
18.56  81.44
| Tests
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U)
a7 1 29343039 0.0631
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSq
Likelihood Ratio 5.869 0.0154*
Fearson 6.275 00127
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob Alternative Hypothesis
Left 00151 Frobh(BREAKS_D (0=Atleast1 Break) is greater for AGE (02)=18-64 than 65+
Riaht 09966 Frob(BREAKS_D 02)=Atleast1 Break) is greater for AGE (02)=65+than 18-64
2-Tail 00217 Frob(BREAKS_D 02)=Atleast1 Break) is different across AGE {02}
Relative Risk |
Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
{0 Breaks|18-640P (0 Breaks|65+) 0.358209 015714 0.816557
F{0 Breaks|G5+)F(0 Breaks|18-64H 2791667 1.224654 6363761
Fistleast 1 Break]l 8-64WFiAtleast 1 Break|65+)  1.32083596 1.010411 1.726787
Fistleast 1 Breaklga+uFiAtleast 1 Break|18-64) 0.757062 057411 0.989696
Risk Difference |
Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
Fi0Breaks|18-64)-P{0 Breaks|65+) -0.21393 -0.39963 -0.02823
Fistleast 1 Break]l 8-64)-Piatleast 1 Break|g5+) 0.21393 0028232 0399629

| odds Ratio |
Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
0.271186 0.094047 0.781973
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Figure 42.

Analysis of Feelings of Nervousness by Age (Years) (K6 Q1 A (2) by AGE (02))
' Contingency Analysis of K6_Q1_A(2) By AGE (02) |

[ Mosaic Plot |
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| Contingency Table |

KE_Q1_A(Z)
[Count |Meveror | Sometimes,|
Tma|%Alm051 Almost

T Mever Alnays or
Col % | Alveays
Riowr % |
[18-84 | 54) 18/ i
5347, 1584 £9.31|
o 7287 58.26)
=4 7714 22 86
W g5+ 20 11 31|
= 19.80] 10.89] 30,64
27.03 40.74)
B4.52] 3548
74 27 101
73.27 673
| Tests
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U}
101 1 0.84854118 0.0145
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSg
Likelihood Ratio 1.697 01927
Pearzon 1.749 0.1860
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.9395 Frobikh_21_A (Z=Sometimes, Almost Always or Always) is greaterfor AGE (02)=18-64 than 65+
Right 01407 Frob(kh_Q1_A (Z)=Sometitnes, Almost Always ar Always) is greaterfor AGE (02)=65+ than 18-64
2-Tail 0.2253 Frobikh_21_A(Z=Sometimes, AlmostAlways orAbways) is different across AGE (02)
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower95% Upper 95%
PiMever orAlmost Mever|18-64 0P (Mever orAlmost Mever|65+) 1.185714 0.894224 1.598853
Pirever arAlmost Mever|65+WP(Mever or Almost Mewver|18-64) 0.83632 0625448 11182838

FPiSometimes, AlmostAkways or Always|1 8-64)VP{Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|6a+) 0644156 0.339415 1.222506
FiSometimes, Almost Ahways or Alvays|65+)0P (Sometimes, Almost Always orAlways|18-64) 1.552418 0.817942 2846246

Risk Difference

Risk
Description Difference Lower95% Upper 95%
FPirever arAlmost Mever|18-64)-P{kever or Almost Mever|65+) 0126267 -0.06878 0321318
Pi{Saometimes, AlmaostAkways or Always|1 8-64)-P{Sametimes AlmostAlways or Always|6a+)  -012627 -0.32132 0.068783
| Odds Ratio ]

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
1.85625 0737297 4 673375



Figure 43.

Analys1s of Feelings of Hopelessness by Age (Years) (K6 Q1 B (2) by AGE (02))

| Contingency Analysis of 1_B (2) By AGE (02) |
[ Mosaic Plot |
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| Contingency Table |
KE_Q1_B (2
[Court [Meveror  [Sometimes,|
Total %Almost Almost
| Mewer Always or
Gal % | Always
Row % |
18-64 56 14 iy
55,45 13.86 £9.31
7 B9.14 70.00
<A 0.00] 20.00] |
W R5+ 25 6 el
& 2475 504 30,69
30.86 30.000
80.65 19.35? |
81 20 101
80.20 19.80
| Tests
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U)
101 1 0.00282465 0.0001
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSq
Likelihood Ratio 0.006 0.9401
Pearson 0.006 0.9402
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.5854 ProhikB_0G1_B {Zi=Sometimes, AlmostAhlvays orAlways) is greaterfor AGE (02)=18-64 than 65+
Right 06275 ProhikB_Q1_B {Z)=Sometimes, AlmostAlvays orAlways)is greaterfor AGE (02)=65+ than 18-64
2-Tail 1.0000 Prohik6_G1_B {Z)=Sometimes, AlmostAhlvays or Ahways) is differentacross AGE (02)
Relative Risk |
Relative
Description Risk Lower95% Upper 95%
PiMever orAlmost Mever|1 8-64)P{Mever arAlmost Never|6a+) 0,992 0805331 1.221938
PiMever orAlmost Mever|6a+NP (Mever arAlmost Mever|18-64) 1.008065 0818372 1.241726

FPi{Sometimes, AlmostAlways arAlways|1 8-64)VF(Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|65+) 1.033333 0.438226 2436589
Fi{Sometimes, AlmostAlwaws or Alwvays|65+)0PISometimes, Almost Always or Always|18-64) 0967742 0.41041 2281926

Risk Difference

Risk
Description Difference Lower95% Upper 95%
PiMever orAlmost Mever|1 8-64)-P(Mever orAlmost Mever|B5+) -0.00645 -017415 0161246

Pi{Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|18-643-P (Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|65+)  0.006452 -016125 0174149

| Odds Ratio

|

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
0.96 0.330525 2.788288
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Figure 44.
Analysis of Feeling Restless or Fidgety by Age (Years) (K6 Q1 C (2) by AGE (02))
| Contingency Analysis of Ké_Q1_C (2) By AGE (02) |
| Mosaic Plot |
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Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Alway:

_Ci
= =
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= 25

KE_Q1_C

Mewer arAlmost Mever

18-64

AGE (02)

| Contingency Table |
KB_Q1_C (2)

[Court | Neverur' [Sometimes,|
Total %Almost Almost

Mewver Always or
Col % | Always
Riow % |
[18-64 | 40 30 70
3960 2970 6931
5 78.92 81.22
= 5714 4285
MET 12 19 31
& 11.88 18.81| 20,69
73.08 3878
2871 B1.29
53 19 10
51.49 48.51
| Tests |
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U)
101 1 1.4683540 0.0z10
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSq
Likelihood Rafo 2,839 0.0865
Pearson 2923 0.0873
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0473z ProbikB_21_C {#=Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always)is greaterfor AGE (029=18-64 than 65+
Right 0.0674 Probikb_Q1_C {(Z=5ometimes, AlmostAlvays or Always)is areaterfor AGE (02=65+ than 18-64
2-Tail 01302 FrobikB_Q1_C ()=Sometimes, AlmostAlways orAlways) is differentacross AGE (02)
Relative Risk |
Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
Pi{Mever arAlmost Mevar]1 8-64)P{Mever ar Almost hever|65+) 1.47618 0906891 2402868
P(Mever orAlmost Mever|65+)P{Never or Almast Mever|1 8-64) 0E77419 0416169 1.1026649

Fi{Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|18-640F{Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|65+) 06959243 0.4735835 1.031894
FP{Soametimes, Almost Always orAlways|G5+0P{Sometimes, Almost Always ar Always|18-64) 1430108 0969091 2110438

Risk Difference

Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
P(Mever orAlmost Mever|18-64)-P(Mever arAlmost Never|65+) 0184332 -0.02265 0.391309
FiSometimes, Almost Always or Always|18-64)-P{Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|65+)  -0.18433 -0.39131 0.022645
| Odds Ratio |

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
2111111 0889831 5.008579
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Figure 45.
Analysis of Feeling So Depressed That Nothing Could Cheer You Up by Age (Years)
(K6 Q1 D (2) by AGE (02))

| Mosaic Plot |
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Sametimes, AlmastAlways or Alway:
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MNever or Almost MNever

18-64

AGE (D)

i Contingency Table
KE_Q1_D (2
| Court | Meveror | Sometimes, |
Total wAlmost Almost

T MNever Always ar
Col % | Always
|Row s |
18-64 4 69
2424 69.70
s 68.57)
2| 34.78 .
W Es+ 1 30
=& 111 30.30
31.435
38.8?; |
35 99
3535
| Tests |
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U)
98 1 0.01618798 0.0003
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSq
Likelihood Ratia 0.032 0.8572
Pearson 0.032 0.8a70
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 06612 ProbikB_21_D (2=Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Abways)is greater for AGE (02)=18-64 than 65+
Right 05147 ProbikB_1_D (H=Sometimes, AlmostAlways orAbvays) is greaterfor AGE (02)=65+ than 18-64
2-Tail 1.0000 FProbikB_1_D(Zi=Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Ahways) is diferentacross AGE (02)
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
FP{Mever arAlmoast Mewver|18-640F {MNever or Almost Mever|65+) 1.029748 0746092 1.421247
PiMever orAlmost Newver|65+0P{Mever or Almost Never|18-64) 0871111 0.703608 1.340317

PiSometimes, Almost Always or Always|18-640P(Sometimes, Alrmost Abwvays or Always|B5+) 0.948617 0536155 1.678382
FiSometimes, Almost Ahways or Always|B5+)P{Sometimes, Almost Always or Ahways|18-64) 1.054167 0695312 1.868131

Risk Difference

Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
PiMever orAlmost Newver|18-64)-P{Mever or Almost MNewer|G5+) n.01as4 -0.18659 0.224668
FPiSometimes, Almost Ahways or Always|18-64)-P(Sometimes, Almost Always or Ahways|65+)  -0.01884 -0.22467 0186987
| Odds Ratio ‘.

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
1.085526 0.444596 2650424
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Figure 46.

Analysis of Feeling Like Everything Was an Effort by Age (Years) (K6 Q1 E (2) by AGE (02))
| Conti ncy Analysis of KE_Q1_E (2) By AGE (02) |
[ Mosaic Plot |

1.00

=]
1
o

Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Alway:
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18-64 G5+
AGE (02)

| Contingency Table |
, _ Rmal Bl
| Court | Meveror | Sometimes, |
Total 4 Almost Almost

Mewer Alnays or
Col % | Alveays
Fowe % |
[18-84 31 39 i
30,69 38,61 £9.31
= B3.27) 75.00
=3 44.29 55.71|
W g5+ 18 13 3
= 17.82 12.87] 30,64
.73 25.00)
58,06 41.94]
44 537 101
48.51 51.49
| Tests |
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U}
101 1 081857477 0.0117
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSg
Likelihood Ratio 1.837 0.2007
Pearson 1.633 0.2013
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 01441 Frobikh_21_E (Z=Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always) is greaterfor AGE (02)=18-64 than 65+
Right 0.9326 Frob(khb_Q1_E {Z2)=Sometitnes, AlmostAlways orAlways) is greaterfor AGE (02)=65+ than 18-64
2-Tail 0.28058 Frobikh_21_E (Z=Sometimes, AlmostAlways orAbways) is different across AGE (02)
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower95% Upper 95%
PiMever orAlmost Mever|18-64 0P (Mever orAlmost Mever|65+) 0.762698 051214 1.135728
Pirever arAlmost Mever|65+WP(Mever or Almost Mewver|18-64) 1.311134 0880443 1.95234949

FPiSometimes, AlmostAbways or Always|1 8-64)VP{Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|6a+) 1.328571 0.835444 211271
FiSometimes, Almost Ahways or Alvays|65+)0P (Sometimes, Almost Always orAlways|18-64) 0.752688 0473312 1.196968

Risk Difference

Risk
Description Difference Lower95% Upper 95%
FPirever arAlmost Mever|18-64)-P{kever or Almost Mever|65+) -0.13779 -0.34687 0.071281

Pi{Saometimes, AlmaostAlways or Always|1 8-64)-P{Sametimes AlmostAlways or Always|6a+) 0137788 -0.07129 0.346867
| Odds Ratio ]

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
0.574074 0.244101 1.350102




Figure 47.

Analysis of Feeling Worthless by Age (Years) (K6 Q1 F (2) by AGE (02))

| Mosaic Plot

1.00
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o
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th

=

Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Alway

Mewver or Almost Mever

18-64 B+
AGE (02)
| Contingency Table
KB_Q1_F (2
[Court [Meveror | Sometimes,|
Total wAlmost Almost
| Mewer Always ar
ol Alwiays
Row % |
[18-64 | B0 10 7o
58.41| 5.90 6831
= 7143 5882
= B5.71) 14.29
W g5+ 24 7 3
L 376 .93 30.69
28.57 4118
7742 2258
84 17 101
| 8317 16.83
| Tests
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U}
101 1 0.50685160 00111
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSq
Likelihood Ratio 1.014 0.3140
Pearson 1.056 0.3041
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 04038 Prob(ke_21_F (2)=Sometimes, Almost Always or Always) is greater for AGE (02)=18-64 than 65+
Right 0.2267 Frobike_21_F (2)=8ometimes, Almost Always or Always) is greater for AGE (02)=65+ than 18-64
2-Tail 0.3879 Probike_Q1_F (Z)=Sometimes, AlmostAlvays or Always) is differentacross AGE (02)
Relative Risk |
Relative
Description Risk Lower95% Upper 95%
FiMever or Almost Mever|18-64)P{Mever or Almost Mever|65+) 1.107143 0894912 1.3649705
PiMever orAlmost Mever|B5+)/P{Mever or Almost Never|18-84) 0.903226 0.730084 1117423

P{Sometimes, AlmaostAlways or Always|18-64)P (Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|B5+) 0.632653 0.265474 1.507682
FPiSometimes, Almost Always or Always|B5+0P(Sametimes, AlmostAlways ar Always|18-64) 1580645 066327 3.76EBAZ

Risk Difference

Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
PiMever orAlmost Mever]18-64)-P{Never or Almost Mever|65+) 00829449 -0.08552 0261421

PiSometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|18-64)-P(Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|65+)  -0.08295 -0.25142 0.085523

| odds Ratic

|

Odds Ratio Lower9

5% Upper 95%

1.75 0.596296 5130793
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Figure 48.

Analysis of Mental Distress Score by Age (Years) (K6 TOTAL (1) by AGE (02))
| Contingency Analysis of KE_TOTAL (1) By AGE (02) |

| Mosaic Plot |
1.00

0.75+

i

0.50 Greater than 15|

KE_TOTAL

0.25+

_—_ 15 orless | |
sl - 184 7 B85+

AGE (02)

| Contingency Table |

) (2] TOTAL [4B]
[Count [150r | Greater|
Taotal %Iess than 15|

Col % |
Row %) | | |
[18-64 | 3 66| 69
203 EB67 B9.70
5m 5000 70.97)
=4 | 435 85865 |
Wogas | 3 27 3o
& 303 2727 3030
50.00 29.03
10.00  90.00
6| a3z ag
| B0 9394
| Tests
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U}
ek 1 05417673 0.02349
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSq
Likelihood Ratio 1.084 0.2979
Pearson 1173 0.2787
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.25645 Frob(k6_TOTAL {1)=Greaterthan 158) is greater for AGE {02)=18-64 than G5+
Right 0.9333 FrobikE_TOTAL {(1)=GCGreaterthan 15) is greater for AGE (02)=65+ than 12-64
2-Tail 0.36345 FProb(kE_TOTAL (1)=Greaterthan 15} is different across AGE {02)
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
Pi{15orless|18-B4WP{1 5 arless|65+) 0.4347832 0.093038 2.0318058
Fi{15 orless|B5+0P (15 or less|18-64 2.3 0.492173 10.745825
PiGreater than 15|11 8-64)WP(Greater than 15|65+) 1.062802 0933752 1.209688
P{Greater than 15|65+ {Greater than 15]18-64) 0.940903 0.82666 1.070943
Risk Difference
Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
P15 orless|18-64)-P{15 orless|65+) -0.05652 -0.17416 0.061121
PiGreaterthan 15]18-64)-P({Greaterthan 15|65+) 0.056522 -0.06112 0174164

| Odds Ratio |
Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
0408041 0077647 215533




Figure 49.

Analysis of Sunlight Exposure by Age (Years) (SOL (3) by AGE (02))

| Contingency An

alysis of SOL (3) By AGE (02)

| Mosaic Plot

1.00

075

0.50

50L(3)

Meveror almost Never

Sometimes, Often or Wery Often|

18-64
AGE (02)
| Contingency Table |
S0L(3)
[Count [Meveror | Sometimes,|
TomgAnes |t
Col % |
Riow % |
[18-64 | 14 58 7
11.88 57.43 £9.31
5 5217 7426
=) 17.14 82.85
MET 1 20 31|
& 10,88 19.80 30,69
4783 2564
3548 B452
23 74 101
277 77.23
| Tests
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U)
101 1 1.9553144 0.0361
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSq
Likelihood Rafo 381 0.o4a0"
Pearson 4110 0.0426*
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.0406*  Prob{580L {H=Sometimes, Often orVery Often) is greater for AGE (02)=18-64 than 65+
Right 08873  Prob{30L (=Sometimes, Often ar Very Often) is areater far AGE (02)=65+ than 18-64
2-Tail 0.0697 Prob{S0OL (3)=Sometimes, Often or Very Often) is differentacross AGE (02)
Relative Risk |
Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
Pi{Mever or almost Wever|18-64P(hever or almost Mever|65+) 0483117 02359815 0.973258
P(Mever ar almost Mever|B5+)/P{Never ar almost Mever|18-64) 2.069852 1.027474 4 169886

Fi{Sometimes, Often or Very Often|18-64)WF (Sometimes, Often or Wery Often|65+)  1.284286
F{Sometimes, Often or Very Often|6a+)P{Sometimes, Often or Very Often|18-64) 0.778643

0.968729 1.702633
0.587326 1.032281

Risk Difference

-0.37358 0.006756
-0.00676 0.373576

Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
P(Mever oralmost Mever|18-64)-PiMever ar almost Never|6a+) -0.18341
FiSometimes, Often or Very Often|18-64)-P{Sometimes, Often or Very Often|B5+) 018341
| Odds Ratio |

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
0.376176 0.143583 0.985552
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Figure 50.
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Analysis of Length of Work in Direct Sunlight by Age (Years) (SOL T (02) by AGE (02))

| Contingency Analysis of SOL_T (02) By AGE (02)

| Mosaic Plot

1.00

oz

SOL_T
=
o
=

AGE (02)

18-64 A5+

Greater than & hour

1- 6 hours

| Contingency Table |
SaL T(DE)
[Court [1-8 Greater |

Total %huurs than B

haurs
Col % |
Row % |
[18-64 | 44 87
4490 2347 6837
5 6111 8846
= BSBT 3433 ||
W B5+ 28 3| a1
L 857 306 3163
3889 11.54
9037 G.EE |
72 w9
_ 73.47 2653
| Tests
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U}
43 1 37466075 0.0661
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSq
Likelihood Ratio 7.483 0.006z*
Fearsan 6607 0.o10zr
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 00076 Prob{SOL_T {02=Greaterthan 6 hours) is greaterfor AGE (02)=18-64 than 65+
Right 0.99387 Prob(S0L_T (02)=Greaterthan 6 hours) is greaterfor AGE (02)=F5+than 18-64
2-Tail 00130 Prob{30L_T (02=Greater than & hourg)is different across AGE (02)
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
P1- 6 hours|18-64)F (1- B hours|65+) 0.727079 0.590562 0.8941454
Pi1-6 hours|65+UP(1- 6 hours|18-64) 1.376367 1117126 1.693303
Pi{Greaterthan 6 hours|18-64)P (Greater than 6 hours|65+)  3.547264 1.151307 10.92939
FPiGreaterthan B hours|65+)P{(Greater than Bhours|18-64)  0.281907 0.091 496 0868578
Risk Difference
Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
P{1- 6 hours[18-64)-P{1- 6 hours|65+) -0.24651 -0.40064 -0.09238
PiGreaterthan & hours|18-64)-F{Greater than & hours|65+) 0.246509 0.092376 0400643

| Odds Ratio ]

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
0.2044964 0.05625 0.746891
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Figure 51.
Analysis of Feelings of Nervousness by Exposed Skin Percentage (K6 Q1 A (2) by CORP (2))
| Contingency Analysis of K6_Q1_A(2) By CORP (2)

.l

| Mosaic Plot |
1.00

Sometimes, AlmostAlways of Alway

o
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=9% 0-9%
CORP ()

| Contingency Table
KE_Q1_A{2)

[Court [Meveror | Sometimes,
Tmal%Almnst Almost

' Mever Always ar
Gl Always
Riow % !
[=0% | 22 g 3
21.78 5.91) 30649
- 29.73 3333
el | |
&l 70.87 28.03 |
T 0-9% 52 18 o
o 51.449 17.82 B9.31
70.27 66.67
74.24 25.71|
74 27 10
73.27) 26,73
Tests |
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U)
101 1 0.05930932 0.oo10
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSqg
Likelihood Rata 0120 0.7294
Pearson 0121 0.7282
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.4529 FProbi{kE_ o1 _A{2)=Sometimes, AlmostAlways arAlways) is greaterfor CORP {2)==9% than 0-9%
Right 0.7258 Frobikh_ o1 _A(Z)=Sometimes, AlmostAlways orAlways) is greaterfor CORP (2)=0-9% than =8%
2-Tail 0.8086 Frob(kE_Q1_AdZ=Sometimes, Almost Ahvays ar Ahways) is different across CORP (2)
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
PiMever ar Almost Mever|=39%)P{Never or Almaost Never|0-9%) 0.955335 0.73368 1.243954
P{Mever or Almost Never|0-8%VP (Mever or Alma st Mever|=9%) 1.046753 0.803888 1.362991

FiSometimes, Almost Always or Always|=9%0P (Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|0-9%) 1.129032 0572388 222701
F{Sometimes, Almost Always or Ahways|0-9%0FP(Sometimes, Almost Alvays or Always|[=9%) 0885714 0449033 1. 747067

Risk Difference

Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
PiMever arAlmost Mever|=99%)-P{tever or Almost bever|0-9%:) -0.03318 -0.22295 0156595
PiSometimes, Almost Always or Always|=9%)-P(Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|0-9%) 0.03318 -0.15659 0222954
| Odds Ratio |

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
0.846154 0.328632 2172047
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Figure 52.

Analysis of Feelings of Hopelessness by Exposed Skin Percentage (K6 Q1 B (2) by CORP (2))
| Contingency Analysis of K6_Q1_B (2) By CORP (2)
| Mosaic Plot

1.007

Sometimes, AlmostAlways ar Alway:

B

Mever or Almaost Mever

K6_G1_H

0% 0-9%
CORP {2}
i_ContingencyTable |
KE_@1_B (2)
[Court |Meveraor | Sometimes,|
Toa finoe Ao
col% | | Always
Feowe % |
[=a% | 28 3 31
2772 297 30,69
. 34.57 15.00
Pl | | 1
| 6032 8.6 |
% 0-9% 53i 17 ?Ef
. 52.48 16.83 £9.31
6543 85.00
75.71) 24.29
a1 20 101
_ 80.20 19.80
| Tests
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U)
101 1 1.60153863 0.03149
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSqg
Likelihood Ratio 3.203 0.0734
Pearson 2.887 0.0893
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.9807 Probi{kB_a1_B{=Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always) is greater for CORP {2)==9% than 0-9%
Right 0.0723 Frobikb_a1_BiZ)=Sometimes, Almost Always or Always) is greater for CORP (2)=0-9% than =9%
2-Tail 0.1093 ProhikKe_a1_B{Z)=5%o0metimes, Almost Always or Always) is different across CORP (2)
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
PiMever or Almost Mever|=9%4F (Mever or Almaost Bever|0-9%) 1.19254 1.000696 1422116
FPiMever or Almost Mever|0-8%FPiMever or Almost Mever|=9%) 0.838265 0703178 0.995305

P{Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Alvays|=9%VP(Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|0-9%) 0.398482 0.125892 1.261306
FiSometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|0-9%NP(Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|=9%) 24509524 0792829 7943338

Risk Difference

Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
FiMever or Almost Mever|=9%)-P(Mever orAlmost Mever|0-9%) 0.146083 0.001437 0.290729
P{Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|=9%)-PiSometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|0-9%)  -0.14608 -0.29073 -0.00144
| Odds Ratio ]

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
2993711 0.807754 11.09534
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Figure 53.
Analysis of Feeling Restless or Fidgety by Exposed Skin Percentage (K6 Q1 C (2) by CORP

2)

[ Mosaic Plot
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Sometimes, Almost Always or Alway

G (@

KE_01_G

Mever arAlmost Never

=9% 0-9%
CORP {2)
| Contingency Table |
KB_Q1_C ()
[Court [Meveror | Sometimes,
Total aAlmost Almost
| Mever Always or
ekl Abways
R % |
[=0% | 17 14 3|
16.83 13.85 3069
< 32.69 28,57
l | |
=] £4.84 4516 |
% 0-9% 35f 35; TU
= 34.65 3485 6931
6731 7143
50.00 50.00
52 49 101
5149 4851
| Tests J
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U}
101 1 010082771 0.0014
Test ChiSquare Prob=ChiSq
Likelihood Ratio 0.202 0.6534
Pearson 0.201 0.6536
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.7465 FProhikb_o1_C(ZH=Sometimes, Almost Always or Always) is greater for CORP (2)==9% than 0-9%
Right 0.4083 Probik6_0G1_C (Z=8ometimes, AlmostAlways or Always) is greater for CORP {2)=0-9% than =9%
2-Tail 0ET26 Prob{kE_1_C (ZH=8ometimes, Almost Always orAbways) is different across CORP (2)
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
Firever or Almast Mever|=9%)P (Mever or Almost Mever|0-9%) 1.096774 0.738032 1.6288494
FiMever or Almost Mever|0-9% WP {MNever or Almost Mever|=9%) 0911765 0613537 1.354955

FiSometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|=9%)/P{Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|0-9%) 0.903226 0574108 1.421017
PiSometimes, AlmostAlways or Alhways|0-9%)NP{Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|=9%) 1107143 0703721 1.741833

Risk Difference ]
Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
PiMever or Almost Mever|=9%)-P(MNever or Almost Mever|0-9%) 0.048387 -0.16235 0299121
PiSometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|=9%)-P{Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|0-9%)  -0.04839 -0.25912 0162347
| Odds Ratio _!

Odds Ratio Lower95% Upper 95%
1.214286 0.519808 2.836604
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Figure 54.

Analysis of Feeling So Depressed That Nothing Could Cheer You Up by Exposed Skin
Percentage (K6 Q1 D (2) by CORP (2)) \
' -ontingency Analysis of KE_Q1_D (2) By CORP (2) |
| Mosaic Plot _!
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Sometimes, AlmostAlways ar Alway:
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g
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= Mever orAlmost Never
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Ll =8% 0-8%
CORP (2)
| Contingency Table |
KE_@1_D(#
| Count |Meveror | Sometimes, |
Tatal s Almost Almost
T Mever Always ar
Cal% | Plwrays
Row % |
9% 25§ g i
2525 6.06 3131
o 2906 1714
E) { {
o | @065 1935 |
T 0-8% | 39| 29 Bg
. 3939 29.249| 68.69
6004 8286
A7.35 42,65
B4 35 a9
64 65 35,35
Tests |
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U}
o] 1 268839741 0.0417
Test ChiSquare Prob=ChiSq
Likelihood R atio 5.368 n.ozogs
Pearson 5.055 0.0246%
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.98946 Probike_21_D {Z=Sometimes, AlmostAlvays or Always) is greater for CORP (2==9% than 0-9%
Right 00186  Prob(ke_@1_D ({Z2)=Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always) is greater for CORP (23=0-9% than =9%
2-Tail 0.0407  Prob(ke_Q1_D(Z)=Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always) is differentacross CORP (2)
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower95% Upper 95%
PiMever or Almost Never|=9%MPiNever ar Almost Mever|0-9%) 1.406121 1.0758707 1.838025
Pirlewer or Almost Mewver|0-8%)F (Wever or Almost Mever|=9%) 0711176 0544062 0929621

F{Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|=9%)P{Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|0-9%) 0453838 0.210215 0979799
PiSometimes, Almost Always or Always|0-9%)P{Sometimes, Almost Alvays or Always|=9%) 2.203431 1.020617 4757034

Risk Difference

Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
Pi{Mewer or Almost Never|=9%)-P{MNevar or Altnost Mever|0-9%) 0.232922 0.050824 0.41502

FiSometimes, Almost Always or Always|=3%)-F(Sometimes, Almost Always or Ahvays|0-9%) -0.23282 -0.414802 -0.05082
| Odds Ratio !

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
3.088291 1.125801 B.526735




Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis

Lett 0.85549 Frob(b_21_E (2)=Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always) is areater for CORP (2)==9% than 0-9%
Right 0.2642 FProb(kb_21_E (2)=Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always) is greater for CORP (2)=0-9% than =9%
2-Tail 05177 Prob(k6_21_E (2)=Sometimes, Almast Always or Always) is different across CORP (2)

Relative Risk

Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
Pirever or Almost Mewver|=9%)P{Mever or Almost Mever|0-9%) 1.199597 0.7965971 1.805627
Pirlever or Almost Mewer|0-9 %3P (Mewer or Almost Mever|=8%) 0.833613 0.553824 1.284751

Fi{Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|=8%1F (Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|0-9%) 0831914 0.533918 1.296244
PiSometimes, Almost Always or Always|0-8%)VP(Sometimes, Almost Always or Always|=98%) 1.202041 077146 1.872946

Risk Difference

Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
Pirlever orAlmost Mewver|=9%)-F{Mever or Almost Mever|0-9%) 0.091244 -0.11925 0301739

FiSometimes, Almost Always or Always|=8%)-P(Sometimes, Almost Ahways or Always|0-9%) -0.09124 -0.30174 01149351

| Odds Ratio

|

(Odds Ratic Lower 95% Upper 95%
1.441964 0.616682 3.371692
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Figure 55.
Analysis of Feeling Like Everything Was an Effort by Exposed Skin Percentage (K6_QI1_E (2)
by CORP (2))
!_Cg_rjltingency Analysis of KE_Q1_E (2) By CORP (2) ]
| Mosaic Plot |
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2l [ 54.84 45.186 |
T 0-9% | 32 38 T
. 3168 3762 66,31
B5.31 73.08
4571 54.29 |
44 52 101
48,51 51.49
| Tests
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U)
101 1 0.35828637 0.0051
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSq
Likelihood Ratio 0717 0.3973
Pearson 0716 0.3974
Fisher's



Figure 56.
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Analysis of Feeling Worthless by Exposed Skin Percentage (K6_Q1_F (2) by CORP (2))

| Contingency Analysis of K6_Q1_F (2) By CORP (2}

I

| Mosaic Plot
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KE_G1_F

Mever or Almast Mever

Sometimes, AlmostAhways or Ay

LR =0% 0-9%
CORP (2
i Conting_e_r!cy Table i
KE_Q1_F (2
[Count | Meveror | Sometimes,|
Total ey Mmoot
Cal % | Alwrays
Rowy % !
[=8% | 26 5 3|
25,74 4.95 30.69
. 30.85 2941
o4 |
ol | sae7 |
% 0-9% 58 70
o 57.43 BO.31
69.05§
82,86 |
84 101
| 8317
| Tests
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U)
101 1 0.00783793 0.oooz
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSqg
Likelihood Ratio 0.016 0.8997
Fearson 0.016 08000
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 06520 ProhikE_Q1_F (Z)=Sometimes, Almost Always orAlways)is greaterfor CORP (2)==9% than 0-9%
Rigkt 05741 Probike_@1_F (2)=Sometimes, AlmostAlways arAlways) is greaterfor CORP (2)=0-9% than =9%
2-Tail 1.0000 Prohike_a1_F (Z)=Sometimes, Almost Always or Always) is different across CORP {2)
Relative Risk
Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
FPiMever or Almost Mever|=8%)P{MNever or Almost Mever|0-9%) 1.012236 0.83911 1.221081
FPiMever ar Almost Mever|0-9%)VPi{Mever or Almost Mever|=9%!) 0.9a7912 0.8155946 1191739
FiSometimes, Almost Always or Always|=9% )P (Sometimes, AlmostAbways or Always|0-9%)  0.94086 0.362511 2.441504
PiSometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|0-9%0P (Sometimes, AlmostAlways or Always|=9%) 1.062857 0.409517 2758534
Risk Difference ]
Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
Pirever orAlmost Mever|=8%)-P{Mever or Almost Mever|0-9%) 0.010138 -0.14657 0166848
FiSometimes, Almost Always or Always|=9%)-P(Sometimes, Almost Always or Ahways|0-9%)  -0.01014 -0.16685 0146572

| Odds Ratio |

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
1.075862 0.34366 3.368094




Figure 57.
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Analysis of Mental Distress Score by Exposed Skin Percentage (K6 TOTAL (1) by CORP (2))

| _Contingency Analysis of K6_TOTAL (1) By CORP (2)
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15 0rless

Greater than 15|
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KB_TOTAL (1)
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Total %1255 than 15

Col % |
Row % | | :
=% 1 0 )
101 3030 3131
. 1667 32.26
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| | 323 9877 |
T |0-9% | 5 B3 B8
o 506 G364 EBRED
8333 EBT.74
735 9165 |
6 93 agd
BOG 9394
| Tests
N DF -LogLike RSquare (U}
49 1 0.35502697 0.0157
Test ChiSquare Prob>ChiSqg
Likelihood Ratio 0.710 0.3594
Pearson 0637 0.4248
Fisher's
Exact Test Prob  Alternative Hypothesis
Left 0.3861 Frobiki_TOTAL {1)=Greaterthan 14) is greater for CORP (2)==9% than 0-9%
Right 0.8023  Prob{kB_TOTAL {1)=Greaterthan 15} is greater for CORP (2)=0-9% than =9%
2-Tail 0.6620 Probiki_TOTAL (1)=Greaterthan 14) is different across CORP (23
Relative Risk |
Relative
Description Risk Lower 95% Upper 95%
P{150rless|=9%)P (15 ar less|0-9%) 0.43871 0.053476 3.589095
P{16orless|0-9%WF{15 or less|=5%;) 23279412 0277248 18.694588
P{Greater than 15]=8%1P{Greater than 15]0-9%) 1.044547 0.951963 1.146135
P{Greater than 15]0-8%)P(Greater than 15=9%) 0957353 0.872498 1.050461
Risk Difference
Risk
Description Difference Lower 95% Upper 95%
P15 arless|=9%)-P {15 orless|0-9%;) -0.04127 -0.12912 0.046574
Pi{Greater than 15[=9%)-P{Greater than 15]0-9%; 0.041271 -0.04657 0129117
| Odds Ratio |

Odds Ratio Lower 95% Upper 95%
0.4z 0.046976 3.7545082
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Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feelings of Nervousness by Sunlight Explosure

(K6_QI1_A (2) by SOL (3))
| Contingency Analysis of K6_Q1_A (2) By SOL (3)
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Figure

59.

Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feeling Hopelessness by Sunlight Exposure (K6_Q1 B (2)
by SOL (3))

il Contingency Analysis of K6_Q1_B (2) By SOL (3}
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Figure 60.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feeling Restless or Fidgety by Sunlight Exposure
(K6_Q1 _C (2) by SOL (3))
 Contingency Analysis of K6_Q1_C (2) By SOL (3) |
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Figure 61.
Cl(iiisgincy Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feeling So Depressed That Nothing Could Cheer You Up
by Sunlight Exposure (K6_Q1_D (2) by SOL (3))
| Contingency Analysis of K6_Q1_D (2) By SOL (3} |
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Figure 62.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feeling Like Everything Was an Effort by Sunlight
Exposure (K6 Q1 _E (2) by SOL (3))

Contingency Analysis of K6_Q1_E (2) By SOL (3)
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Figure 63.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feeling Worthless by Sunlight Exposure (K6 Q1 _F (2) by

SOL (3))
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Figure 64.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Mental Distress Score by Sunlight Exposure (K6_ TOTAL
(1) by SOL (3))
| Contingency Analysis of K6_TOTAL (1) By SOL (3) |
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Figure 65.

Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feelings of Nervousness by Number of Break(s) Taken at
Work (K6 Q1 _A (2) by BREAKS D (02))

| Contingency Analysis of K6_Q1_A(2) By BREAKS_D (02) |
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Figure 66.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feelings of Hopelessness by Number of Break(s) Taken at

Work (K6 _Q1_B (2) by BREAKS D (02))
 Contingency Analysis of K6_Q1_B (2) By BREAKS_D (02) I
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Figure 67.

Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feeling restless or Fidgety by Number of Break(s) Taken
at Work (K6 _Q1_C (2) by BREAKS D (02)

: Contingency Analysis of K6_Q1_C (2) By BREAKS_D (02)
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Figure 68.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feeling So Depressed That Nothing Could Cheer You Up

by Number of Break(s) Taken at Work (K6 _Q1_D (2) by BREAKS D (02))
| Contingency Analysis of K6_Q1_D (2) By BREAKS_D (02) |
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Figure 69.

Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feeling Like Everything Was an Effort by Number of
Break(s) Taken at Work (K6_Q1_E (2) by BREAKS D (02))
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Figure 70.
C(ﬁltingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feeling Worthless by Number of Break(s) Taken at Work
(K6_Q1_F (2) by BREAKS D (02))
 Contingency Analysis of K6_Q1_F (2) By BREAKS_D (02) |
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1.007

Sometimes, Almost Always or Alwayg

IZI.TE-.
. Mlever or Almost Mever
0.254

D e ____

il 0 Breaks Atleast 1 Break
BREAKS D02

F@

KB _Q1_F

Figure 71.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Mental Distress Score by Number of Break(s) Taken at
Work (K6 TOTAL (1) by BREAKS D (02))
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Figure 72.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Sunlight Exposure by Number of Break(s) Taken at Work

(SOL (3) by BREAKS_D (02))
Contingency Analysis of SOL (3) By BREAKS_D (02) )

 Mosaic Plot

1.007
0.754
Sometimes, Often or Very Often
050+
025 s I
e _______

SOL {3

Meveror almost Mewver

il 0 Breaks Atleast 1 Break
BREAKS_D 02

Figure 73.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Length of Work In Direct Sunlight by Number of Break(s)

Taken at Work (SOL_T (02) by BREAKS D (02))
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Figure 74.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Self-Perceived Emotional Status by Sex (EMOT (1) by

SEX) .
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| Mesaic Plot ]

1.004
OK I

nrs—l n
0.504

Good orVery Good
0.254

non-r--——/—————
Wuman

EMOT {13

SEX

Figure 75.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feelings of Nervousness by Sex (K6 Q1 A (2) by SEX)

| Contlngency Analysis of K6_Q1_A(2) By SEX
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Figure 76.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feelings of Hopelessness by Sex (K6_QI_B (2) by SEX)
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Figure 77.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feeling Restless or Fidgety by Sex (K6_Q1_C (2) by SEX)
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Figure 78.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feeling So Depressed That Nothing Could Cheer You Up

by Sex (K6_Q1_D (2) by SEX)
| Contingency Analysis of Ké_Q1_D (2) By SEX |
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Figure 79.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feeling Like Everything Was an Effort by Sex (K6_Q1_E

(2) by SEX)
' Contingency Analysis of K6_Q1_E (2) By SEX
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Figure 80.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feeling Worthless by Sex (K6 QI _F (2) by SEX)

il Contingency Analysis of K6_Q1_F (2) By SEX ]
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Figure §1.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Mental Distress Score by Sex (K6 TOTAL (1) by SEX)
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Figure §2.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feelings of Nervousness by Sleep (hours) (K6 Q1 A (2)

by SLEEP (01))
| Contingency Analysis of K&_Q1_A (2) By SLEEP (01) )
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Figure §3.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feelings of Hopelessness by Sleep (hours) (K6 Q1 B (2)

by SLEEP (01))
| Contingency Analysis of K6_Q1_B (2) By SLEEP (01) |
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Figure §4.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feeling Restless or Fidgety by Sleep (hours) (K6 Q1 C
(2) by SLEEP (01))
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Figure 85.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feeling So Depressed That Nothing Could Cheer You Up
by Sleep (hours) (K6 Q1 D (2) by SLEEP (01))
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Figure §6.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feeling Like Everything Was an Effort by Sleep (hours)

(K6_Q1_E (2) by SLEEP (01))
| Contingency Analysis of K&_Q1_E (2) By SLEEP (01) J
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Figure §7.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feeling Worthless by Sleep (hours) (K6_Q1 _F (2) by

SLEEP (01))
| Contingency Analysis of K6_Q1_F (2) By SLEEP (01} ]
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Figure 88.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Mental Distress Score by Sleep (hours) (K6 TOTAL (1)

by SLEEP (01))
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Figure §9.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Self-Perceived Mental Health Status by Sleep (hours)

(MENTAL_S (04) by SLEEP (01))
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Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Self-Perceived Emotional Status by Work Organization

Type (EMOT (1) by AD _1 (02))
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Figure 91.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feelings of Nervousness by Work Organization Type

(K6 Q1 A (2)by AD 1 (02))
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Figure 92.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feelings of Hopelessness by Work Organization Type
(K6 Q1 B (2) by AD 1(02))
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Figure 93.

Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feeling Restless or Fidgety by Work Organization Type
(K6 Q1 _C (2)by AD 1 (02))
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Figure 94.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feeling So Depressed That Nothing Could Cheer You Up

by Work Organization Type (K6 _Q1 D (2) by AD_1 (02))
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Figure 95.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feeling Like Everything Was an Effort by Work

Organization Type (K6 _Q1 E (2) by AD 1 (02))
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Figure 96.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feeling Worthless by Work Organization Type (K6 _Q1 _F

(2) by AD 1 (02))
| Contingency Analysis of K6_Q1_F {2) By AD_1 (02) |
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Figure 97.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Mental Distress Score by Work Organization Type

(K6_TOTAL (1) by AD_1 (02)) \
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Figure 98.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Number of Break(s) Taken at Work by Age (Years)

(BREAKS_D by AGE (02))
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Figure 99.

Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feelings of Nervousness by Age (Years) (K6_Q1 A (2) by
AGE (02)) _
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Figure 100.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feelings of Hopelessness by Age (Years) (K6_Q1 B (2)
by AGE (02))
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Figure 101.
C(iltingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feeling Restless or Fidgety by Age (Years) (K6 _Q1_C (2)
by AGE (02))
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Figure 102.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feeling So Depressed That Nothing Could Cheer You Up

by Age (Years) (K6 Q1 D (2) by AGE (02))
| Contingency Analysis of K6_Q1_D (2) By AGE (02) |
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Figure 103.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feeling Like Everything Was an Effort by Age (Years)

(K6_Q1_E (2) by AGE (02)) _
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Figure 104.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feeling Worthless by Age (Years) (K6 Q1 _F (2) by AGE

(02)) .
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Figure 105.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Mental Distress Score by Age (Years) (K6 TOTAL (1) by

AGE (02))
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Figure 100.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Sunlight Exposure by Age (Years) (SOL (3) by AGE (02))

[ Contingency Analysis of SOL (3) By AGE (02) |
| Mosaic Plot

|
1.00
0.754
Sometimes, Often or Yery Often
0.50+
0.254 J-o I
- ____

SOL (3

Meveror almost Mever

il 15-64 fi5+

AGE (02

Figure 107.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Length of Work in Direct Sunlight by Age (Years)

(SOL_T (02) by AGE (02))
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Figure 108.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feelings of Nervousness by Exposed Skin Percentage

(K6_QI_A (2) by CORP (2))
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Figure 109.

Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feelings of Hopelessness by Exposed Skin Percentage
(K6_Q1_B (2) by CORP (2))
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Figure 110.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feeling Restless or Fidgety by Exposed Skin Percentage
(K6 Q1 _C (2) by CORP (2))
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Figure 111.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Feeling So Depressed That Nothing Could Cheer You Up
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Figure 112.

Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Felling Like Everything Was an Effort by Exposed Skin
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Figure 114.
Contingency Analysis Mosaic Plot of Mental Distress Score by Exposed Skin Percentage

(K6 TOTAL (1) by CORP (2)) _
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Table 1.
Contingency Table of Feelings of Nervousness by Sunlight Exposure (K6 Q1 A (2) by SOL (3))
Count (n) SOL (3)
Total % Never or Sometimes, Row Sum (n)
Almost Never Often or Very Row %
Often
Ké6_Q1_A | Sometimes, Almost 57 21 78
?2) Always or Always 56.44 20.79 77.23
Never or Almost 17 6 23
Never 16.83 5.94 22.77
Column Sum (n) 74 27 101
Column % 73.27 26.73 100
Table 2.
Contingency Table of Feel Hopelessness by Sunlight Exposure (K6 Q1 B (2) by SOL (3))
Count (n) SOL (3)
Total % Never or Sometimes, Row Sum (n)
Almost Never Often or Very Row %
Often
Ké6_Q1_B | Sometimes, Almost 5 15 20
2) Always or Always 4.95 14.85 19.80
Never or Almost 18 63 81
Never 17.82 62.38 80.20
Column Sum (n) 23 78 101
Column % 22.77 77.23 100
Table 3.
Contingency Table of Feeling Restless or Fidgety by Sunlight Exposure (K6_Q1 C (2) by SOL
3)
Count (n) SOL (3)
Total % Never or Sometimes, Row Sum (n)
Almost Never Often or Very Row %
Often
Ké6_Q1_C | Sometimes, Almost 7 42 49
?2) Always or Always 6.93 41.58 48.51
Never or Almost 16 36 52
Never 15.84 35.64 51.49
Column Sum (n) 23 78 101
Column % 22.77 77.23 100




Table 4.
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Contingency Table of Feeling So Depressed That Nothing Could Cheer You Up by Sunlight

Exposure (K6 Q1 D (2) by SOL (3))

Count (n) SOL (3)
Total % Never or Sometimes, Row Sum (n)
Almost Never Often or Very Row %
Often
Ké6_Q1_D | Sometimes, Almost 6 29 35
2) Always or Always 6.06 29.29 35.35
Never or Almost 16 48 64
Never 16.16 48.48 64.65
Column Sum (n) 22 77 99
Column % 22.22 77.78 100
Table 5.

Contingency Table of Feeling Like Everything Was an Effort by Sunlight Exposure (K6_Q1 E
(2) by SOL (3))

Count (n) SOL (3)
Total % Never or Sometimes, Row Sum (n)
Almost Never Often or Very Row %
Often
Ké6_Q1_E | Sometimes, Almost 6 46 52
) Always or Always 5.94 45.54 51.49
Never or Almost 17 32 49
Never 16.83 31.68 48.51
Column Sum (n) 23 78 101
Column % 22.77 77.23 100
Table 6.
Contingency Table of Feeling Worthless by Sunlight Exposure (K6 Q1 F (2) by SOL (3))
Count (n) SOL (3)
Total % Never or Sometimes, Row Sum (n)
Almost Never Often or Very Row %
Often
Ké6_Q1_F | Sometimes, Almost 2 15 17
2) Always or Always 1.98 14.85 16.83

Never or Almost 21 63 84
Never 20.79 62.38 83.17
Column Sum (n) 23 78 101
Column % 22.77 77.23 100
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Table 7.
Contingency Table of Mental Distress Score by Sunlight Exposure (K6 TOTAL (1) by SOL (3))
Count (n) SOL (3)
Total % Never or Sometimes, Row Sum (n)
Almost Never | Often or Very | Row %
Often
Ké6_TOTAL | Greater than 15 20 73 93
4)) 20.20 73.74 93.94
15 or Less 2 4 6
2.02 4.04 6.06
Column Sum (n) 22 77 99
Column % 22.22 77.78 100
Table 8.

Contingency Table of Feelings of Nervousness by Number of Break(s) Taken at Work (K6_Q1 A
(2) by BREAKS D (02))

Count (n) BREAKS D (02)
Total % 0 Breaks At Least 1 Row Sum (n)
Break Row %
K6_Q1_A | Sometimes, Almost 9 15 24
2) Always or Always 9.28 15.46 24.74
Never or Almost 9 64 73
Never 9.28 65.98 75.26
Column Sum (n) 18 79 97
Column % 18.56 81.44 100
Table 9.

Contingency Table of Feelings of Hopelessness by Number of Break(s) Taken at Work

(K6 Q1 B (2) by BREAKS D (02))

Count (n) BREAKS D (02)
Total % 0 Breaks At Least 1 Row Sum (n)
Break Row %
Ké6_Q1_B | Sometimes, Almost 5 14 19
2) Always or Always 5.15 14.43 19.59

Never or Almost 13 65 78
Never 13.40 67.01 80.41
Column Sum (n) 18 79 97
Column % 18.56 81.44 100
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Table 10.

Contingency Table of Feeling Restless or Fidgety by Number of Break(s) Taken at Work
(K6 Q1 C(2) by BREAKS D (02))

Count (n) BREAKS D (02)
Total % 0 Breaks At Least 1 Row Sum (n)
Break Row %
Ké6_Q1_C | Sometimes, Almost 10 37 47
?2) Always or Always 10.31 38.14 48.45
Never or Almost 8 42. 50
Never 8.25 43.30 51.55
Column Sum (n) 18 79 97
Column % 18.56 81.44 100
Table 11.

Contingency Table of Feeling So Depressed That Nothing Could Cheer You Up by Number of
Break(s) Taken at Work (K6_ Q1 D (2) by BREAKS D (02))

Count (n) BREAKS D (02)
Total % 0 Breaks At Least 1 Row Sum (n)
Break Row %
K6_Q1_D | Sometimes, Almost 9 25 34
2) Always or Always 9.38 26.04 35.42
Never or Almost 9 53 62
Never 9.38 55.21 64.58
Column Sum (n) 18 78 96
Column % 18.75 81.25 100
Table 12.

Contingency Table of Feeling Like Everything Was an Effort by Number of Break(s) Taken at
Work (K6 Q1 E (2) by BREAKS D (02))

Count (n) BREAKS D (02)
Total % 0 Breaks At Least 1 Row Sum (n)
Break Row %
Ké6_Q1_E | Sometimes, Almost 13 36 49
2) Always or Always 13.40 37.11 50.52

Never or Almost 5 43 48
Never 5.15 44.33 49 .48
Column Sum (n) 18 79 97
Column % 18.56 81.44 100
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Table 13.

Contingency Table of Feeling Worthless by Number of Break(s) Taken at Work (K6_Q1 _F (2) by
BREAKS D (02))

Count (n) BREAKS D (02)
Total % 0 Breaks At Least 1 Row Sum (n)
Break Row %
Ké6_Q1_F | Sometimes, Almost 6 10 16
?2) Always or Always 6.19 10.31 16.49
Never or Almost 12 69 81
Never 12.37 71.13 83.51
Column Sum (n) 18 79 97
Column % 18.56 81.44 100
Table 14.

Contingency Table of Mental Distress Score by Number of Break(s) Taken at Work (K6 _TOTAL
(1) by BREAKS D (02))

Count (n) BREAKS D (02)
Total % 0 Breaks At Least 1 Row Sum (n)
Break Row %
K6_TOTAL | Greater than 15 15 76 91
a1 15.63 79.17 94.79
15 or Less 3 2 5
3.13 2.08 5.21
Column Sum (n) 18 78 96
Column % 18.75 81.25 100
Table 15.

Contingency Table of Sunlight Exposure by Number of Break(s) Taken at Work (SOL (3) by
BREAKS D (02))

Count (n) BREAKS D (02)
Total % 0 Breaks At Least 1 Row Sum (n)
Break Row %
SOL (3) | Sometimes, Often or | 10 65 75

Very Often 10.31 67.01 77.32
Never or Almost 8 14 22
Never 8.25 14.43 22.68
Column Sum (n) 18 79 97
Column % 18.56 81.44 100
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Contingency Table of Length of Work in Direct Sunlight (hours) by Number of Break(s) Taken at

Work (SOL_T (02) by BREAKS_ D (02))
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Count (n) BREAKS D (02)
Total % 0 Breaks At Least 1 Row Sum (n)
Break Row %
SOL_T | Greater than 6 Hours | 1 25 26
(02) 1.06 26.60 27.66
1-6 Hours 17 51 68
18.09 54.26 72.34
Column Sum (n) 18 76 94
Column % 19.15 80.85 100
Table 17.
Contingency Table of Self-Perceived Emotional Status by Sex (EMOT (1) by SEX)
Count (n) SEX
Total % Woman Man Row Sum (n)
Row %
EMOT |OK 8 14 22
1) 7.92 13.86 21.78
Good or Very Good 9 70 79
8.91 69.31 78.22
Column Sum (n) 17 84 101
Column % 16.83 83.17 100
Table 18.
Contingency Table of Feelings of Nervousness by Sex (K6 Q1 A (2) by SEX)
Count (n) SEX
Total % Woman Man Row Sum (n)
Row %
K6_Q1_A | Sometimes, Almost 10 17 27
) Always or Always 9.90 16.83 26.73
Never or Almost 7 67 74
Never 6.93 66.34 73.27
Column (n) 17 84 101
Column % 16.83 83.17 100
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Table 19.
Contingency Table of Feelings of Hopelessness by Sex (K6 Q1 B (2) by SEX)
Count (n) SEX
Total % Woman Man Row Sum (n)
Row %
Ké6_Q1_B | Sometimes, Almost 7 13 20
2) Always or Always 6.93 12.87 19.80
Never or Almost 10 71 81
Never 9.90 70.30 80.20
Column Sum (n) 17 84 101
Column % 16.83 83.17 100
Table 20.
Contingency Table of Feeling Restless or Fidgety by Sex (K6_Q1 C (2) by SEX)
Count (n) SEX
Total % Woman Man Row Sum (n)
Row %
Ké6_Q1_C | Sometimes, Almost 11 38 49
2) Always or Always 10.89 37.62 48.51
Never or Almost 6 46 52
Never 5.94 45.54 51.49
Column Sum (n) 17 84 101
Column % 16.83 83.17 100
Table 21.

Contingency Table of Feeling So Depressed That Nothing Could Cheer You Up by Sex
(K6 Q1 D (2) by SEX)

Count (n) SEX
Total % Woman Man Row Sum (n)
Row %
K6_Q1_D | Sometimes, Almost 10 25 35
) Always or Always 10.10 25.25 35.35
Never or Almost 7 57 64
Never 7.07 57.58 64.65
Column Sum (n) 17 82 99
Column % 17.17 82.82 100
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Table 22.
Contingency Table of Feeling Like Everything Was an Effort by Sex (K6 Q1 E (2) by SEX)
Count (n) SEX
Total % Woman Man Row Sum (n)
Row %
Ké6_Q1_E | Sometimes, Almost 11 41 52
2) Always or Always 10.89 40.59 51.49
Never or Almost 6 43 49
Never 5.94 42.57 48.51
Column Sum (n) 17 84 101
Column % 16.83 83.17 100
Table 23.
Contingency Table of Feeling Worthless by Sex (K6_Q1 F (2) by SEX)
Count (n) SEX
Total % Woman Man Row Sum (n)
Row %
Ké6_Q1_F | Sometimes, Almost 6 11 17
2) Always or Always 5.94 10.89 16.83
Never or Almost 11 73 84
Never 10.89 72.28 83.17
Column Sum (n) 17 84 101
Column % 16.83 83.17 100
Table 24.
Contingency Table of Mental Distress Score by Sex (K6 _TOTAL (1) by SEX)
Count (n) SEX
Total % Woman Man Row Sum (n)
Row %
Ké6_TOTAL | Greater than 15 13 80 93
1) 13.13 80.81 93.94
15 or Less 4 2 6
4.04 2.02 6.06
Column Sum (n) 17 82 99
Column % 17.17 82.83 100
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Table 25.
Contingency Table of Feelings of Nervousness by Sleep (hours) (K6 Q1 A (2) by SLEEP (01))
Count (n) SLEEP (01)
Total % 0-6 Hours 6+ Hours Row Sum (n)
Row %
Ké6_Q1_A | Sometimes, Almost 13 14 27
2) Always or Always 12.87 13.86 26.73
Never or Almost 20 54 74
Never 19.80 53.47 73.27
Column (n) 33 68 101
Column % 32.67 67.33 100
Table 26.
Contingency Table of Feelings of Hopelessness by Sleep (hours) (K6 Q1 B (2) by SLEEP (01))
Count (n) SLEEP (01)
Total % 0-6 Hours 6+ Hours Row Sum (n)
Row %
Ké6_Q1_B | Sometimes, Almost 8 12 20
2) Always or Always 7.92 11.88 19.80
Never or Almost 25 56 81
Never 24.75 55.45 80.20
Column (n) 33 68 101
Column % 32.67 67.33 100
Table 27.
Contingency Table of Feeling Restless or Fidgety by Sleep (hours) (K6_Q1 C (2) by SLEEP
(01)
Count (n) SLEEP (01)
Total % 0-6 Hours 6+ Hours Row Sum (n)
Row %
Ké6_Q1_C | Sometimes, Almost 21 28 49
) Always or Always 20.79 27.72 48.51
Never or Almost 12 40 52
Never 11.88 39.60 51.49
Column Sum (n) 33 68 101
Column % 32.67 67.33 100
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Contingency Table of Feeling So Depressed That Nothing Could Cheer You Up by Sleep (hours)
(K6_ Q1 D (2) by SLEEP (01))

Count (n) SLEEP (01)
Total % 0-6 hours 6+ hours Row Sum (n)
Row %
Ké6_Q1_D | Sometimes, Almost 17 18 35
?2) Always or Always 17.17 18.18 35.35
Never or Almost 15 49 64
Never 15.15 49.49 64.65
Column Sum (n) 32 67 99
Column % 32.32 67.68 100
Table 29.
Contingency Table of Feeling Like Everything Was an Effort by Sleep (hours) (K6 _Q1 E (2) by
SLEEP (01))
Count (n) SLEEP (01)
Total % 0-6 Hours 6+ Hours Row Sum (n)
Row %
Ké6_Q1_E | Sometimes, Almost 19 33 52
) Always or Always 18.81 32.67 51.49
Never or Almost 14 35 49
Never 13.86 34.65 48.51
Column Sum (n) 33 68 101
Column % 32.67 67.33 100
Table 30.
Contingency Table of Feeling Worthless by Sleep (hours) (K6 Q1 F (2) by SLEEP (01))
Count (n) SLEEP (01)
Total % 0-6 Hours 6+ Hours Row Sum (n)
Row %
Ké6_Q1_F | Sometimes, Almost 7 10 17
2) Always or Always 6.93 9.90 16.83
Never or Almost 26 58 84
Never 25.74 57.43 83.17
Column Sum (n) 33 68 101
Column % 32.67 67.33 100
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Table 31.
Contingency Table of Mental Distress Score by Sleep (hours) (K6 TOTAL (1) by SLEEP (01))
Count (n) SLEEP (01)
Total % 0-6 Hours 6+ Hours Row Sum (n)
Row %
Ké6_TOTAL | Greater than 15 28 65 93
1) 28.28 65.66 93.94
15 or Less 4 2 6
4.04 2.02 6.06
Column Sum (n) 32 67 99
Column % 32.32 67.68 100
Table 32.
Contingency Table of Self-Perceived Mental Health Status by Sleep (hours) (MENTAL S (04) by
SLEEP (01))
Count (n) SLEEP (01)
Total % 0-6 Hours 6+ Hours Row Sum (n)
Row %
MENATL_S | OK 12 11 23
(04) 12.37 11.34 23.71
Good or Very Good | 20 54 74
20.62 55.67 76.29
Column Sum (n) 32 65 97
Column % 32.99 67.01 100
Table 33.
Contingency Table of Self-Perceived Emotional Status by Work Organization Type (EMOT (1)
by AD 1 (02)
Count (n) AD 1 (02)
Total % Group Private Row Sum (n)
(Association, Row %
Union or
Cooperative)
EMOT |OK 15 6 21
1 15.15 6.06 21.21
Good or Very Good 34 44 78
34.34 44.44 78.79
Column Sum (n) 49 50 99
Column % 49.49 50.51 100
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Table 34.
Contingency Table of Feelings of Nervousness by Work Organization Type (K6_Q1_A (2) by
AD _1(02))
Count (n) AD 1 (02)
Total % Group Private Row Sum (n)
(Association, Row %
Union or
Cooperative)
Ké6_Q1_A | Sometimes, Almost 15 12 27
?2) Always or Always 15.15 12.12 27.27
Never or Almost 34 38 72
Never 34.34 38.38 72.73
Column Sum (n) 49 50 99
Column % 49.49 50.51 100
Table 35.
Contingency Table of Feelings of Hopelessness by Work Organization Type (K6 _Q1 B (2) by
AD _1(02))
Count (n) AD 1 (02)
Total % Group Private Row Sum (n)
(Association, Row %
Union or
Cooperative)
Ké6_Q1_B | Sometimes, Almost 13 7 20
2) Always or Always 13.13 7.07 20.20
Never or Almost 36 43 79
Never 36.36 43.43 79.80
Column Sum (n) 49 50 99
Column % 49.49 50.51 100
Table 36.
Contingency Table of Feeling Restless or Fidgety by Work Organization Type (K6_Q1_C (2) by
AD 1(02))
Count (n) AD 1(02)
Total % Group Private Row Sum (n)
(Association, Row %
Union or
Cooperative)
Ké6_Q1_C | Sometimes, Almost 23 25 48
2) Always or Always 23.23 25.25 48.48
Never or Almost 26 25 51
Never 26.26 25.25 51.52
Column Sum (n) 49 50 99
Column % 49.49 50.51 100
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Contingency Table of Feeling So Depressed That Nothing Could Cheer You Up by Work
Organization Type (K6 Q1 D (2) by AD 1 (02))

Count (n) AD 1 (02)
Total % Group Private Row Sum (n)
(Association, Row %
Union or
Cooperative)
Ké6_Q1_D | Sometimes, Almost 20 14 34
2) Always or Always 20.62 14.43 35.05
Never or Almost 28 35 63
Never 28.87 36.08 64.95
Column Sum (n) 48 49 97
Column % 49.48 50.52 100
Table 38.

Contingency Table of Feeling Like Everything Was an Effort by Work Organization Type
(K6 Q1 E (2) by AD 1 (02))

Count (n) AD 1(02)
Total % Group Private Row Sum (n)
(Association, Row %
Union or
Cooperative)
Ké6_Q1_E | Sometimes, Almost 27 24 51
2) Always or Always 27.27 24.24 51.52
Never or Almost 22 26 48
Never 22.22 26.26 48.48
Column Sum (n) 49 50 99
Column % 49.49 50.51 100
Table 39.
Contingency Table of Feeling Worthless by Work Organization Type (K6_Q1 F (2) by AD_1
(02))
Count (n) AD 1(02)
Total % Group Private Row Sum (n)
(Association, Row %
Union or
Cooperative)
Ké6_Q1_F | Sometimes, Almost 13 4 17
2) Always or Always 13.13 4.04 17.17
Never or Almost 36 46 82
Never 36.36 46.46 82.83
Column Sum (n) 49 50 99
Column % 49.49 50.51 100
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Table 40.
Contingency Table of Mental Distress Score by Work Organization Type (K6_TOTAL (1) by
AD 1(02))

Count (n) AD 1 (02)
Total % Group Private Row Sum (n)
(Association, Row %
Union or
Cooperative)
Ké6_TOTAL | Greater than 15 44 47 91
§)) 45.36 48.45 93.81
15 or Less 4 2 6
4.12 2.06 6.19
Column Sum (n) 48 49 97
Column % 49.48 50.52 100
Table 41.

Contingency Table of Number of Break(s) Taken at Work by Age (Years) (BREAKS D (02) by
AGE (02))

Count (n) AGE (02)
Total % 18-64 65+ Row Sum (n)
Row %
BREAKS D | At least 1 Break 59 20 79
02) 60.82 20.62 81.44
0 Breaks 8 10 18
8.25 10.31 18.56
Column Sum (n) 67 30 97
Column % 69.07 30.93 100
Table 42.
Contingency Table of Feelings of Nervousness by Age (Years) (K6 Q1 A (2) by AGE (02))
Count (n) AGE (02)
Total % 18-64 65+ Row Sum (n)
Row %
Ké6_Q1_A | Sometimes, Almost 16 11 27
?2) Always or Always 15.84 10.89 26.73
Never or Almost 54 20 74
Never 53.47 19.80 73.27
Column Sum (n) 70 31 101
Column % 69.31 30.69 100
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Table 43.
Contingency Table of Feelings of Hopelessness by Age (Years) (K6 Q1 B (2) by AGE (02))
Count (n) AGE (02)
Total % 18-64 65+ Row Sum (n)
Row %
Ké6_Q1_B | Sometimes, Almost 14 6 20
2) Always or Always 13.86 5.94 19.80
Never or Almost 56 25 81
Never 55.45 24.75 80.20
Column Sum (n) 70 31 101
Column % 69.31 30.69 100
Table 44.
Contingency Table of Feeling Restless or Fidgety by Age (Years) (K6_Q1 C (2) by AGE (02))
Count (n) AGE (02)
Total % 18-64 65+ Row Sum (n)
Row %
Ké6_Q1_C | Sometimes, Almost 30 19 49
2) Always or Always 29.70 18.81 48.51
Never or Almost 40 12 52
Never 39.60 11.88 51.49
Column Sum (n) 70 31 101
Column % 69.31 30.69 100
Table 45.

Contingency Table of Feeling So Depressed That Nothing Could Cheer You Up by Age (Years)
(K6 Q1 D (2) by AGE (02))

Count (n) AGE (02)
Total % 18-64 65+ Row Sum (n)
Row %
K6_Q1_D | Sometimes, Almost 24 11 35
) Always or Always 24.24 11.11 35.35
Never or Almost 45 19 64
Never 4545 19.19 64.65
Column Sum (n) 69 30 99
Column % 69.70 30.30 100
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Table 46.
Contingency Table of Feeling Like Everything Was an Effort by Age (Years) (K6_QI1 E (2) by
AGE (02))

Count (n) AGE (02)
Total % 18-64 65+ Row Sum (n)
Row %
K6 _Q1_E | Sometimes, Almost 39 13 52
?2) Always or Always 38.61 12.87 51.49
Never or Almost 31 18 49
Never 30.69 17.82 48.51
Column Sum (n) 70 31 101
Column % 69.31 30.69 100
Table 47.
Contingency Table of Feeling Worthless by Age (Years) (K6 Q1 F (2) by AGE (02))
Count (n) AGE (02)
Total % 18-64 65+ Row Sum (n)
Row %
K6 Q1 _F | Sometimes, Almost 10 7 17
2) Always or Always 9.90 6.93 16.83
Never or Almost 60 24 84
Never 59.41 23.76 83.17
Column Sum (n) 70 31 101
Column % 69.31 30.69 100
Table 48.
Contingency Table of Mental Distress Score by Age (Years) (K6 TOTAL (1) by AGE (02))
Count (n) AGE (02)
Total % 18-64 65+ Row Sum (n)
Row %
K6_TOTAL | Greater than 15 66 27 93
1) 66.67 27.27 93.94
15 or Less 3 3 6
3.03 3.03 6.06
Column Sum (n) 69 30 99
Column % 69.70 30.30 100
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Table 49.
Contingency Table of Sunlight Exposure by Age (Years) (SOL (3) by AGE (02))
Count (n) AGE (02)
Total % 18-64 65+ Row Sum (n)
Row %
SOL (3) | Sometimes, Often or | 58 20 78
Very Often 57.43 19.80 77.23
Never or Almost 12 11 23
Never 11.88 10.89 22.77
Column Sum (n) 70 31 101
Column % 69.31 30.69 100
Table 50.
Contingency Table of Length of Work in Direct Sunlight by Age (Years) (SOL_T (02) by AGE
(02)
Count (n) AGE (02)
Total % 18-64 65+ Row Sum (n)
Row %
SOL_T | Greater than 6 Hours | 23 3 26
02) 23.47 3.06 26.53
1-6 Hours 44 28 72
44.90 28.57 73.47
Column Sum (n) 67 31 98
Column % 68.37 31.63 100
Table 51.
Contingency Table of Feelings of Nervousness by Exposed Skin Percentage (K6_Q1 A (2) by
CORP (2))
Count (n) CORP (2)
Total % >9% 0-9% Row Sum (n)
Row %
Ké6_Q1_A | Sometimes, Almost 9 18 27
2) Always or Always 8.91 17.82 26.73
Never or Almost 22 52 74
Never 21.78 51.49 73.27
Column Sum (n) 31 70 101
Column % 30.69 69.31 100
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Table 52.
Contingency Table of Feelings of Hopelessness by Exposed Skin Percentage (K6 _Q1 B (2) by
CORP (2))
Count (n) CORP (2)
Total % > 9% 0-9% Row Sum (n)
Row %
Ké6_Q1_B | Sometimes, Almost 3 17 20
?2) Always or Always 2.97 16.83 19.80
Never or Almost 28 53 81
Never 27.72 52.48 80.20
Column Sum (n) 31 70 101
Column % 30.69 69.31 100
Table 53.
Contingency Table of Feeling Restless or Fidgety by Exposed Skin Percentage (K6 Q1 C (2) by
CORP (2))
Count (n) CORP (2)
Total % > 9% 0-9% Row Sum (n)
Row %
K6_Q1_C | Sometimes, Almost 14 35 49
?2) Always or Always 13.86 34.65 48.51
Never or Almost 17 35 52
Never 16.83 34.65 51.49
Column Sum (n) 31 70 101
Column % 30.69 69.31 100
Table 54.

Contingency Table of Feeling So Depressed That Nothing Could Cheer You Up by Exposed Skin

Percentage (K6 Q1 D (2) by CORP (2))

Count (n) CORP (2)
Total % > 9% 0-9% Row Sum (n)
Row %
Ké6_Q1_D | Sometimes, Almost 6 29 35
2) Always or Always 6.06 29.29 35.35
Never or Almost 25 39 64
Never 25.25 39.39 64.65
Column Sum (n) 31 68 99
Column % 31.31 68.69 100
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Table 55.

Contingency Table of Feeling Like Everything Was an Effort by Exposed Skin Percentage
(K6 Q1 E(2) by CORP (2))

Count (n) CORP (2)
Total % > 9% 0-9% Row Sum (n)
Row %
Ké6_Q1_E | Sometimes, Almost 14 38 52
?2) Always or Always 13.86 37.62 51.49
Never or Almost 17 32 49
Never 16.83 31.68 48.51
Column Sum (n) 31 70 101
Column % 30.69 69.31 100
Table 56.

Contingency Table of Feeling Worthless by Exposed Skin Percentage (K6 Q1 F (2) by CORP
(2)

Count (n) CORP (2)
Total % > 9% 0-9% Row Sum (n)
Row %
Ké6_Q1_F | Sometimes, Almost 5 12 17
2) Always or Always 4.95 11.88 16.83
Never or Almost 26 58 84
Never 25.74 57.43 83.17
Column Sum (n) 31 70 101
Column % 30.69 69.31 100
Table 57.

Contingency Table of Mental Distress Score by Exposed Skin Percentage (K6_TOTAL (1) by
CORP (2))

Count (n) CORP (2)
Total % >9% 0-9% Row Sum (n)
Row %
K6_TOTAL | Greater than 15 30 63 93
1) 30.30 63.64 93.94
15 or Less 1 5 6
1.01 5.05 6.06
Column Sum (n) 31 68 99
Column % 31.31 68.69 100




Appendix B.

This appendix contains the integrated questionnaire design used for the Mental Health and
Sun/ Heat Exposure of Agricultural Workers in the Alexander Skutch Biological Corridor
(MHASBC 2020) investigation. Both Spanish and English versions of the questionnaire are
located in this appendix and are displayed in the way they were used in the field during data

collection.
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Figure 1.

Mental Health and Sun/ Heat Exposure of Agricultural Workers in the Alexander Skutch
Biological Corridor MHASBC 2020) Questionnaire in English

Participant Name: Contact Information:
Date Administered: Email:
Inicio: : Fin: : Phone:

Address:

1. Relation to University

*Keep it conversational, to build a) Yes
relationship* b) No

¢) Don’t know
1.1 (RU_I)DO you know what York d) No Response
University (Las Nubes Research Centre) is? e) N/A

(if not explain it’s a university located north
of Santa Elena near Chiripo)

1.2 (RU_2) What s, if any, your a) Yes Specify?
relationship to the University? b) None

¢) Don’t know
(ex: homestay, work, Casita Azul, tours...) d) No Response

e) N/A

2. Descriptive Information

2.1 (SEX) Sex? a) Male

b) Female

¢) Other: Specify?
d) Don’t know

e) No response
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2.2 (AGE) What is your age ?

2.3 (COM) Which community do you live a) Santa Elena
in? b) Quizzara
¢) Montecarlo
d) San Francisco
e) San Ignacio
f) Santa Marta
g) Santa Maria
3. Work
3.1 (WORK _P) What is your primary job?
(what provides the most income)
3.2 (WORK T) How long have you
worked in your primary job?
3.3 (AD_1) Do you belong to a Union, a) Union/Association/ Cooperative
Association, Cooperative or are you b) Private
Private/ Independent? ¢) Other: Specify?
d) Don’t know

No response

3.4 (AD_2) If you belong to an
organization, in what ways do they
support you?

3.5 (BOSS_1) Are you a boss or
supervisor?

Yes
No
Don’t know

Specify?




Page |3

d) No Response

If yes, how many people work under you? e) N/A

3.6 (BOSS_2) If no, what is your

position? (example: laborer)

3.7 (HOURS_D) How many hours a day

do you work?

3.8 (BREAKS D) How many breaks do

you take per day?

(includes “lunch break™ if applicable)

3.9 (BREAKS _T) On average, how long

are each of your breaks?

(includes “lunch break™ if applicable)

3.10 (BREAKS B) Does your boss a) Yes Specity?
encourage you to take regular breaks while b) No

at work? (ex: 1 per hour?) ¢) Don’t know

d) No Response

(If you have a boss) e) N/A

3.11 (BATH) Are you allowed to use the a) Yes
bathroom as needed while at work? b) No Specity?

¢) Don’t know
If no, why not? d) No Response

¢)

N/A
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3.12 (LIKE_1) Do you like your work?

a) Yes
b) No
¢) Don’t know
d) No Response
e) N/A

3.13 (LIKE_2) If yes, what about it do you
like?

3.14 (LIKE_3) If yes or no what about it
do you not like?

3.15 (LIKE_4) What can be improved?

3.16 (FEEL_W) Over the past 30 days,
how have you felt while at work?

a) Very Bad
b) Bad

¢) Normal
d) Good

e) Very Good

3.17 (FEEL_D) If you feel tired at work at
what point of the workday do you begin to
feel the most tired?

a) Morning
b) Afternoon
c) Evening

d) Night
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3.18 (STRESS_W) How much stress/ 0o, 1, 2, 3, 4
worry do you feel while at work?
On a scale of 0-4 (0= none, 4= severe)
3.19 (STRESS_WP) Is work your main a) Yes Specify?
cause of stress/ worry overall? b) No

¢) Don’t know
If Yes, (Why?) d) No Response

e) N/A

3.20 (STRESS_WP_2) If not, what is your
main cause of stress/ worry?

3.21 (STRESS_R) What do you do to
relieve stress?

(For example: some people drink alcohol,
meditate, pray, smoke, exercise...etc.)
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3.22 (BORED) While at work do you ever a) Yes Why?
feel bored or unchallenged? b) No Why?
¢) Sometimes
Why? d) Don’t know
e) No response
3.23 (SAT_1) Are you satistied with your a) Yes
work? b) No
¢) Somewhat
d) Don’t know
e) No Response
f) N/A
g) Other:
3.24 (SAT_2) If no, why not?
3.25 (HARD) Do you feel as though you a) Yes
need to work harder now at the same job b) No
in comparison to the past? ¢) Somewhat
d) Don’t know
If Yes or somewhat, how come? ¢) No Response
) N/A

If No, why not?

Other:
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4.1 (BILLS_W) How much do you earn per
hour of work? (If unable to answer, move to
the next question)

4.2 (BILLS_Y) How much do you earn per
year?

4.3 (INFL_1) What do you feel influences
how much you make?

(education, global demand/prices, experience,
climate change)

4.4 (INFL_2) How do these influences impact
your livelihood?

5. Work Environment

5.1 (SHADE) Are there shaded areas at
your workplace?

Yes
No
Don’t know

No Response
N/A

Specity?

5.2 (SOL) How often do you work in direct
sunlight?

Never

Not often
Somewhat often
Often

Very Often
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5.3 (SOL_T) On average, for how long per
day do you work in continuous direct
sunlight?

5.4 (COOL) On hot days how do you cool
off while at work?

5.5 (BH_D) Does your boss encourage you a) Yes
to take breaks on very hot days? b) No
¢) Don’t know
(If they have a boss) d) No Response
e) N/A
5.6 (REGARD) While at work do you ever a) Yes
feel that regardless of what you do you b) No
can’t get cool? ¢) Don’t know
d) No Response
e) N/A
a) Yes explain?
5.7 (STOP_W) Have you ever had to stop b) No
working, skip a day of work or be sent ¢) Don’t know
home because the heat or sun was too d) No Response
intense? e) N/A

5.8 (STOP_W _2) If no, why not?
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a) Yes explain?
5.9 (FOCUS_H) On hot days do you have a b) No
hard time focusing or completing work ¢) Don’t know
tasks? d) No Response
e) N/A
5.10 (SIT) Do you sit for long periods of a) Yes
time at work? b) No
5.11 (SAME) How often do you perform the a) Never
same tasks? b) Not often
¢) Somewhat often
d) Often
e) Very Often
5.12 (PAIN) For how often per day do you a) Never
stay in an uncomfortable position? a) Not often
b) Somewhat often
c) Often
d) Very Often
a) Yes Specify?
5.13 (FOCUS_R) Do you have a hard time b) No
focusing or completing work tasks after ¢) Don’t know
continuously performing the same action? d) No Response
e) N/A
5.14 (INJ 1) Have you ever been injured a) Yes_ Specify?
due to loss of concentration? b) No
¢) Don’t know
d) No Response
e) N/A

5.15 (INJ_2) If Yes, explain how, what
happened?

6. Work Equipment
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6.1 (HAT) Do you wear a hat while at work
(if yes, what type?)

a) Yes Specify?
b) Sometimes

¢) No

d) Don’t know

e) No Response

) N/A

6.2 (HAT_M) What material is your hat
made of?

a) Rubber

b) Leather

¢) Cotton

d) Wool

e) Straw

f) Other ?
g) Don’t know

h) No Response

1) N/A

6.3 (SUN_G) Do you wear sunglasses while
at work?

a) Yes Specify colour of lens?
b) No

¢) Don’t know

d) No Response

e) N/A

6.4 (CORP) What parts of your body is
NOT covered in clothes?

a) Head

b) Face

¢) Neck

d) Torso

e) Back

f) Upper arms
g) Lower Arms
h) Hands

1) Upper Legs
1) Lower Legs
k) Feet

1) Other ?
m) Don’t know
n) No Response
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6.5 (MAT) What type of material is your
clothes principally made of?

Wool

Cotton
Leather
Synthetic
Other ?
Don’t know
No Response

6.6 (SHOE) What type of shoes do you
wear at work?

Running shoes
Boots

Sandals

Other

Don’t know

No response

6.7 (SHOE_M) What material are your
shoes primary made of ?

(multiple choice)

Rubber

Wool

Cotton

Leather
Synthetic cloth
Other

Don’t know

No response

?

6.8 (BIOCK)
Do you put on sunscreen? and where?

If yes, what FPS?

If no, why not?

6.9 (STRAPS) Do you wear any support
straps at work (if so what type? (back, wrist,
ete).
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6.10 (STRAPS_M) What material is your
support straps made of?

7. Drugs & Alcohol (Everything you answer will be strictly confidential) (last 30 days)

7.1 (CAFE) Do you drink coffee? a) Yes
b) No
If yes, how many cups of coffee do you ¢) Sometimes
have a day?
How many per day?

7.2 (ALCH) Do you drink alcoholic drinks? a) Yes

b) No

¢) Sometimes
d) Don’t know
e) No response

7.3 (ALCH_TY) If yes, what type of drink
do you have most often? (ex, beer, wine,
rum, guarro, casique, whisky)

7.4 (ALCH_Q) On average, if you drink,
how much do you drink per drinking event?

(Leave as open-ended, qualitative question)
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7.5 (ALCH_O) How often do you drink?

a) Never

b) Not often

¢) Somewhat often
d) Often

e) Very Often

(could change to days, weeks, months)

7.6 (TOBA) Do you use tobacco products?

a) Yes
b) No
¢) Sometimes
d) Don’t know
e) No response

7.7 (TOBA_TY) If yes, which product? (ex:

vape, cigar, cigarette)

7.8 (TOBA_Q) If you use tobacco products,
how much per smoking event?

7.9 (TOBA_O) How often do you use
(tobacco)? (ex: every day, once a month,
only on rare occasions...)

7.10 (DRUGS) Do you use any other types
of drugs recreationally? (ex: marijuana,
cocaine, heroin, crack...)

a) Yes Specify?
b) No

¢) Sometimes

d) Don’t know

¢) No Response
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7.11 (DRUGS_O) If yes, how often do you
use these drugs? (for example, once per
day, 5 times a week, rare occasions).

a) No response
b) Don’t know

7.12 (DRUGS_Q) When you do use how
much do you use? (Open ended)

8. Health

8.1 (EMOT) In general, how do you feel?

(This refers to an emotional state)

Very Bad
Bad

Ok

Good

Very Good
Don’t know
No Response

8.2 (BIOL) How do you consider your
overall health?

(This is a biological state)

Very bad
Bad
Regular
Good

Very good
Don’t know
No response
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8.3 (EAT) On a regular workday, how a) All of the time

often do you eat breakfast, lunch and/or b) Most of the time

dinner? ¢) Some of the time
d) A little of the time

(Open Ended ) e) None of the time

8.4 (TOMA) Normally, what kind of drinks

do you have while at work?

(Coffee, Water, Gatorade, Other?)

(cup= 250ml) (bottle= 500ml) (large

bottle= 1L).

8.5 (TOMA_C) How many cups of the

beverage do you drink while at work?

8.6 (SLEEP) On average, for the past 30 a) 0-3 hours per night

days, how many hours of continuous sleep b) 3-6 hours per night

do you get per night? ¢) 6-9 hours per night
d) 9+ hours per night
e) Other Specify?
f) Don’t know
g) No response

9. Health Conditions While at Work
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9.1 (THRST) How often do you feel
dehydrated/thirsty while at work?

Very often
Often
Sometimes
Not often
Never
Don’t know
No response

9.2 (MUSC) How often do your muscles
feel weak while at work?

All the time

Most of the time
Some of the time
A little of the time
Never

Don’t know

No response

9.3 (MUSC _T) At what point of the
workday do your muscles feel the weakest?

Beginning
Middle

End

Don’t know
No response

9.4 (ILL) While at work or after having
worked do you ever feel sick? (ex: weak,
tired, headache, muscle cramps, nausea,
blurred vision).

All the time
Many times
Sometimes
Not really
Never

Don’t know
No Response
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9.5 (ILL_SYM) If responded a), b), ¢) or d)
ask them:

Which symptoms they most often
experience?

(ex: weak, tired, headache, muscle cramps, nausea,
blurred vision)

10. K6 Psych Test
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The following questions ask about how yvou have been feeling during the past 30 davs. For each
question, pleaze circle the number that best deseribes how aften vou had this feeling.

i ) All Most Some A little
& Ef':?nn Ei.tihfuﬂl;:jﬂ ryG et o ofthe ofthe ofthe  of the
¥ time time time time
a. ...nervous? 1 b 3 1
b. .. .hopeless? 1 2 3 4
¢. ...restless or fidgety” 1 2 3 1
d. .50 depressed that nothing could cheer
: 1 P 3 1
vou up?
€. ...that everything was an effort” 1 2 3 4
f. ...worthless? 1 1 3 4

Pleaze turn over the page to continue

None
of the
time

5

L
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Q2. The last six questions asked about feelings that might have occurred during the past 30
days. Taking them altogether, did these feelings occur More often in the past 30 days
than is usual for you, about the same as usual, or Jess often than usual? (If you never
have any of these feelings, circle response option “4.7)

More often than usual About the same Less often than usual
- A -\ as usual ~ A ~,
Alot Some A little A little Some Alot
1 2 3 4 £ 6 T

The next few questions are about how these feelings may have affected you i the past 30 days.
You need not answer these questions if you answered “None of the time" to all of the six
gquestions about your feelings.

Q3. During the past 30 days, how many days cut of 30 were you totally unable to work or
carry out your normal activities because of these feelings?

(Number of days)

Q4. Not counting the days you reported in response to )3, how many days in the past
30 were you able to do only half or less of what you would normally have been able
to do, because of these feelings?

(Number of days)

Q5.  Dunng the past 30 days, how many times did you see a doctor or other health
professional about these feelings?

(Number of times)

Allof Most Some Alittle None
the ofthe ofthe ofthe of the
time time time time time

Q6. During the past 30 days, how often
have physical health problems been 1 1 3 1 5
the main cause of these feelings?

Thank you for completing this questionnaire.

By, o 0 — sl Dupusy
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11.1 (MENTAL) Do you know what a) Yes
mental health is (surveyor explains if no or b) Somewhat
somewhat) ¢) No
d) No response
WHO "Mental health is a state of well-being in
which an individual realizes his or her own
abilities, can cope with the normal stresses of
life, can work productively and is able to make
a contribution to his or her community".
11.2 (MENTAL_S) How do you consider a) Very bad
your mental health status? b) Bad
¢) Ok
d) Good
e) Very Good
f) Don’t know
g) No response
11.3 (MENTAL_G) How important do you a) Very important
believe it is to have good mental health? b) Somewhat important
¢) Neutral
d) Not very important
e) Not important
f) Don’t know
g) No response
11.4 (MENTAL_H) Do you or your family a) Yes Specify?
have a history of mental illness? If so b) No
which? ¢) Don’t know

No Response
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11.5 (MENTAL_B) If you have a Boss/
Supervisor How often does your boss ask
you about your mental health?

A lot

Many times
Normally
Not really
Never
Don’t know
No response

13. Comments or Questions for Investigators?




Figure 2.
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Mental Health and Sun/ Heat Exposure of Agricultural Workers in the Alexander Skutch
Biological Corridor (MHASBC 2020) Questionnaire in Spanish

Nombre: Informacién Contacto:
Fecha: Correo Electronico:
Comienza: : Termina: Teléfono:
Direcciones de la casa:
1. Relacién con la universidad
* Mantenlo conversacional, para construir f) Si
una relacion * g) No
h) No Sabe
1.1 (RU1) ;Sabes qué es la Universidad de i) No Responde
York (Centro de Investigacion Las Nubes)? D N/A
(si no explica, es una universidad ubicada al
norte de Santa Elena cerca de Chiripo)
1.2 (RU_2) ;Cual es, en su caso, su relacion f) Si espicifique?
con la Universidad? g) Ninguno
h) No Sabe
(Ej: alojamiento familiar, trabajo, Casita i) No Responde
Azul, tours ...) ) NA
2. Informacion Descriptiva
2.1 (SEX) Sexo? f) Hombre
g) Mujer
h) Otro Especifique?
i) No Sabe

J) No Responde
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2.2 (AGE) Edad?

2.3 (COM) ;En qué comunidad vive? h) Santa Elena
1) Quizzara

J) Montecarlo
k) San Francisco
1) San Ignacio
m) Santa Marta
n) Santa Maria

3. Trabajo

3.1 (WORK _P) ;Cual es su trabajo
principal?

(lo que proporciona mas ingresos)

3.2 (WORK _T) ;Cuénto tiempo ha
trabajado en su trabajo principal?

3.3 (AD _1) (Pertenece a un sindicato, f) Sindicato/Asociacion/ Cooperativa
asociacion, cooperativa o es privado / g) Privado
independiente? h) Otro especifique?

1) No Sabe

j) No Responde

3.4 (AD_2) Si pertenece a una
organizacion, ;de qué manera te apoyan?
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3.5 (BOSS_1) (Es jefe o supervisor? f) Si Especifique?
g) No

En caso afirmativo, ;cudntas personas h) No Sabe

trabajan debajo de usted? 1) No Responde
) NA

3.6 (BOSS_2) Si no, jcudl es su posicion?

(ejemplo: trabajador)

3.7 (HOURS_D) ;Cuéntas horas al dia

trabaja?

3.8 (BREAKS D) ;Cuantos descansos

toma por dia?

(incluye "almuerzo" si corresponde)

3.9 (BREAKS T) En promedio, ;cudnto

duran cada uno de sus descansos?

(incluye "almuerzo" si corresponde)

3.10 (BREAKS_B) (Su jefe le anima a f) Si Especifique?

tomar descansos regulares en el trabajo? g) No

(ej: 1 por hora?) h) No Sabe

(Si tienes un jefe)

1) No Responde
1) NA
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3.11 (BATH) ;Se le permite usar ¢l bafio f) Si
segun sea necesario mientras esta en el g) No Especifique?
trabajo? h) No Sabe
1) No Responde
Si no, {por qué no? ) N/A
3.12 (LIKE 1) ;Le gusta su trabajo? f) Si
g) No
h) No Sabe
1) No Responde
J) NA
3.13 (LIKE_2) En caso afirmativo, ;qué le
gusta?
3.14 (LIKE_3) En caso que no, ;qué no le
gusta?
3.15 (LIKE_4) ;Qué se puede mejorar?
a) Muy Malo
3.16 (FEEL_W) En los ultimos 30 dias, b) Malo
(,como se ha sentido en el trabajo? ¢) Normal
d) Bien
e) Muy Bien
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3.17 (FEEL_D) Si se siente cansado en ¢l
trabajo, /en qué momento de la jornada
laboral comienza a sentirse mas cansado?

a) Comienzo
b) Medio
c) Antes Termina Trabajo

d) Después Trabajo

3.18 (STRESS_W) ;Cuénto estrés /
preocupacion siente en el trabajo?

En una escala de 0-4 (0 = ninguna, 4 =
severa)

3.19 (STRESS_WP) (Es el trabajo su
principal causa de estrés / preocupacion en
general?

(St es asi por qué?)

f) Si Especifique?
g) No

h) No Sabe

1) No Responde

7)) N/A

3.20 (STRESS_WP_2) Sino, ;cudl es su
principal causa de estrés / preocupacion?

3.21 (STRESS_R) {Qu¢ hace para aliviar
el estrés?

(Por ejemplo: algunas personas beben
alcohol, meditan, rezan, fuman, hacen
gjercicio ... etc.)
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3.22 (BORED) En el trabajo, alguna vez
te sientes aburrido o sin respuesta?

(Por qué?

f) Si Por qué?
g) No Por que?
h) Tal vez
1) No Sabe

j) No responde

3.23 (SAT _1) ;Estas satisfecho con tu h) Si
trabajo? i) No
7)) Un Poco
k) No Sabe
1) No Responde
m) N/A
n) Otra:
3.24 (SAT _2) Sino, jpor qué no?
3.25 (HARD) ;Siente que necesita trabajar h) Si
mas ahora en ¢l mismo trabajo en i) No
comparacion con el pasado? j) Un Poco
k) No Sabe
En caso afirmativo o algo, ;cdémo es que? 1) No Responde
m) N/A
Si no, jpor qué no? n) Otra:

4. Economics
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4.1 (BILLS_W) ;Cuanto gana por hora de
trabajo? (Si no puede responder, pase a la
siguiente pregunta)

4.2 (BILLS_Y) ;Cuanto gana por afio?

4.3 (INFL 1) ;Qué aspectos siente que
influye en cuanto gana?

(educacion, demanda / precios globales,
experiencia, cambio climatico)

4.4 (INFL_2) ;Como afectan estas influencias
a su sustento?

5. Ambiente de trabajo

5.1 (SHADE) ;Hay areas sombreadas en su
lugar de trabajo?

2)
h)

),

Si

Especifique?

No

No Sabe

No Responde
N/A

5.2 (SOL) ;Con qué frecuencia trabaja bajo
la luz solar directa?

Nunca

Casi Nunca

A Veces
Muchas veces
Bastante veces

5.3 (SOL_T) En promedio, jdurante cuanto
tiempo al dia trabaja bajo la luz solar
directa continua?
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5.4 (COOL) En los dias calurosos, ;como
se refresca en el trabajo?

5.5 (BH_D) ;Su jefe le anima a tomar f) Si
descansos en dias muy calurosos? g) No
h) No Sabe
(Si tienen un jefe) i) No Responde
1) NA
5.6 (REGARD) Mientras esté en el trabajo, f) Si
[siente que, independientemente de lo que g) No
hace, no puede mantenerse fresco? h) No Sabe
1) No Responde
7)) N/A
f) Si Especifque?
5.7 (STOP_W) ;Alguna vez ha tenido que g) No
dejar de trabajar, omitir un dia de trabajo o h) No Sabe
ser enviado a casa porque el calor o el sol i) No Responde
eran demasiado intensos? ) N/A

5.8 (STOP_W _2) Si no, (por qué no?
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f) Si Especifique?
5.9 (FOCUS_H) En los dias calurosos, g) No
[tiene dificultades para concentrarse o h) No Sabe
completar tareas de trabajo? i) No Responde
) NA
5.10 (SIT) ;Se sienta durante largos a) Si
periodos de tiempo en ¢l trabajo? b) No
5.11 (SAME) ;Con qué frecuencia realiza a) Nunca
las mismas tarcas? b) Casi Nunca
c) A veces
d) Muchas Veces

e) Bastante Veces

5.12 (PAIN) ;Con qué frecuencia al dia se b) Nunca
queda en una posicion incomoda? ¢) Casi Nunca

f) A Veces

g) Muchas Veces

h) Bastante Veces

f) Si Especifique?
5.13 (FOCUS_R) ;Le resulta dificil g) No
concentrarse o completar tareas de trabajo h) No Sabe
después de realizar continuamente la misma i) No Responde
accion? ) NA
5.14 (INJ 1) ;Alguna vez se lesion6 debido f) Si Especifique?
a la pérdida de concentracion? g) No

h) No Sabe

1) No Responde

) NA

5.15 (INJ_2) En caso afirmativo, explique
como, ;qué paso?

6. Equipo de trabajo
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6.1 (HAT) ;Usa sombrero en el trabajo (en
caso afirmativo, ;de qué tipo?)

g) Si Especifique?
h) A Veces

1) No

1) No Sabes

k) No Responde

) N/A

6.2 (HAT_M) ;De qué material estd hecho
su sombrero?

j) Caucho

k) Cuero

1) Algodon

m) Lana

n) Paja

0) Otra ?
p) No Sabe

q) No Responde
r) N/A

6.3 (SUN_G) ;Usa gafas de sol en el
trabajo?

a) Si__ ;Especificar el color de la lente?
b) No

¢) No Sabe

d) No Responde

e)N/A

6.4 (CORP) ;Qu¢ partes de su cuerpo NO
estan cubiertas de ropa cuando trabaja?

o) Cabeza

p) Cara

q) Cuello

r) Torso

s) Espalda

t) Brazos Mejor
u) Brazos Inferior
v) Manos

w) Muslo

x) Piernas

y) Pies
z) Otra

aa) No Sabe
bb) No Responde
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6.5 (MAT) ;De qué tipo de material esta
hecha principalmente su ropa?

Lana
Algodon
Cuero
Sintetico
Otra ?

m) No Sabe

n)

No Responde

6.6 (SHOE) ;Qué tipo de zapatos usa en el
trabajo?

2
h)
)
j)
k)
)

Zapatos para correr
Botas

Sandalias

Otra ?
No Sabe

No responde

6.7 (SHOE_M) ;De qué material estan
hechos sus zapatos principalmente?

(opcion multiple)

i)
)
k)
D

Caucho
Lana
Algodon
Cuero

m) Sintético

n)
0)
p)

Otra ?
No Sabe
No responde

6.8 (BIOCK) ;Se pone protector solar? y
donde?

Si es asi, ;qué FPS?

Si no, ¢por qué no?

6.9 (STRAPS) ;Usa correas de soporte en el
trabajo (;si es asi, queé tipo? (Espalda,
muifieca, etc.).

6.10 (STRAPS_M) ;De qué material estan
hechas sus correas de soporte?

7. Drogas y alcohol (todo lo que responda sera estrictamente confidencial) (altimos 30 dias)
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7.1 (CAFE) ;Bebe café? d) Si

e) No
En caso afirmativo, ;cudntas tazas de café f) A Veces
toma al dia?

Cuanto por dia?

7.2 (ALCH) ;Toma bebidas alcohdlicas? f) Si

g) No

h) A Veces

1) No Sabe

j) No responde

7.3 (ALCH_TY) En caso afirmativo, ;qué
tipo de bebida toma con mas frecuencia?
(ex, cerveza, vino, ron, guarro, cacique,
whisky).

7.4 (ALCH_Q) En promedio, si bebe,
[cuanto bebe por ocasion?

(Dejar como pregunta cualitativa abierta)

7.5 (ALCH_O) ;Con qué frecuencia usted
bebe?

f) Nunca

g) Casi Nunca

h) A Veces

1) Muchas Veces
j) Bastante Veces
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7.6 (TOBA) ;Fuma productos de tabaco?

f) Si

g) No

h) A Veces

1) No Sabe

j) No responde

7.7 (TOBA_TY) En caso afirmativo, ;qué
producto? (¢j .: vape, cigarro, cigarrillo)

7.8 (TOBA_Q) Si usa productos de tabaco,
[cuanto por evento de fumar?

7.9 (TOBA_O) ;Con qué frecuencia usa
(tabaco)? (Ej: todos los dias, una vez al
mes, solo en raras ocasiones ...)

7.10 (DRUGS) ;Usa algtn otro tipo de
drogas recreativamente? (Ej: marihuana,
cocaina, heroina, crack ...)

f) Si Especifique?
g) No

h) A veces

1) No Sabe

j) No Responde

7.11 (DRUGS_O) En caso afirmativo, ;con
qué frecuencia usa estos medicamentos?
(por ejemplo, una vez al dia, 5 veces a la
semana, en raras ocasiones).

d) No responde
e) No Sabe
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7.12 (DRUGS_Q) (Cuando usa cuanto usa?
(Abierto)

8. Salud

8.1 (EMOT) En general, ;cémo se siente?

(Esto se refiere a un estado emocional)

h) Muy Malo
1) Malo

j) Ok

k) Bien

1) Muy Bien
m) No Sabe

n) No Responde

8.2 (BIOL) ;Cémo considera su salud
general?

(Este es un estado biologico)

h) Muy Malo
1) Malo

J) Normal

k) Bien

1) Muy Bien
m) No Sabe

n) No responde

8.3 (EAT) En un dia laboral normal, ;con
qué frecuencia desayuna, almuerzay / o
cena?

(Abierto )

f) Siempre

g) Muchas veces
h) A Veces

1) Poca veces

j7) Nunca
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8.4 (TOMA) Normalmente, ;qué tipo de
bebidas toma en el trabajo?

(¢Café, agua, Gatorade, otro?)

(taza = 250 ml) (botella = 500 ml) (botella
grande = 1L).

8.5 (TOMA_C) ;Cuéantas tazas de la bebida
toma en el trabajo?

8.6 (SLEEP) En promedio, durante los
ultimos 30 dias, /cuantas horas de suefio
continuo obtiene por noche?

h) 0-3 horas per noche

1) 3-6 horas per noche

j)  6-9 horas per noche

k) 9+ horas per noche

) Otra especifique?
m) No Sabe

n) No responde

9. Condiciones de salud en el trabajo

9.1 (THRST) (Con qué frecuencia se
sientes deshidratado / sediento en el
trabajo?

h) Bastante Veces
1) Muchas Veces
1) A Veces

k) Casi Nunca

1) Nunca

m) No Sabe

n) No responde
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9.2 (MUSC) ;Con qué¢ frecuencia se siente h) Siempre
debilidad en sus muasculos mientras 1) Muchas Veces
trabajas? 1) A veces

k) Casi Nunca

1) Nunca

m) No Sabe

n) No responde

9.3 (MUSC _T) (En qué punto de la jornada f) Comienco
laboral siente los misculos mas débiles? g) Medio

h) Fin

1) No Sabe

j) No responde

9.4 (ILL) Mientras trabajaba o después de h) Siempre
haber trabajado, ¢alguna vez se sintid 1) Muchas Veces
enfermo? (Ej: débil, cansado, dolor de J) A veces
cabeza, calambres musculares, nauseas, k) Casi Nunca
vision borrosa). 1) Nunca

m) No Sabe

n) No Responde

9.5 (ILL_SYM) (Ej: débil, cansado, dolor de cabeza, calambres

musculares, nauseas, vision borrosa)
Si respondi6 a), b), ¢) o d) pregunteles:

(Qu¢ sintomas experimentan con mayor
frecuencia?

10. K6 Psych Test
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Fecha de aplicacion. ____ /__ ( E
E
P'ar favor use clagquetd milnsihewive o
KGI* v I"“m'hh.q ::l:l:::zlﬂrlﬁj-;m ﬂF_I! |l A
| Apeibcla
Pl e
Addministrador ; Fiiet e it N acirmionio: Saio
NO. 08 IeniimCacion del adminis : f ) Mascuing 0 Femaning O,
Damacilia
L I A | | |
Las sigmientes preguntas se rafieren a como se ha sentido en los dltimos 30 dias. Para cada
pregunta, por favor encierre con un circulo el mimero que describa mejor con qué frecuencia ha
tenido estos senfimientos,
Q1 En los ultimos 30 dias, ;con gué Siempre Casi  Awveces Casi  Nunca
" frecuencia se sintid ... siempre nunca
a. . nervioso{a)? 1 2 3 4 3
b. ...sin esperanza? 1 2 3 4 8
¢. ...Inquieto(a) o intranguilo(a)? 1 2 3 4 5
.. tan deprimido{a) que nada podia animarle? 1 2 3 4 5
€. ...que todo le suponia un gran esfuerze? 1 2 3 1 5
f. .. inatil? 1 2 3 4 L

Por favor continue en la pagina siguiente,

TYININ AATYS

(Lo D) MASVIIN 1904135 4909
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Q2. Las preguntas anteriores se referian a sentimientos que pudo haber tenido en los ultimos
30 dias. Tomandolos todos en cuenta, en los ultimos 30 dias ;estos sentimientos fueron mas
frecuentes que lo que es habitual en usted, fueron casi igual de frecuentes que lo habitual, o
fueron menos frecuentes que lo habitual? (51 punca ha tenido algumoe de estos sentimientos,
enciemre con un circule la opeion “4".)

Mis frecuentes que lo habitual Casi ignal de Menos frecuentes que lo
Y frecuentes que lo habjtual
™ habitual
th'uhu Algo Poco o Poco Algo Muchby
1 2 3 4 ] L 7

Las siguientes preguntas se refieren a como estos sentimientos le han afectado en los ultimos 30
dias, No es necesario contestar estas preguntas si contestd “MNunca” a todas y cada una de las
sels preguntas antericres sobre sus sentimientos,

Q3. Enlos dltimos 30 dias, ;cudntos dias fue totalmente incapaz de trabajar o realizar sus
actividades habituales debido a estos sentimientos?
(Numero de dias)

Q4. Descontando los dias que apunto en la pregunta QJ, ;cudntos dias, de los ultimos
30, pudo hacer slo la mitad o menos de lo que normalmente podria haber hecho
debido a estos sentimientos?

(Numero de dias)

NALEED Ol - ehrerushEToUuD @i ualiiEy

Q5. En los altimos 30 dias, ; cudntas veces visitd a un médico u otre profesional de la
salud debido a estos sentimientos?

(Numero de veces)

Siempre Casi Aveces Casi Nunca
siempre nanca

Q6. En los altimos 30 dias, ;con
qué frecuencia los
problemas de salud fisica 1 2 3 4 5
fueron la causa principal de
estos sentimientos?

Muchas gracias por contestar este cuestionario,
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11.1 (MENTAL) ;Sabe qué¢ es la salud
mental? (El encuestador explica sino o

algo).

(Un estado de bienestar en al que el
individuo se da cuenta de sus propias
habilidades, puede hacer frente a las
tensiones normales de la vida, puede
trabajar de forma productiva y fructida, y
puede hacer una contribucién a su
comunidad.) (sin stress, ansiedad,
depresion....)

e) Si

f) Un Poco
g) No

h) No responde

11.2 (MENTAL_S) ;Cdémo considera su
estado de salud mental?

h) Muy Malo
1) Malo

i) Ok

k) Bien

1) Muy Bien
m) No Sabe

n) No Responde

11.3 (MENTAL_G) ;Qué tan importante
cree que es tener una buena salud mental?

h) Muy Importante

1) Importante

J) Neutral

k) Casi no Importante
1) No es Importante
m) No Sabe

n) No Responde
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11.4 (MENTAL_H) ;Usted o su familia
tienen antecedentes de enfermedad mental?
Si es asi, ;cual?

e) Si Especifique?
f) No

g) No Sabe

h) No Responde

11.5 (MENTAL_B) Si tiene un jefe /
supervisor /Con qué frecuencia le pregunta
su jefe sobre su salud mental?

h) Muchas Veces
1) Bastante Veces
j) Normalmente
k) Casi Nunca

1) Nunca

m) No Sabe

n) No Responde

13. ;Comentarios o preguntas para los investigadores?




