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Economic Impact according to Health Problems of Workers

Lee, Young-Mi' - Jung, Moon-Hee?

*Post-doctoral Fellow, Department of Nuzsing, Osaka University, Osaka, Japan

*Professor, College of Nursing, Hanyang University, Seoul, Korea

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to examine health problems and to estimate economic impact based on health
problems of workers. Methods: The subjects of this study consisted of 301 workers who received a group occupational
health service. Data was collected from February 1 to March 30, 2006. The questionnaire contained questions based on
general characteristics and the Stanford Presenteeism Scale. Data was analyzed with descriptive statistics, -test using
SPSS program. Results: The primary health conditions as reported by workers were ranked in order as stomach or bowel
disorders, back or neck disorders, or liver function disorders. The reason of absenteeism per worker was ranked in order
as asthma, or a breathing disorder. The reason of presenteeism was ranked in order as asthma, insomnia or a sleep dis-
order. The cost of the total economic impact on the workplace in this study was 8,851,838 won. The cost of absenteeism
per worker was 8,390 won. The cost of presenteeism per worker was 941,732 won. Conclusion: Presenteeism had a strong
correlation to health conditions of the workers. Therefore, improving the work conditions of the workers is very important.
If employers improve the health condition of workers, they will benefit from improved productivity in their business.
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Table 2. Health Problems of Workers Who Experienced at Last 4
Weeks*

Table 1. General Characteristics of Workers (N=301) Health problems n %

Variable Category % Mean=SD Allergy 53 17.6

Arthritis or joint pain 52 17.3

Gender Male 59.1 Asthma 9 30

Female 409 Back or neck disorder 125 415

Age 34.26£7.78 Breathing disorder 21 7.0

Marital status ~ No 412 Depression, anxiety or emetional disorder 44 14.6

Yes 58.8 Insomnia, sleep disorder 41 13.6

Education level Under high school ~ 37.2 Diabetes 10 3.3

College or more 62.8 H.yperhptd'emla‘ 37 123

Liver function disorder 50 16.6

Salary per month (won) 1,750,461.60+656,256.38 Heart or circulatory disorder 31 103

Worksng penod ) 6.14£578 Migraine, chronic headache 71 23.6

Worklﬂg time per week () 47.4618.39 Stornach or bowel disorder 127 422

Overtime per week (hr) 0911256 Others 16 53
Worktype Reguier 54 Number of health problem

Irregular 24.6 ] 104 346

Shiftwork No 937 2 89 29.6

Yes 6.3 3 62 206

Job type Manufacturing worker 47.5 4 24 8.0

Non-manufacturing  52.5 5 or more 2 7.2

worker

*Multiple response.
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Table 3. Absenteeism and Presenteeism of Workplace by Prima-

0|Z0] - Y23

Table 5. Ecomonic Impact of Workplace by Primary Health Con-

ry Health Conditionss ditions at Last 4 Weeks (Unit=won)
Primary health Rate of who have Average of Average of Economic  Economic Tota!
r d'ﬁ, primary health absen- presen- Primary health n impactof impactof  economic
conaition condition (%) teeism (hr) tesism (%) condition absen-  presen-  impact of
tesism teeism workplace
Allergy 70 0.80 31.90
Arthritis or joint pain 56 070 31.02 Allergy 21 5094 558480 563574
Asthma 0.7 0.50 4105 Arthritis or joint pain 17 5,148 543,157 548305
Back or neck disorder 133 522 36.18 Asthma 2 3646 722085 7271
Breathing disorder 30 1.88 33.33 Backorneck disorder 40 38,103 ~ 633,448 671,557
Depression, anxiety or 50 0.53 3883 Breathing disorder 9 13,776 583,487 597,263
emotional disorder Depression, anxiety or 15 3,889 679762 683,651
Insomnia, sleep disorder 20 0 4166 emotional disorder
Diabetes 23 0 40.00 Insomnia, sleep disorder 6 0 729359 729,359
Hyperlipidemia 6.3 131 32.76 Diabetes 6 0 700184 700,184
Liver function disorder 116 402 31.50 Hyperlipidemia 19 9,59 573506 583,102
Heart or circulatory disorder 70 0.76 29 88 Liver function disorder 35 29,382 551,385 580,777
Migraine, chronic headache ~ 10.0 0.86 39.00 Heart or circulatory 21 5857 523054 528611
Stomach or bowel disorder 229 068 3554 disorder
Others 33 210 3475 Migraine, chronic 30 6321 682680 689,001
headache
Stomach or bowel 69 4,968 622174 627,142
Table 4. Absenteeism and Presenteeism according to General disorder
Characteristics Others 11 15,316 608,285 623,601
Total 301 140,802 8,711,036 8,851,838

Absenteeism  Presenteeism

jabl

variables Category (Mean+SD)  (Mean-:SD)
Gender Male 2,64+1574 3345%£12.75
Female 057+235 3664+13.90

t 1.448 -2.057*
Age (yr) Under 34 1,41£657 36.77+13.10
Over 34 233+17.28 31.96%13.12

t -0.642 3138
Marital status No 3451873 36.85+12.76
Yes 063+224  33.20+1351

t 1.985* 2.327*
Education level  Under high school  248+18.27 371411223
Over college 1,38+643  33.34£1373

t 0.746 2412
Salary (won) Under 1,750,000 2141444 3672+13.14
Over 1,750,000 0,97+2.80 30.13+257

t 1.126 4.034*
Working Under 6 122+6.01  36.46+12.63
period (yr) Over 6 3.19+£2055 30.65+14.03

t -1.274 3.506*
Shiftwork No 1.83+1256 34.24+13.42
Yes 121£080 42.36+851

t 0.217 -3.847*

*p<.05; *p<.01.
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Table 6. Comparison of Economic impact per One Worker at Last

4 Weeks (Unit=won)
Economic Economic
Primary health impact of impact of
condition absenteeism presentesism
of one worker  of one worker
Allergy 242 26,594 18.348*
Arthritis or joint pain 302 31,950 10.832"
Asthma 1,823 361,032 8.994*
Back or neck disorder 952 15,836 32.349™
Breathing disorder 1,530 64,831 13.535+
Depression, anxiety or 259 45317 21.183"
emotional disorder

Insomnia, sleep disorder 0 121,559 25.640™
Diabetes o] 116,697 16.516™
Hyperlipidemia 505 30,184 16.558*
Liver function disorder 839 15,754 16.421™
Heart or circulatory disorder 264 24,907 16.617"
Migraine, chronic headache 210 22,756 29.179™
Stomach or bowe! disorder 72 9,017 31.725™
Others 1,392 55,298 8.636™
Total 8,390 941732 34.586™
**p<.01.
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