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Analysis of Working Conditions of Shift Workers by Age: Health
Problems, Emotional Hazard Exposures, Work & Life Imbalance, and
Satisfaction of Working Conditions
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'Corresponding Author Abstract : This study investigates the working conditions of shift workers according to
Yihun Jeong age group by analyzing the sixth Korean Working Conditions Survey’s data. A total of
Tel : +82-53-580-5220 1,323 shift workers were extracted from the dataset. Three age groups (A: 20s-30s, B: 40s
E-mail : yihunjeong@kmu.ac.kr -50s, C: 60s and above) were statistically compared in terms of health problems,

emotional hazard exposure, work-life imbalance, and satisfaction with working
Received : July 28, 2022 conditions. Elderly shift workers (those in their 60s and above) had significantly more
Revised : September 19, 2022 severe health problems and work-life imbalance, greater exposure to emotional
Accepted : October 4, 2022 hazards, and lower satisfaction with working conditions than young shift workers (those

in their 20s-50s). The study’s findings reveal the characteristics of working conditions for
elderly shift workers and would be useful for improving shift workers’ quality of life, as

well as safety and productivity in the workplace.
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Table 1. Summary of the demographic characteristics for the three age groups

Group A Group B Group C Total
Variables (20s — 30s, n=421)  (40s — 50s, n=664) (60s or above, n=238) (n=1,323)
N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%)
Gend Male 326 (77.4%) 549 (82.7%) 219 (92.0%) 1,094 (82.7%)
er
Female 95 (22.6%) 115 (17.3%) 19 (8.0%) 229 (17.3%)
Elementary school graduate 2 (0.3%) 17 (7.1%) 19 (1.4%)
. Middle school graduate 1 (0.2%) 16 (2.4%) 59 (24.8%) 76 (5.7%)
Education

level High school graduate
Bachelor’s degree

95 (22.6%)

354 (53.3%) 141 (59.2%) 590 (44.6%)

(Including Associate. dogaee) o higher 325 (77.2%) 202 (44.0%) 21 (8.8%) 638 (48.2%)
Administrator - 4 (0.6%) 1 (04%) 5 (0.4%)
Professional 105 (24.9%) 92 (13.9%) 1 (0.4%) 198 (15.0%)
Office worker 42 (10.0%) 53 (8.0%) 3 (1.3%) 98 (7.4%)
Service worker 77 (18.3%) 114 (17.2%) 44 (18.5%) 235 (17.8%)
Tob Sales worker 36 (8.6%) 82 (12.3%) 6 (2.5%) 124 (9.4%)
Agriculture, forestry, or fishery worker - 1 (0.2%) - 1 (0.1%)
Technical worker 31 (7.4%) 31 (4.7%) 7 (2.9%) 69 (5.2%)
Equipment/machinery operator or 112 (26.6%) 232 (34.9%) 45 (18.9%) 389 (29.4%)
assembly worker
Simple labor worker 18 (43%) 55 (8.3%) 131 (55.0%) 204 (154%)
Daily split shifts 29 (6.9%) 63 (9.5%) 71 (29.8%) 163 (12.3%)
SThylpﬁffJO;’lf Permanent shifts 172 (40.9%) 239 (36.0%) 79 (33.2%) 490 (37.0%)

Alternating / rotating shifts 220 (52.3%)

362 (54.5%) 88 (37.0%) 670 (50.6%)
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Table 2. Analysis of health condition by age
Group A Group B Group C
(20s — 30s, (40s — 50s, (60s or above,
n=421) n=664) n=238)
Mean + SD  Mean + SD  Mean + SD
Health condition in general 2.09 £ 0.72 2.28 + 0.63 2.55 + 0.66

Ho|g

ARA/71A 22 W 2 FARHEquipment/
machinery operator or assembly worker), T =5 A}
ZKSimple labor worker) & 3719 1H5o02 YRtk

IF Lol Zpel7h =Rl EIsh] fsiA =
A" A7 7A 674 = 3 Aol F Felsh=
7HolAIF(x%) 3% :% AAlsEgoH, 53 = 78 A
L2 34% w3 Bt AolE st HAREA
(Analysis of Variance : ANOVA)S AA|SIQItE EARE
Al 0]& ARSEA(Post-hoc test)2 ¢3t & H] 0l (Pairwise
comparison) o] A= E#| 21 w*(Bonferroni adjustment)
S AMESHRE BAIAZEQ o= IBM SPSS Statistics
272 ARESF o, $-9]4=2(Significance level, )&
0.052 A3t

worker),

3.4 Axn 9 nE

3.1 Qiof| e wmo 2FAL| 212 2|
Table 2= Aol whE wof L7AR] Akl 4
AR I B RUS] L A L o J Zﬂ & e 5H A
T E2 20 F5, 30 B 4 U, S
< Uz A= —EN—E OVA) A} aoh
LEAR X%HWOL a7 *M% gol| T Fou|gt

21o](p<0.001)7F QAqlom, HRkAQl A7 el AF
o7t Sebdas %ﬂi o g ¢k FolA= A HA
th &, 60t ole® FAE T1F C7F 1F A0 ~
30th) W 1 B0 ~ soth)oll wlsh AxkAQl A7k
A7 At A o2 oF EQkth AR E A (Post-hoc test)
2 93t & u]n(Pairwise comparison) ZI}E 15 A,
B, C B A= Fou|gk 2}o](p<0.001)7}F ek
Table 32 Aol W& wf AR A7 A
of Tt A Aot} 8F, A I5F, A <5
& o B w9 =, Bk AR F 67 &
ol sl slie A7 A 7ol sl S 3
OUJI o= ZAZE Aokl SERt Q1Y N)<} H]
(%S YeERITh FrolAlE(x?) A4 Ay nd) &
AL 7 A FolA 85(p<0.001), A 5
Z(p<0.001), 3}A] LL2-F(p<0.001), AAI¥ =Z(p=0.021)

Total Mean difference
(n=1,323) ANOVA (Pairwise comparison p-value)
p-value
Mean = SD A — B B —C A —C
-0.19 -0.27 -0.46
*
227068 < 0001%  ohniey (< 0.001%) (< 0.001%)

Note: *Indicates significant at the 0.05 level. ‘SD’ denotes standard deviation. Range of score is from 1 to 5 (1: Very good, 2: Good, 3: Fair, 4: Bad, 5:

Very bad)
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Table 3. Analysis of health problems by age
Group A Group B Group C Total 2 test
(20s — 30s, n=421) (40s — 50s, n=664) (60s or above, n=238) (n=1,323)
N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) x? p-value
Backache 97 (23.0%) 222 (33.4%) 98 (41.2%) 417 (31.5%) 25433 < 0.001*
Muscular pains in shoulder, 112 (26.6%) 259 (39.0%) 103 (43.3%) 474 (35.8%) 24243 < 0.001%
neck, upper limbs
Muscular pains in lower limbs 50 (11.9%) 148 (22.3%) 62 (26.1%) 260 (19.7%) 25.214 < 0.001*
Headaches or eyestrain 87 (20.7%) 125 (18.8%) 51 (21.4%) 263 (19.9%) 0.985 0.611
Anxiety 30 (7.1%) 45 (6.8%) 25 (10.5%) 100 (7.6%) 3.649 0.161
Overall fatigue 122 (29.0%) 204 (30.7%) 93 (39.1%) 419 (31.7%) 7716 0.021*
Note: *Indicates significant at the 0.05 level.
oA AFER Foulgt Zpol7t Aom, AF7t Aol w2 AlAe] HatollA 7]9lske Aor & 4
SBARE Y A% BAVE oka SEske ugo] gtk UdHHOR oyl B4 2ggu 2] ¢
wolth FE Eb ko] mR2ee061)st BOE 281, ofFynt Aol gaste), 3 U
(p=0.161)0l = AFER frejulgt Zol7} ek b S57} gAREP I oleie A8l Mk sl

Table 4= Aol W& e FFARY] 4 A9
T 24 Aupolct. FEVI7} olele, A B AR
A 2 dojutxe midk & 37 Dsl—oﬂ s 574 A

=(1: UH%I, 20 %k Feof of2H, 3¢ 7k Hof| of2H, 4

U;]] x{—&] ‘Hg)i zx%g_]tﬂr/} E_/\]—HA—]
(ANOVA) 734 o FFERRE] 2 BA| FoflA A=

Uo7t 545 25, 47 2 o4 285, A4l 9=

7h o ol AT 4 9lck 4 A £4 ATt

LAYt getaas Al Bo O AR e 4%
2 Mgd(Tble 4), o Uol7h 542wl A

AT FER 4 Foll A5 e AT 6

£ 4 Aok YA,

B A Z(p=0.032) =olvt Aol T2 Felu|gh
Ztol7b o, Ayt Setdaes Aoz 2 3.2 || hE i 2 7RIS AEA el &
Lok o 4% e A Beck SY B A5 Table 5% 1ol W wof 2Rake] 74 917
F4(Post-hoc test)= ¢t & H]|(Pairwise comparison) Q9o = Pi@] Axto|tt. AL AA Atig Ut
Ao A= T1E AQ0~30tH)eF C(60tH )7t A= b 1S ohE, AAH0R EQRE ARl Y F 3
ojulgh 2}o](p=0.028)7} Ak 7| Bapol] el 74 HE(1 : TRAZE YU, 2 ;Ao
Aol whE wof ZFARe] A7 A 24 2E HE ZZA7L 3 JHAV} 3/4, 4; LELAZF AW 5
A, o) ZRAbe] Aol A% AdlE AF . ZEAZ 14, 6: A9 918, T A 9)E 245
A7} SeHIeE AACR o Fobl A4S B 5ok SARHANOVA) A3 w) 28] 7
tHTable 2). A7 EAl= 2 88, dA 255, o1F a9l = oA AL A A Hp=0.002)Tt
32 285, AA WRZolA elon], ddrt & gazom Hokah Aol EUE=0014)0l4 Ao
SRS S AGA BAE Uoka ESHs lgel  me gojulat Aolsk Agom, 1F O o)t
EUTHTable 3). o]gh wo RAR] AR B4 L& AQ0-30t)2t “L5 B40~50tH)oll Hlal Ao
Table 4. Analysis of sleeping problems by age
Group A Group B Group C .
(20s — 30s, (40s — 50s, (60s or above, (n;l“{) ?53) ANOVA (Paml\é[egg dlaﬁ:;(igce-value)
n=421) n=664) n=238) ’ p-value " P
Mean + SD  Mean £+ SD  Mean £ SD  Mean + SD A — B B—-C A —C
Difficulty falling asleep 436 £ 094 434 £ 084 420+ 080 432 £ 0.87 0.063 0.02 0.14 0.16
Waking up repeatedly during the sleep 4.30 = 1.02 424 £ 093 410 £ 093 424 + 0.96 0.032* (10 '(?(;30) ((g) .11246) (0%32*)
Waking up with tired 403 + 1.14 411 +£095 401 £094 4.07 £ 1.01 0.280 -0.08 0.10 0.02

Note: *Indicates significant at the 0.05 level. ‘SD’ denotes standard deviation. Range of score is from 1 to 5 (1: Daily, 2: Several times a week, 3: Several

times a month, 4: Less often, 5: Never)
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Table 5. Analysis of emotional hazard exposures by age

0l

golg

ey

Group A Group B Group C .
(205 — 305, (40s — 50s, (60s or above, (nle"?g) ANOVA (Paimggeggnﬁfn‘?;ﬁ";_value)
n=421) n=664) n=238) ? p-value
Mean £+ SD  Mean £ SD  Mean = SD  Mean + SD A — B B—-C A—-C
. . I 0.17 0.50 0.67
*
Directly dealing with clients 4.57 £ 231 440 £239 390 + 2.11 4.36 + 233 0.002 (0.776) 0.012%) 0.001%)
Handling angry clients 589 + 134 583 +£143 563 +132 581 + 139 0.066 0.06 0.20 0.26
Situation of emotional turmoil 607 + 115 615+ 1.07 590  1.08 608 = 110 0.014* 0.8 025 017

(0.821) (0.010%) (0.178)

Note: *Indicates significant at the 0.05 level. ‘SD’ denotes standard deviation. Range of score is from 1 to 7 (1: All of the time, 2: Almost all of the time,

3: Around 3/4 of the time, 4: Around half of the time, 5: Around 1/4 of the time, 6: Almost never, 7: Never)
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EH O]”)h TIE AQ0~-30tH)e T1F B(40~50tH)fl A
Ao, <A
Ao B A AL 0 60 o
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7+ gk

we) 2EAY] A 9l g 1
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o nEE O g e el 3

O]OUE

3.3 izof| w2 mrl 2RALe| U-AE E7
Table 6-& dg)o) w2 wrj] Z2x}9]

S|
S|

5 =
K

7} %’lM—

S A 2% 2 57 £ o
ZEHHE'.53 D74t£i%—]}\

El%iik v‘?&%‘i(ANOVA) !
@ oA =T 5 i
EH

3 iﬂ%ﬂi o] Aot

RS S = {

F5(p=0. 018)01] A Ao I fFofudt 2fo]
H, 55 G0 ©])7t T AQ20~30tH)2f

Z1E B(40~50t)ol| vlsh Arhd o s U-Ae Bt
e o @Wo| sk AFS BATh AFE A (Post-
hoc test)S |3+ # v (Pairwise comparison) A1} ‘|
= 3 9GP oA 18 C60t o]Ah= T1E B(40~50
el Az goju]at 2o)(p=0.019)7} o, VI
of thet Moz Uof Fofjsh= AIRE FFollA 1
& C60) o= L A(20~30tH)e} Z145 B(40~50tH)

oA miF

FoJmdt 2}o](p=0.028, p=0.027)7} ATk
gol wg e LA g EtFolA=

AFAH60H o7t FAAS(20~50Th)ell HIs EE
S & m|Zska) 7kSo] sk Aejzto gz Aof Fof

g 24 Ayfoltt B Fom Ao oish 4%, =t e AIZE BEE o ol Adsks A Hlok
S o m2g), A= ) 7FEe] AR B, 715 (Table 6). L-HZ £t A7 WS 9 410 Ao
Table 6. Analysis of work & life imbalance by age
Group A Group B Group C .
(Q0s — 30s, (40s — 505, (60s or above, (H:Tft;é3) ANOVA (Paﬁwiggeggn(lli;af?srf)gc;-value)
=421 =664) =238) . pvalue
Mean = SD  Mean £ SD  Mean + SD  Mean + SD A—B B—-C A —C
Worrying about work after work hours  4.07 = 098 415 £ 092 414 £ 084 4.12 £ 0.92 0.352 -0.08 0.01 -0.07
: 0.12 0.19 0.07
%
Tired after work 381+ 103 393 +095 374=100 385+099  0.019 G606 (1000
Lack of family time because of work 391 + 1.03  3.96 = 095 379 + 100 391 £099 0072 0.05 0.17 0.12
Difficulty concentrating on the job 44y 1 075 440+ 073 434+ 076 439+074 0580 0 0.06 0.06
because of family responsibilities
Difficulty giving the time for work 4,0 095 4431070 429+ 08 441074  oo1gc 00! 0.14 0.15

because of family responsibilities

(1.000)  (0.027%)  (0.028%)

Note: *Indicates significant at the 0.05 level. ‘SD’ denotes standard deviation. Range of score is from 1 to 5 (1: Always, 2: Most of the time, 3: Sometimes,

4: Rarely, 5: Never)
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Table 7. Analysis of satisfaction of working conditions by age

Group A Group B

Group C

& 9T Bpd, oewy wEe] Jug v
4 ol ThE acle] glx] Sels] g8, el
B FH(Types of shiftwork)?] FFE F7} 4 Al
Aspsich. el deel gae wHel] e
S sl2e] Edtuth(Daily split shifts), 17
A WL tfj(Permanent shifts), <=2+ t)(Alternating / rotating
shifts) = 37H94 208 Ui-olA BEAEIh
N FEi7F A7 EAENER el A7 A, A
e —Erxﬂ i EA)eF 742 9E89 &S
x]@%l—tﬁﬁsj’ g]-7]- 158 _71714 o) r/].% ;H/qzq oz O]—-&L}

3
°|PF
3;
)
AR
o
of |
T_L
II
z
_<|>L
]
B
Kl
e“;:
4n

i e Solblth Aol Raiclp-008).
2 FEi7E J-A" E‘_HL@(Q:L ol o
A= Qlsf 715t
*]Z_} —r——‘T, 7FEol| EH??_]' %“%H:I’gi dof 53] o
01 glofjsh= A7F B
570 &7 FolA
‘7P—#°ﬂ EH?E} ii,‘%l%rﬂi Aol HYFs] ol
(p=0.020)°f| At Wt Fefo] whE FoJulet 2ol
7F A CHTable 8). A= a}7eHe] Eatar] 159]
Iu] B et J5Eo] Blsj 7kl et A<
gom Qo] W] oleies o A% ke 4
gFo] 9lglom, &g FEalo] 3t A}EE-Al(Post-hoc
test)S ¢Jgt 3‘} H| 1 (Pairwise comparison) 2%} 3t
9 2gud] 25 okt IEolA Fefnlgt to]
(p=0.034)7} 9T}

N

HAL

2 oy

e Sk Sk oo o1 AoV (i comparion paal)
Mean = SD Mean = SD Mean = SD Mean = SD A —B B —C A—C
Proper compensation 258 £ 082 263 +08 296 =08 26708 < 0.001* (196%?)) « -3'331*) « -gggl*)
Good prospects [OF COrCer 50 4 089 2754 091 3174092 278+ 093 < 0.001% (()-.((){1156*) « o ':,%1*) « _(()).ggl*)
Receiving recognition 251£079 258+ 083 287 +086 261 08 < 0.001* ((‘)94%) « _%31*) « _3'331*)
Proper motivation 270 £ 081 279+ 085 304+ 08 281 +085 < 0.001* ((')(.)2?98) « -(()).'531*) « '3'331*)

Note: *Indicates significant at the 0.05 level. ‘SD’ denotes standard deviation. Range of score is from 1 to 5 (1: Strongly agree, 2: Mostly agree, 3: Moderate,

4: Mostly disagree, 5: Strongly disagree)
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Table 8. Analysis of work & life imbalance by types of shiftwork

Group C
Grf)up A. Group B (Alternating / Mean difference
(]_Dally split (_Permanent rotating shifts. Total ANOVA (Pairwise comparison p-value)
shifts, n=163) shifts, n=490) 1=670) ’ p-value
Mean + SD  Mean + SD  Mean + SD  Mean + SD A —B B—-C A—-C
Difficulty concentrating on the job " -0.10 -0.11 -0.21
because of family responsibilitics 424 + 081 434 +072 445+072 439 +£0.74 0.020 (0.788) (0.150) (0.034%)

Note: *Indicates significant at the 0.05 level. ‘SD’ denotes standard deviation. Range of score is from 1 to 5 (1: Always, 2: Most of the time, 3: Sometimes,
4: Rarely, 5: Never)

Table 9. Analysis of satisfaction of working conditions by types of shiftwork

Group C
ﬂ()haj(i;psgit (}Eh oup gﬁ (Alternating / Total ANOVA Mean difference
. - . - rotating shifts,  (n=1,323) (Pairwise comparison p-value)
shifts, n=163) shifts, n=490) =670) p-value
Mean + SD  Mean + SD  Mean + SD  Mean + SD A —B B—-C A—C

0.15 0.18 033
(1.000)  (0.014%)  (0.094)

Note: *Indicates significant at the 0.05 level. ‘SD’ denotes standard deviation. Range of score is from 1 to 5 (1: Strongly agree, 2: Mostly agree, 3: Moderate,
4: Mostly disagree, 5: Strongly disagree)

Good prospects for career advancement 3.00 = 0.92 285 + 093  2.67 £ 091  2.78 + 0.93 0.008*

A FFe B4 23t ¢ 4l B SolA g ol gro] Ao Jers ujH = glong, Al 3
Azt A (p 008)0l A9t Wt 5 Fefjof w2 & L5 HY oA sheuy] Eduy geE 13w
oJu|gt xfo|7} Q) Table 9). A= d}-Fche] Hat O E= 3tud) gER HAs= o] IaF A
s 1*01 A 9 =g 2E vl dztE ol
ZArgol oigt ==} ‘i*‘ik"%- g E&ol| oish A AR Fe F sk Estud 2o 1A
=4(Post-hoc test)2 913+ & H|ul(Pairwise comparison) ETA= -1 v/_\— e Eof Bl dAbe] Aol gt v
A3} kR v 15} =3t TEA 7t Wok=t|(Table 9), ol shTH] £3tudf 3§
o] gt X}O](p—o 014)7} A Ack E7} AR 223 SR oF 2 JFFS A
W Fy F shEHe] Edtud) 1Fe] 14 IS Yuigith Z23 BEEE 7199 AF
] ¥ =3 Gl BlE| Tkl gk Fdgte A ] Ao A uje- Fadt asolnz, 2|
2 Ao FF3] o o AF B A o2 SR Edtud) FeHE 1PuY B 3
Hol=d(Table 8), o] 37| EIuch(1Y T o Fei2 HAHsk=s wFo] AQd Aok
2 AAZE o)A 1HAS T w7 1 WL,
o3, ofZt 5 Az WAo] 9l 9 <=3 WL, 3.6 Z|Fof| w2 24
0%, ofZt IHZXE FES B Yrh$E WHA)o| ‘jl A% 9 o Feje] JF oo A #Al,
3 ZFAIREe] vl =2l Sl - F1E 2 A4 YEagl k& AT B4y, L2 SR
AIZHLE oFfHEREAe] B TR Al HF""*)"ﬂ’\ﬂ of S uA 2 Q= th2 Q9lo] Qli=x]| FH0l5}7]
710% Zlor adEn. d-AY Ede AT olaf, ZF(Job)o]l WE FFE 7} BAL AAIGHY
Table 10. Analysis of health problems by job
(Sera'r:;l pwc/:;ker, (Eq“ip“(‘g‘(‘)‘l/lp“gcmnery (sg]rgliplacbor Total 2 test
n=235) opevrv'c:)t;);er(jrna:s;;rgr;bly worker, n=204) (n=828)
N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) X2 pvalue
Backache 101 (43.0%) 136 (35.0%) 58 (284%) 295 (35.6%) 10219 0.006*
Muscular pains in shoulder, neck, 5" 4¢ 1oy 148 (38.0%) 63 (309%) 324 (39.1%) 13930 0.001%
upper limbs
Overall fatigue 98 (41.7%) 127 (32.6%) 59 (289%) 284 (343%) 8.804 0.012¢

Note: *Indicates significant at the 0.05 level.
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Table 11. Analysis of emotional hazard exposures by job

Group B
Group A (Equipment/ machinery Gr oup C Total Mean difference
(Service (Simple labor . ANOVA o :
Ker. n=35) operator or assembly Ker. =204 (n=828) (Pairwise comparison p-value)
worker, n=235) worker, n=389) worker, n=204) p-value
Mean + SD Mean + SD Mean £+ SD  Mean + SD A —B B —-C A—-C
. . I -1.98 1.48 -0.50
Directly dealing with clients 3.59 + 2.06 557 +£2.14 409 +2.04 464 £227 < 0.001* (<0.001%)  (<0.001%) (0303)
Handling angry clients 512 + 1.63 6.42 + 0.88 572+ 129 588 + 136 < 0.001* ( <010?3*) ( <£ '07(?1*) ( <(')(.)£ﬁ*)
Situation of emotional turmoil ~ 5.70 + 126 635 + 0.92 599+ 1.07 608 = 110 < 0.001* (<(')0"]?]51*) (o%ig*) ((_)Oié?S)

Note: *Indicates significant at the 0.05 level. ‘SD’ denotes standard deviation. Range of score is from 1 to 7 (1: All of the time, 2: Almost all of the time,
3: Around 3/4 of the time, 4: Around half of the time, 5: Around 1/4 of the time, 7: Almost never, 7: Never)

oh. Aul

worker), T =5

of 2o Lhroj]
[ 7} 2%

1} Auel A7 Abeje}l 2

= =2

Aol

67 BT, AX 28E, 5 2

Z XA K(Service worker), F2|/71A] A W
Z9 FAPAHEquipment/ machinery operator or assembly
Z= AR Simple labor worker) & 37}
H/K—] [e) A]/\]—S}Oﬂq

Al PR FEe A
A7 FE o
w2 Fofulgt 2pol= U3l H(p>0. 05) A7 A
& T EE—

o] ml&, Eolzk AAlm @) ZoA 8E(p=0006),

A 25 (p=0.001),
T fFefu|et Zpol7h g
SR BA71A
ZAAL] H]3) 8%
o) B ston), g i A 9
o) uby wlgo] Ayt

25 6:11;]]7]— A 218 aQl 2o

=
22 9 =9

H
pLm
BED u}%, BiHoz =

A1) 2 (p=0.012) 37} “Wﬂ/\i
A THTable 10). THAZ AJH]A
ZARI} e
P;(]:LI.r Z{A E]ig] Hl—}\ﬂ

A BEA

u) A ek
PR RAS A A, B
QHeE A o) mE

Table 12, Analysis of work & life imbalance by job

iih)

e

H]S

on|3t Zpo]7} Q12ITKp<0.001, Table 11). T = AH)]
2 AT AAIA 28 L 2 B} B
B Al Hl3) AA E a0l md vge] o %

e, FR/71A

jui
ZZA 9 2

/\].;(}7]. 7L;<4 14 %64

22 k=& HlEo] Al Rt s =&l thet AR
EX(Post-hoc test)S ¢St 2 W] 1l (Pairwise comparison)

AT} 9] 353} Mo A AH|A BAR=
ZAAR) A2 §oJulst zlo]7}

RS

2271 A %

A3l

(p<0.05), /714 24 9 29 FAA= @ =5
ZAA) A2 G|t zJo|7} @

Xl‘j -G:IEH7]_ O1_A]

a3 F 5N =2

N FLI r°"

U

HZ(p=0.019), 7}=0] 3t ;%17;
o] 2 (p=0.004), 7}=0] gt M)zt

_§‘_
=
?l

ERET

AATHP<0.05).

Y &gl viAle 9T &

q

Zo|= 2o tist AA, F
uf& sl A& Qls) 1Tl A7 BE, )
1:].]-5& i_|o]7¥o§ oloﬂ @%6]‘7] O‘]Eﬂﬁ, 7]___01]

Bolztow oo ﬂoﬂow A7 3

o9 7] 23H(p=0.006), 2

=) F4
Q1) 7Zke] A1z
2 odof yEs]
o= Qe gofst

Group A . Group B . Group C .
. (Equipment/ machinery . Total Mean difference
(Service bl (Simple labor —808 ANOVA Pairwi - al
worker, n=235) operator or assembly worker, n=204) (n=828) (Pairwise comparison p-value)
K worker, n=389) ’ p-value
Mean + SD Mean + SD Mean + SD  Mean + SD A —B B —-C A—-C
. -0.33 0.14 -0.19
*
Tired after work 3.66 = 1.01 3.99 + 0.98 3.85+£097 386+ 099  0.006 0.021%) (1.000) (0.020%)
Lack of family time " -0.25 0.25 0
because of work 3.79 + 1.02 4.04 + 0.97 379 £099 391 +£1.00 0.019 (0.020%) (0282) (1.000)
Difficulty concentrating on the 02 017 0.03
job because of family 430 + 0.79 4.50 + 0.64 433 £0.77 440 £ 072 0.004* . ; A
R (0.004%) (0.197) (1.000)
responsibilities
Difficulty giving the time for 019 0.19 0
. " -0. .
work because of family 432 +0.77 451 + 0.64 432+ 083 441 £073  0.008 (0.006%) (0.300) (1.000)

responsibilities

Note: *Indicates significant at the 0.05 level. ‘SD’ denotes standard deviation. Range of score is from 1 to 5 (1: Always, 2: Most of the time, 3: Sometimes,

4: Rarely, 5: Never)
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Table 13. Analysis of satisfaction of working conditions by job

Group B

Group A . . Group C .
(Service (Equipment/ machnllr];Try (Simple labor T_%t;; ANOVA Pai .Mean dlff?rence !
worker, n=235) operator or assembly worker, n=204) (n=828) | (Pairwise comparison p-value)
’ worker, n=389) ? p-value
Mean + SD Mean + SD Mean + SD  Mean + SD A —B B—-C A—-C
Good prospects for career . -0.22 -0.34 -0.56
advancement 2.63 + 091 2.85 + 093 319 £087 287 +£093 <0.001 (<0.001%) (0.578) (0.001%)
.. " 0 -0.24 -0.24
%
Receiving recognition 2.61 + 0.83 2.61 +0.82 285+ 085 267 +0.84 0.027 (0.774) (0.193) (0.022%)

Note: *Indicates significant at the 0.05 level. ‘SD’ denotes standard deviation. Range of score is from 1 to 5 (1: Strongly agree, 2: Mostly agree, 3: Moderate,

4: Mostly disagree, 5: Strongly disagree)
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SR L P REEE S FE ECEIECE RS
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