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— Abstract —

Association between Job Stress, Psychosocial Well-being and Presenteeism,
Absenteeism: Focusing on Railroad Workers

Inn-Shil Ryu, Dae-Soon Jeong®, In-Ah Kim?, Jae-Hoon Roh®, Jong-Uk Won®

Yonsel University Graduate School of Public Health, Institute for Occupational Health,
Yonsel University College of Medicine, Korea Railroad Corporation?
Yonsel University Graduate School of Public Health?
Department of Preventive Medicine, Institute for Occupational Health, Yonsel University College of Medicine®

Objectives: The purpose of this study was to determine the current status of presenteeism and absen-
teeism among railroad workers as well as to investigate whether or not job stress level and psychosocial
well-being status are associated with presenteeism and absenteeism.

Methods: As the cross-sectional design, a self-reported questionnaire using the Korean Occupational
Stress Scale(KOSS), Psychosocial Well-being Index(PWI), and Work Productivity and Impairment-
General Health(WPAI-GH) was administered to railroad workers. Univariate and multivariate logistic
regressions were used to analyze the association between job stress, psychosocial well-being status and
presenteeism, absenteeism in 1,099 subjects.

Results: Among the study subjects, 52.0% and 22.0% experiened presenteeism and absenteeism,
respectively. Job stress level in railroad workers was higher than that in general workers. Multivariate
logistic regression with presenteeism as the dependent variable showed an elevated odds ratio of
3.56(95% CI 1.48-8.54) in the highest job stress group, and an odds ratio of 3.20(95% CI 1.94-5.26) in
the high-risk psychosocial stress group. There was no significant association between job stress level and
absenteeism, whereas weak association between psychosocial stress and absenteeism was found.

Conclusions: Since railroad workers have a high level of job stress and elevated experience of presen-
teeism, a management strategy is required to control presenteeism and absenteeism in order to promote
railroad workers  health and safety.

Key words: Sick leave, Absenteeism, Stress, Psychological, Railroads
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Table 1. General characteristics of the study populations

Variables N (%)
Sex Mae 1,051 (95.6%)
Female 48 ( 4.4%)
Age (yrs) 20~39 293 (26.7%)
40~49 482 (43.9%)
50< 324 (29.5%)
Marital status ~ Married 1,014 (92.3%)
Unmarried or no spouse 85 ( 7.7%)
Tenure (yrs) <10 195 (17.7%)
10~19 360 (32.8%)
20< 544 (49.5%)
Disease Yes 597 (54.3%)
No 502 (45.7%)
Leisureactivity Yes 324 (29.5%)
No 775 (70.5%)
Sleep time Sufficient 662 (60.2%)
Insufficient 437 (39.8%)
Job Office workers 198 (18.0%)
Crew 434 (39.5%)
Light maintenance 208 (18.9%)
Heavy maintenance 259 (23.6%)
Shiftwork Daywork only 479 (43.6%)
Double shift 434 (39.5%)
Alternating shift 186 (16.9%)
Position Managers 78 ( 7.1%)
Subordinates 1,021 (92.9%)
Job stess 1st quartile 37 ( 3.4%)
2nd quartile 53 ( 4.8%)
3rd quartile 140 (12.7%)
4th quartile 869 (79.1%)
Psychosocial Healthy group 159 (14.5%)
well-being Potential stress group 783 (71.2%)
High-risk stress group 157 (14.3%)
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Table 2. Distributions of study subjects with presenteeism and absenteeism according to the general and work-related characteristics

Presenteeism (%)

Absenteeism (%)

Variables
N Yes No p value Yes No p value
Sex
Mae 1,051 538(51.2%) 513(48.8%) 0.0172 229(21.8%) 822(78.2%) 0.3867
Female 48 33(68.8%) 15(31.3%) 13(27.1%) 35(72.9%)
Age (yrs)
20~39 293 156(53.2%) 137(46.8%) 0.5144 63(21.5%) 230(78.5%) 0.8432
40~49 482 241(50.0%) 241(50.0%) 104(21.6%) 378(78.4%)
50< 324 174(53.7%) 150(46.3%) 75(23.1%) 249(76.9%)
Marital status
Married 1,014 531(52.4%) 483(47.6%) 0.3468 224(22.1%) 790(77.9%) 0.8451
Unmarried or no spouse 85 40(47.1%) 45(52.9%) 18(21.2%) 67(78.8%)
Tenure (yrs)
<10 195 106(54.4%) 89(45.6%) 0.7555 42(21.5%) 153(78.5%) 0.9602
10~19 360 186(51.7%) 174(48.3%) 81(22.5%) 279(77.5%)
20< 544 279(51.3%) 265(48.7%) 119(21.9%) 425(78.1%)
Disease
Yes 597 356(59.6%) 241(40.4%) <.0001 155(26.0%) 442(74.0%) 0.0006
No 502 215(42.8%) 287(57.2%) 87(17.3%) 415(82.7%)
Leisure activity
Yes 775 380(49.0%) 395(51.0%) 0.0027 86(26.5%) 238(73.5%) 0.0193
No 324 191(59.0%) 133(41.0%) 156(20.1%) 619(79.9%)
Sleep time
Sufficient 662 324(48.9%) 338(51.1%) 0.0138 143(21.6%) 519(78.4%) 0.6801
Insufficient 437 247(56.5%) 190(43.5%) 99(22.7%) 338(77.3%)
Job
Office workers 198 106(53.5%) 92(46.5%) 0.0392 34(17.2%) 164(82.8%) <.0001
Crew 434 211(48.6%) 223(51.4%) 65(15.0%) 369(85.0%)
Light maintenance 208 101(48.6%) 107(51.4%) 47(22.6%) 161(77.4%)
Heavy maintenance 259 153(59.1%) 106(40.9%) 96(37.1%) 163(62.9%)
Shiftwork
Daywork only 186 268(55.9%) 211(44.1%) 0.0652 33(17.7%) 153(82.3%) <.0001
Double shift 434 211(48.6%) 223(51.4%) 65(15.0%) 369(85.0%)
Alternating shift 479 92(49.5%) 94(50.5%) 144(30.1%) 335(69.9%)
Position
Managers 78 36(46.2%) 42(53.8%) 0.2873 12(15.4%) 66(84.6%) 0.1423
Subordinates 1,021 535(52.4%) 486(47.6%) 230(22.5%) 791(77.5%)
Total 1,099 571(52.0%) 528(48.0%) 242(22.0%) 857(78.0%)

Table 3. Distributions of study subjects with presenteeism and absenteeism according to the level of job stress and psychosocial

well-being
Presenteeism (%) Absenteeism (%)
Variables
N Yes No p value Yes No p value
Job stress
1st quartile 37 7(18.9%) 30(81.1%) <.0001 4(10.8%) 33(89.2%) 0.0098
2nd quartile 53 22(41.5%) 31(58.5%) 8(15.1%) 45(84.9%)
3rd quartile 140 60(42.9%) 80(57.1%) 20(14.3%) 120(85.7%)
4th quartile 869 482(55.5%) 387(44.5%) 210(24.2%) 659(75.8%)
Psychosocial well-being
Healthy group 159 48(30.2%) 111(69.8%) <.0001 20(12.6%) 139(87.4%) 0.0066
Potential stress group 783 420(53.6%) 363(46.4%) 182(23.2%) 601(76.8%)
High-risk stress group 157 103(65.6%) 54(34.4%) 40(25.5%) 117(74.5%)
Total 1,099 571(52.0%) 528(48.0%) 242(22.0%) 857(78.0%)
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Table4. Oddsratios for presenteeism by logistic regression analysis

Presenteeism
Modd 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Variables OR 95% CI OR 95% ClI OR 95% Cl OR 95% ClI
Job stress

1st quartile 1.00 1.00 1.00

2nd quartile 3.04 1.13-8.17 3.17 1.16-8.64 2.82 1.01-7.86

3rd quartile 321 1.32-7.81 3.04 1.23-7.50 247 0.98-6.22

4th quartile 534 2.32-12.28 4.68 1.99-11.00 3.56 1.48-8.54

p for trend <.0001 0.0007 0.013
Psychosocia well-being

Healthy group 1.00 1.00

Potential stress group 2.68 1.85-3.86 213 1.45-3.13

High-risk stress group 4.41 2.75-7.07 3.20 1.94-5.26

p for trend <.0001 <.0001
Age (yrs)

20~39 1.00 1.00

40~49 0.88 0.65-1.21 0.91 0.66-1.24

50< 0.95 0.67-1.35 0.96 0.68-1.37
Sex

Male 1.00 1.00

Femae 1.79 0.9-357 194 0.97-3.90
Marital status

Married 1.00 1.00

Unmarried or no spouse 0.81 0.5-1.30 0.79 0.48-1.28
Leisure activity

Yes 1.00 1.00

No 1.19 0.89-1.58 114 0.85-1.51
Sleeping time

Sufficient 1.00 1.00

Not sufficient 1.08 0.82-1.42 1.06 0.81-1.40
Disease status

No 1.00 1.00

Yes 1.76 1.36-2.27 161 1.24-2.09
Position at work

Managers 1.00 1.00

Subordinates 1.15 0.70-1.87 124 0.76-2.04
Shiftwork and job

Office worker, daywork only 1.00 1.00

Light maintenance, daywork only 0.87 0.49-1.56 0.89 0.50-1.61

Heavy maintenance, daywork only 112 0.68-1.83 1.20 0.72-1.98

Office worker, double shift 0.90 0.48-1.67 0.91 0.49-1.70

Light maintenance, double shift 0.91 0.51-1.62 0.94 0.53-1.68

Crew, dternating shift 0.83 0.52-1.33 0.90 0.57-1.45

Model 1: univariate analysis of job stress.
Model 2: univariate analysis of psychosocial well-being.

Model 3: multivariate analysis of job stress with general and work-related characteristics.
Model 4: multivariate analysis of job stress, psychosocia well-being with general and work-related characteristics.
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Table 5. Odds ratios for absenteeism by logistic regression analysis

Absenteeism
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Variables OR 95% ClI OR 95% ClI OR 95% Cl OR 95% ClI
Job stress

1st quartile 1.00 1.00 1.00

2nd quartile 147 0.41-5.28 141 0.39-5.20 122 0.33-4.54

3rd quartile 1.38 0.44-4.30 1.47 0.46-4.67 1.19 0.37-3.85

4th quartile 2.63 0.92-7.51 2.19 0.75-6.43 1.74 0.58-5.19

p for trend 0.012 0.189 0.355
Psychosocia well-being

Healthy group 1.00 1.00

Potential stress group 211 1.28-3.46 1.86 1.10-3.14

High-risk stress group 2.38 1.32-4.29 1.79 0.95-3.35

p for trend 0.008 0.068
Age (yrs)

20~39 1.00 1.00

40~49 1.04 0.71-1.53 1.07 0.73-1.57

50< 0.95 0.63-1.44 0.97 0.64-1.47
Sex

Male 1.00 1.00

Female 1.30 0.62-2.73 135 0.64-2.85
Marital status

Married 1.00 1.00

Unmarried or no spouse 0.98 0.55-1.74 1.00 0.56-1.79
Leisure activity

Yes 1.00 1.00

No 121 0.87-1.69 1.18 0.84-1.64
Sleeping time

Sufficient 1.00 1.00

Not sufficient 112 0.81-1.56 1.13 0.81-1.57
Disease status

No 1.00 1.00

Yes 1.38 1.00-1.89 1.30 0.94-1.80
Position at work

Managers 1.00 1.00

Subordinates 1.43 0.73-2.77 1.49 0.77-2.90
Shiftwork and job

Office worker, daywork only 1.00 1.00

Light maintenance, daywork only 115 0.58-2.29 121 0.60-2.41

Heavy maintenance, daywork only 2.20 1.25-3.87 231 1.31-4.09

Office worker, double shift 0.40 0.16-1.01 0.41 0.16-1.03

Light maintenance, double shift 1.27 0.64-251 131 0.66-2.58

Crew, dternating shift 0.70 0.40-1.23 0.73 0.41-1.29

Model 1: univariate analysis of job stress.
Model 2: univariate analysis of psychosocial well-being.

Model 3: multivariate analysis of job stress with general and work-related characteristics.
Model 4: multivariate analysis of job stress, psychosocia well-being with general and work-related characteristics.
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