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T 99 7K A%Ze8S P48 e e 2

A %e AR e g ATEe Retn
B3da Qi
E¢ 8T 19748717 9.56% TZEITE

A 3te 454 FA9] A$ 6~T7HA 9 A%<
TS /K A BF7Ideg e 33,144 v
o 3714 olde AZRGTE A AREE 21648
2A #B@7idego] 119 o ZAgled, uF 4
A @A A4 1970904 1990874A 209 <
H7ldrgel @A 3.3d F71E Ao HEd A
FERE FAVNATFE A W+ 2 9%E oA
g3 & 4 o (Breslowst Enstrom, 1980).

AgAFe] ostd Ao Ag A2EFS
7ol FAHAY Aol dAsted F8F 89
o2 433 3lon (Roberts¥ Lee, 1980;
Wiley$t Camacho, 1980;Wilson® Elinson,
1981;Fredrick &, 1988), Metzner &(1983)2
B3FAY 43R4 28 282 HYNBAY
o %8, 7Y, Y, +F, &F L HUzg 2
< 7w #¥4o] LS By A%E
3 AFER FHAZAAN FE& ARGTE F

1 JREFE R AYES Eastz ok (Belloc,
1973;Breslow$} Enstrom, 1980).
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A7 F8A40 AEA A4H2 g

a3y ASAA 4R 222 AR E ¢
Ag d7e AREE FFHAY 19 #¥E 89
< BAE AF(HEE, 1980; &S 5, 1988 %
T 5, 1992) &k AAYA T A B A7
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T AP HelMe ARADAAEE o 8ade
B o AL HEA 71859 & 2AMGR
A8 4HE 7L 199399 JAZADAJNEE
ol H4AZ.

ARAE AAAZALE 4340 AAEo] dEX e 2
e ¥4, U& §S #PRgaNe B =
Abe 19943 39 229%E 49 13U7H4] 23Y ¥
¢ AR,

2, H+o MY

1) E5ds

2 AFdAY F&ee 9T 2249 A%
B 2A 19939 FNAZAAAN HFH LR Al
o7 WA AZAGEARY 71EHoj7 223
9 A73ed A A25F(A, B, C, D1, D2)
£ o433 A}FF A, BE AAToR FEIHL
A4A8T A FdHst 98¥ 3ZFF C, DL,
D2E v37% 2 8T FEFAG. 3733
W 32539 BF71EL Table 134 24}

Table 1. Criteria of Health Status Used by Screening

Test
Health status Criteria
Healthy Group A excellent healthy worker

B healthy worker

Unhealthy Group C premature healthy worker
D1 workers with occupational
disease
D2 workers with
non-occupational diasease

£ 4 54 2 Usd % 9
2 A3%nA #en 2 AP

AZEHA¢2 FA89H (Table 2).
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Table 2. Description of Variables

Variables

Health status by
screening test

Characteristics
Dependent variable

Independent variables
Personal characteristics Age, Sex, Marital status,

Education,
Duration of work

Health habit characteristics Smoking
Exercise
Hours of sleep
Eating between meals
Eating breakfast
Alcohol consumption
BMI{(Body Mass Index)

=2A8 AFANYR WEE A%, 4, 8§y,
AN, #4, 2745 Foid AZgddsRe
Belloc3# Breslow(1972)7} 27243 i+2 AN
4, £F9Y, FUAZ, Y, FAYAA Y,
Hteg A3

Py

)

3. BNUY
19939 AZAGEARA o3 2AHE 334
of 9% e ATANYR 8} AFgds

A& gotstn 1 EHE ZAsle 7R F @
Ad AAA $£4¢& oA 9 A48T B9 &
¢ b&3 2o (Fig. D).

Step 1
Selection of the significant variables — X test
affecting health status -tes

Step 2
Selection of the significant association
between independent and dependent .
variables for the altemative multiple logistic | — multiple
model and estimation of the parameter and logistic analysis
odds ratio

Fig 1. A Framework of Analysis
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AFAIGA e A7ZEH WF TN A%
Beel 9% v|He K e AN H3
o X-testE 3ttt

2) ® 2 ¢t BN

A @A EAATAGAN FAF b4 xfoz A
20 e Agdte 23S 1E7) 95d ey 24
28 24 (multiple logistic analysis) & 35t

e 2 AE EAL dutdQ HRdo] F
A9 N AN 2 HAgdte I
g Fople H2ASHE AHedte W Hogt
4%4 (Maximum-likelihood method) & ©] 4
e ALE AL #AAE M d57tEEA 3

Fi=

HA% 2 AT £8 §E2 Py
gl 19 EY¥F (2, ZE ERHE
W Pe 4(1)2 ¥8% 4 3% (Anderson

ol

P exp(Bo + P171 + B2Z2)
1 + exp(Bo + PiZ1 + PeZe)
@ B HAAFG=1, 2)
Zi; A SY8L @i =1, 2
of fjf EA2Y AP ALST ZYL A (2)9 2
t}(Allison, 1984).

= (B + f1Z1 + BeZ2)

1
% 1P

9 8 FAARG=1, 2
Zi; WA SRR g3 =1, 2)

A1) AA B, fer HAAFIH A (2)9 B, A

EYHUSF Z1, 228 474 @ 99 (one unit) F

7HE Wl ¥ 2 (log odds) & E#th(Allison,

1984).
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1, GITOHAIRES] QI FALS|SHE B

ZARE 22T 244 81.2%, Ao
18.8%0191o A& L 304 o4 404 w2
27} 42,6%2 7H% Bt

Aeele vjEo] 32.5%, 71&0] 65.7%2 7|
EQ 2EA} gen Y2 %F 2.6%, FF
20.0%, 1% 62.4%, WE o4 12.4%2 A7
gzt di¥iol nF o]de ol aEx
TEAFE 1Q o3 59 niwe] 37.3%, 59 1%
10 olgto] 23.3%, 109 o4 1593 vulglo]
15.1%, 154 o]%el 13.4%, 19 ulwol 10.3%
o2 1d o4 59 gt 2RF ZEAN A B
3kt (Table 3).

2, HTOARY HASH

A743-¢ Belloc® Breslow(1972) 7 AA& 771
A AN FA, +F, FUAL, Y, oA,
SFAE, HIRAEE FAoz ZAKIEY F49 7
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AL 30.2%%H2H, £E& THAY +5& @4
© A} 31.7%, §A gt S2A7} 61.1%% =
Aol Y @Al she SEAES THEY 5
o] daspAgt 229 Yol FHHY FEEFAE
23 QA gkm, FUAE R T~8AI FEE
7V ulgAY FANes d9E o 74.0% 224
7} ofef AF3isich.

olddAke WY AR drn SHY TEAL
8.0%2 "i$- A%eH, 749 A9+ A wd He

£ 22} 54.2%3, 59 A% 1599 3~4
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Table 3. Distributions of Personal Variables

Variables Value No %
Sex Men 699 81.2
Women 162 18.8
Age yr < 20 27 3.1
20 £ yr < 30 252 29.3
30 < yr < 40 367 42.6
40 < yr < 50 165 19.2
50 < yr 42 4.9
No response 8 0.9
Marital status Single 280 32.5
Married 566 65.7
No response 15 L7
Education Elementary school 22 2.6
Middle school 172 20.0
High school 537 62.4
University 107 12.4
No response 23 2.7
Duration yr <1 88 10.2
of work 1<yr<5 321 31.3
5 < yr <10 201 23.3

10 £ yr <15 130 15.1
15 < yr 115 13.4
No response 6 0.7
Total 861 100.0

spAlA etz 59.8%%t aEln 22Ake) buky
e 433 AFE o438 BMIE 2ABieY 34
2o #HPes 2R 93.6%, HPHEY 2EAE
4.6%%} (Table 4).

3. HFTHAXIY HZNE

1) HLYE

AR F A o8 AFLL ARFEL F
JAFT A FU/L oo g2 ABSTF A, B
9 22AE ARTeE, AYART AFE ¥
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8% C, D1, D29 224 & wd% ¢ 2¥Te2
olgziq FRIAMEH AZSE A, B AAT
& 81.7%, 34§+ C, D1, D29 vl13% 2 3
B2 18.3% %} (Table 5).

2) QlPAEY B Hzudo ME AP

2 d7dxe ATHABIYY dse R Adsas
AAd%e] BAYE Fostn vAuE T3}
A3t A&4Y WLEL APV A olgF
2 v} (Table 6).



Table 4. Distributions of Health Habits

Variables Value No %
Smoking Currently 473 54.9
Formerly 113 13.1
Never 260 30.2
No response 15 1.7
Total 861 100.0
Exercise Never 583 67.7
Regularly 273 31.7

No response 5 0.6

Total 861 100.0

Hours of sleep 6 hr or less 200 23.2
7 ~8hr 637 74.0
9 hr or more 13 L5
No response 11 1.3
Total 861 100.0

Eating Almost every day 467 54.2
between meals Rarely or occasionally 391 45.4
No response 3 0.3

Total 861 100.0

Eating breakfast Almost every day 69 8.0
' Rarely or never 792 92.0
Total 861 100.0
Alcohol consumption 3 - 4 drinks or more 114 13.2
(times/wk) 1 - 2 drinks 231 26.8
Moderate or no use 515 59.8

No response 1 0.1

Total 861 100.0

BMIt Obesity 40 4.6
Normal 806 93.6

No response 15 1.7
Total 861 100.0

f BMI =

Weight (kg)

Height® (m)

-53.



Table 5. Distributions of Health Status

Variables

Value

No %

Health status

Healthy group (A, B)

693 81.7

Unhealthy group(C,D1,D2) 155 18.3
Total 861 100.0
Table 6. Variables and Descriptions
Variables Codes Description
Sex 0 Women
Men
Education High school and above

Marital status

Age

Duration of work

Smoking

Hours of sleep

Eating breakfast

Eating between meals

Exercise

Alcohol consumption

BMI

O O e OO e O O O O RO O O

below than high school
Single

Married

below than 30 yrs

30 yrs and above
below than 7 yrs

7 yrs and above
Never

Currently, Formerly
7~ 8 hr

6 hr or less, 9 hr or more
Almost every day
Rarely or never
Rarely or occasionally
Almost every day
Regularly

Never

Moderate or no use

1 times/wk and over
Normal

Obesity
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(1) S1FALE 8y 4 we A3

date A4S Ha7 2 AgFE 19.6%002 o
A 12.71%2 @A} Az Hg HAdd ¢ A%
9] Hlgol Estoen (p0.05, Odds ratio=1.68),
A#e 304 ole 2EA7} 304 mlTte 22t
Hls) o 2,844 A= v¥|AZ 2 AFFo] BY:
(p<0.001), ZE2" wgMe 71EA7L 9ER
of vlg] ¥ 2 A#Fo] wked (p<0.001) °]

' BAgHoz T Aot Aok g o
gAE 2Z nwe ZEae 647 2 28249
26.2% BE&QL, 1ZF o9 Z2AE 15.9%
2 2% v 22} uAG 2 AT 2%
2(p<0.01), 2FEF7E T4 o4 ZEAH Td
Tl 22A ] vldte] A 2 AT 2,054
gton o Aoe FAZFHoLZ FoI}AT
(p<0.001) (Table 7).

o]

Table 7. Odds Ratio of Personal Variables Unit: person(%)
Variables Unhealthy  Healthy Total Od@s e
Group Group ratio

Sex
Men 135(19.6)  555(80.4)  690(100.0) 1.68  4.11*
Women 20(12.7) 138(87.3)  158(100.0)

Age
30yrs and above 128(22.7)  435(77.3)  563(100.0) 2.84 22.10***
below than 30yrs 26(9.4) 251(90.6)  277(100,0)

Marital status
Married 127(22.8)  429(77.2)  556(100.0) 2.99 23.85***
Single 25(9.0) 253(91.0)  278(100.0)

Education
below than high school  50(26.2) 141(73.8)  191(100.0) 1.87 10.31**
High school and above 101(15.9) 533(84.1)  634(100.0)

Duration of work
Tyrs and above 86(24.9)  260(75.1)  346(100.0) 2.05 16.37***
below than Tyrs 69(13.9) 428(86.1)  497(100.0)

* p<0.05 ** p<0.01 *** p<0.001

(2) A%gahd we A

A4 2EA9 AdFad A3 % a8
getst7] Astd T7A W oqAtd o #F
T2 ABAA AZREA ARFEE vENE
2% F94, HAA, &F, TR HEe F
AHoz fAF o7t . 29 B+ &
A 2E S+ AY s 4¥el e 22} 7

<]

2

-55-

HE A8 997 G Z2A vig wiAL 2 2
groz #ATLE Hgol F 1.36W =%:
(€0.1), kYA FHARCE WY HE 22A
of HEte olFAE A A Fe SEAI ¥
A% 2 ARF F3e v g 2,484 RO

(p€0.05), %9 ZAfde 1399 13 o4 nA
B 2RA MR B AY A gL 2234



e NG 2 ABTOS WARE Aol o 1,42
W B (p0.05), HREE HHEd HAse
2aA7} AAEY 22A Hd ok 2,008 ¥A%
2 APFoz BALE wgo] Fh(pd0.05).
ey FA4¢ 4 91, oS FYHesm

Table 8. Odds Ratio of Health Habit

g, 3 A%y AF mAR g3, TYYE
A AFE fAse Tol ARTA &3e v g
of #gted o Aoy FAFHCZ iUt
(Table 8).

Unit: person (%)

Unhealthy

Healthy

Total Odds

Variables Group Group ratio ¥

Smoking
Currently, Formerly 113(19.6)  464(80.4)  577(100.0) 1.36  2.32
Never 39(15.2) 218(84.8)  257(100.0)

Exercise
Never 98(17.1)  474(82.9)  572(100.0) 0.79 1.54
Regularly 56(20.7 215(79.3)  271(100.0)

Hours of sleep
~6hr , 9hr ~ 41(19.5) 169(80.5)  210(100.0) 1.12  0.30
Thr ~ 8hr 112(17.8)  516(82.2)  628(100.0)

Eating between meals
Almost every day 84(18.3) 375(81.7)  459(100.0) 1.03  0.03
Rarely or occationally  69(17.9) 317(82.1)  386(100.0)

Eating breakfast
Rarely or never 149(19.1)  630(80.9)  779(100.0) 2.48  4.62***
Almost every day 6(8.7  63(91.3) 69(100. 0)

Alcohol consumption
1 times/wk and above 73(16.2) 267(83.8)  340(100.0) 1.42  3.82**
Moderate or no use 82(21.5)  425(78.5)  507(100.0)

BMI
Obesity 12(30.0) 28(70.0) 40(100.0) 2.00  3.89"
Normal 140(17.7)  653(82.3)  793(100.0)

* p{0.1 ** pd0.05 *** p(0.001

ol "=9 Tecumsehdl AFde 35~394
AAE ez AZEdd dRLYE BANE
Metzner 5(1983)9] dFd4ME #3594 4%
APl T54%, AT w& BYYI] AL
o n¥e AR, THAZBAGL LY

Lo
L

-56-

¥, TFFY, {dFE, SFGUI BAY] g2
Aoz BIE AR FAE 2HE UG,
714 AZEBAFEE Table 69 wat F2
AZade 13, G AZe8e 0dez wxd
F {4 04N TR Exde ARFRES



Az2d 0~TH7AY A7E8RY
U Azggen 6~74& F2
78 4 Uxd (Bleslows
Enstrom, 1980), ¥& A7%g#d 3st= 6~7
3o Z2RAE 2.3%%209, Y& AZGHd @2
e 0~339 22Ac o 52.3%2 UFE 2=
A7t A%EES YA F43tn AU Table 9).

Table 9. Distribution of Health Practice Score

Health score No %
0~3 429 52.3
4~5 372 45,3
6~7 19 2.3

Total 820 100.0

o]RL o9 (1993) 9 FUALZZAL K4 e
ZARIA 57HA ARER(EF, R, $E8Y,
THEH) S ZAF AFAGME 0~240] 37.5%,
33l 38.6%, 4~5%°l 23.8%%=, WA=Z $eiut
% AgEd dAgHol W UBA §AH3 YA
d ZAsst dAgga Ao

a8y Az XYolF Alameda Countyold AFst
& A9g gAo2 ZARE Breslowst Enstrom(1980)
o d7AF}g e 0~34 16.2%, 4~5% 53.8%,
6~74 30.7%2 el 22Ad vjgtoq 5~15
uj o} F& A%FFE FAE AN,

4, Rogt W0l HZAE|O CHet H[AHH

Table 102 AZ3HE FLUTE ATFALE A
ENOA golatA ARE 93, AEH, 2Rds
o ARFBHAFE SHULE 39 2A2H HAR
A (logistic regression analysis)& & A=A
o] FAAF S+ (antilog) & 33 HAAF
e W5 5o W vdd ¢ AT &8
HZH g Sttt AZeadavt w2 224 F 0

B OAZEHE M 22 2L ARERE Y
dx e 22 vgq b iy 9%E §A

39S o vdZ ¢ A¥To] dx HAHE 2.06
W2A Aged fXe 9%l MY wRken
(p€0.05), SFA7t 7d olF HE S=2A7H Td
oo} 22 Wi wldd R AR FIe
At 7E 1. 554 ol A} (p<0. 05) (Table 10).

Table 10. Estimated Logistic Regression Coefficient and Predicting Ability of Health Status

Variables Coefficient(B) Standard Error EXP(B)
Constant -3.0049 0.3704
Health practice score 0.7214 0.3240 2.0573
5~17
0~4
Age 0.3216 0.3318 1.3793
below than 30yrs
30yrs and above
Marital status 0.5925 0.3268 1.8085
Single
Married ‘
Duration of work 0.4362 0.2105 1.5469

below than Tyrs
Tyrs and above

p<0.05
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A4 2EA A23E S A%edd #d8d
$ E¥saa 5709 AR 224 90019
o2 AreRY AEXAY ARAGHX
24§ Ae e 2.

1. 2284 94 81.2%, 944 18.8%°22X ¢
Aol dAguct Boka, d#HE 304 o] 404 W
o 2247 42.6%%2n, AE}He wE
32.5%, 71& 65.7%2 71&EQ Z2A7 &

L.
=)

)
23

oy ox o

Y 1F o]l 62.4%A1 19 o 53 mT
58 2247} 37.3% %0
2. 2279 A%§AL FAE e 22AL

54.9%%23, €5<& 31.7%% #33Q 550
< 23 Jes, FHAE 74.0%7} &Fd T~
8Nt Axd uFAF FEFEE #AF}T AN
. oA uiY FEALR ¥on $HE 2
2A4E 8.0%°191, A9 At+e A9 WY de
g 2247 54.2%%921, &F€ 1349 3~4
3 o)} sl E A$) 18.2%, 13U 1~28 3
%7} 26.8% 282 @ "ol & F i ®e 5¥Y
qu Ad npAA g 2247} 59.8%%e0, &
29 HHAEE 4.6%7F BMIY 71&¢ 938d
Hlgho &9t

3. A3AA A% ARTL 81.7%, A% 2 3
$FL 18.3%920 dAo| AAd Hdo wHdZ
Q AFFY ¥ g E}:(p<0.05 Odds
ratio=1.68), 1% vitte] 22A} 1E o4 2
2239 ¥A72 R 28T gked, AFL 30
A oo ZaAst 304 vl 223d] v <
2.844] A% NAZF 2 AFPo| Bed e B
F FAZHZ F4% oIzt AT (p0. 001).

4. AZEBRSA g2 ARAde §49 A+
A4 2HE F4AY 9E Adel de 22AL
Gl g A8 A g 22A H3 w9
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=2

ARTA &3te vl &o] ¢ 1364 (p€0. 1),
BN FAACE WY He ZEAC H3Y
oAAAE A9 A g =AU} wAR 2 2
Bz &3 wEol o 2,484 o
(p€0.05), %9 A% 1594 13 oF s E
2247} M B AY AR G 223 |
3 v 2 ART &3 vl F 1.424 =
%3 (p€0.05), HlREE M AP 224
7t AREY] S2A wE F 2,000 wjAZ R 2
oz PR vlgo 3} (p<0.05).

5 AZg@as A7Hdeele #AYE 2AA
g AARNE A4dq B4F A AZeRAT
7 de 227 g ¥y 9% AR 9
HA7 R ARF St A7} 2, 069824 A
Z4ed vAe 4%l /M when (p<0.05),
2247 7dold He 2271 7d vty 22
Ao Hjgte] A} @ AYFA &3 HAHL
1. 5580 ] 91} (p<0. 05).

o]z 2ol Z2aY AZMEH vlAE FEol
M & dse AZadeoly 2RdF: 2
z2ae AR FAGEE foF @A 3
Ach.

gty Agungee H4Ade EHA 2279
AL FANAI A e 22450 dR4E
A gulEg AZEEE N £ =g Rdag
g AZ@Y} o] Rk dPom EF oRE 7
38 £ e RATSA] AR FYo] ARAL
o 13 #HE Yo oA $d WIFdA=
dAA oz Yasgvtn A

a3 B AFe AZ2H A7gHe] #dA
< MEZAE B% 9z A=A AAF]e
U goz APAQ dFe Agddd 19
e 93889¢ /AT e 2EASNA WS
dud 4+ de 1i#y Pod Adsied 2g
A% 712A8E AANE  deddn AAE
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< Abstract >

The Relationships between Health Status
and Health Practices among Industrial Workers

Myung Sun Lee

(Department of Health Education, College of Education, Ewha Womans University)

This study attempted to analyze the health habits affecting health status of industrial workers. Data was collected from 57

industries of 900 workers at Inchon. The research has been carried out through self-administered questionnaire and from the

analysis of the health examination records and the results were as follows:

1.

Among 861 respondents, men were 81.2%, women were 18.8%, 42.6% were of the 30-40 age group, the married were 65.7%,
the single were 32.5%, the high school graduates were 62.4% and 37.3% were of people who worked between 1 and 5 years.

. As far as the seven health habits, current smokers were 54.9%, people who regularly exercise was 31.7%, 7-8 hour of sleep, on

the average were 74.0%, people eating breakfast nearly every day were 8.0%, and people eating between meals almost every
day were 54.2%. Heavy drinkers who drink 3-4 times or more per week were 13.2%, 1-2 times per week were 26.8% and the

obese were 4.6%.

. Health status of A and B, estimated by doctors in the health examination were 81.7% and C, D1, D2, the unhealthy were 18.3%.

Men were reported more than women in unhealthy groups and the results regarding health status reflect gender, educational
level and age. That is to say that, lower educational level group and over 30 years of age group perceive their health to be worse

than the higher educational level and under 30 age group. And these differences were statistically significant.

. The relationship between health habits and health status, expressed in terms of the odds ratio. Current smokers had a

consistently worse health status than a nonsmokers with a 1.36 odds ratio. The workers who reported eating breakfast rarely or
never were more associated with the unhealthy group than the regular breakfast eating group with a 2.48 odds ratio. One or

more drink per week had a worse health status than a never or a little drinker with a 1.42 odds ratio.

. The Health habits score and duration of work were selected as significant factors influencing health status based on logistic

analysis. According to the results of this model, the odds ratio of good health status was 2.06 for good health habit score, 1.55
for population who worked seven years or more duration of work.

As we have seen, good practices were found to be associated with better health and the effect of the health habits was
cummulative;those who followed 6-7 health habits were in better health, even though they were older than those who failed to do so.

Therefore, in order to provide the health promotion of workers it is necessary to establish a health management plan for an

effective health education and health service.

If we use this type of study as a prospective study design, we can get a precise basic data for health promotion and a

management plan for industrial workers.
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