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Objectives - We intended to evaluate the double standard tional corporation' was found to have the most potent impact
status and to identify factors of determining double standard on increasing double standard risk. On the variable level,
criteria in multinational corporations of Korea, and factors of 'number of affiliated companies' and 'existence of
specifically those inthe occupational health and safety area. an auditing system with the parent company' showed a

Methods | A postal guestionnaire had been sent, between strong negative impact on double standard risk.

August 2002 and September 2002, to multinational corpo- Conclusion | Qur study suggests that a distinctive
rations in Korea. A double standard company was defined as approach is needed to manage the occupational safety and
those who answered in more than one item as adopting a health for multinational corporations. This approach should
different standard among the five items regarding double be focused on the specific level of a corporation, not on a
standard identification. By comparing double standard country level.

companies with equivalent standard companies, determin-

ants for double standards were then identified using logistic Korean.J Prev Med 2004;37(1):17-25
regression analysis.

Results - Of multinational corporations, 45 1% had Key Words - Double standard, Multinational aspect, Occupa-
adopted a double standard. Based on the guestion naire's tional health
scale level, the factor of 'characteristic and size of multina-
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Table 1. Contents of questionnaire constructed with three criteria of variables
induding groups, scales and items.
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Confounding General Number of ermployees 2 generally
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Predictor Policyand  Reference company
variables direction of  Relative importance of OHS within 3
OHST the cormpany
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concerning  Degree of perception about the IO
double guideline on MNC Audun R
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Existence of auditing system with
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double Workers fraining 5 ILG
standard Equipment and facility encyclopedia
Onteome Safety auditing [21]
variables Activity Curative service
profile of Health examination
CHS Workplace environment related
Health education and health promotion 7 ILQ )
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General medical services

Risk management

OHS strategy planning
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Table 2. Scaling assumption, reliability and validity evaluation of questionnaire

items
No.of Ttemto Reliability Discriminant  Eigenvalue
Scales Tterns  Scale (Cronbach's  Validity {variance’n)
Correlation alpha) Factorl
Policy and direction 3 0.54-0.83 0.59 -044~-036  3.70(329)
of OHS
Policy and perception
concerning double 4 051073 0.91 0.07~0.31 4.25(85.35)
standard
Application state of 5 0.58-0.79 0.87 -033~-008  3.60(68.4)
double standard
Activity profile of 7 047-079 0.87 -0.15~0.23 4,45 (370}
OHS

*Occupational health and safety

Table 3. The frequency of application state of safety and health standards in

multinational corporations, n (%)

Unaware Dsct EsCt DSC.
curmulative

Staffing of CHS* job 0101y 40(404) 40(59.6) 40354,
Safety anditing {111 29{3313) 56(66.7) 44 (39.8)
Worker training 111 24(279) 62(72.1) 47(41.6)
Equiprrent and 0101y 23{259) 56(74.1) 40043 .43
facility

Exposure limit of 990 19(21.3) 60(74.4) 51(45.1%
substance

* Double standard company, "Equivalentstandard company,

¥ Docupational health and safsty
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Table 4. General characteristics and univariate analysis of predictor variables for double standard, n{%)

Scales Tterns Categories DsCt EsC? P value’
Confounding variables  Number of employees <50 15(300) 17(28.3) 0.09%
50-209 25(50.0) 200313
=300 10(20.0) 23(38.4)
Types of industries IndustryI 12(25.0) 13(21.0 0.43
Industry I 17(354) 17(29.0)
Industry 01 16(33.3) 200319
Industry IV 3(63) 10(16.13
Characteristic of MNC*  Time of advance <5 12(24.0) 17(274) 0.87
5-9 200400 21(35.5)
=10 18(36.0) 22037.0)
Motive of advance Market orientation 11(208) T{1L.5)
Marketand costorientation 25(472% 20(328) 0.04
Costorientation 17(32.1) 33557
Country of origin Europe 18(367) 15(25.4) 0.34
America 12(24.5) 21(35.6)
Japan and others 19(38.8) 23390
Entry mode A ffiliation 4470 11{194) =0.01
New foundation 27529} 49 (80.6)
Scale of MNC Number of advanced countries <10 27(52.9) 19(30.6) 0.01-
10-29 17(334) 200339
=30 T(13.7) 21(35.5)
An amountinvested <100 32(64.0) 28(47.6) 008"
100-499 13(26.0) 16(26.2)
=500 5(10.0) 16(26.2)
A ratio investe <33 (17T T3
33-30 12(23.5) 12(194) 047+
=51 30(588) 41(69.3)
Policy and direction Accordance standard and Korea 34(66.7) 32(53.3) 0.06
of OHS! gystermn Parent country (17T 210350
Superior standard 238 5(83)
Noprinciple 6(11.8) 2{3.3)
Reference company Korean company 41(854) 36 (60.0) <0.01
Parent company T(14.6) 24 (40.0)
Irportance of OHS within High 10(20.8) 11{18.6) 0.89
cormpany So-z0 230479y 277458
Low 15(31.3) 21(35.6)
Policy and perception COHS strategy pertaining to Yes 12(24.5) 30(50.0) 0.02
concerning double entire MINC No 16(327) 15(25.0)
standard Unaware 21(42.9) 15(25.0
Auditing systern with parent Yes T{13.7) 29048 3) <0.01
COITpany No 44 (86.3) 31517
Degree of perception about the Avware 15(319) 27045.0) 027
1O guideline So-30 17(36.2) 21(35.0)
Unaware 15(31.9) 12(20.0)
Degree of observance aboutthe  Observe 10(200) 26(43.3) 0.03
1O guideline So-20 25(500) 24 (40.0)
Unobzerve 15(30.0) 10(16.7)
Activity of OHS Total summation of OHS activities 245(£10.1) 27.3(£8.4) 0.036

*P-value for chi-squaretest, ® P-walue for trend test, ** Adjusted P-value for ANOWVA test
tDouble standard company, T Equivalent standard company, fultinational corporation,
T0ceupational health and safety, *Intemational organization
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Table 5. Multivariate analysis of Predictor variables for Double Standard”
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Scales Items Categories Adjusted OR CI{95%)
Confounding variables Nurmber of employees <505 50-299 123 0.35-2.67
<50vg=300 238 1.12-534
Types of industries Industry I vs industry I 0.94 048-1.85
Industry I vs industry II 1.04 0.63-1.37
IndustryI to industry IV 1.29 0.61-5.68
Policy and direction of OHST Reference cormpany Korean cormpany vs parent cormpany 216 1.04-8.53
Adoption of standard and systern Korean standard vs home country'sor - 3,12 1.08-9.35
superior standard
Korean standard vs No principle 0.93 0.10-326
Characteristic and Scale of MNC?  Nurmber of advanced countries <10vg 10-29 193 0.74-5.60
<10vs 230 8.21 3.15-518
Entry mode Affiliation vs new foundation 155 1.02-4.87
Policy conceming double standard  Existence of OHS strategy Novs unaware 1.10 035226
pertaining to entire MNC Novsyes 522 1.08-194
Anditing system with parentcommpany Novsyes 340 1.12-268
Degree of observance Unobserve vs so-s0 1.27 0.13-3.29
about the IO guideline TUnobserve vs observe 230 1.02-581

* Logistic regression analysis is performed with stapwise variable sels ction
t Oceupational health and safsty, f Multinational corperation

Table 6. Likelihood ratio test of Predictor scales for Double Standard

Model® Likelill;Zi 4 ratio, l1kel1l;cg)(dd, f(]} 45 P value Interpretation”
ABHCHD 38=26.8 (16) Ge-G8=3.6(4) 042 C/ABD
ABHCHD 38=26.8 (16) (35-G8=13.8 (7) 0.05 D/ABC
ABHCHD 38=26.8 (16) G7-G8=10.5(2) 0.005 B/ACD
AFCHD G7=37.3 (14) G3-G7=32.9(7) =0.001 D/AC
ABHD G6=30.4 (12) G4-G6=18.0(2) =0.001 B/AD
MBHC G5=40.6 (9) 32-G5=2.2(3) 0.53 C/AB
A4D Gd=48.4 (10) G1-54=28.2 (8) <0.001 D/A
A4C G33=70.2 (7 G1-G3=6.4 (3) 0.10 CIA
A4E G32=42.8 (6) G1-52=33.8 (2) =0.001 B/A
A(Null) G1=76.6(4) A

* Variables included for each scale are as follows;

AConfounding) : munber of employess, types of industr ies

B(Characteristic and scale of MNC)  numnber of advancsd countries, motive of advancs, entry mods
CrPolicy and direction of OHS) : referencs company, adoption of standard and system

DiPolicy and perception conceming double standard) : existence of OHS strategy pertaining entire MNC,

auditing system with parent company

t Graphical displaying for interpratation of P-value for likelihood ratio test
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