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An Improved Musculoskeletal Discomfort Assessment Questionnaire
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ABSTRACT

A self-report musculoskeletal assessment tool was adapted following field use by ergonomic
analysis teams and was administrated to 100 employees of ChangWon techno-complex. Results
were analyzed to determine of the self-report could adequately predict whether or not an em-
ployee reportedly sought medical treatment for a work-related discomfort. It is anticipated this
tool can be utilized as an easily administrated, proactive surveillance instrument to assist in
early identification of ergonomic concerns and to help prioritize jobs for intervention.
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Table 2 Results of question number 4, 7, 9, 10

/\}EEJ?JE}.
« 270 L}E}"} A7)

AA BBl dehd AZ1E BAE 43
FHZo] oid 1d ol #Eol ATFol 70%,

B3] 588%= @stgch = A4 EAHRe
=70 A7)7t 1d olage] Be AL o2 F4
Eo| 28 Azt F¥E WY F4YE YEd
At
« BHZHY 49

Fig. 2014 B ulel o] $&xEo] Az

e EHZolY a1 dUS BN A9 &
277 el WA F ¥HEAHA F2HA 500
%, B, 58.8%), ¥AAd& A(A; 30.0%, B; 353
%), F8l3 3Flo] HRd F2HA; 125%, B;59
%), AAAIZHA; 75%, B, 0.0%) £2.2 A B2
F 3 dgsEldn F 2§ $EAEe] e

152

AEYHE 4 7 9 10 o
+H2F of | otue | WHEA | £AA A | ST F | AQARE | A | oL | o | oje
204 | C O O
A 129 | O C O C
59 | O ] O O
3% 9 O @ O
99 | C O O C
63 (C C O O
B 1% O Z O O
19 [ C O O
339 C O
1009 2 g stgou, 2IHA Feid o B PUo] AYe) MY FAYE
Bg WA %S B 289 SHAEL U%A 17 olm B FFo] Bk
o] FRHY g AN
AAE BA 0 e==e 2y B =nas ua
W a8 gol ges s W A

a8 A

Fig. 2 Major causes of discomfort

N7 89
& YT gYASe] 0T ¥
Azt BZE A= 29e
24 EEAEY nifEo] NI}
2Fo BRG] Frtgvtn o
b S3etsiel @do] e Aoz
Aol e 2 og FAPA] EHzol Srid
o £9§ Aol 32%, 12%2 el 2%
o] BRI AAY BAEE APdesrt A

2
ol
o
N
of)

N )
o
fo

J
=

é

O g% oo e e

_&&grQL'B,

A Mo oy o e

ofl i AT (2

x
N

EAgez 8] HAUAANEE TH2FH] UNA
7} g AR Uiy EMEdHA2 AgY &
“ZAgun EH‘%P z %]
b&?‘; BaE9 S$EAEL EHZ

179% 9ol 337 o

Journal of KIS Vol. 14, No. 2, June 99



& N 243y degd 3 gge
4 A9 FFo] ol AAY A ] ¢
AR F4o2 A HYE YESIA e Ao
2 Alsdh
s BHZoZ Qg YT AT HF
“BHAoZ s AMEE sted XFo
A7 et AP dig EMdRE ATEY
SHASEL 504 Aol TAHA dide FIHx
BIE9 $9AEL 109 ue] FAAHA dig
< 9t BaEY $EAEL ob7 2y #
A TZAA ALY E ddo] WHRA e
A EE @y = 22 wgd Ay

o
[}

=

&2

=l

FEHIAGE ASHY WA olRo{Hot @
Ro2 Anddh
5.8 B
2 AT Agel o %%awoﬂ z
Aol owde umsgn AdPAA &
A o188 & Ak AHaneE Az A
of Aol olg 2EAA ) Ago] W
509} 229t bl Aol Pe 223 50
We daez HEEANE AT
Ate HEAY NFE, Sold, dZAol
100%, 82%, 84.7%ZE EAIFo] &3 Izt

shx 2190 gle 4T SEAEC) AR
A A S 7Hee AoE ek
A=1
=

249 $4 A% BAYE 7P go) =7
£ AARAE HYAL 2 e o, B £o
= uehith @A o) BAS wA 8
e 22x Fdd 729 558 Lidt 45
7 7bg Bstoh ol MEA ZAL 2EAA
ool W@ A AMAA FBEL AR
NxAEE ATE 5 Ae Ao AR
9, 2HTY YAoE WRHA £ s}

4 @9kx 2 g $AAY A, TP Ao
BeW BA, AYAR &gtk ol FEA
WAe +YA Testelol & SHEAT AA

2 AT AHEE AMRT MEAE HEA

At Age aFstE 2% 234
22AE FEY F o] ANTIH e

RN ot stalx] H147 M2 '99W 6%

rH
uh
N
2

M
r
AT
it
o
4o
o
1o
o
A
&l
>
2
=
il
[:2
Ev

olde] AAFIAE 2AETEA FE3A A}
89 4 glom AP Wold Ay B
8 A9e s AE 37d WnsTEs
olgo] Fbsstin BeHAch

1D E

r

1) Norka Saldana, Active Surveillance of
work-related Musculoskeletal Disorders,
Occupational Ergonomics, 1996.

2) U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of La-
bor Statistics, Accident Facts, 1997.

3) U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services, Centers for Disease Control, Na-
tional Institute for Occupational Safety
and Health, DHHS (NIOSH) Pub, No. 89
~129, 1989

4) Shiro Tanaka, Record-Based(Passive) Sur-
veillance for Cumulative Trauma Disor-
ders, Occupational ergonomics, 1996.

5) W.A. Orenstein and R.H. Bernier, Surveil-
lance for the control of Vaccinepreventable
disease, Van Nostrand Reinhold, New Yo-
rk, 1992.

6) RM. Park, N.A. Nelson, M.A. Silverstein,
and F.E. Mirer, Use of medical insurance
claims for surveillance of occupational di-
seasean analysis of cumulative trauma in
the auto industry, J. Occup. Med, Vol. 34,
pp. 731 ~737, 1992.

7) B. Silverstein, L. Fine, and T. armstrong,
Occupational factors and carpal tunnel syn-
drome, Am. J. Ind. Med. Vol. 11, pp. 343~
358, 1987.

8) L. Punnett, J. Robins, D. Wegman, and
W.M. Keyserling, Soft tissue disorders in
the upper limbs of female garment wor-
kers, Scand. J. work Environ. Health, Vol.
11, pp. 417~425, 1985.

9) NIOSH, Health Hazard Evaluation Report:
Los Angeles Times, Los Angeles, Cali-
fornia. U.S. Dept of Health and Human

153



Services, Public Health Servece, Centers
for disease Control, Natl. Inst. Occupa-
tional Safety and Health, Cincinnati, OH,
NIOSH Rep. No. HETA 90-132277, 1993.

10) S.R. Stock, Workplace ergonomic factors
and the development of musculoskeletal
disorders of the neck and upper limbs: a
meta-analysis, Am. J. Ind Med. Vol 19,
pp. 87~107, 1991.

11) N. Saldana, Design and evaluation of a
computer system operated by the work-
force for the collection of perceived mus-
culoskeletal discomfort: A tool for surveil-
lance, Doctoral Dissertation, Univ. Michigan,

Ann Arbor, 1991.

12) N. Saldana, DAS: A graphical computer
tool for the collection of musculoskeletal
discomfort information from the workforce,
Computer & Industrial Engineering. Vol.
23, pp. 215~218, 1992,

13) V. Putz-Anderson, Cumulative trauma
disorders: A manual for musculoskeletal
diseases of the upper limbs, 1988.

14) Robert J. Marley & Nirmal Kumar, An
improved musculoskelectal discomfort as-
sessment tool, International Journal of In-
dustrial Ergonomics. Vol. 17, pp.21~27,
1996.

154

Journal of KIS Vol. 14, No.2, June ‘99



