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Abstract : The purpose of this study is to investigate the work ability of employees using the work ability index(WAI)
and to confirm factors affecting the work ability of employees in the Korean machinery industry. In this study, corre-
lations between the WAI score and variables affecting the work ability of employees(age, the class of the employee's
position, the character of the work and the type of the work) were analysed by the correlation analysis. The study
population was consisted of employees from Korean machinery industry(n =446) and the WAI questionnaire was more
or less modified considering actual circumstances in Korean. The WALI score of entire employees was slightly high
(WAI score =42, Level = Good) and the WAI score of employees under 29 years of age was slightly higher than that
of employees over 30 years of age. As a result of one-way ANOVA and correlation analysis, the character of the work
and the type of the work were variables affecting the WAI score and the WAI score of physical/mental workers was
higher than that of physical workers.
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2. Methods

2.1. Participants
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Table 1. Subject's distribution by age

ik AA(E) H1&(%)
200 40 9.0
30 150 336
400 197 442
50ty 59 132
A 446 100
Table 2. Subject's distribution by status

AF A7) H]&(%)
227 44 9.9
A4 402 90.1
A 446 100

Table 3. Subject's distribution by work characteristics and types

AP EA I EF A | HE%)
AE)A 164 36.8
Z(F) Ay 146 327
& A
v HEAY 25 5.5
27 335 75.1
222 29 44 9.9
BAEY 39 8.7
=4 fA RS 2 28 6.3
ZA 11 249
A 446 100
o] Zle A2 49, WAL, FA/RS Ao
2 BRAAC ZR4AA7} AA e 151%
Ar g BEIFPamn=335) Yz 249%7} 2E3t
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T Y5 2 EFE ALEEE Table 1, 2,
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2.2. The work ability index &2
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2.3. Procedure
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3. Results

3.1. M| =reixte] WAI score 2 Level
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Table 4. WA level distribution of respondents

WAI level 219(F) H]8(%)

Excellent 170 38.1
Good 214 48.0

Moderate 58 13.0
Poor 4 0.9
A 446 100

Table 5. WA!I level distribution by age

kS
WAI level
20t 30t 40t} 50Th
Excellent 17 S1 79 23
Good 21 78 88 27
Moderate 2 18 29 9
Poor 0 3 I 4
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Fig. 1. WAI soore by age.
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Fig. 2. WAl score by work characteristics.
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Fig. 3. WAl score by work types.
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Fig. 4. WAI score by status.
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Fig. 5. Scafter plot matrix of WAl score by age, work cha-
racteristics, work type and status.

FollA WAL scoredl] B2 PlAl= W
EAE Foto stk A dRE
WAL scoreE 71Fo.2 3 7} ¥Ee AR 8

& Bt APAEE s e P2 2
7 WAI scoreE 71E0.2 A&7 AUAEAH 1
2 g ATt ABAel e AR Yel
(Fig. 5).

7k W53} WAL score®] FHE4 23t 3%
oM MFHE Bl AYEF Hrd AYE
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}THTable 6).
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Table 6. Correlation analysis between WAI score and variables
PFTBA kil AYEA | AYEF | AF

Pearson
Work A 0032 | 0177 0.191 0.043
ability A

score
P value 0.504 0.000 0.000 0.369

Journal of the KOSOS, Vol. 20, No. 3, 2005



7Aoo} HeE Wrlof RHet oiF

4. Conclusion and discussion
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