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Abstract : A man is a component of a large system how complex it may be so that human performance which can influence on the
system safety should be included in system safety assessment. Meanwhile, human performance can vary over time due to lots of factors.
Among them, stress is an indirect factor that may cause human error which can result in industrial accidents. To assess stress level of
human workers, not a few assessment tools have been developed. However, it can be questionable to utilize them for human performance
anticipation because they were mainly developed with the viewpoint of mental health, though stress assessment can be also required in
the safety aspect. Therefore, this study aimed to survey the possibility of their application with safety purpose. About 10 kinds of work
stress tools were collected and analyzed with reference to assessment items, assessment and analysis methods, and follow-up measures.
The results showed that most tools focused their weights on Demands, Supports, and Relationships, in sequence. However, they, except
only one tool developed by the Japanese researchers, merely advised to set up counterplans in PDCA cycle or risk management activities.
In consequence, application of stress assessment tools mainly developed for mental health seemed impractical for safety purpose with
respect to human performance anticipation so that it was concluded that development of a new assessment tools aimed to human
performance variation and accident prevention would be inevitable.
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3.1 Job Content Questionnaire (JCQ)
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3.2 The Occupational Stress Index (OSI)
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3.4 Work Organisation Assessment
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3.5 Korean Occupational Stress Scale (KOSS)
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3.7 HSE Management Standards Indicator Tool
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3.9 Counter Manual against Work Stress for
Accident Prevention
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Assessment Tools Year Objective Limiation Method Major Assessment Items Applicability
of Assessor for Safety
Job Content . . Quest!onnalre, Duties & Responsibility, Work Conditions, . .
. . 1998 Information for job contents none Interview via - impossible
Questionnaire (JCQ) Work Ability, Personal Effort
telephone
The Occupational Stress Changeable stress factors in work Individual Wor'k Career, Wag.e 'Ifevel, Work Conditions, . .
2003 . none . . Duties & Responsibility, Interpersonal impossible
Index (OSI) environment Questionnaire . :
Relations, Time Pressure
Hazard management and interview, Duties Responsibility, Interpersonal Relations
The SOBANE strategy 2004 anag none Individual PO 1y, nterp ... impossible
psychosocial research . . Work Condition, Time Pressure, Work Ability
Questionnaire
Work Organisation 2004 Stress management through health, none Individual Interpersonal Relations, Duties & Responsibility, impossible
Assessment safety, well-being and hazard Questionnaire  Work Condition, Personal Health P
. . . Work Condition, Duties & Responsibility
Korean Occupational Assessment of the peculiar Individual . ’ . ’ . .
Stress Scale (KOSS) 2005 characteristics for Korean workers none Questionnaire X\;(\)/reli Ability, Interpersonal Relations, Wage  impossible
The QPSNordic- As;essment of psychplogwal, expert,  Individual lntgrpersonal Relathns, ‘Work C(_)ndltlon, Work _ _
2007 social, and organizational work o . . Ability, Work Motivation, Duties & impossible
ADW e scientist  Questionnaire P
conditions Responsibility
. Interpersonal Relations, Work Ability, Duties
HSE M.Standards 2008 Hazard index related with stress none Ind1v1dual . & Responsibility, Work Conditions, Job impossible
Indicator Tool Questionnaire Sati .
atisfaction
Simple Questionnaire Work stress assessment for mental Individual Quantitative Work} oad, Qualitative Workload, . .
2004 none . . Interpersonal relations, Work Control, Stress  impossible
for Work Stress health care Questionnaire
Response
Counter Manual against . . .. Quantitative Workload, Qualitative Workload,
Work Stress for 2011 nglfeen;lgrrlfvennon through stress none ggggﬁ:ﬁaire Interpersonal Relations, Work Control, Stress  possible
Accident Prevention & Response, Unsafe Acts
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Table 2 Comparison of assessment methods and number of questions

Relation- .. Commu- Home/
Assessment Tools Demands Control ~ Support ~ Role ships Change Training nication  Others Sum
. 26 6 16 3 2 1 4 8 66
The Occupational Stress Index (OSI
Question - pationat STess TEEX (S (394) (1) (42 @5 (G0 (15 6.1)  (12.1)  (100)
Type . 9 6 8 2 7 1 2 35
HSE M.Standards Indicator Tool (25.7) (17.1) (22.9) 5.7) (20) 2.9) 5.7) (100)
Category - 19 2 10 2 6 1 3 1 6 50
Tvne Work Organisation Assessment (38) ) 20) @) (12) 2 ©) 2 (12) (100)
yp
_— 4 2 3 2 3 14
Job Content Questionnaire (JCQ) (28.6) (14.3) (21.4) (14.3) (21.4) (100)
7 5 8 2 5 2 2 2 33
The SOBANE Strategy l2) (152 (242 (61 (152 ©) 61 61 (100)
. 10 3 21 6 2 1 43
K Occupational Stress Scale (KOSS
Weight orean Occupational Stress Scale (KOSS) )33 (70, (4gg) (140) (@) 23)  (100)
Type . 25 9 30 6 12 5 3 15 105
The QPSNordic-ADW 238) 86 (286 G7) (114 @8 (29  (143)  (100)
Simple Questionnaire for Work Stress (63;179) (740) (740) (21121) (15070)
Counter Manual against Work Stress for 24 3 13 3 13 13 69
Accident Prevention (348)  (43)  (18.8) 423) (18.8)  (18.8) (100)
. 333 9.6 24.0 52 12.8 2.8 114 6.9 9.4
Portion (Mean + s.d) +136 +48 <111 09 +£61 +14 +£80 61 +50
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