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This article is the first to examine the association between self-reported
general health and a wide range of working conditions at the European level
and by type of welfare state regime. Data for 21,705 men and women ages 16
to 60 from 27 European countries were obtained from the 2010 European
Working Conditions Survey. The influence of individual-level sociodemo-
graphic, physical, and psychosocial working conditions and of the organi-
zation of work were assessed in multilevel logistic regression analyses,
with additional stratification by welfare state regime type (Anglo-Saxon,
Bismarckian, Eastern European, Scandinavian, and Southern). At the
European level, we found that “not good” general health was more likely
to be reported by workers more exposed to hazardous working conditions.
Most notably, tiring working positions, job strain, and temporary job
contracts were strongly associated with a higher likelihood of reporting
“not good” health. Analysis by welfare state regime found that only tiring
or painful working conditions were consistently associated with worse
self-reported health in all regimes. There was no evidence that the
Scandinavian welfare regime protected against the adverse health effects
of poor working conditions. The article concludes by examining the impli-
cations for comparative occupational health research.

It is well established that work is an important social determinant of health and
health inequalities (1, 2). Hazardous physical working conditions (e.g., ergonomic
problems), stressful psychosocial work environments (e.g., high job demands and
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low job control), and some elements of the organization of working life (e.g.,
long working hours, poor job security, and shift work) have all been associated
with adverse health outcomes, including psychological ill health, coronary heart
disease, and musculoskeletal problems (2). Previous European research in this
field has been largely based on single-country studies, and has often focused on
only one aspect of working conditions (most notably, the psychosocial work
environment or job insecurity). In this article, we are the first to examine the
association between working conditions and health at the European level and to
do so using a wide range of working conditions covering key elements of the
physical and psychosocial work environment as well as the organization of work.
Additionally, as previous comparative studies of health in Europe have found
variation by welfare state regime (3—6) and because there are potentially important
cross-national variations in workplace regulation, the labor market context, and
social protection systems (7), this article is also the first to compare a wide range of
working conditions, and their association with health, by welfare state regime.

WORKING CONDITIONS AND HEALTH
Hazardous Physical Working Conditions and Health

Recent research into the physical work environment has focused on ergonomic
hazards, including vibration exposure, lifting heavy loads, work involving pain-
ful positions, and repetitive work. Epidemiological evidence has accumulated
demonstrating an association between exposure to vibration (e.g., by regular and
frequent use of vibrating hand-held tools, driving heavy vehicles, or operating
certain machines) and musculoskeletal disease as well as hand-arm vibration
syndrome and carpal tunnel syndrome (8). For example, a systematic review found
that lower back pain was more frequent in workers exposed to whole-body
vibration (9). Work tasks such as lifting and carrying heavy loads or people is also
known to be a risk factor for the development of musculoskeletal disorders,
particularly of the lower back (10). Similarly, work involving repetitive move-
ments has been associated with an increased prevalence of musculoskeletal
symptoms involving the neck, shoulders, and upper extremities (11). There is
also tentative evidence to suggest that mental health conditions tend to be more
frequently reported by workers exposed to repetitive work (12). Working in
strenuous, painful, and static postures is also associated with musculoskeletal
symptoms (13—14).

Psychosocial Work Environment and Health

The “psychosocial work environment” is a collective way of referring to psycho-
logical and social influences on health, such as time pressure, social reciprocity,
job control and autonomy, fairness, and work demands. In public health research,
the most popular contemporary conceptual framework of the relationship between
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the psychosocial work environment and health is the job strain (or demand-
control-support) model (15). This asserts that jobs with high psychological
demands (e.g., time pressure, high work pace, high work load, and conflicting
demands) coupled with low levels of control (i.e., control over workload, the
variety of work, skill development, and utilization) are “high-strain” jobs that can
lead to an increased risk of stress-related morbidity and mortality (2). There is
strong evidence of relationships between job strain and adverse health outcomes,
including coronary heart disease (16) and associated risk factors (17-18), mus-
culoskeletal pain, and psychological ill health (20). For example, a systematic
review found that the increased relative risk of coronary heart disease ranged
from 1.5 to 4.95 for employees experiencing adverse psychosocial work charac-
teristics (16). Cohort studies have identified dose-response relationships between
job strain and obesity (17), metabolic syndrome (18), and psychiatric disorders
(20). Apart from job strain, other concepts of psychosocial stressors at work,
such as the effort-reward-imbalance model, have been widely tested and yielded
comparable results (21).

Organization of Work and Health

The nature of work in Europe has altered considerably in recent decades, with
a rise in flexible, or precarious, employment: increasing numbers of people are
working on either temporary contracts or no contracts, characterized by lower
levels of security and poorer working conditions (22). Precarious employment
is usually associated with low income, long and unsociable working hours,
and high job strain (23). A number of adverse physical and mental health indi-
cators are associated with precarious employment, including stress, fatigue,
backache and muscular pains, self-reported health, minor psychiatric morbidity,
high blood pressure, health-related behaviors, and mortality (24—26). There is
also a sizable body of evidence that demonstrates the negative effects of shift
work, particularly night work, on health and well-being (27, 28). Reported health
problems include sleep disturbances, fatigue, digestive problems, emotional prob-
lems, cardiovascular problems, and stress-related illnesses, as well as increases
in general morbidity and sickness absence (29, 30). Long working hours have
also been shown to have negative health impacts (31). In addition, shift work,
long hours, and abnormal hours may result in work-life balance problems that
can, in turn, result in poorer health (32).

WORK, HEALTH, AND WELFARE
Welfare State Regimes and Health
It is now widely acknowledged that welfare states are important macro-level

determinants of health (19). Even in its most narrow definition—as the state’s
role in education, health, housing, poor relief, social insurance, and other social
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services—the welfare state clearly plays a mediatory role in the influence of
the material and social determinants of health. This is most obvious in terms
of the strong relationship between universal health care systems, higher levels
of health care decommodification, better population health, and lower health
inequalities (for an overview, see Beckfield and Kreiger, 2009) (34). However, as
has been argued elsewhere (2), the welfare state cannot merely be reduced to a
set of specific social benefits and welfare services: it is a complex system of
stratification and regulation that sets the broader parameters in which all the
other social determinants of health (including the work environment) take place.

Social epidemiology has increasingly used welfare state variation to frame
analyses of cross-national differences in population health. Welfare state pro-
vision varies extensively across Europe, but typologies have been put forward
to categorize them into distinctive types, or welfare state regimes (19). Welfare
state regimes place those welfare states that are the most similar (in terms of
political tradition, principles, levels of provision, etc.) together, emphasizing
within-regime coherence and between-regime differences (33). Ferrera’s (1996)
(35) four-fold typology, which focuses on different dimensions of how social
benefits are granted and organized, has been highlighted as one of the most
empirically accurate welfare state regime typologies (33). Ferrera makes a distinc-
tion between the Scandinavian, Anglo-Saxon, Bismarckian, and Southern coun-
tries. More recently, the Eastern European countries have been added as a distinct
regime type (36, 37).

These comparative studies of welfare states and health have often concluded
that Infant Mortality Rates (IMR) are improved by the relatively generous
and universal welfare provision of the Scandinavian countries, especially when
contrasted to the Anglo-Saxon welfare states (3—6, 38). IMR are lowest in the
social democratic Scandinavian countries and highest in the liberal Anglo-Saxon
and Southern regimes. For example, Chung and Muntaner (2007) (38) found that
around 20 percent of the difference in IMR between countries could be explained
by the type of welfare state, with Scandinavian countries having significantly
lower rates compared to all other welfare state regimes. However, research
findings are less consistent in terms of the benefits of the Scandinavian welfare
state regime in outcomes such as life expectancy or self-rated health. For example,
in their review of studies of the association between welfare states and health,
Muntaner and colleagues (2011) (39) found that only 61 percent of studies found
a positive advantage to Scandinavia.

Working Conditions, Welfare States, and Health

Siegrist and Theorell (2006) (40) argue that it is critical to take account of
wider society-level economic, political, and social contexts when thinking about
the effect of working conditions on health. In this way, welfare state regimes—
with their varying levels of social protection and workplace health and safety
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regulation—may be important influences on the work environment and on
the impact of adverse working conditions on health (2). Although regulation
of working conditions in the countries of the European Union is under the
general guidance of the European Union (e.g., the 1989 EU Council Direction
89/391/EEC set out the general principles guiding EU and member state policies),
there is still considerable variation. For example, only Norway and Sweden
have explicit legislation relating to the psychosocial work environment (i.e., the
1991 Swedish Work Environment Act). As another example, the United Kingdom
operates an opt-out clause for workers in regard to the EU Working Time
Directive (more commonly referred to as the 48-hour work week).

Reflecting this, epidemiological work has started to compare whether working
conditions and their relationships with health vary by welfare state regime. To
date, this research has focused on the psychosocial work environment, finding
a lower prevalence of job strain and work-related stress in countries with more
comprehensive welfare states (and in more regulated work environments, such
as Sweden or Norway) and reduced impacts on health in these countries (7, 41).
For example, Dragano and colleagues (2011) (7) found that job strain was
highest in the Southern welfare states and that welfare state regime type accounted
for almost 75 percent of the differences between countries. In terms of the
association between job strain and health, there were significant variations by
welfare state regime type: highest in the Anglo-Saxon welfare state regime and
lowest in the Scandinavian one. This suggested that the health impacts of stressful
work environments are less pronounced in welfare states with higher levels
of social protection. Similarly, a comparative study of Britain, Finland, and
Japan by Sekine and colleagues (2009) (41) concluded that the smaller inequal-
ities in work characteristics and mental ill health in the Finnish cohort “may
be attributable to the universal and egalitarian policies of Social Democratic
countries because . . . policies such as extensive welfare and social services, full
employment policies, wealth redistribution through tax and transfer systems
are considered to result in less inequalities in working conditions and health.”
Further, the relationship between job insecurity and poor health is less pronounced
in countries with more extensive social security systems, which improve indi-
viduals’ ability to cope with stressful events (42). Comparative studies of the
effects of unemployment on health have also identified important differences in
the magnitude of the relationship by welfare state regime, with relative inequalities
largest in the Anglo-Saxon countries (37).

Theoretical Framework

Existing studies therefore suggest that the effect of working conditions on
health may be modified by welfare arrangements. Dragano and colleagues
(2011) (7) and Sekine and colleagues (2009) (41) outline a general resource
model that assumes that generous social protection schemes help individuals
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cope with stressful life events and conditions. We extend this perspective to
propose that the welfare state has the potential to buffer against the health
consequences of both physical and psychosocial work strains. This “modifying
effect” of the welfare state may operate through two basic mechanisms: control
and resilience. Within a “welfare resources” perspective, it is hypothesized
that universal and generous welfare states give individuals the opportunity to
have “command over resources in terms of money, possessions, knowledge,
psychological and physical energy, social relations, security and so on by
means of which the individual can control and consciously direct her conditions
in life” (44). This perspective emphasizes control (“command over resources”)
and the way that resources enable individual decisions and action in a manner
resembling Sen’s capability approach (45). Individual and collective resources
that strengthen individual capability may, in turn, enhance individual resilience:
“the process of avoiding adverse outcomes or doing better than expected
when confronted with major assaults on the developmental process” (46). A
comprehensive welfare state may therefore modify the adverse effects of working
conditions on health by increasing capabilities and resilience in the working
population and making it less vulnerable to health hazards at work. This may
occur in the following ways.

First, universal access to generous sickness absence compensation during
self-certified shorter sickness spells may enhance labor force participation among
the chronically ill and individuals with marginal health resources. Having
the opportunity to take a few days off work without significant loss of income
might prevent temporary work-related health problems from becoming permanent
sickness. In the opposite scenario, with no benefits or fairly low replacement ratios
for short-term sickness absence, many workers may exhaust their health potential
to avoid the short-term economic penalty of absence (“presenteeism”). This
behavior has the potential of amplifying health problems. Also, many chronic
conditions fluctuate in intensity. Hence, universal and generous sickness absence
schemes may install a kind of flexibility in working life that makes the health-work
environment interaction less pronounced.

Second, generous out-of-work benefits and active labor market policies may
enhance a better match between individual health resources and job demands/
working conditions. For instance, Tatsiramos (2009) (47) shows that the duration
of the first job after a spell of unemployment is longer among individuals living
in countries with more generous unemployment benefits than those living in
countries with lower replacement ratios. More generous out-of-work benefits
give individuals time to find an appropriate job, rather than having to jump into
the first available offer because of economic necessity. At the same time, generous
benefits and spending on active labor market policies are highly correlated (48).
Up-skilling and re-skilling of the benefit population may also enhance job match.
If more people have a job that fits their manifest and latent health potential, one
might assume the observed health effect of a given working condition would be
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smaller than if people were given less choice or fewer opportunities to learn
appropriate skills.

Third, countries with generous welfare benefits (i.e., the Scandinavian
countries) also have higher minimum wages and narrower wage distributions.
Minimum wages must be significantly higher than social benefits to install work
incentives. This improves workers’ bargaining position and exerts a pressure
from below on wage distribution (49). This way, generous welfare states
redistribute material resources not only through out-of-work benefits, but also
through the effect on wage formation. A low-status job with a given exposure
profile would be relatively better paid in a redistributive society than in other
countries. As income has been found to have an independent effect on self-
rated health (Geyer et al., 2006) (50), higher minimum wages may increase
resilience to occupational exposures, particularly in lower status occupations—
for example, by enabling low-end employees to secure better material living
conditions (such as a car or a decent dwelling) and better opportunities to buy
services (vacations, health services, practical help, etc.) and by improving the
effort-reward balance through a comparably higher reward. Health and resilience
may also be improved by a relatively smaller perceived income inequality and
a sense of better social standing (51).

Fourth, a hallmark of Scandinavian social democratic welfare states is their
taxation-financed service provision. These services, particularly in the form of
care for children and the elderly, may reduce the physical and mental strain
experienced by individuals with care responsibilities. For instance, a subsidized,
full-time child care service, compared to an expensive private or part-time child
care, may reduce stress in parents and make them less prone to the adverse
consequences of poor working conditions. A recent multilevel study by Esser
and Ferrarini (2010) (52) suggested that perceived stress and work-family
conflict were lower in countries pursuing dual-earner family policies. A parallel
argument may be made in the case of elderly care or care for impaired children.

Finally, generous social protection is also accompanied by greater bargaining
power for labor unions, which they use to not only enhance wages but also
to improve regulation of working conditions. Accordingly, the Scandinavian
countries have stronger and more comprehensive workplace regulations than
other European countries (especially in terms of the psychosocial work environ-
ment in Norway and Sweden). It is expected that the health of workers exposed
to potentially damaging working conditions in these countries will benefit from
these additional regulations (e.g., workers exposed to noise may be required to
wear additional protection or workers exposed to repetitive work may be entitled
to additional or longer rest breaks than workers in other countries). Enhanced
enforcement of such regulations with more regular inspections may also reduce
the relationship between hazardous working conditions and ill health. Similarly,
the state will try to limit expenses to the social security system by forcing—and
incentivizing—employers to reduce work-related health damage: the gap between
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tax income per average worker and the average expenses per disabled worker
is much greater in generous welfare states because of high minimum wages
and generous benefits. Hence, the state has a very strong incentive to keep
people in the workforce.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS
This article therefore examines two research questions:

1. What is the association between working conditions and health in Europe?
2. Do the associations between working conditions and health vary by welfare
state regime?

Based on the research reviewed above and our theoretical framework, we
would expect to find a negative relationship between hazardous working con-
ditions and health in Europe, although we would expect variation by welfare state
type, with a weaker association between working conditions and health in the
social democratic Scandinavian countries.

METHODS
Data and Variables

Data were obtained from the 2010 European Working Conditions Survey
(EWCS). This survey is conducted every five years by the European Foundation
for the Improvement of Living and Working Conditions, an autonomous EU
agency. The survey included more than 100 questions on a wide range of issues
regarding employment and working conditions. It is a unique source of com-
parative information and this is the first academic study to utilize the data in
relation to the association between work and health. The survey has been con-
ducted five times between 1990 and 2010.

For our analyses, we used the most recent (fifth) survey from 2010, analyzing
data from 27 countries. The survey sample is representative of all residents of
the included countries age 15 or older who are employed. In each country, a
multistage, stratified random sampling method was used. The survey interviews
were conducted in person at respondents’ homes. The overall response rate was
44 percent for the fifth EWCS, with considerable variation by country (ranging
from 31% in Spain to 74% in Latvia). Further details on the survey design and
sampling frame are available elsewhere (53, 54).

Details of the sample are provided in Table 1. The sample for this analysis
is restricted to men and women ages 16 to 60 to include only persons below the
typical European retirement age of 60 years. Although the mean retirement age
is higher than 60 in some countries, a considerable part of the workforce retires
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around age 60. To avoid selection processes in relation to retirement (e.g., healthy
worker effect), we restricted our analyses to those under age 60. We also excluded
persons working less than 15 hours a week, those working in the armed forces, and
the self-employed. After excluding persons with missing data on the exposure,
outcome, and covariates, a total of 21,705 participants were available for the final
analysis.

Health was measured in terms of self-reported general health. Self-reported
general health was constructed from a variable asking “How is your health
in general? Would you say it is . . . very good, good, fair, bad, very bad?” The
variable was dichotomized into “very good or good” health versus “not good”
health. Sex and age (in categories of 1629, 30-39, 40-49, 50-60) were included
as individual-level demographic variables. We also included variables to measure
occupation, coded with the International Standard Classification of Occupations
(ISCO), the standard industrial classification (NACE), and education. Education
was measured according to the International Standard Classification of Education
(ISCED-97) in four categories: no education/primary, secondary, post-secondary,
or tertiary. To assess physical and psychosocial working conditions, several
indicators were used in the analyses. Five indicators were used to assess physical
working conditions: (1) vibrations from hand tools, machinery, etc.; (2) tiring or
painful positions; (3) lifting or moving people; (4) carrying or moving heavy
loads; and (5) repetitive hand or arm movements. If the respondent stated that he or
she works more than 50 percent of the time under these conditions, the respondent
is classified as having poor physical working conditions. To measure psychosocial
working conditions, we used the established demand-control model (15). Job
strain was defined by the combination of high demands (two items) and low
control (seven items). The demand and control scales were dichotomized at the
median to define high and low levels of demand and control. Respondents with
high demand scores and low control scores were defined as having job strain. We
also included several variables to measure the organization of work: public,
private, or third sectors; temporary or indefinite contract; shift work (yes/no);
working at night (how many times per month); working on weekends (how many
times per month); and average working hours per week. Sample characteristics are
shown in Table 1.

The classification of European countries into welfare state regimes follows that
proposed by Bambra and Eikemo (2009) (37) and based on Ferrera (1996) (35).
This typology divides European countries into five types of welfare state regime:
Scandinavian, Anglo-Saxon, Bismarckian, Southern Europe, and Eastern Europe
(see Box 1).

Statistical Analysis

After basic sample description, calculations of country-specific prevalence of
“not good” self-reported health, and calculations of the prevalence of working
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Table 1

Sample sociodemographic, work environment, and
work organization characteristics

N (%) or N (%) or
Characteristic mean (SD)  Characteristic mean (SD)
Sex Tiring positions
Male 10,352 (47.7%)  One quarter of the 14,673 (67.6%)
Female 11,353 (52.3%) time or less
Age One half of the time 7,032 (32.4%)
16-29 4,028 (18.6%) or more
30-39 5,910 (27.2%) Lifting people
40-49 6,318 (29.1%)  One quarter of the 20,375 (93.9%)
50-60 5,449 (25.1%) time or less
Education One half of the time 1,330 (6.1%)
No/primary education 758 (0.4%) or more
Secondary 12,791 (58.9%) Moving heavy loads

Post-secondary
Tertiary
NACE®

Agriculture, hunting,
forestry, and fishing

Industry

Services

Public administration

Other services

ISCO¢

Legislators, senior officials,

and managers

Professional

Technicians and associate
professionals

Clerks

Service workers and shop/
market sales workers

Skilled agricultural and
fishery workers

Craft and related trades
workers

Plant and machine operators

and assemblers
Elementary occupations
Vibrations
One quarter of the time
or less
One half of the time
or more

1,203 (5.5%)
6,953 (32.03%)

444 (2.1%)
5,495 (25.3%)
8,057 (37.1%)

1,628 (7.5%)
6,081 (28.0%)
1,298 (6.0%)

3,343 (15.4%)
3,693 (17.0%)

2,713 (12.5%)
3,831 (17.7%)

193 (0.9%)
2,647 (12.2%)
1,937 (8.9%)
2,050 (9.4%)
18,274 (84.2%)

3,431 (15.8%)

One quarter of the
time or less
One half of the time
or more
Repetitive movements
One quarter of the
time or less
One half of the time
or more
Job strain
Low
High
Contract
Indefinite
Temporary
Sector
Private
Public
Other
Work at night, times a
month
Work on weekend,
times a month
Shift work
No
Yes
Average working
hours per week

17,633 (81.2%)

4,072 (18.8%)

9,849 (45.4%)

11,856 (54.6%)

15,286 (70.4%)
6,419 (29.6%)

18,152 (83.6%)
3,553 (16.4%)

13,615 (30.5%)
6,625 (30.5%)
1,465 (6.8%)
1.3 (3.6)

1.6 (2.2)
17,140 (79.0%)

4,565 (21.0%)
38.7

N = 21,705 in 27 European countries.
PNACE = standard industrial classifications.
€ISCO = International Standard Classification of Occupations.
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Box 1
European Welfare State Regimes, Ranked by Levels of Social Protection
(1 = High, 5 = Low)

1. Scandinavian (Denmark, Finland, Norway, Sweden)

Characterized by universalism, comparatively generous social transfers, a
commitment to full employment and income protection, and a strongly inter-
ventionist state. The state is used to promote social equality through a
redistributive social security system. Unlike other welfare state regimes, the
Scandinavian regime promotes an equality of the highest standards, not an
equality of minimal needs, and provides highly decommodifying programs.

2. Bismarckian (Austria, Belgium, Germany, France, Luxembourg,
Netherlands)

Distinguished by its “status-differentiating” welfare programs in which benefits
are often earnings-related, administered through the employer, and geared
toward maintaining existing social patterns. The role of the family is also empha-
sized and the redistributive impact is minimal. However, the role of the market
is marginalized.

3. Anglo-Saxon (Ireland, United Kingdom)

State provision of welfare is minimal; social protection levels are modest and
often attract strict entitlement criteria; and recipients are usually means-tested
and stigmatized. In this model, the dominance of the market is encouraged
both passively, by guaranteeing only a minimum, and actively, by subsidizing
private welfare schemes. The Anglo-Saxon welfare state regime thereby mini-
mizes the decommodification effects of the welfare state and a stark division
exists between those, largely the poor, who rely on state aid and those who
are able to afford private provision.

4. Southern (Greece, Italy, Portugal, Spain)

The southern welfare states have been described as “rudimentary” because
they are characterized by their fragmented system of welfare provision, which
consists of diverse income maintenance schemes that range from the meager
to the generous and of welfare services, particularly the health care system,
that provide only limited and partial coverage. Reliance on the family and
voluntary sector is also a prominent feature.

5. Eastern (Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Hungary, Lithuania, Latvia,
Poland, Slovenia, Slovakia)

The formerly Communist countries of East Europe have experienced the
demise of the universalism of the Communist welfare state and a shift toward
policies associated more with the Anglo-Saxon welfare state regime, notably
marketization and decentralization. In comparison with other member states
of the European Union, they have limited welfare services.

Source: Adapted from Bambra (2007) and Eikemo and Bambra (2008).
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conditions by welfare state regime, logistic regression models of associations
were calculated with adjustments for age, sex, and gross domestic product. Given
the multilevel structure of the data, we applied multilevel fixed effects logistic
regression methods with individuals (Level 1) nested within countries (Level 2)
(55). This accounts for between-country variation. To assess the association
between working conditions and health in Europe, we first included individual-
level sociodemographic variables (Model 1). Next, we separately added the
physical work environment (Model 2), the psychosocial work environment
(Model 3), and the organization of work variables (Model 4). In the final model,
all the working condition variables were combined (Model 5). The final Model 5
analysis was repeated separately for each of the five welfare state regimes.
Sensitivity analysis was carried out to adjust for response rates. We also checked
against over-adjustment by redoing the analysis with only age and sex as the
confounders. All calculations were made using Stata 11.

RESULTS
Working Conditions and Health in Europe

The results of the multilevel fixed effects logistic regression models of the
association between working conditions and “not good” health in Europe are
presented as odds ratios and 95 percent confidence intervals in Table 2. This
shows that in Europe, members of the working-age population exposed to adverse
working conditions are more likely to report “not good” health than those who
experience better working environments. Model 1 (sociodemographic charac-
teristics) shows that self-reported “not good” health is more likely among women
(OR = 1.22, 95% CI 1.18-1.38) than men (1.0), older workers (age 50-60,
OR = 4.43, 95% CI 3.94-4.97) than younger workers (1.0), primary educated
(1.0) than higher educated (OR = 0.52, 95% CI 0.42-0.63), and lower occu-
pations (elementary occupations OR =2.3, 95% CI 1.90-2.78) compared to higher
occupations (legislator OR = 1.0). There were no significant differences in self-
reported health by employment sector (NACE).

In terms of working conditions, analysis controlling for the sociodemographic
covariates found a clear influence of the physical work environment on self-
reported health (Table 2, Model 2): workers exposed to vibrations (OR =1.1, 95%
CI 1.01-1.23), tiring or painful positions (OR = 1.87, 95% CI 1.72-2.02),
heavy loads (OR =1.24, 95% CI 1.13—1.36), and repetitive movement (OR = 1.28,
95% CI 1.18-1.38) were all more likely to report “not good” health. There was
no significant association with health for lifting people.

The psychosocial work environment analysis (Table 2, Model 3) found that
workers exposed to high levels of job strain were significantly more likely
to report “not good” health than those with low levels (OR = 1.72, 95% CI
1.60-1.85).
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The association between health and the organization of work was more varied
(Table 2, Model 4). There were significant associations for employment contract
(temporary contract workers were more likely than indefinite contract workers
to report “not good” health, OR = 1.26, 95% CI 1.14—1.39), employment sector
(worse health was reported by those in the third sector, OR = 1.20, 95% CI
1.04-1.37), shift work (OR=1.11,95% CI 1.01-1.21), and frequency of weekend
working (OR = 1.03, 95% CI 1.01-1.05). However, there was no association
between health and number of working hours or frequency of night work.

These associations with “not good” self-rated health all remained significant
(except for vibrations and shift work) in the combined analysis, albeit with
reduced effect sizes (e.g., the heavy loads OR reduced from 1.24 to 1.19)
(Table 2, Model 5). In particular, tiring or painful working positions (OR = 1.78,
95% CI 1.64—1.94), job strain (OR = 1.42, 95% CI 1.32—1.54), and temporary
job contracts (OR = 1.24, 95% CI 1.13—1.37) were still strongly associated with
a higher likelihood of reporting “not good” health.

Sensitivity analysis found that adjusting for response rates and confounders
did not change the results.

Welfare State Regimes, Working Conditions, and Health

These combined analysis associations at the European level differed considerably
when the analysis was stratified by welfare state regime (Table 3). For example,
only the conditions of working in tiring and painful positions had a consistently
negative association with “not good” health in all five of the welfare state regime
types, and job strain was significantly negatively associated with “not good”
health in all except for the Anglo-Saxon type (OR = 1.26, 95% CI 0.87-1.83).
In contrast, significant associations with health for vibrations were found only
in Southern Europe (OR = 1.55, 95% CI 1.14-2.10); lifting or moving people
(OR = 1.35, 95% CI 1.02—1.79) and shift work (OR = 1.27, 95% CI 1.10-1.46)
only in the Eastern regime; third-sector employment only in the Bismarckian
regime (OR = 1.32, 95% CI 1.07-1.62); heavy loads only in the Bismarckian
(OR =1.32, 95% CI 1.13—1.55) and Southern (OR = 1.50, 95% CI 1.10-2.03)
regimes; temporary contracts in the Bismarckian (OR = 1.36, 95% CI 1.15-1.61)
and Eastern (OR = 1.29, 95% CI 1.10-1.51) regimes; and weekend work only in
the Scandinavian (OR = 1.07, 95% CI 1.01-1.13) and Bismarckian (OR = 1.05,
95% CI 1.02-1.08) welfare states. Repetitive movements had no association
with health in the Anglo-Saxon (OR = 1.18, 95% CI 0.81-1.72) or Southern
(OR = 1.24, 95% CI 0.96—1.60) regimes. Most notably, the association between
health and working conditions was less pronounced in the Anglo-Saxon regime,
where only tiring or painful positions had a significant association with “not
good” health (OR = 2.04, 95% CI 1.33-3.13).

In terms of comparing the association between working conditions and
health by welfare state regime, there were some notable differences in the size of
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associations by welfare state (Table 3). For example, in terms of tiring or painful
positions, while the association was significant in all welfare state regimes, the
size of association was largest in the Scandinavian and Bismarckian regimes
and smallest in the Southern one. Similarly, job strain had a stronger association
with “not good” health in the Bismarckian and Southern regimes than the others.
However, there was no clear or consistent pattern to these results. Only the
differences in the association with working hours reach statistical significance
(p < 0.00) when the welfare state regimes are compared, but the differences in
association size are very small.

Sensitivity analysis found that adjusting for response rates and confounders
did not change the results.

DISCUSSION

In summary, we found that in Europe, “not good” general health was more
likely to be reported by workers more exposed to hazardous working conditions.
Most notably, tiring working positions (OR = 1.78, 95% CI 1.64-1.94), job
strain (OR = 1.42, 95% CI 1.32—1.54), and temporary job contracts (OR = 1.24,
95% CI 1.13—1.37) were strongly associated with a higher likelihood of reporting
“not good” health. However, there were few significant differences by welfare
state regime, although the association between health and working conditions
was less pronounced in the Anglo-Saxon regime. These results, therefore, only
partially confirm our expectations.

Our finding that hazardous working conditions are associated with worse
health at the European level is in keeping with expectations from single-country
studies that have shown strong adverse associations with physical, psychosocial,
and work organization characteristics (2). The finding that tiring or painful
working positions, job strain, and temporary job contracts were the most strongly
associated with worse self-rated health in Europe is also in keeping with previous
research. For example, a study by Fredriksson and colleagues (2001) (13) found
that working in strenuous, painful, and static postures is associated with mus-
culoskeletal symptoms, and there is evidence to suggest that mental health
conditions such as anxiety, depression, and psychological tension tend to be
more frequently reported by workers exposed to tiring work (12). In terms of
job strain, Dragano and colleagues (2011) (7) found a consistently negative
association between job strain and stress across Europe. There is also a well-
established literature on the adverse effects on health of insecure and temporary
work, most notably in terms of “precarious” employment (including informal
work, temporary or fixed-term work, contract work, casual work, piece work,
home-working, and part-time work)—basically, a lack of labor market regula-
tion (56). Precarious work is associated with fatigue, injuries, musculoskeletal
disorders, impaired psychological and physical well-being (23), self-reported
health, minor psychiatric morbidity, physiological measures (e.g., high blood
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pressure), health-related behaviors (25), and mortality (26). Work with little
security can be as health-damaging as unemployment (56).

From a policy perspective, that these working conditions exist across Europe
and adversely affect health should be a great concern. Precarious employment
represents around 15 percent of all forms of paid employment across the European
Union (24). Women and immigrants tend to be overrepresented in temporary
forms of work (57). Precarious employment is usually associated with low
income, long and unsociable working hours, and often high strain and stress
(23). Despite great progress toward a post-war European Social Model in which
working conditions were more highly regulated, job strain and temporary
contracts have increased since the 1980s and “precarious” employment is
becoming more commonplace (58). This is a result of a sustained period of
neoliberalism in Europe (and beyond) in which European labor markets were
“deregulated” and workers, job seekers, and unions disempowered. This trend
continues today and is in fact being exacerbated by the austerity measures enacted
since the “Great Recession” started in 2008 (59).

The results of previous cross-national research into differences among welfare
states in the association between job strain and health (7, 41) and in unemploy-
ment and health (37), alongside the expectations from our theoretical framework,
meant that we expected to find meaningful differences in the association
between working conditions and health by welfare state regime, specifically
that the association would be weaker in the Scandinavian countries. However,
our empirical analysis does not support this hypothesis; there were few dif-
ferences by welfare state regime in the association between working conditions
and health and, if anything, the association was weaker in the Anglo-Saxon
countries (where, for example, job strain was not significantly associated with
health), not the Scandinavian ones.

This unexpected finding suggests that the welfare state regime approach may
not be the best way to analyze the association between working conditions
and health. There are other approaches that could be taken to examine the
impact of macro-level policy variables on the social determinants of health. For
example, legislation, gross domestic product, demand for labor, tertiarization/
de-industrialization, social expenditure, or institutional measures could all be
alternatives to the welfare regime approach. Indeed, work by Rosskam (2009)
(60) on the international regulation of working conditions has shown that
workplace regulation does not divide neatly across welfare state regime lines.
Rosskam’s international typology of health and safety regulation found that
countries clustered into four types: “Pacesetters,” “Pragmatists,” “Conven-
tionals,” and “Much to be done.” European countries were categorized as
Pacesetters (Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Italy, Luxembourg,
Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, and Switzerland),
Pragmatists (Austria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Greece, Hungary, Ireland,
Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia, and United Kingdom) or Conventionals
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(Bulgaria, Croatia, and Ukraine) (60). Pacesetter countries performed well in
terms of legislative frameworks, implementation, and health and safety outcomes.
Pragmatists did well in terms of health and safety outcomes, despite a poor
legislative framework and slack implementation. Countries in the Conventional
group performed well in terms of legislation, but poorly in terms of imple-
mentation and outcomes, suggesting that laws to protect workers’ health were
not translated into practice. This also suggests that the Anglo-Saxon countries
of the United Kingdom and Ireland do well in terms of work-related health
outcomes, despite their less developed regulation of working conditions. This
suggests that other factors need to be considered when examining cross-national
differences in the association between work and health and that the welfare state
regimes approach is unable to offer as much insight as expected.

Our findings may, of course, be a matter of artifact—a byproduct of the
limitations of the data, variables, and methods used to analyze working conditions
and welfare states. The EWCS dataset is subject to a number of limitations, most
notably in terms of its response rate of 44 percent (ranging from 31% in Spain
to 74% in Latvia). The prevalence of ill health also varied considerably, from
8 percent in Ireland to 56 percent in Latvia. However, we did conduct sensi-
tivity analyses (available from authors on request) adjusting for response rate
differences and our results were unchanged. The health measures in this study
are self-rated and it is only cross-sectional, so it is not possible to establish any
causal relationship between poor working conditions and health. However, the
EWCS also has a number of strengths, most notably that it is the only survey of
its type conducted across Europe. By using data from the EWCS, we are able to
conduct analyses for work-life balance and health in 27 European countries. The
dataset has also been used by other epidemiologists to examine psychosocial
working conditions (61). We also applied multilevel models to take account of
the hierarchical structure of the data and the sample was large enough to conduct
multivariate statistical analyses with appropriate confounder control.

CONCLUSION

This article is the first to examine the association between self-reported general
health and a wide range of working conditions at the European level and by
welfare state regime type. We have found that “not good” general health was more
likely to be reported by workers more exposed to hazardous working conditions.
Most notably, tiring working positions (OR = 1.78, 95% CI 1.64-1.94), job
strain (OR = 1.42, 95% CI 1.32—1.54), and temporary job contracts (OR = 1.24,
95% CI 1.13—1.37) were strongly associated with a higher likelihood of reporting
“not good” health. Analysis by welfare state regime found that only tiring or
painful working conditions were consistently associated with worse self-reported
health in all regimes. There was no evidence that the Scandinavian welfare regime
protected against the adverse health effects of poor working conditions.



Work, Health, and Welfare / 133

Acknowledgments — The authors gratefully acknowledge the European Founda-
tion for the Improvement of Living and Working Conditions as the original data
creators and sponsors and the United Kingdom Data Archive. The European
Foundation for the Improvement of Living and Working Conditions and the
United Kingdom Data Archive bear no responsibilities for the data analysis or
interpretation. Van der Wel’s participation was funded by The Research Council
of Norway (Grant No. 217145). There was no other funding for the research
and the authors have no conflicts of interest.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

REFERENCES

. Marmot, M., Siegrist, J., and Theorell, T. Health and the psychosocial work environ-

ment. In Social Determinants of Health, ed. M. Marmot and R. G. Wilkinson. Oxford
University Press, Oxford, 2006.

. Bambra, C. Work, Worklessness and the Political Economy of Health. Oxford

University Press, Oxford, 2011.

. Eikemo, T. A., et al. Welfare state regimes and differences in self-perceived health

in Europe: A multi-level analysis. Soc. Sci. Med. 66:2281-2295, 2008.

. Navarro, V., et al. The importance of the political and the social in explaining mortality

differentials among the countries of the OECD, 1950-1998. Int. J. Health Serv.
33:419-494, 2003.

. Navarro, V., et al. Politics and health outcomes. Lancet 368:1033—1037, 2006.
. Coburn, D. Beyond the income inequality hypothesis: Class, neo-liberalism, and

health inequalities. Soc. Sci. Med. 58:41-56, 2004.

. Dragano, N., Siegrist, J., and Wahrendorf, M. Welfare regimes, labour policies and

workers’ health: A comparative study with 9,917 older employees from 12 European
countries. J. Epidemiol. Community Health 65:793—799, 2011.

. Chetter, 1. C., Kent, P. J., and Kester, R. C. The hand-arm vibration syndrome:

A review. Cardiovasc. Surg. 6:1-9, 1998.

. Lings, S., and Leboeuf-Yde, C. Whole-body vibration and low back pain: A sys-

tematic, critical review of the epidemiological literature, 1992—1999. Int. Arch. Occup.
Environ. Health 73:290-297, 2000.

Parkes, K. R., Carnell, S., and Farmer, E. Musculoskeletal Disorders, Mental Health
and the Work Environment. Health and Safety Executive Research Report 316. 2005.
http://www .hse.gov.uk/research/rrpdf/rr316.pdf (accessed May 25, 2010).

Health and Safety Executive. Reducing the Risk of Upper Limb Disorders (ULDs)
in the Workplace. 2010. http://www.hse.gov.uk/msd/uld/whatareulds.htm (accessed
May 24, 2010).

Vinet, A., et al. Piecework, repetitive work and medicine use in the clothing industry.
Soc. Sci. Med. 28:1283—-1288, 1989.

Fredriksson, K., et al. The impact on musculoskeletal disorders of changing physical
and psychosocial work environment conditions in the automobile industry. Int. J.
Ind. Ergon. 28:31-45, 2001.

Ohisson, K., et al. Repetitive industrial work and neck and upper limb disorders in
females. Am. J. Ind. Med. 27:731-747, 1995.



134 / Bambra et al.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

Karasek, R., and Theorell, T. Healthy Work: Stress, Productivity, and the Recon-
struction of Working Life. Basic Books, New York, 1990.

Hemmingway, H., and Marmot, M. Psychosocial factors in the aetiology and prog-
nosis of coronary heart disease: Systematic review of prospective cohort studies.
BMJ 318:1460—-1467, 1999.

Brunner, E. J., Chandola, T., and Marmot, M. G. Prospective effect of job strain
on general and central obesity in the Whitehall II study. Am. J. Epidemiol. 165:
828-837,2007.

Chandola, T., Brunner, E., and Marmot, M. Chronic stress at work and the metabolic
syndrome: Prospective study. BM.J 332:521-524, 2006.

Bambra, C. Going beyond the three worlds: Regime theory and public health research.
J. Epidemiol. Community Health 61:1098-1102, 2007.

Stansfeld, S. A., et al. Work characteristics predict psychiatric disorder: Prospective
results from the Whitehall II study. Occup. Environ. Med. 56:302-307, 1999.
Siegrist, J. Effort-reward imbalance at work and cardiovascular diseases. Int. J. Occup.
Med. Environ. Health 23(3):279-285, 2010.

Benach, J., et al. The consequences of flexible work for health: Are we looking at
the right place? J. Epidemiol. Community Health 56:405-406, 2002.

Quinlan, M., Mayhew, C., and Bohle, P. The global expansion of precarious employ-
ment, work disorganisation, and consequences for occupational health: A review
of recent research. Int. J. Health Serv. 31:335-414, 2001.

Benavides, F. G., et al. How do types of employment relate to health indicators?
Findings from the Second European Survey on Working Conditions. J. Epidemiol.
Community Health 54:494-501, 2000.

Ferrie, J. E., et al. Effects of chronic job insecurity and change in job security on
self-reported health, minor psychiatric morbidity, physiological measures, and health-
related behaviours in British civil servants: The Whitehall II study. J. Epidemiol.
Community Health 56:450-454, 2002.

Kivimiki, M., et al. Temporary employment and risk of overall and cause-specific
mortality. Am. J. Epidemiol. 158:663—668, 2003.

Akerstadt, T. Psychological and psychophysiological effects of shift work. Scand.
J. Work Environ. Health 16:67-73, 1990.

Monk, T., and Folkard, S. Making Shift Work Tolerable. Taylor and Francis, London,
1992.

Pilcher, J., Lambert, B., and Huffcutt, A. Differential effects of permanent and
rotating shifts on self-report sleep length: A meta-analytic review. Sleep 23:155-163,
2000.

Boggild, H. Shift Work and Heart Disease: Epidemiological and Risk Factor
Aspects. PhD dissertation. Aalborg Regional Hospital, Centre for Working Time
Research, Aalborg, 2000.

Sparks, K., et al. The effects of hours of work on health: A meta-analytic review.
J. Occup. Organ. Psychol. 70:391-408, 1997.

Johansson, G. Work-life balance: The case of Sweden in the 1990s. Soc. Sci. Inf.
41:303-317, 2002.

Bambra, C. ‘Sifting the wheat from the chaff’: A two-dimensional discriminant
analysis of welfare state regime theory. Soc. Pol. & Admin. 41:1-28, 2007.



34.

35.

36.
37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

Work, Health, and Welfare / 135

Beckfield, J., and Krieger, N. Epi + demos + cracy: Linking political systems and
priorities to the magnitude of health inequities—evidence, gaps, and a research
agenda. Epidemiol. Rev. 31:152-177, 2009.

Ferrera, M. The southern model of welfare in social Europe. J. Eur. Soc. Pol. 6:17-37,
1996.

Aspalter, C. The East Asian welfare model. Int. J. Soc. Welfare 15:290-301, 2006.
Bambra, C., and Eikemo, T. A. Welfare state regimes, unemployment and health:
A comparative study of the relationship between unemployment and self-
reported health in 23 European countries. J. Epidemiol. Community Health 63(2):
92-98, 2008.

Chung, H., and Muntaner, C. Welfare state matters: A typological multilevel analysis
of wealthy countries. Health Pol. 80:328-339, 2007.

Muntaner, C., et al. Review article: Politics, welfare regimes, and population health:
Controversies and evidence. Sociol. Health Illn. 33(6):946-964, 2011.

Siegrist, J., and Theorell, T. Socio-economic position and health: The role of work
and employment. In Social Inequalities in Health: New Evidence and Policy Impli-
cations, ed. J. Siegrist and M. Marmot. Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2006.
Sekine, M., et al. Socioeconomic inequalities in physical and mental functioning
of British, Finnish, and Japanese civil servants: Role of job demand, control, and
work hours. Soc. Sci. Med. 69:1417-1425, 2009.

Bartley, M., and Blane, D. Health and the life course: Why safety nets matter. BMJ
314:1194-1196, 1997.

Eikemo, T. A., and Bambra, C. The welfare state: A glossary for public health.
J. Epidemiol. Community Health 62:3—6, 2008.

Fritzell, J., and Lundberg, O. Health, inequalities, welfare and resources. In Health
Inequalities and Welfare Resources: Continuity and Change in Sweden, ed. J. Fritzell
and O. Lundberg. Policy Press, Bristol, 2007.

Sen, A. Inequality Reexamined. Russell Sage Foundation, New York, 1992.

Schoon, 1., and Bartley, M. The role of human capability and resilience. Psychologist
21(1):24-27, 2009.

Tatsiramos, K. Unemployment insurance in Europe: Unemployment duration and
subsequent employment stability. J. Eur. Econ. Assoc. 7(6):1225-1260, 2009.

Van der Wel, K., Dahl, E., and Thielens, K. Social inequalities in sickness: European
welfare states and non-employment amongst the chronically sick. Soc. Sci. Med.
73:1608-1617, 2011.

Barth, E., and Moene, K. O. The Equality Multiplier: How Wage Setting and Welfare
Spending Make Similar Countries Diverge. 1ZA (The Institute for the Study of Labor)
Discussion Paper No. 6494, 2012.

Geyer, S., et al. Education, income, and occupational class cannot be used inter-
changeably in social epidemiology: Empirical evidence against a common practice.
J. Epidemiol. Community Health 60:804-810, 2006.

Wilkinson, R. G. Unhealthy Societies: The Afflictions of Inequality. Routledge,
London, 1996.

Esser, 1., and Ferrarini, T. Family policy, perceived stress and work-family conflict:
A comparative analysis of women in 20 welfare states. Arbetsrapport/Institutet for
Framtidsstudier 4, 2010.



136 / Bambra et al.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

European Foundation for the Improvement of Living and Working Conditions. Fifth
European Working Conditions Survey. Publications Office of the European Union,
Luxembourg, 2012.

Parent-Thirion, A., et al. Fourth European Survey on Working Conditions.
Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg, 2007.

Rabe-Hesketh, S., and Skrondal, A. Multilevel and Longitudinal Modeling Using
Stata, Ed. 2. Stata Press, College Station, TX, 2008.

Benach, J., and Muntaner, C. Precarious employment and health: Developing a
research agenda. J. Epidemiol. Community Health 61:276-277,2007.

Marshall, A. The sequel of unemployment: The changing role of part-time and
temporary work in Western Europe. In Precarious Jobs in Labour Market Regula-
tion: The Growth of Atypical Employment in Western Europe, ed. G. Rodgers and
J. Rodgers. International Institute for Labour Studies, Geneva, 1989.

World Health Organization. Closing the Gap in a Generation: Health Equity Through
Action on the Social Determinants of Health. Report of the WHO Commission on the
Social Determinants of Health. Geneva, 2008.

Stuckler, D., and Basu, S. The Body Economic: Why Austerity Kills. Allan Lane,
London, 2013.

Rosskam, E. Measuring the protection of workers’ health: A national work security
index. In Unhealthy Work: Causes, Consequences, Cures, ed. P. Schnall, M. Dobson,
and E. Rosskam. Baywood, New York, 2009.

Niedhammer, I., et al. Exposure to psychosocial work factors in 31 European countries.
Occup. Med. 62:196-202, 2012.

Direct reprint requests to:

Professor Clare Bambra

Department of Geography

Wolfson Research Institute for Health and Wellbeing
Queen’s Campus, Durham University

Stockton on Tees, TS17 6BH

United Kingdom

clare.bambra@durham.ac.uk




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


