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Abstract 

Background: The COVID-19 pandemic has dramatically transformed the work environment 

and work practices worldwide. Long-term infection control practices may increase the 

psychological stress on workers, and conversely, inadequate infection control practices at the 

working place may increase the fear of infection. This study aimed to determine the 

relationship between infection control practices at the workplace and employee mental health 

during the COVID-19 pandemic in Japan. 

Methods: This study was conducted in December 2020 and February 2021. The participants 

had undergone a preliminary survey, which revealed that they were in good mental health. 

Their psychological distress was investigated via a second survey, and the factors associated 

with distress were studied using a logistic model.  

Results: The results of the second survey indicated that 15.1% of participants demonstrated 

psychological distress. This was associated with leave-of-absence instructions, instructions 

for shortening business hours, and requests to avoid the workplace  in case of any symptoms.  

Conclusion: The study found that while some infection control practices reduce workers’ 

distress, others worsen it. Employers need to consider  infection control practices as well as  

the worsening mental health of employees following a decrease in income caused by such 

measures. Follow-up studies may be necessary to clarify the long-term effects on workers' 

mental health. 

 

Keywords: COVID-19, psychological distress, Kessler Psychological Distress Scale (K6), 

infection control, decreasing income, Japan  
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Background 

 The COVID-19 pandemic has brought about significant changes in public health, 

particularly in mental health. Fear of infection, unstable employment, and economic 

conditions, as well as counter-measures against infection such as avoidance of physical 

contact and restrictions on movement have reduced opportunities for social interaction; this 

has  a deteriorating effect on the mental health of the population. Previous studies showed 

increased anxiety and mental burdens in areas where lockdowns have been ordered.1 Other 

negative effects associated with lockdown include worsening of mental illnesses, depression, 

alcohol dependency, and suicide.2-4 

 Along with healthcare, the COVID-19 pandemic has also dramatically transformed 

the work environment and work practices.5-7 Various measures were implemented to prevent 

the COVID-19 infection at the working place, including mask-wearing, physical distancing, 

daily health checks, personal hygiene such as washing hands, and work from home. The 

implementation of appropriate infection control practices at the working place may positively 

affect the mental health of workers by creating a safe environment, which has been reported 

to reduce anxiety and depression.8-9 However, many infection control practices are efforts to 

maintain physical distance and reduce social contact, which have been associated with 

loneliness and mental distress.10-11 While infection control practices in general yield both 

positive and negative results, their effect on workers’ mental health remains to be determined.  

 A previous study has shown that the mental health of the Japanese  deteriorated 

during the early stages of the COVID-19 pandemic.12 This study by Kikuchi et al., was a 

longitudinal survey of Japanese mental health from February, 2020 to April, 2020.12 However, 

the number of people infected during that period is about one-tenth of the number during the 

peak period, which leads to a gap in existing research. Additionally, no studies about workers’ 

mental health were conducted during the peak of the outbreak in Japan, which experienced a 
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rapid spread of the infection since January 2020. For instance, the third wave of infection 

struck Japan in December 2021, leaving over 7,000 people infected people per day. However, 

as far as we are aware, there are no cohort studies that surveyed workers' mental health after 

the third wave. An increase in the number of infected people would have a serious impact on 

employment and the economy, forcing workers to take long-term measures to prevent 

infectious diseases in their working places. While long-term infection control practices may 

increase psychological stress on workers, inadequate infection control practices at the 

working place may increase the fear of infection. 

 The aim of this study is to determine how infection control practices at the working 

place affect workers' mental health during the rapid spread of COVID-19 and examine the 

association between infection control practices and the subsequent impact on the mental 

health of workers. 

 

Material and Methods 

 Ours was a prospective cohort study using an online questionnaire that focused on 

Japanese workers during the pandemic. The baseline survey was conducted from December 

22nd to 26th, 2020 in Japan, during the beginning of the third wave of the pandemic. We 

have already reported details from the Protocol for our study.13 Research data was gathered 

from participants, who had employment contracts at the time of this study. The participants’ 

data was allocated by sex, prefecture, and occupation. We excluded inappropriate data 

according to the following criteria: response time of 6 minutes or less, height under 140 cm, 

body weight under 30 kg, inconsistent answers to similar questions throughout the survey, 

and wrong answers to a staged question were used to identify fraudulent responses (choose 

the third largest number from the following five numbers). As a result, from the initial 33,302 
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participants, only 27,036 were included in this study. After the baseline survey, we followed 

the cohort, and conducted a follow-up survey on the days, February 18–19, 2021. 

 This study was approved by the Ethics Committee of the University of Occupational 

and Environmental Health, Japan (R2-079 and R3-006). 

  

 Assessment of worker’s mental health 

 To assess workers’ mental health, we used the Kessler Psychological Distress Scale 

(K6)14 at baseline and the follow-up survey. A follow-up study was conducted on February 

18-19, 2021., in which the Japanese version’s validity of K6 was confirmed.15-16 In the 

current study, the cutoff for psychological distress was a K6 score of 5 or higher.  

 

Infection control against COVID-19 at working place 

  We investigated the status of infection control against COVID-19 in the participants’ 

working place in the follow-up study. We examined the presence of instructions from the 

working place regarding infection control following the re-declaration of the state of 

emergency in January 2021. The survey items about infection control in the working place 

covered leave-of-absence instructions, instructions for shortening business hours, limits to 

business travel, prohibitions against eating together, instructions for wearing a mask, 

instructions to disinfect thoroughly with alcohol when entering and leaving rooms, 

recommendations for daily temperature checks, encouragement of telecommuting, and 

requests not to come to work if not feeling well.  

 

Other covariates 

 We obtained information on participants’ profiles, characteristics, and socioeconomic 

status of the company they worked at, in the baseline survey. The follow-up survey items 
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contained the following factors: sex, age, marital status, number of employees, job type, and 

education.  

 

Statistics 

 In the baseline survey, 7766 participants had a K6 score of 5 or higher. We excluded 

the 7766 participants with a K6 score of 5 or higher at baseline, since our study focused on 

workers who had demonstrated robust mental health in the baseline survey but then 

deteriorated as evidenced in the follow-up survey. After excluding inappropriate responses 

and workers who were unemployed by the follow-up survey and adding those who reported a 

healthy mental state in the baseline survey, 12,022 workers were included in the analysis. 

This was followed by an analysis of the changes in the mental health of the participants, 

which were evidenced by the follow-up survey responses (see a flow diagram of the study in 

Figure 1). 

[Insert Figure 1 here] 

 Odds ratios (ORs) for psychological distress and instructions from working place 

regarding infection control were estimated using a logistic model. Odds ratio was calculated 

by introducing all the instructions at the same time. Psychological distress was defined as a 

K6 score of 5 or higher. The multivariate model was adjusted for age, sex, marital status, 

number of employees, job type, and education. Moreover, we hypothesized that the ORs for 

workers’ distress were associated with the number of infection control practices in the 

working place. The number of measures were classified with reference to the analysis of the 

baseline survey; 0-1, 2-3, 4-5, ≧6 (more than half).17 Working place measures to curb 

infection at the baseline involved: limiting business trips, restricting the number of visitors 

and people at social gatherings and dinners, limiting face-to-face meetings, wearing masks 

during working times, installing partitions and consideration of working place layout, 
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checking the temperature every day, encouraging employees to telecommute, encouraging 

them to  of eat at their own desks, and requesting that employees do not come to work if they 

are not feeling well. A p-value of less than 0.05 was considered statistically significant. We 

used SPSS ver. 22 for Windows (IBM Corp., Tokyo, Japan) for analysis. 

 

Results 

 The follow-up survey found that of the 12,022 participants, 1,842 (15.1%) exhibited 

psychological distress. Table 1 shows the characteristics of the participants whose responses 

were recorded regarding the number of infection control practices (age, K6 score, sex, marital 

status, job type, education). Of the 12022 participants, 7373 (61.3%) indicated that they had 

≥4 infection control at the working place. On the other hand, 3175 (26.4%) of the workers 

answered having ≤1 infection control at the working place. Participants in working places 

with a higher number of infection control had a higher percentage of being married and 

having a vocational school degree or higher.  

[Insert Table 1 here] 

 Table 2 shows the number of implemented infection control at the working place and 

the details. “Instructions for wearing a mask” (66.7%) was the most common infection 

control practices, followed by “thoroughly disinfect with alcohol when entering and leaving 

rooms” (64.0%). In contrast, the least common infection control practices was “instructions 

for leave of absence” (9.1%), followed by “instructions for shortening business hours” 

(10.2%). 

[Insert Table 2 here] 

 Table 3 uses the logistic model to show the association between workers’ distress and 

instructions from the working place regarding infection control. The multivariate model 

included age, sex, marital status, job type, and education. Psychological distress was strongly 
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associated with instructions for leave of absence, instructions for shortening of business hours, 

and requests of not coming to work if not feeling well.  

[Insert Table 3 here] 

 Participants who answered “No” to the question about instructions for leave of 

absence had significantly lower ORs (OR = 0.66, 95% CI = 0.55 – 0.79, p<0.00). Participants 

who answered “No” to the questions about instructions for shortening the number of business 

hours had significantly lower ORs (OR = 0.78, 95% CI = 0.65 – 0.94, p=0.008). Participants 

who answered “No” to requests to not come to work if not feeling well had significantly 

higher ORs (OR = 1.31, 95% CI = 1.09 – 1.56, p=0.003). 

 We planned to estimate the ORs for workers’ distress associated with all the 

aforementioned infection control practices in the working place, imposed at the same time. 

However, instructions for leave of absence and shortening the business hours had a 

significantly opposite effect on workers' mental health compared to other infection control 

practices. Therefore, we excluded this data and analyzed them again. As a result, the number 

of measures has been reduced from 9 to 7. We categorized them according to the 

classification in the baseline survey.17 The baseline divided the ten measures into four 

categories 0-1, 2-3, 4-5, ≧6 (more than half), and found that the more working place 

measures were implemented, the better the worker’s mental health. To compare these results 

with the baseline survey, we divided them into categories 0-1, 2-3, 4≧(more than half) in the 

same way as in the baseline survey 

 Table 4 shows the association between the number of infection control in the working 

place and the distress of workers. Compared to workers whose working places implemented 

four or more infection control practices, the OR of workers with 0 or 1 infection control 

practices was 1.35 (95% CI: 1.19-1.53, p=0.001). 

[Insert Table 4 here] 
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Discussion 

 We examined the COVID-19 infection control practices in the working place during 

the re-declaration of the state of emergency and observed that while some control practices 

had a significant favorable impact on workers' mental health, others had an unfavorable 

impact. In addition, workers in working place with little or no infection control practices were 

at a higher risk of psychological distress than workers in places with more infection control 

practices (other than instructions for leave of absence and shortening business hours). 

 This study showed that requests to “not come to work if not feeling well” were 

associated with a reduced risk of psychological distress. The absence of workers with poor 

health provides other workers a sense of security that the infection will not spread in the 

workplace. Such measures also allow the workers who are feeling unwell themselves to avoid 

the anxiety of infecting others. Sickness presenteeism is the act of going to work despite poor 

health, has been observed since before the COVID-19 pandemic. The reasons behind such 

behavior are lower income, unstable employment, guilt over increased burden on colleagues, 

lack of employees, and so on.18 Sickness presenteeism is known to be associated with poor 

mental health among workers.19 Workers who engage in frequent sickness presenteeism are 

reported to have a higher risk of developing depression in the future.20 The reasons are 

thought to include worsening relationship with superiors and colleagues due to decreased 

work efficiency and poor sleep.20 On the contrary, during the COVID-19 pandemic, workers 

will not feel conflicted about taking a leave of absence if the workplace has a clear policy of 

requesting to not come to work if not feeling well. In addition, the reduction of infection 

anxiety in the workplace will help prevent the deterioration of workers' mental health. 

 Nevertheless, the instructions regarding leave of absence and shortening the business 

hours were associated with the worsening of workers' distress. Perhaps the workers' income 
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decreased, and their economic situation worsened due to the instructions for leave of absence 

and shortening of business hours. Economic stress can affect mental health21 and low income 

is also associated with poorer mental health.12, 22 Since the leave of absence and shortening of 

business hours directly affects the worker's economic situation, it may have led to increased 

psychological distress. The second survey of this study was conducted on the days, February 

18-19th, 2021; prior to that, a state of emergency was re-declared from January 8th. In many 

areas, restrictions were placed on the hours of operation of restaurants, amusement centers, 

and other establishments that attract large numbers of people, as well as on the serving of 

alcoholic beverages. Since workers in these occupations are often part-timers or non-

regularly employed23 and have lower incomes than those in regular employment,24 the 

decrease in income may have had a significant impact on psychological stress.  

 This study shows that, compared to working places with very few infection control 

practices, those with a higher number of such practices have a lower risk of causing 

psychological distress amongst employees. Although only one of the infection control 

practices was associated with workers’ mental health, taking proactive measures can have a 

positive impact on their mental health. There are plausible reasons for this observation. First, 

proactive infection control practices will reduce workers' fears of infection from the working 

place, and studies have already shown that anxiety of COVID-19 infection can affect mental 

health.25 Second, the company's proactive infection control practices will increase workers' 

confidence in the workplace, leading to their psychological safety.26 Psychological safety is 

defined as individuals’ perceptions of the consequences of taking interpersonal risks in their 

working place,27 and has been shown to improve work performance, information sharing, and 

learning in the workplace.28 In addition to the above, it has also been reported to be useful in 

preventing the deterioration of workers' mental health during the COVID-19 pandemic29 – a 

finding that is consistent with our view.  
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 This study suggests that infection control practices at the working place are expected 

to reduce the prevalence of COVID-19 infections and are also beneficial to the workers’ 

mental health. In the COVID-19 pandemic, since mental health is an emergent public health 

issue, infection control at the working place should be encouraged as well as infection 

prevention and mental health support. Requests to not come to work when you are not feeling 

well, which have been effective for workers' mental health, have been implemented in more 

than 60% of workplaces, but increased implementation is desirable. On the other hand, 

infection control practices that lead to a decrease in income were associated with worsening 

psychological distress, suggesting the need for employers to consider not only infection 

control practices, but also worsening mental health. It would be advisable to make careful 

decisions regarding instructions for leave of absence and shortening business hours, and to 

provide financial support as well. 

 However, this study has some limitations. First, due to the nature of Internet surveys, 

selection bias was inevitable. However, data for participants in this study was collected by a 

diverse selection of sex, occupation, and region to minimize participant bias. Second, because 

the cohort was relatively short term (3 months), it may not fully reflect the impact of 

infectious control practices on mental health. For example, refraining from eating together 

would decrease the risk of infection and reduce the fear of infection, but if the refraining is 

prolonged, loneliness may be exacerbated by reduced communication. Even if a measure has 

a positive impact on mental health at a particular time, it may have a different impact in the 

long term. Third, as the infection control practices are self-reported by the participants, the 

response may be tainted by subjective evaluation. However, we believe that misinterpretation 

of the answers is unlikely to occur because the options within the questions describe specific 

measures. Finally, the implementation status of infection control practices varies greatly 

depending on enterprise characteristics. Therefore, enterprise characteristics may also be an 
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alternative indicator in terms of disease control practices. In this study, the analysis is 

adjusted for company size, worker occupation, and educational background. However, the 

possibility of the effects of unobserved enterprise characteristics cannot be excluded. 

Conclusion 

 This study found an association between workers' psychological distress and 

infectious control practices in the workplace during the COVID-19 pandemic. Infectious 

control practices  may have both positive and negative impacts on workers' mental health. 

Requests to not come to work if not feeling well were shown to improve workers' mental 

health, while infectious disease control practices that lead to reduced income were shown to 

worsen workers' distress. Follow-up studies may be necessary to clarify the long-term effects 

on workers' mental health. 
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Table 1. Characteristics of the participants according to the number of working place 
COVID-19 infection control practices 

 

Number of workplace COVID-19 infection control 
practices  

(n=12022) 

mean(SD) or % 0-1 2-3 ≧4 

Number of participants 3175 1474 7373 

Age mean(SD) 50.2 (9.6) 49.7 (9.9) 49.6 (9.86) 

K6 mean(SD) 2.1 (4.1) 1.73 (3.3) 1.95 (3.7) 

Sex, female 1160 (36.5%) 646 (43.8%) 2990 (40.6%) 

Marital status,    

Married 1772(55.8%) 854(57.9%) 4707(63.8%) 

Divorced or deceased spouse 349(11.0%) 167(11.3%) 621(8.4%) 

Unmarried 1054(33.2%) 453(30.7%) 2045(27.7%) 

Number of employees in the 
workplace    

1-29 1978(62.3%) 729(49.5%) 1443(19.6%) 

30-99 384(12.1%) 256(17.4%) 1102(14.9%) 

100-999 452(14.2%) 279(18.9%) 2335(31.7%) 

≤1000 361(11.4%) 210(14.2%) 2493(33.8%) 

Job Type 
   

Mainly desk work 1625(51.2%) 675(45.8%) 4194(56.9%) 

Jobs mainly involving interpersonal 
communication 

687(21.6%) 376(25.5%) 1740(23.6%) 

Mainly labor 863(27.2%) 423(28.7%) 1439(19.5%) 

Education 
   

Junior high school 59(1.9%) 25(1.7%) 52(0.7%) 

High school 998(31.4%) 423(28.7%) 1645(22.3%) 

Vocational school/college, 
university, graduate 
school 

2118(66.7%) 1026(69.6%) 5676(77.0%) 
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Table 2. Implemented COVID-19 infection control practices in the working place 

 
Number of working place COVID-19 
infection control practices (n=12022)  

 0-1 2-3 ≧4 Total 

Number of participants 3175 1474 7373 12022 

 

Instructions for leave of absence 25 (0.8%) 63 (4.3%) 1002 (13.6%) 
1090 

(9.1%) 
Instructions for shortening business 
hours 21 (0.7%) 85 (5.8%) 1122 (15.2%) 

1228 
(10.2%) 

Refrain from or limit business 
travel 

38 (1.2%) 171 (11.6%) 4828 (65.5%) 
5037 

(41.9%) 

Refrain from eating together 55 (1.7%) 404 (27.4%) 6459 (87.6%) 
6918 

(57.5%) 

Instructions for wearing a mask 104 (3.3%) 892 (60.5%) 7020 (95.2%) 
8016 

(66.7%) 
Thoroughly disinfect with alcohol 
when entering and leaving rooms. 

65 (2.0%) 795 (53.9%) 6838 (92.7%) 
7698 

(64.0%) 

Recommendations for daily 
temperature check 

59 (1.9%) 572 (38.8%) 6297 (85.4%) 
6928 

(57.6%) 

Encouragement of telecommuting 49 (1.5%) 133 (9.0%) 2968 (40.3%) 
3150 

(26.2%) 
Request not to come to work when 
you are not feeling well 

96(3.0%) 673(45.7%) 6916 (93.8%) 
7685 

(63.9%) 
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Table 3. Association between psychological distress and instructions from the working place 
regarding infection control 

 Univariate 
 

Multivariate* 

 
OR 95% CI p 

 
OR 95% CI p 

Instructions for leave of absence 
         

Yes reference     reference   

No 0.65 0.54 0.78 0.000 
 

0.66  0.55 0.79 0.000 

I do not know 0.95 0.54 1.67 0.864  0.94  0.53 1.65 0.821 

          
Instructions for shortening business 
hours          

Yes reference
    reference   

No 0.79 0.66 0.94 0.009 
 

0.78  0.65 0.94 0.008 

I do not know 0.89 0.52 1.54 0.683 
 

0.87  0.50 1.50 0.608 

          
Refrain from or limit business travel 

         

Yes reference
    reference   

No 0.99 0.84 1.16 0.887 
 

0.97  0.83 1.14 0.734 

I do not know 1.31 0.93 1.85 0.120 
 

1.25  0.88 1.76 0.207 

          
Refrain from eating together 

         

Yes reference     reference   

No 1.09 0.92 1.31 0.324 
 

1.10  0.92 1.32 0.277 

I do not know 1.14 0.77 1.71 0.514 
 

1.12  0.75 1.67 0.583 

          
Instructions for wearing a mask 

         

Yes reference
    reference   

No 0.98 0.81 1.19 0.828 
 

1.02  0.84 1.24 0.858 

I do not know 1.45 0.89 2.38 0.136 
 

1.48  0.91 2.41 0.118 

          
Thoroughly disinfect with alcohol 
when entering and leaving rooms.          

Yes reference
    reference   

No 1.06 0.88 1.28 0.514  1.06  0.88 1.28 0.546 

I do not know 0.98 0.63 1.53 0.926 
 

0.94  0.60 1.47 0.791 

          
Recommendations for daily 
temperature check          

Yes reference
    reference   

No 0.88 0.75 1.03 0.111 
 

0.93  0.80 1.10 0.400 
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I do not know 1.04 0.69 1.56 0.871 
 

1.12  0.74 1.69 0.585 

          
Encouragement of telecommuting 

         

Yes reference     reference   

No 0.93 0.80 1.07 0.295 
 

0.88  0.76 1.03 0.103 

I do not know 1.06 0.73 1.54 0.754  1.03  0.71 1.50 0.876 

          
Request not to come to work when 
you are not feeling well          

Yes reference
    reference   

No 1.28 1.07 1.52 0.008 
 

1.31  1.09 1.56 0.003 

I do not know 1.40 0.95 2.05 0.086 
 

1.46  1.00 2.13 0.052 

* The multivariate model included sex, age, marital status, number of employees, job type 
and education 
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Table 4. Association between psychological distress and number of workplace COVID-19 
infection control practices  

 
Univariate 

 
Multivariate* 

 
OR 95% CI p 

 
OR 95% CI p 

≧4 reference 
    reference 

   

2-3 0.90  0.77  1.06  0.210   0.97  0.82  1.14  0.701  

0-1 1.18  1.06  1.32  0.004  
 

1.35  1.19  1.53  0.001  

* excluding instructions for leave of absence and shortening business hours 
** The multivariate model included sex, age, marital status, Number of employees, job type 
and education 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 


