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Abstract 37 

Objectives: This study examined the relationship between interruption to routine medical care 38 

during the coronavirus disease 2019 pandemic and sickness presenteeism among workers in Japan. 39 

Methods: A cross-sectional study using data obtained from an internet monitor questionnaire was 40 

conducted. Interruption to medical care was defined based on the response “I have not been able to 41 

go to the hospital or receive treatment as scheduled.” The fraction of sickness presenteeism days in 42 

the past 30 days was employed as the primary outcome. A fractional logit model was used for 43 

analysis to treat bounded data. 44 

Results: Of the 27,036 participants, 17,526 (65%) were workers who did not require routine medical 45 

care, 8,451 (31%) were using medical care as scheduled, and 1,059 (4%) experienced interrupted 46 

medical care. The adjusted odds ratio (aOR) of sickness presenteeism was significantly higher 47 

among workers who experienced interrupted medical care (3.44; 95% confidence interval [CI]: 48 

3.04–3.89) than those who did not require routine medical care. In terms of symptoms, the highest 49 

aOR was observed among workers with mental health symptoms (aOR: 5.59, 95%CI: 5.04–6.20). 50 

Conclusions: This study suggests the importance of continuing necessary treatment during a 51 

pandemic to prevent presenteeism. 52 

Keywords: occupational health; patient dropouts; presenteeism; COVID-19; regression analysis   53 

  54 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for thisthis version posted December 24, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.14.21261996doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.14.21261996


Introduction 55 

Sickness presenteeism is an increasingly important issue in occupational health. Aronsson 56 

defined sickness presenteeism as “people, despite complaints and ill health that should prompt rest 57 

and absence from work, still turning up at their jobs”1. Sickness presenteeism is the result of a choice 58 

made by a worker with ill-health, disease, or capacity loss between sickness presenteeism and 59 

sickness absence2. This decision is influenced by the individual's personality, values, economic 60 

status, workplace “demands for presence” and support for adaptation, and national culture and 61 

employment customs2. Evidence suggests that sickness presenteeism can lead to sickness absence 62 

and future worsening of physical and mental health conditions3–9. In addition, the impact of working 63 

while ill on productivity is also gaining attention, especially in North America10,11. A variety of 64 

diseases and health conditions have been found to be associated with sickness presenteeism, 65 

suggesting the importance of managing disease and maintaining good condition4,12. 66 

Under the coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) pandemic, there is concern that both 67 

organizational and individual factors will increase sickness presenteeism above that observed under 68 

normal conditions13–15. Increased workload on workers can lead to a negative work culture around 69 

taking sick leave, such as where workers who choose to work while ill are valued for their loyalty to 70 

the company and motivation to work, thus promoting sickness presenteeism16. Examples of 71 
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individual factors that may increase sickness presenteeism include worsening economic situations 72 

and job insecurity; increased telecommuting, which can make it easier for workers to work even 73 

while sick; the impact of the pandemic on anxiety and mental health; worsening of health conditions 74 

and diseases due to lifestyle changes; and worsening of chronic diseases due to the inability to access 75 

medical resources. All of these factors are expected to lead to an increase in sickness presenteeism. 76 

Interruption to medical care is an important problem in the COVID-19 pandemic. Access to 77 

necessary routine medical care and medical resources is reportedly being affected in many countries 78 

around the world17–19. In Japan, there is data showing that the number of prescriptions issued has 79 

decreased20. Interruption to medical care can adversely affect management of chronic diseases and 80 

delay the detection and treatment of new diseases22. In fact, excess deaths unrelated to COVID-19 81 

have been reported23. Thus, interruption to medical care during the COVID-19 pandemic may lead to 82 

worsening of non-COVID-19 diseases and health conditions. 83 

During the COVID-19 pandemic, the number of people working while ill may increase as a 84 

result of worsening health conditions arising from treatment interruptions and delays. This may 85 

result in an increase in sickness presenteeism. However, few studies have examined the effect of 86 

medical care interruption on sickness presenteeism during the COVID-19 pandemic. We 87 

hypothesized that sickness presenteeism has increased among workers who experienced 88 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for thisthis version posted December 24, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.14.21261996doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.14.21261996


interruptions to their medical care during the COVID-19 pandemic. The purpose of this study was to 89 

examine the association between medical care interruption and sickness presenteeism in Japanese 90 

workers during the COVID-19 pandemic. 91 

 92 

Materials and Methods 93 

We performed a cross-sectional study based on baseline survey data obtained in the 94 

Collaborative Online Research on the Novel- Coronavirus and Work (CORoNaWork) project, a 95 

prospective cohort study that performed a questionnaire-based survey of Internet monitors to 96 

determine the effect of the COVID-19 pandemic on workers' health. Details of the study protocol are 97 

published elsewhere23. The practical aspects of the survey, namely recruitment, data sampling, initial 98 

data clean-up, and management of respondents’ user identifications (IDs) for tracking cohort data, 99 

were conducted by Cross Marketing Inc. (Tokyo, Japan), which has 4.7 million registered monitors. 100 

Before completing the online survey, participants read a description of the survey’s aims and details 101 

about the handling of their information. Only participants who agreed with the contents of the 102 

description were allowed to participate. Participants’ user IDs were stored by the survey company. 103 

To participate in surveys offered by the survey company, users had to register in advance. Once 104 

registered, participants were given a user ID to use when completing online surveys. Thus, all 105 
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surveys were conducted anonymously. The survey company assigned each respondent a unique 106 

number that would be used only within this study to merge the data from the first and subsequent 107 

surveys, based on the user ID within the survey company. The user ID is not provided to the 108 

researcher, but the unique number enabled the researcher to merge the data and create the cohort 109 

data. Participants’ personal data were anonymized prior to receipt by the researchers, and were 110 

protected based on the survey company’s privacy policy. This study was approved by the Ethics 111 

Committee of the University of Occupational and Environmental Health, Japan (Approval No. 112 

R2-079 and R3-006). 113 

The baseline survey was conducted from December 22 to 26, 2020. A total of 605,381 114 

registered monitors were emailed invitations to participate. Sampling was designed such that sex and 115 

occupation (office and non-office workers) were approximately equal among the five regions of 116 

residence. Specifically, we predetermined a total of 20 units comprising five regions of residence, 117 

two sexes, and two occupations. Sampling was continued until each unit reached 1500 responses 118 

plus a margin of 10%, after which the unit was closed to participation. We devised the five regions 119 

of residence according to infection and geographic status: first, Japan’s 47 prefectures were divided 120 

into four categories based on the cumulative COVID-19 infection rate; second, the category with the 121 

highest infection rate was further divided into Kanto and non-Kanto regions. A total of 55,045 122 

participants answered the initial screening questions, of whom 33,302 matched the survey’s criteria 123 
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(worker status, region of residence, sex, and age). Participants answered one questionnaire item per 124 

page, with the overall questionnaire containing 55 pages. Participants could review and change their 125 

responses using the back button. Participants who provided fraudulent responses (n=6,266) 126 

according to the survey company or a predefined definition of a fraudulent response were excluded. 127 

Fraudulent responses included an unusually short response time (below 6 minutes), unusually short 128 

height (below 140 cm), unusually low weight (below 30 kg), varying answers to similar questions in 129 

the survey (e.g., varying answers to questions about marital status or area of residence), and 130 

incorrect answers to tiered questions used to identify inappropriate responses (e.g., choose the third 131 

highest number from the following five numbers). After exclusion, responses from 27,036 132 

participants aged from 20 and 65 years who indicated they were working when completing the 133 

survey were ultimately included in the analysis. 134 

 135 

Assessment of treatment status 136 

We assessed the presence of disease and use of medical care using the following question: 137 

“Do you have a disease that requires regular visits to the hospital or treatment?” Responses were “I 138 

do not have any such disease”; “I am able to go to the hospital or receive treatment as scheduled”; “I 139 

have not been able to go to the hospital or receive treatment as scheduled.” 140 
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Those who answered “I do not have any such disease” were defined as workers who did not 141 

require routine medical care, and thus did not have any disease that requires hospital visits or 142 

treatment. Those who answered “I am able to go to the hospital or receive treatment as scheduled” 143 

were defined as workers who used medical care. Those who answered “I have not been able to go to 144 

the hospital or receive treatment as scheduled” were defined as workers who experienced interrupted 145 

medical care. 146 

 147 

Assessment of sickness presenteeism and other covariates 148 

Respondents’ number of sickness presenteeism days was ascertained based on the following 149 

question and used as the primary outcome: “In the last 30 days, how many days have you worked 150 

(including work from home) despite feeling that you really should have taken sick leave due to your 151 

state of health?”2 According to a previous study, the target period for sickness presenteeism can 152 

range from four weeks to 12 months.24 We chose a target period of 30 days to reduce the effects of 153 

recall bias and changes in the COVID-19 pandemic situation in Japan. 154 

Socioeconomic and work-related factors included sex, age, job type (mainly desk work, 155 

mainly interpersonal communication, mainly physical work), marital status (married, 156 

divorced/deceased, never married), equivalent income (household income divided by the square root 157 
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of the number of people in the household), education (junior high school, high school, vocational 158 

school/junior college/college of technology, university/graduate school), frequency of working from 159 

home (at least one day a month, at least one day a week, at least two days a week, at least four days a 160 

week), company size (total number of employees in the respondent’s main place of work [1 for 161 

self-employed]), presence of a policy by the employer requesting that employees refrain from 162 

attending work while ill (yes or no), and the number of days worked per week. 163 

The cumulative infection rate of COVID-19 in the province of residence was employed as a 164 

community-level variable. 165 

To control for potential confounders, we also asked participants to indicate their main 166 

symptoms using the following question: “Which of the following conditions or body parts give you 167 

the most trouble during your work?” The options were “No problem”; “pain”; “movement”; 168 

“tightness, loss of energy, appetite, fever, dizziness, or feeling poor”; “toileting or elimination”; 169 

“mental health”; “skin, hair, or beauty”; “sleep”; “eyes”; “nose”; “ears”; and “other.” 170 

 171 

Statistical analysis 172 
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Age was treated as a continuous variable and reported as mean and standard deviation (SD). 173 

The number of sickness presenteeism days was treated as a discrete variable and converted to a 174 

fractional response variable by dividing by the maximum value of 30 days. Categorical variables 175 

were reported as number and percentage. Equivalent income was categorized into quartiles. 176 

We compared the results of Poisson regression, Zero-inflated Poisson regression (ZIP), 177 

negative binomial regression, Zero-inflated Negative Binomial regression (ZINB), and fractional 178 

logistic regression as statistical models. To handle data with excess zeros, which indicates a 179 

population at low risk of sickness presenteeism, we considered a zero-inflated model24. Fractional 180 

logistic regression26 was also considered because the maximum possible number of days of sickness 181 

presenteeism was 30, allowing the data to be treated as bounded data. As a measure of model fitness, 182 

we compared the Akaike’s Information Criterion (AIC), and ultimately adopted the fractional logit 183 

model. 184 

Fractional logistic regression analysis was conducted with the fraction of sickness 185 

presenteeism days in last 30 days (0 indicates 0 days of sickness presenteeism; 1 indicates 30 days of 186 

sickness presenteeism) as the dependent variable and the respondents’ category of treatment status as 187 

an independent variable. 188 
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We adjusted for the following potential confounders: sex, age, job type, marital status, 189 

equivalent income, education, frequency of working from home, company size, cumulative infection 190 

rate by prefecture, main symptoms, presence of a policy by the employer requesting that employees 191 

refrain from attending work while ill, and the number of days worked per week. 192 

In further analysis, we estimated the margins of sickness presenteeism days for each 193 

treatment status and symptom. First, we used the same statistical model as that in the main analysis. 194 

Second, we calculated the predictive margins of sickness presenteeism days, substituting measured 195 

values for other covariates, dividing the data into 36 groups (3 treatment statuses and 12 196 

symptoms)27. In the fractional logit model, because predictive margins were calculated as fractions, 197 

we multiplied margins and standard errors by 30 to obtain predictive margins for sickness 198 

presenteeism days in the last 30 days. Preliminarily, we confirmed the simple main effects for each 199 

treatment status compared to workers who did not require routine medical care by adding the 200 

interaction term between treatment status and symptoms to the model used for the main analysis. For 201 

all analyses, the Bonferroni method was used to adjust for multiple comparisons. 202 

All comparisons were performed in Stata (Stata Statistical Software: Release 16; StataCorp 203 

LLC, TX, USA), with p<0.05 indicating statistical significance. 204 

 205 
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Results 206 

The demographic and sociological characteristics of the analyzed population are shown in 207 

Table 1. A total of 13,814 (51%) were men, and the mean age was 47.0 years (SD: 10.5). Of the total 208 

population, 17,526 (65%) were workers who did not require routine medical care, 8,451 (31%) were 209 

using medical care as scheduled, and 1,059 (4%) experienced interrupted medical care. The 210 

distribution of sickness presenteeism is shown for the three treatment statuses in a histogram in 211 

Figure 1. While the majority of respondents reported zero days of sickness presenteeism, a large 212 

number also selected the maximum of 30 days. There were also small clusters at 5, 10, and 20 days, 213 

which may be due to digit preference. 214 

The association between treatment status and the fraction of sickness presenteeism days is 215 

shown in Table 2. There was a significant association between the fraction of sickness presenteeism 216 

days and treatment status. After adjusting for other covariates in the multivariate model, the odds 217 

ratio (aOR) of sickness presenteeism days was significantly higher among workers who used 218 

medical care (aOR: 1.36, 95%CI: 1.26–1.46, p<0.001) and workers who experienced interrupted 219 

medical care (aOR: 3.28, 95%CI: 2.93–3.67, p<0.001) compared to workers who did not require 220 

routine medical care. 221 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for thisthis version posted December 24, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.14.21261996doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.14.21261996


The association between participants’ main symptoms and the fraction of sickness 222 

presenteeism days is shown in Table 3. There were significant associations between the fraction of 223 

sickness presenteeism days and some symptoms using the model presented in Table 2. The highest 224 

OR of sickness presenteeism days was observed for mental health symptoms (aOR: 5.35, 95%CI: 225 

4.85–5.91, p<0.001). 226 

The predictive margins of sickness presenteeism days for each treatment status and 227 

symptom are shown in Table 4 and Figure 2. When the analysis was performed based on the three 228 

treatment statuses, irrespective of symptom, the predictive margin of sickness presenteeism days 229 

among workers who experienced interrupted medical care was 6.6 days (standard error [SE]=0.25), 230 

while that among workers who did not require routine medical care was 1.4 days (SE=0.03). When 231 

the analysis was performed based on the 36 treatment-symptom groups (3 treatment statuses and 12 232 

symptoms), the largest predictive margin of sickness presenteeism days was observed for mental 233 

health symptoms AND interrupted medical care (predictive margin: 9.9 days, SE=0.38). The simple 234 

effect comparisons test, which included the interaction term between treatment status and symptoms, 235 

showed that there were significant differences between workers with the same symptoms who did 236 

and did not require routine medical care, and between workers with the same symptoms who 237 

experienced interruption to medical care and who did not require routine medical care. For example, 238 

the fraction of sickness presenteeism days significantly differed between those with mental health 239 
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symptoms who used medical care and those with mental health symptoms who did not require 240 

routine medical care (p<0.001). 241 

 242 

Discussion 243 

This study demonstrated an association between treatment interruption and sickness 244 

presenteeism among Japanese workers during the country’s third wave of the COVID-19 pandemic. 245 

Compared to workers who did not require routine medical care, workers who had diseases that 246 

required routine medical care reported more days of sickness presenteeism, and those who 247 

experienced interrupted medical care reported even more such days. Furthermore, our findings 248 

revealed that there may be some symptoms that are more likely to lead to sickness presenteeism. 249 

We found that workers who experienced interrupted medical care had increased sickness 250 

presenteeism. This is because appropriate treatment can improve work function and productivity by 251 

improving workers' health and subjective symptoms10,28. Employees who experience interrupted 252 

treatment for chronic diseases may be forced to return to work due to fear of being laid off, 253 

depending on the financial situation of their workplace during the pandemic. It is important to 254 

continue regular treatments to manage disease and maintain health29 to prevent inappropriate 255 

presence at work while ill. 256 
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We found that the proportion of sickness presenteeism days varies by the type of symptoms 257 

experienced by workers. While ORs among workers with symptoms related to mental health 258 

problems, loss of energy/fever, body movement, and sleep were high, those among workers with 259 

nose and skin, hair, beauty symptoms were moderate. Sickness presenteeism is the result of a 260 

worker's choice to attend work despite being unwell rather than being absent from work. Many 261 

previous studies conducted mainly in Europe have evaluated “sickness presenteeism” as a health 262 

behavior based on whether or not workers “worked one or more days in a certain period of time with 263 

a health condition for which they think they really should be absent”2,30. This is in contrast to studies 264 

of “presenteeism” in North America, where the concept is evaluated as productivity loss due to 265 

illness or a health condition using the Work Limitations Questionnaire or other tools10,31. One reason 266 

as to why sickness presenteeism is more likely to be reported by workers experiencing mental health 267 

problems may be that these symptoms are severe enough to cause "health conditions for which they 268 

think they really should be absent." In contrast, physical symptoms such as those of allergic rhinitis 269 

may not be considered "health conditions for which they think they really should be absent" 270 

regardless of severity. If workers themselves do not consider their symptoms to be "health conditions 271 

for which they think they really should be absent," they may not report experiencing sickness 272 

presenteeism. However, there may be cases in which workers do not deem it necessary to be absent 273 

from work, despite having a symptom that reduces productivity. Allergies with nose-related 274 
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symptoms are one example that causes loss of productivity due to presenteeism11,32. Workers may 275 

not link these symptoms to sickness presenteeism due to differences in interpretation of “health 276 

conditions that require absence from work.” This is an important point when evaluating “sickness 277 

presenteeism” as a health behavior. 278 

We also found that the impact of continuing treatment on the prevention of sickness 279 

presenteeism varied by symptom. Sickness presenteeism was more frequent in workers with 280 

treatment interruption and symptoms related to pain, tightness and loss of energy, toileting and 281 

elimination, mental health, sleep, and eyes than those who did not require routine medical care. 282 

Among those who reported toileting and elimination, sleep, and eye symptoms, there was no 283 

difference in sickness presenteeism between workers who used medical care and those who did not 284 

require routine medical care. This suggests the importance of continuing necessary routine medical 285 

care for preventing sickness presenteeism due to these symptoms. For those with pain, tightness and 286 

loss of energy, and mental health symptoms, sickness presenteeism remained high even with 287 

continued treatment, indicating the need to identify appropriate treatment and manage one’s daily 288 

health condition in addition to continuing treatment. Meanwhile, the prevalence of sickness 289 

presenteeism was comparable among treatment statuses for participants with movement and mobility, 290 

nose, and ear symptoms. This may be because individuals may not consider these symptoms 291 

sufficiently adverse to engage in sickness presenteeism, or may experience chronic symptoms for 292 
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which support and adaptive behaviors have already been put into place such as movement symptoms. 293 

The impact of continuing treatment on sickness presenteeism may be related to whether an 294 

individual considers their symptoms to be sufficiently adverse to require an absence from work, or 295 

whether or not the symptoms can be improved with treatment. 296 

There are several limitations to this study. First, since this study is a survey of Internet 297 

monitors, limitations regarding selection bias and generalizability are unavoidable. To reduce 298 

potential bias, sampling and recruitment were conducted according to occupation and sex in each 299 

region and the COVID-19 infection rate. To understand the characteristics of the target population of 300 

this survey, we compared the results with those of national surveys and occupational surveys using 301 

various batteries23. Second, we did not obtain detailed information related to treatment interruptions, 302 

including the type of disease, duration, and reasons for interruption. We were thus unable to 303 

determine whether the reason for interruption to treatment was due to patient-related reasons (e.g., 304 

economic situation and anxiety) or hospital-related reasons (e.g., schedule adjustment). Additionally, 305 

the questions we used to identify exposure factors were related to the presence or absence of diseases 306 

that require hospital visits and use of medical care. However, sickness presenteeism is not just 307 

related to disease and medical status, but also a wide range of health conditions or concerns. Third, 308 

interruptions to treatment may be the result of better disease control and improved health. It is 309 

unclear how these factors would affect the occurrence of sickness presenteeism. Fourth, because this 310 
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study examined sickness presenteeism among workers during the third wave of the COVID-19 311 

pandemic in Japan, caution is needed when interpreting the results. Further, causality is unclear. For 312 

example, because most workers were told to remain home if they were experiencing COVID-like 313 

symptoms during the pandemic, sickness presenteeism may have been reduced during this period. 314 

However, it is unclear how such instructions affected overall sickness presenteeism, including that 315 

associated with symptoms unrelated to COVID-19. Finally, we did not consider all possible 316 

confounders affecting sickness presenteeism because we did not obtain information on some 317 

confounders, such as job insecurity, annual leave rights, and the culture around employment and sick 318 

leave in each company.  319 

 320 

Conclusion 321 

Interruption to medical care was associated with the occurrence of sickness presenteeism 322 

during Japan’s third wave of the COVID-19 pandemic. While the occurrence of sickness 323 

presenteeism largely differed according to symptoms, it may be possible that there were important 324 

cases of sickness presenteeism that were undetectable using the questionnaire. This study 325 

demonstrates the importance of maintaining one’s health condition and continuing necessary 326 

treatment even during an infectious disease pandemic. 327 
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Table 1. Basic characteristics of the study subjects            

  

Total 

(n=27,036)  

Workers who did not 

require routine medical 

care 

(n= 17,526) 

 

Workers who used 

medical care 

(n=8,451) 
 

Workers who 

experienced 

interrupted medical 

care 

(n=1,059) 

   n (%)   n (%)   n (%)   n (%)  

Age, mean (SD) 47.0 (10.5) 
 

45.4 (10.5) 
 

50.4 (9.8) 
 

46.0 (10.2) 
 

Sex, men 13814 (51.1%) 
 

8422 (48.1%) 
 

4885 (57.8%) 
 

507 (47.9%) 
 

Marital status, married 15029 (55.6%) 
 

9627 (54.9%) 
 

4894 (57.9%) 
 

508 (48.0%) 
 

Job type 
        

 
Mainly desk work 13468 (49.8%) 

 
8545 (48.8%) 

 
4440 (52.5%) 

 
483 (45.6%) 

 

 
Mainly interpersonal  communication 6927 (25.6%) 

 
4621 (26.4%) 

 
2032 (24.0%) 

 
274 (25.9%) 

 

 
Mainly physical work 6641 (24.6%) 

 
4360 (24.9%) 

 
1979 (23.4%) 

 
302 (28.5%) 

 
Equivalent income (Japanese Yen) 

        

 
<2500000  6859 (25.4%) 

 
4,374 (25.0%) 

 
2,147 (25.4%) 

 
338 (31.9%) 

 

 
2500001-3800000  7148 (26.4%) 

 
4,777 (27.3%) 

 
2,119 (25.1%) 

 
252 (23.8%) 

 

 
3800001-5250000 7002 (25.9%) 

 
4,594 (26.2%) 

 
2,167 (25.6%) 

 
241 (22.8%) 

 

 
>5250000  6027 (22.3%) 

 
3,781 (21.6%) 

 
2,018 (23.9%) 

 
228 (21.5%) 

 
Education 

        

 
Junior high school 368 (1.4%) 

 
244 (1.4%)  

 
107 (1.3%)  

 
17 (1.6%)  

 

 
High school 6953 (25.7%) 

 
4381 (25.0%) 

 
2284 (27.0%) 

 
288 (27.2%) 

 

 
Vocational school, junior college, or technical college 6544 (24.2%) 

 
4378 (25.0%) 

 
1913 (22.6%) 

 
253 (23.9%) 
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University or graduate school 13171 (48.7%) 

 
8523 (48.6%) 

 
4147 (49.1%) 

 
501 (47.3%) 

 
Number of employees 

        

 
1 2,556 ( 9.5%) 

 
1,625 ( 9.3%) 

 
848 (10.0%) 

 
83 ( 7.8%) 

 

 
2-49 7,999 (29.6%) 

 
5,378 (30.7%) 

 
2,320 (27.5%) 

 
301 (28.4%) 

 

 
50-999 9,703 (35.9%) 

 
6,262 (35.7%) 

 
3,036 (35.9%) 

 
405 (38.2%) 

 

 
1000-9999 4,719 (17.5%) 

 
2,986 (17.0%) 

 
1,552 (18.4%) 

 
181 (17.1%) 

 

 
≥10000 2,059 ( 7.6%) 

 
1,275 ( 7.3%) 

 
695 ( 8.2%) 

 
89 ( 8.4%) 

 
Frequency of working from home 

        

 
Almost zero 21,276 (78.7%) 

 
13,944 (79.6%) 

 
6,484 (76.7%) 

 
848 (80.1%) 

 

 
At least 1 day a month 615 (2.3%) 

 
370 (2.1%) 

 
217 (2.6%) 

 
28 (2.6%) 

 

 
At least 1 day a week 878 (3.2%) 

 
571 (3.3%) 

 
277 (3.3%) 

 
30 (2.8%) 

 

 
At least 2 days a week 1,477 (5.5%) 

 
915 (5.2%) 

 
501 (5.9%) 

 
61 (5.8%) 

 

 
At least 4 days a week 2,790 (10.3%) 

 
1,726 (9.8%) 

 
972 (11.5%) 

 
92 (8.7%) 

 
Presence of a policy by the employer requesting that 

employees refrain from attending work while ill, Yes 
20,230 (74.8%)  13,057 (74.5%)  6,484 (76.7%)  689 (65.1%)  

    

SD: standard deviation 
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Table 2. Association between treatment status and sickness presenteeism 

 
Univariate 

 
Multivariate* 

Treatment status OR 95% CI p  

Adjusted 

OR 
95% CI p 

Workers who did not require routine medical care Reference 
    

Reference 
   

Workers who used medical care 1.57  1.47  1.69  <0.001 
 

1.36  1.26  1.46  <0.001 

Workers who experienced interrupted medical care 5.75  5.16  6.40  <0.001  3.28  2.93  3.67  <0.001 

*Adjusted for sex, age, marital status, equivalent income, education, company size, job type, frequency of working from home, 

number of days worked per week, presence of a policy by the employer requesting that employees refrain from attending work 

while ill, cumulative infection rate for COVID-19 in the region of residence, and main symptom. 

OR: odds ratio, CI: confidence interval 
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Table 3. Association between main symptoms and sickness presenteeism 

Main symptom  Adjusted* OR 95% CI p 

No problem 
 

Reference 
   

Pain 
 

2.76 2.46 3.10 <0.001 

Movement 
 

3.02 2.57 3.55 <0.001 

Tightness, loss of energy, appetite, fever, dizziness, or feeling poor 
 

4.53 4.05 5.06 <0.001 

Toileting or elimination 
 

2.62 2.14 3.21 <0.001 

Mental health 
 

5.35 4.85 5.91 <0.001 

Skin, hair, or beauty 
 

1.96 1.60 2.39 <0.001 

Sleep 
 

3.07 2.73 3.45 <0.001 

Eyes 
 

2.01 1.74 2.31 <0.001 

Nose 
 

1.54 1.09 2.17 0.014 

Ears 
 

2.35 1.74 3.18 <0.001 

Other 
 

2.58 2.22 3.00 <0.001 

*Adjusted for sex, age, marital status, equivalent income, education, company size, job type, frequency of 

working from home, number of days worked per week, presence of a policy by the employer requesting that 

employees refrain from attending work while ill, cumulative infection rate for COVID-19 in the region of 

residence, and treatment status. 

OR: odds ratio, CI: confidence interval 
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Table 4. Predictive margins of sickness presenteeism days for each symptom and comparison between each treatment status 

 

Workers who did not require 

routine medical care 

(n=17,526) 
 

Workers who used medical care 

(n=8,451)  

Workers who experienced interrupted 

medical care 

(n=1,059) 

  n % 
Predictive 

margins* 

Standard 

error 
 n % 

Predictive 

margins* 

Standard 

error 
p†  n % 

Predictive 

margins* 

Standard 

error 
p† 

Total 17526 100 1.4 0.03 
 

8451 100 2.2 0.05 <0.001 
 

1059 100 6.6 0.25 <0.001 

                 
Main symptom 

                
No problem 10938 62.4 0.8 0.03 

 
3642 43.1 0.9 0.03 1.000 

 
160 15.1 2.6 0.15 <0.001 

Pain 849 4.8 2.0 0.10 
 

842 10.0 2.5 0.12 <0.001 
 

144 13.6 6.1 0.33 <0.001 

Movement 481 2.7 2.3 0.16 
 

344 4.1 2.8 0.20 1.000 
 

54 5.1 6.5 0.44 0.428 

Tightness, loss of 

energy, appetite, 

fever, dizziness, or 

feeling poor 

715 4.1 3.4 0.15 
 

583 6.9 4.1 0.17 0.027 
 

133 12.6 8.9 0.39 <0.001 

Toileting or 

elimination 
263 1.5 2.0 0.18 

 
201 2.4 2.5 0.23 1.000 

 
40 3.8 5.5 0.50 <0.001 

Mental health 1143 6.5 3.8 0.14 
 

909 10.8 4.7 0.17 <0.001 
 

219 20.7 9.9 0.38 <0.001 

Skin, hair, or beauty 389 2.2 1.5 0.14 
 

160 1.9 1.9 0.18 0.006 
 

29 2.7 4.9 0.44 0.513 

Sleep 997 5.7 2.3 0.11 
 

637 7.5 2.8 0.14 0.127 
 

116 11.0 6.5 0.35 <0.001 

Eyes 795 4.5 1.5 0.09 
 

512 6.1 1.8 0.11 0.319 
 

65 6.1 4.3 0.30 <0.001 

Nose 98 0.6 1.2 0.20 
 

71 0.8 1.5 0.25 1.000 
 

9 0.9 3.4 0.54 1.000 
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Ears 80 0.5 1.7 0.25 
 

84 1.0 2.2 0.30 1.000 
 

12 1.1 5.7 0.73 0.056 

Other 778 4.4 2.0 0.13  466 5.5 2.5 0.17 0.031  78 7.4 6.3 0.41 <0.001 

*predictive margins: mean predicted number of sickness presenteeism days for each symptom and treatment status using the model in Table 2 and 3 with substitution 

of measured values for other covariates (adjusted using the Bonferroni method); calculated using the formula: mean predicted fraction × 30 (days) 

†p-value for simple main effects for each treatment status compared to workers who did not require routine medical care using a model that included the interaction 

term for treatment status and main symptoms (adjusted using the Bonferroni method) 

%: proportion of the total number of respondents for each treatment status 
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Figure 1. Number of days of sickness presenteeism among workers with each treatment status 433 

 434 

(Figure 1) 435 

 436 
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Figure 2. Predictive margins with 95% confidence intervals for each treatment status and symptom 438 

 439 

(Figure 2) 440 

 441 

*others include loss of energy, appetite, fever, dizziness, or feeling poor 442 

†Error bars indicate 95% confidence intervals 443 

 444 
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