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Enquête Québécoise sur les 
Conditions de Travail, d’Emploi 
et de SST (EQCOTESST) 

 Portrait of working and employment 
conditions and health effects, 
especially related to work accidents, 
musculoskeletal disorders, and mental 
health (early indicators) 

 Document the consequences of OHS 
problems: disability, medication, use of 
services, compensation, revenue 



Methods 

 Randomized sampling of home  
     telephone numbers, 35 min interviews 
 Population 15y or older 
 Has worked > 15h/wk for > 8 previous 

weeks 
 2439 women, 2632 men (Response=62%) 
 No first nations, few immigrants, few 

anglophones, 44% are union members 
 Subsequently weighted to correspond to 

population characteristics 
 

 



How did EQCOTESST 
incorporate gender? 

 Included conditions relevant to work/family 
– Schedules 
– Relevant leaves and provisions 

 Included items relevant to gender-based 
violence 

 (Included some physical exposures found in 
women’s jobs) 

 Included number of hours when calculating 
accident rates 

 Stratified for gender 



Why stratify for gender/sex? 

Gender corresponds to: 
• Industry 
• Type of job 
• Occupation 
• Work activity within occupation 
Sex corresponds to 
• Interaction with worksite 
• Reproductive and some other outcomes 



Variable names:  
“food server” 

“cleaner” 
 

Laperrière et al. 2006; Calvet et al. 2012 

Job 
observed 

Women Men 

Food servers 
(same 
restaurant) 

• 38 steps/min 
• walk 27% of  

time 

• 21 steps/min 
• walk 15% of  

time 

Hospital 
cleaners (same 
hospitals) 

38 minutes/day 
cleaning toilets 

19 minutes/day 
cleaning toilets 

Hospital 
cleaners (same 
hospitals) 

83 minutes/day 
mopping 

160 minutes/day 
mopping 



Variable name:  
“Work at computer terminal” 

 

Women 
N=785 

Men 
N=498 

Mostly use 
keyboard input 

50% 20% 

Mostly use 
other input 

22% 43% 

> 5 work tasks 20% 27% 

Work 3h without 
>10m rest 

19% 12% 

Karlqvist L et al. (2002) International Journal of  Industrial Ergonomics, 
30: 277-294. 



Variable name:  
“Unpredictable work hours” 

 
 

Messing et al. (2009) Sc. J. WEH 35 (2): 96-112 

p < 0.001, χ2 test 

Schedule of 
a store 
worker, 
2011, 41 
years old, 
mother, with 
4 years’ 
seniority 
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       M   T   W   T  F   S   S 3 x more back pain 
with prolonged 

standing plus this 
schedule in women 

with children at home, 
no effect on men 



Implications for 
research methods  

 Exposures of women and men are less 
different in industry- or occupation-based 
studies than they are in population-based 
studies, but they are still different  

 If you “adjust” for gender as a “confounding 
factor”, you may be adjusting for un-
measured exposures related to the outcome; 
looking at interactions doesn’t fix this. 
– Relationships between exposures and outcomes 

may be underestimated for both genders 

 
 

 



Intrastratum 
confounding 
 Women doing “repetitive work” 

may make more movements per 
minute than men in the same 
category; men “lifting weights” may 
lift more weight than the 
corresponding women 

 Result: men may appear to suffer 
more than women from the same 
exposure to lifting weights 



Therefore - stratification 
 You can’t measure everything, so 

stratification by gender allows better 
confidence in exposure-outcome 
relationships for both genders 

 Also, to gauge equality, we need to 
know about men’s and women’s work 

 Where numbers permit,  EQCOTESST 
stratified the analysis 

 NOTE: only bivariate analyses now 
available 



EQCOTESST results 
Unsurprisingly…. 
 Women earned less, worked more 

often in the service sector and in the 
public sector, did less “manual work”, 
worked fewer hours, spent more time 
in domestic work, more often took 
care of another person, had less 
leisure time, were more often in 
“precarious employment” (index) 



Indicator of precarity 

1. Contract precarity (ONE of : 
involuntary part time/ “false” self-
employed/ temporary agency) 

2. Employment precarity (ONE of : 
feeling of insecurity/ recent 
unemployment) 

3. Precarity = Contract+employment 
4. Missing: unpredictable work hours 

etc. 



Working conditions 

 Men were more exposed to all 
measured physical risks (noise, 
vibrations, heavy weights…) except 
repetition and computer use 

 Women were more exposed to all 
measured organisational 
constraints (job strain, effort-
reward imbalance…) except low 
social support 
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Physical exposures (vibrations, 
standing…) at principal job, 2007-
2008 
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Slide thanks to Michel Vézina 
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Exposures to organizational 
environment at principal job, 
2007-8 
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Slide thanks to Michel Vézina 



Differences and 
similarities 

 Schedules – M and F similar on-call, split 
shifts, rotating shifts… all but weekend 
work (F more often work both days; M more 
often 1 day/weekend)  

 Men had more rest breaks 
 Men were more likely to be able to do 

personal business at work 
 Both M and F were exposed to physical 

violence; women were more exposed to 
psychological or sexual harassment 



Health outcomes 
(bivariate) 

 Women and men had the same 
accident rates (per hour worked) 

 Men had more lost-time accidents* 
 34% of M and F did not claim for lost-

time accidents 
 Women had more WRMSDs 
 81 % of M and F with lost time from 

entirely WRMSDs did not put in a claim; 
women paid more individually 
 



Work/family 

 Conceptualized as part of working and 
employment conditions, not individual 
parameters 
– Ex: can deal with personal things at work; 

good schedule; availability of leaves 
 Those with heavy family responsibilities 

were not more likely to have easier 
conditions for WFB 

 Waiting for multivariate analyses… 



Relationships between 
exposures and outcomes 
 By and large, all relationships 

between exposures and effects held 
for both genders. 

 For example, women were more 
exposed to low decision latitude, so 
they were more likely to suffer from 
depression.  But men exposed to low 
decision latitude also suffered from 
depression(waiting for multivariate…) 
 



Conclusions –  
for next time 
 More detail, bigger sample 
 Better questions about conditions for 

work-family (based on qualitative 
research) 

 Better questions about static 
postures, risk factors for neck pain 

 http://www.inspq.qc.ca/publications/liste.a
sp?NumPublication=1336 
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