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The Analysis of Stress Levels of Radiological
Technologists in General Hospitals According

to their Regional Working Environments
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survey was conducted to 890 radiological technologists working at 44 general hospitals of 16 cities and

provinces across the county to determine their stress level according to regions divided into the capital city,
metropolitan areas and small- and medium-sized cities. For this purpose, such factors as their working
environment, role playing, job conflict and job burden were compared and analyzed according to the regions.
The findings may be summed up as follows:

1. In terms of working environment, radiological technologists in the capital city were found to have the

least stress(23.46), followed by those in metropolitan areas(24.53) and small- and medium-sized
cities(24.85). There was a significant difference according to the regions as for the item ‘worry about
influence of radioactive contamination(genetic, decisive and plausible)(P<0.001).

. As for role playing, radiological technologists in small-and medium-sized cities appeared to receive the

highest stress(18.25) followed by metropolitan areas(17.71) and the capital city(16.69). There was a
statistically significant difference(p<0.001) according to the regions

. Regarding job conflict, those who work in small- and medium-sized cities turned out to get the highest

stress(15.66) compared to those in metropolitan areas(15.35) and the capital city(14.44). In terms of job
autonomy, there was no significant result from the survey in spite of the difference between metropolitan
areas(14.87), small- and medium-sized cities(14.79) and the capital city(14.66).

. Little difference was detected according to the regions as far as the job burden(excessive or too little)

was concerned. But their was a significant regional difference in terms of patient-related factors with the
capital city(11.50), small- and medium-sized cities(10.75), and metropolitan areas(10.63)(p<0.001).

Key Words : Working environment, Radiological technologists, Stress, General hospitals
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Table 1. Characteristics of the subjects
Total . : Work. area . .
N=890 Capital city Metropolitan city Small city
N=274(30.8%) N=306(34.4%) N=310(34.8%)
Sex
male 754(84.7) 210(76.6) 274(89.5) 270(87.1)
female 136(15.3) 64(23.4) 32(10.5) 40(12.9)
Age
< 30 335(37.6) 104(38.0) 111(36.3) 120(38.7)
31-40 418(47.0) 139(50.7) 141(46.1) 138(44.5)
> 4] 137(15.4) 31(11.3) 54(17.6) 52(16.8)
Martial status
unmarried 302(33.9) 102(37.2) 96(31.4) 104(33.5)
married 588(66.1) 172(62.8) 210(68.6) 206(66.5)
Work_part
radiology 760(85.4) 216(78.8) 272(83,9) 272(87.7)
nuclear medicine 64( 7.2) 31(11.3) 12( 3.9 21( 6.8)
radiation oncology 66( 7.4) 27( 9.9) 220 7.2) 17( 55)
Employment status
regular employ 734(88.1) 233(85.0) 275(89.9) 276(89.0)
contract labor / part time/ intern 94(10.6) 39(14.2) 24( 7.8) 31(10.0)
others 12( 1.3) 2007 7( 2.3) 30 1.0)
Career of current hospital
-10 below 621(69.8) 215(78.5) 185(60.5) 221(71.3)
11-20 234(26.3) 56(20.4) 103(33.7) 75(24.2)
20 above 35( 3.9) 3( 1D 18( 5.9) 14( 4.5)
Work_place
Univ. hospital 575(64.6) 88(32.1) 277(90.5) 210(67.7)
short-term general hospital 315(35.4) 186(67.9) 29( 9.5) 100(32.3)
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Table 2. Characteristics of the health habits
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Total — Work area_ .
N=890 Capital city Metropolitan city small city
N=274(30.8% N=306(34.4%) N=310(34.8%)
Exercise
yes 363(40.8) 109(39.8) 130(42.5) 124(40.0)
no 527(59.2) 165(60.2) 176(575) 186(60.0)
Smoking
ves 368(41.3) 107(38.1) 133(43.5) 128(41.3)
no 417(46.9) 140(51.1) 148(48.4) 129(41.6)
past smoking 105(11.8) 27(.9.9) 25( 8.2) 53(17.1)
Alcohol
ves 710(79.8) 224(81.8) 240(78.4) 246(79.4)
no 180(20.2) 50(18.2) 66(21.6) 64(20.6)
Coffee(One day)
3 below 686(88.4) 206(87.3) 245(90.7) 235(87.0)
4 above 90(11.6) 30027 265( 9.3) 35(13.0)
2 %.:‘\% %k’oé“ 1’1‘5}1}9\4 ‘o}j_?_ '}T:fsg A] 3::_1,;]._04 ﬂ%){l Working environments
F g A7 b diside 2529 v #
oz 2B 2o 9 AA FE Ao Y 2
2287 299 22 A% BN YA s
JdZoz @ GHAN, 244, FEHL ST
7t A3t 2ol A R dol UA UENF LW (p  points 24
<0.001) 87 &3¢ £ HFE AYER By FA
EA(2485), FAA(2453), BEA(2346)02 FAE 28
Alo] HIAbMALZE 2R 8 BHANN 2EHAE B 23
o] ¥t o g YetHFig. 1.
225

WAL T A ALE-E e EIHHEAA AM &
b A -39 guAEY QEEE XAEY FA
(Identification)& A A%t A3} g9 2HFAFT
3 2R Fe] AEE AEE BT 39g®. o
WALA AL 2R A A YT ggel oi¢
AR 3 F g9 dAHoR HE
A H1, AAb AAEEE &R 7l TEY AE
AR AHAA A

HEE T

N @l

‘JEo "3 Bx
it 3218 =1
FAZke HA3

2 2E# 2o 3%

s}
=ELE
sstel

,
=)
Eun
[o 3NN =1 3

S ol

Capital Metropalitan

Area

Fig. 1. Working environments.

[0 AGE F4d 9
dF e Ex9 <
A FE¥Y7E AH7E 2ol st
e T(p<0.00D), FEEZAAA =
Uk JEAIZEe HAs Rulsiel gstm Aokl
A7k Apol7b o 8kAl WERTHP<O0.01).

& g el 7T 23] & AFE AGEE
TA1(18.25), #FHA(17.71), 52 A(16.69)
Al S AR G EE 2ldAM 2E
o] gt Ao Yrlon(Fig. 2), X9zt
2§93 2ojE B A tHp<).001).

& Aol oY + = 4

¢

o
o
HH

utl
ol
B> ofj
P

=
=

| P

o &%

o

ot fi oo rlr o v

438



FYEA A

Table 3. Working environments
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Total Work area
N:890 Capital city Metropolitan city Small city F-test
N=274(30.8%) N=306(34.4%) N=310(34.8%)
 There is uneasiness from the risks of 4 o g5 34649 ) 3.40+0.96 358:097 428"
medical accidents during work.
» There is uneasiness from risks of ey 00 5004703 2.910.97 296:0.99  0.67
safety accidents from machines.
- bere is uneasiness from risks of get~ 4 o0 65 54041 02 3.70£0.90 373+0.95 1.33
ting infected during work
 There is worry about excess of radi= 4 0.1 17 9g0s112 3.20+1.10 312:1.11 567"
ation dose.
 There is worry about effects of radi~ 4,1 g 9ga4108 3.28+1.02 322¢111 908
ation dose.
 There is insufficient protection from 09,1 o5 98017 5 2.92+1.06 203+1.04 126
electromagnetic waves.
- There is discomfort at sudden change
of work environment (digital images, 2.58+1.01 2.53+0.98 2.51+0.99 269+£1.04 297
ete).
- Patients’ radiation dose limit is main~= o ) 0 5501 0g 2,60+1.02 261:1.05  7.03"

tained during work.

Total Working environments™{ x+SD)

24312508 2346533 24.53+4.86 2485498 594

' p<0.05, 7; p<0.01, *; p<0.001

1) Using 5-point scale, 8 questions were given a score from 8 to 40 and average was calculated.
(1=Very inaccurate --5=Very accurate)

Relation of roles
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Table 4. Relation of roles
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Total Work area
N=890 Capital city Metropolitan city  Small city F-test
N=274(30.8%)  N=306(34.4%) N=310(34.8%)
role conflict
- Radiation safety measures are ig= 76,009 553085 2.85:087 2876090  1339™
nored for work reasons.
1 receive contrary directions from g9, g) 2.67+0.92 2.66+0.91 0.69+0.90 0.11
two or more superiors.
+1 do not receive sufficient mate= 45,105 944919 3244103 3416107 1465™
rials and personnel for work
role ambiguity
- 1 am certain of my work authority. 2.46+0.99 2.37£0.98 2.440.95 2.56+1.03 275
+1am alotting my work tme  pg.1 g a5 254110 270¢112 743"
appropriately.
1 know my work limits and re~ 540,007 1034088 2.02+086 203:08 116
sponsibilities.
- I am certain of work expectations 1.95+0.82 1.90+0.83 1.96+0.84 1.97+0.80 063
Total Relation of roles”( %SD) 1758393 16.69+3.96 17.71£378 18.25+393 11.85™
¥ p<0.01, ™ p<0.001
1) Using 5-point scale, 7 questions were given a score from 7 to 35 and average was calculated.
(1=Very inaccurat---5=Very accurate)
Job conflict Eﬂéoﬂ ogs‘;}_‘%_ %—1—1 9;1“‘\3' Zigi {‘i: @'_TL EH}E}X}’?J_
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Anagye Fud 24 £5¢ 9uae Ao
2 LA BSTFE AEHAE HA dE Ao
paints 2 gund A BFASE 1466RoE Uy
o} gEd gy 89l EHoAE ‘FAe A
AFHA 2 4TSl o FFLL AT 3
FUA?7E 34302 £, g7 $E8 £ =
A% 4 AFUAT} 25602 vehon, H7 A
Capital Metropolitan small SAME AR T8 A GFY £AME EQlol =
e G 5 JFUAVIAT A4 Folst felab

Fig. 3. Job conflict.
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Fig. 4. Job autonomy.

Table 5. Job conflict
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324, HFEG

HARAAE =7 ASRR T, Ba)ede ¢
4 FHOR g¥H B 2% Eaﬂ 2 B9
B o2 Yehded, $92tY 35d Ayid
2918 FRAM T QFFo] Fad OTL grhy
HU7?7F 3827 74 gob 2Ed 20 %S §
o] Fi, AT & HRE & AF7 BAFA St

Total Work area
N=0830 Capital city Metropolitan city Small city  F-test
N=274(30.3%) N=306(34.4%) N=310(34.8%)
Job conflict(In the group)
» There is conflict or dissension among 5114105 9994104 308+1.04 325¢1.06 4947
different parts in the group.
+ Personnel within the group are on £00d 5 40.000  2,004087 217+0.94 2105088 251
ggirg is a fecling of unity within the 31,005 999087 2.30+0.97 232:099 236
Tobconflict(Between the group)
- Our group cooperates with other groups - -
for the good of the hospital. 2.50+0.94 2.36+0.89 254+0.92 2.59+0.99 489
'gj‘gfp parts work well together within the 35,005 9944089 249100 239:094 302"
~+ Other groups create problems for my group. 2.80+1.00  2.640.99 2.75+0.98 3.00£1.01 1022™
Total Job conflict "( x+SD) 15.18+4.16  14.44+3.92 15.3524.27 15.66£4.17 6.76"
Job autonomy
- Can you control the work order? 2651095 250092 2.72+0.93 2.72+0.97 5.06"
+ Can you control the work pace? 256093  2.43+0.89 2.65+0.94 2.58+0.94 403"
-Do you have any control over work
decisions within a group? 3.27+1.00 3.23¢1.02 3.26+0.93 3.32+1.05 0.72
- Do you have any control over policy and
work cotrse within a group? 3.43+0.98 3.43+£1.03 3.41+0.90 3.46+1.03 0.22
*Can you use the equipment needed for 7,005  967:046 284089 2711093 295
Work freely{) .............
Total Job autonomy '( %+SD) 1466356 14.26+3.48 14.87+3.36 14.79+3.81 2.45

%5 p<0.05, 75 p<0.01, ™y p<0.001

1) Using 5-point scale, 6 questions were given a score from 6 to 30 and average was calculated.

(1=Strongly disagree:--5=Strongly agree)

2) Using 5-point scale, 5 questions were given a score from 5 to 25 and average was calculated.

(1=Very rarely---5=Very often)
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Job burden
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Fig. 5. Job burden.
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Fig. 6. Patient factors.
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Table 6. Job burden

Work area

e Capital city  Metropolitan city _Small city | F-test
N=274(30.8%) N=306(34.4%)  N=310(34.8%)
Job burden(excess)
- How often are you chased for time? 3.42+0.91 3.47+0.97 3.39+0.86 3.42+0.89 0.67
 How often do you have to take care 44,109 349400 32840.83 320:088 214
of excessive amounts of work?
+ How often do works increase that 510,509 3994079 3.18:081 315:077 063
require concentration?
Job burden(under)
- How often do you have the chance
to utilize the skills from school 3.39+0.98 3.30£0.96 3.34£0.99 351099 396"
education?
- How often do works decrease? 3.82+0.84 3.85£0.88 3.81+0.86 3.81+0.80 0.22
+How much work does the hospital 450,75 363:079 357+0.74 3612076 055
Total Job burden"( x+SD) 2074314  20.89+3.19 2056+3.17 20.78+3.07 087
Patient factors
» How responsible are you for the
safety of patients such as radiation  3.39x0.92 357088 3.2020.80 3.33£0.97 773"
exposure level?
+How responsible are you for the 540500 403:076 368+0.84 3724080 1639
diagnosis of patients?
- How often do you accept the de-
mands of patients and their guard-  3.75+0.72 3.90+0.73 3.66+0.73 3.71+0.69 859™
iaIlS? ............
Total patient factors®( x+SD) 10.941.90 11501.85 10.63+1.90 1075186  17.82™

Y p<0.05, T p<0.001
1) Using 5-point scale, 6 questions were given a score from 6 to 30 and average was calculated.

(1=Very little---5=Very much)

2) Using 5-point scale, 3 questions were given a score from 3 to 15 and average was calculated.
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(1=Very little---5=Very much)
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