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A, e BSRaMe W fIe B9 Jw AR
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AR, W SeLae Wi fet 9] smst @
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FL VAT ASAAE TP,

3. 80l9| Hof

opgEel AP oAl % WPAD BAOR ok
Wete] Auom sk shehs Az

1993), & <dFolME At we d2e HAEE
Lee(1991)7} W93l Revised Piper Fatigue Scale
2 FAseH, A7t 255 92Ut 43S 9y

Eisa

4) AA e

A EE vk A AA did S Q)
A A E(McNair, Lorr, & Droppleman, 1971) &
A A= Irvine 5(1994)9] The Linear Analogue
Self-Assessment(LASA) =72 =43 Heza] 2

Pt E25E PP AES s,

5) 2AA S

§F A9 WSty APste HAE e wshv
(Dodd, 1988), +# A7ollA= Nail, Jones, Creene,
Schipper®} Jensen(1991)¢] &slstar Fas 98
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(Symptom Checklis)-& AMHg3lo] 548 A
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N O
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oJn|slH(Selby, Chapman, Etazadi-Amoli, Dalley,
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2o GFE vAE UFE o] A% MEF 4
A Aok
2. AT Chat
gatay X2E 98 AA A 27) ﬂ% H-41y
Aol JL8 AU YD AEE = LIS
o4 ERde= sl DFJ% e Vel 9ste] Ul
A5 o] FEFIUTE F 7079 A AAEHA e
L olF BEES SHAE 8RS A9ty HFHor
62 o] A= Art
D A2 RE futeg gk W Hlo] <F A}
ds & Q= oA
2) " 204 ol 654 mwtem HEXE olsjslal
A gAY 5ol 7hee oA
3) W Stage I I, M=Z Ho|7l glow] $444
% % slstay A8 F7)d e 94
4) 3}st

o b 2e BAld Baey 9A 9
o oy
5) vz g

6) ¥ AT BH2 olshstu HoIB HAt o4

D 92 SHET

V23545 98 Piper7t /WE3tar 71A3F Revised
Piper Fatigue Scaleg Lee(1999)7} Wste] $=43t
TTE AREIITE o] Tae ¥ 198 PR FEdol
A% 628, AAF 9w
Siedow FAHAY 72t £33 103
EE5E g2 52 A4S onisith )
A#XE Chronbach's alpha = .930|ar
A} Y& Al#| &&= Chronbach's alpha = .89%t}.

2) A4 “Fe(Mood State) F4 %=
Sutherland, Walker$} Till(1988)e] 704Fel  The

Linear Analogue Self-Assessment(LASA) =75
AREEIY. B == Profile of Mood  States
(POMS ; 6523, 53 HW)e] ¥WFE IA=R f%
AR 67 FEE R, Bl EE, 8, Ve E 2wl
2 7Y AHER B AASEHE w2 A
Bryslr] sl JidE =ity AEgAl B AlE
=& Chronbach's alpha = .79%t} 23 ~skx &

S 14, S=ET0E 10802 4550 A
F7F BEFE AN AFS oujgith B wTe
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3) AAA T4 SAET
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sietay Ago #HE P48 A 9 Rz &5
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o 1 s R 2 10dew Sgaglen A
o BEE AT B AT dnlad, @ a
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Afaith AEAS el £F ARHoD g WeheAE ool S wAR thEse
25 wEAE I eH 7t & Ay Yt (Stepwise Multiple Regression)g 2|8ttt
= AR vt AEAE SEES sto] Huid v
o] YIE=F 3Gl m. oA+ Z3f
5 Az 24 1. CHakXte| Eky M
FHE AgE SPSS 12.0 version TEIWS o]g 2 A gidrke] duby EAS AWE Ay
sted A8l <Table 1>7} v} HyAHL 47.024= 30~ 4047¢
D uidzte] dubd B8 Ae) Mg R AbEsolch 19%( 30.7%), 41750417} 21%(33.9%), 517 60A]
2) At Adste gzt #Eagle Hi, ZEd 7} 20%(32.3%), 617 65417F 2%(3.2%) oItk F
ab, #H& gk Ad @S =St WwHRE 5t 179(274%), Earb 189
3) tAE Aste gzt B aie] dAE Fo (29.0%), A=} 4%(6.5%), 718+ 239(37.19)%
<= 2K (Pearson Correlation) 2.2 FA13}3ic}. o} ASAEE IFZolsrt 10W(32.3%), =Z 159
4) tdre] Z; sz adle] iAol H2E dwht A (24.2%), TZEO] 279(43.6%), wEFLE 104
<Table 1> Demographic characteristics of the study subjects (N=62)
Characteristics Category N(%) Mean
Age 30~ 40yrs 19 (30.7) 47.02
(47.02) 417 50yrs 21 (33.9
517 60yrs 20 (32.3)
61~ 65yrs 2 (32
Religion protestant 17 (27.4)
buddhism 18 (29.0)
catholic 4 (6.5)
others 23 (37.1)
Education elementary 10 (32.2)
middle school 15 (24.2)
high school 27 (43.6)
over college 10 (16.1)
Marital status single 1 (1.6
married 58 (93.5)
others 3 (4.9
Number of children 0 3 (4.8
172 35 (56.5)
374 22 (35.5)
over 4 2 (3.2
Employment status yes 55 (88.7)
no 7 (11.3)
Monthly income <1,500 13 (21.0)
(1,000 won) >1500, <2,000 14 (22.6)
>2.000, <2,500 19 (30.6)
=2500 15 (25.8)
Duration of diagnosis <12 months 43 (69.4)
(months) 12724 7 (11.3)
25736 4 (6.5)
37748 8 (12,9
Stage of disease I 5 (81
il 31 (50.0)
I 26 (41.9)
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(16.1%) °lty. A&Ade= n&Eo] 19(1.6%), 71&
o] 58W(93.8%), 7IE} 3HA.8%)°Itt. AFE ¢l
t7b 39W(4.8%), 172%e] 35W(56.5%), 37 47°]
227(35.5%), 47 ool 2%(3.2%)°Itk. A F
AEE T4 3784.8%), & 12%(19.4%), FH
437(69.4%) °lth. 9 B 7 F5FYS 1507H
wnto] 13%(21.0%), 150 W1 o]~ 20071 ko]
1478(22.6%), 2009k o]~ 250%]  mlwke] 199
(30.6%), 2505+ o)/de] 1578(25.8%)°1 %tk

A 71z 1 we] 439(69.4%), 14 o]
AT2d oyt 7TH(11.3%), 21 °14 T3 winke] 4
H(6.5%), 39 ool 8W(12.9%)°IUct. et 1
WAZE 59W8.1%), IHAZE 319W(50.0%), I WA
7} 2678(41.9%) 0.7 EZa}T}.

2.4z ¥
2 A7 didRte] 92 AS5E Hd 4.82(SD=
1.38)2 T5x9 =5 AYsie o= et I

2449 A= HA 242780 Ha 8.168H7A B
3}t Table 2>.

<Table 2> Fatigue score in 4 domains(N=62)

Domain Item  MeantSD  Min Max
Behavior/Severity 6 4.87£1.64 217 9.17
Affective meaning 4 4.53£1.38 1.25 9.50
Sensory 4 541£2.12 1.25 10.00
Cognitive/Mood 5 4.53£1.88 1.20 8.20
Total(Fatigue) 19 4821138 242 8.16
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FTATY] A = A Fort IS & 5 ALk
A A} wF 58 F 266808 FAANER QA3
FAES FAES APste A4S & F U0t

<Table 3> Variables related to fatigue (N=62)

Variable Mean£SD Min Max

Mood State 5.00£2.17 1.00 8.83
Symptom Distress 2.66£0.76 1.18 4.18
Disruption of

+
Usual Activity 4.69t2.86 100  9.86

4. T2} BE 20lnte| B

u 29} 7ty WmpERe] BAE HASE] $lste] Fof
2> ¥ Pearson Correlation .2 #43 ZAzl=
<Table 4>¢} Zom, FA3e], AAA F4 2 D34
& Aol aR]lo] B FAXCE fFost +& At

AT

=4
oh M-S, PUHzst BAd 2y 2
F2, ANt NSRS At AEsHe A=A

7} wes eusit,

<Table 4> Correlations among fatigue related

variables (N=62)
Mood Symptom Disruption of
State Distress Usual Activity
Fatigue 4205 463+ 517

wk p< 01

o HaWe W YL B o] 9

<Table 5> Predictors of fatigue (N=62)
Variables R R’ B B t D
Disruption of Usual Activity 517 .267 .262 517 4.678 .000
Mood State 579 .335 167 276 2.445 .017
Symptom Distress 625 391 431 273 2.317 .024
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HAE QRS WAH F 37 4% AdE <Table meba] 25 543 deky g = & Ul
5>ell AAE] gtk BdAE Foll7h i Al o2 A W] e AGE skl 1 Ao H
7} R=5172 22 26.7% AWayon], o7l A S WeWke slo] vz & slow Almgrh
AAFE 2918 FrkeldA R=57982 ¥E2F 33.5%, A 2 WA FEtay x| F o4 TR UF
A 4 298 Frkebd thiag AEAG7E R=.625 o A, AYA, 4FA alEe] BEHoR #dqst
2 92E 39.1% A¥shs Ae2 Yk E OAEE Stk Wik B dAelMe vz o
A d9E FA4ste] AAETh A= s
V. = 9| HeRe 7b ool 541808 7B =gm o us
el @ool 4.87H, AAMAH ool 4.53%,
o5 gl gt HAEY AERY TR Ax @ 7 o] 4530 R eyt bl 3
A71zre] &etsleta oy WAMAX R E7F st o] ot A= oz 3 Park(2002)9] dAtellA= AHA
v AEAgNA ohekst AAAQ FaE YA A4 2 oude] 56022 7P Eokal 1 thge] b
Mk oy|ate] FHA o R e A AsE xYshs 5.060190aL gHsell 9 4.89, A 2L 7Y GY
Aoz W Fojgh} 4.82 «o2 Yehgth Suh(2002)¢] dATolME et
gotslsta s wa e FHUsAE gdew g Al Fol 1F5RE Ay gz $Edd, A
oA pAse] oshd ¥z HEHsE4.82(2£1.38)% oulde], 1A 9 4 Aol ol apolg: Bl v
TerY YRS AYste Aoz Yewth olyd A W, G ME ok T & 277t HAoF 7 g
= Forslete s vk o SAlE e R 3 Choi Zre] fogk Zol7h WMAEHs AoR Bk ol i
(1999)9] A74¥ =2 FAHGF 4.97(£1.87), WA 254 Al 94 AF, 24, Aol ks wAa 1 o]
A AEE B e FEeEAE dide® g Park o 7 FUE FAGTE Suhel ATFARekE o
(2002)8) W2 HHAF 4.73(£1.89) 2 Blesch & &zl A5S & F U
(1991)9] Aol Rud w2 FIFHFEA 470 2o SUEAER ¢ 2o vz} AHy ot
(£2.53)7 A9 fAlet Axtg ®oth ofd wale] & A5E AASa ok Park(2002)2 244 54, A
gslstay oF FAE oide® A Song(1992)<] AA 81, 71%%A e 2 AWy X8 B 548,
Aol s FRHF H47t 5563, WA ARE W Choi(1999)= 1A A= 291, Agz/dHas], A
oF S fter 3 Go(200009] ATFAI P 3)/874 Q¥ #AHEAE EAen  Song
V23X 5.59(£1.59)H = B AFAnst i W (1992)2 Ag4 a9l 4, F2 4 &5 Add o
S 4 itk o]y Axis mud HAPAtE] 91, ¢ XEe} BE 99 BAg 29l Al A
idAig sy 9 1 A7 MR o &)zt 9l 29, WY B3 #7489l § AN ¥ BF=E o
of & A7AFet 4 wlaLste] AAEHlE vhAk F-g 2efo] AHAEE Huspgich ol AdE <t #hxe
7b Quka #aEy, RE AfEeN FAHE o) o g Z27ke] Fate] AR Adejinto] ol 4l AR
25 AYste oz FAHIth Nail#  Jones 22l 87T X B MddSs 03]
(1995)F &5 e o 5o A¥she 2= 3 © At Alsdr
AoldA ©r17ld] Wk, tsleta ol WAl X3 w2 Ao M WRaAYE AIyATEe] FrE
5 W= 3rle] A9l g Ald 28 AIRE B A Bt gEae R gAgE, A S, A9
3 "o 319tk Love, Leventhal, Easterling®} 3 Ao Ars A5G 2 A3 AMAEE 108 1
Nerenz(1989)5% &ststa ol WA =7} 7 A % Wy 5008, YAE AeAEE Hat 4.69%
£EE 717 B9 & s 2 Assis e o7 AAA T4 5F W F 266HoE FAHES
BHusldt). Suh(2003)E Fgaistadoly Ml A AN, AT Holl E Fhgo] USS U F 3
322 P g 3AES A5 WAgd we) getsiet Atk
Qe A7 77149 Abolel, WARY 2We] H$E X EodAFdne wazd F2E g o=
A 576UE 71 HZrF Asitln AN s 517, p<OD), AAA F4(r=.463, p<.0l), A3
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- Abstract -

Factors Related to Fatigue in
Breast Cancer Patients
Receiving Chemotherapy

Kwon, Young Eun*

Purpose: The purpose of the study is to
investigate the degree of fatigue and its related
factors in patients with breast cancer. Method:
The subjects of this study consisted of 62 breast
cancer patients receiving chemotherapy. The
Revised Piper Fatigue Scale, Disruption of Usual
Activity Scale, Linear Analogue Self Assessment
Scale and Self-Care Diary Scale were employed
to measure fatigue, disruption of usual activity,
mood state and physical symptom respectively.
Collected data were analyzed using SPSS-PC to
obtain summary statistics for the descriptive
analysis, Pearson Correlation, and Stepwise

Multiple Regression. Result: The results are as

* Department of Nursing, Seoul Health College

A1z ets|x] Al178 A23, 2005

follows. 1. The mean score of the degree of
fatigue was 4.82 points indicating moderate
level. 2. The mean score of the degree of
disruption of wusual activity, mood state and
physical symptom were 2.66, 5.00, and 4.69
points. 3. Fatigue of the subjects was
significantly correlated with disruption of usual
activity(r=.517, p<.0D), mood state(r=.420,
p<.01) and physical symptom(r=.463, p<.01). 4.
With the result of stepwise multiple regression,
disruption of usual activity, mood state and
physical symptom being the three variables
which could explain fatigue by 39.1%. The
results of this study suggest that comprehensive
intervention  strategy for fatigue should be
developed to maintain quality of life during and
considering these

following chemotherapy

factors.

Key words : Fatigue, Disruption of usual
activity, Mood state, Physical
symptom
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