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1. 48 V. 48
o. a3y Fugd
m 9+4s Abstract
V. =2
I.M 2 ENAA L v AQa LY 7TA FoE e

HE2@4L 1 AA} us FHH|A A
d4& FAFAY FAHske ofzidel U 9
g3 Aol o Ywtyos uds}
Ts FHAY =70 JoedA 99 FE9
oA BA7Fel H3E JtHLE S
deth HIELS EEF 8, #Had ¥
MY Aeld 9% § o8 8] EFH
dojuAl Hed (E, 1988), A2ole A%F
A9 Qo ME FEHI glo] AAHA A%
e gete] AHAJN YHoE de AgHI
ATHEFFR, 1993). 53 HE2E AW L&
dEle FHLE BEFEY, AL HEE
Bzgo] 7H4 HINEHA Zadte F40E ¢
HA h(David &, 1990).

=% g2 83, 4983 715y A, &

t DMHA 2GR

UA . ARUEY A2e A= FAF,
FAH =5 g3 opr|H= HEF YHE
A olgdt g2 Y U 7% FAE A
By EAE 2YSA Hed ATy JE F
42 49 A719 Ay Jlvd 43, A
ANF PHol ofsf Y& e} A L o
of g o&ojy do EEAY ZAE xY3}
A He §H3, AN 7159 ZHE HER
B F 3t o] ek v2E A ¥
HE 5 2Ystd HARE AT 98
ol && F/HNA AL AFH w &L FUH
Z1TH(Chen, 1986; David &, 1990).

o] 2L FAARY Y2 o7 8As 9
& oplHet olF dEAY A& AWEY
TEAZLY AAYAZE, AFE Rg T 9%
d¥9 zAFs FEzA % YUY T

HEYAHA ST B5tS 6HA| SHCYED o Richs o grefsimal (2 301-747)
HMEMH§: 042-580-8265, E-mail: choyc@cnu.ac.kr
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AHAA E3 5o H2E 2Y3e 8ol
I E 5 U
I H2o qF ATE BAE W

T AHE R LS #Y AsE vluEy @
o Ut AT E HYeE J AFE #A @&
o 2o FHEL Y29 Ao AT =
AR EA ol I Aol 79%~45%2
gstA RaE 3 Yth(Kant §, 2003). ¥ &2
FEFE VX e ATFAIEH E4E 2y ¢t
= oAl Hls] HEAP] APt ¢ 12~
L7l ¥ A2 HuHy govi(David F,
1990; Lews & Wessely, 1992; Pawlikowska,
1994, Fuhree & Wessely, 1995), 3 ZFFol|A
T A7 ARG Y3 gL HEFES
l"i-°]—\‘f Aog HIHIT QUHChen, 1986;
David &, 1990; Shefer &, 1997; Loge %,
1998). 9¥EEE= 18MFE M7 E 8 o
& AolE HolA oy do EF 504 o F
o Z&¥uds Hurl Yil(Essen & Moller,
1956). AEFHEEE W EAE 7EASED
ES ¥4E BEATEAR 5, 2005). AHYEA
o2 AN :‘D(Sokejlrna & Kagamimori,
1998; Harma, 2003; van der Hulst, 2003), 2t}
THF(Alfredsson &, 191; Son %, 2004), 3%
AFe 2o 9 FRY JAZEHY AFFH A
A H-Z(Bultmann ¥, 2001) F° H2E 715A
e 4902 BusD o
YA EE oY AZBHEYY T AHF
A4 29 T HESY fo4% BHA]
& ANAEL YTH(Chadler, 1993). €& €4,
Fe 2EHAY AoV EIAY FHF
H(Schwartz &, 1993), ¥Fd(Akerstedt %,
2002) T HEE NIl Hd8jle] H
I Joy FHAY 5L YRFES AJA
71 33FA AH7E Lol RuHz Yo

(BAA 5, 2005).

A H2E 52 #HES 24 4ULdA
A R FAY A T2 AIAA
dol= E7stn FUY FFFES E YA
o] FojA A Rt Ae ARt wEtA B
de EF AR PFEFLS BFLE o
Y YE £F& F430, A2 FFE
A vdaYE FHILA A,

I. ayyy
1 ZAHCHY 9 712

ZANEL dAFYA A 2432 e F

"?‘ %%7]"4‘—‘] ?‘-‘_]H}' A]"'tlj‘;—q o‘l"'[.aa EH}E}'O
Z 37 93t FRAFRAAL A &

FAEEAY N 7Y RNE EEE A4
31 1 EE9 dANId g AFHo=
BAE ARste 33 T2 FZ (stratified
cluster random sampling)®l &3 ZAIE FA
& AA® ¥ 4 FAd ZFste FFY
150048 Ao R stgct dEzAbAS
LI47H o2 HE HdEAE A5G on3Fe
765%), °l & §Hol FAso EMHo ALY
T e 14289 HEAE AT 1,008 &
EE BHUYYLE ok A= 2006 129
SYRH 20068 19 3197149 7|3 FQtel
AAFA

2. RESE Yy
ARFYE FEIY A9 A9 A

%A (self-administrated questionnaire)& ©]&
& AEzA A AsFPEHe AR



o TAWLL RAYE] A %’-H
et ZH RAY tEROA B d79
A g ZAUE s d9sty HxE o

T ZAYZAENA HEAE WEF F

T EH U8 9 /g8 e AYsty 43
NZE 3o RHEE 39 w4 BE Y1
Y53 o 3 3ke Wyor s £3%
Jgd& 95E =H34t

rB, rlo v

3. ZAILHE i

A AHEE HEAS FAHL AR
o ATAEEH g AQEd B4 vy, A
Zadyy 6%, JF "Eﬁﬂz‘: IEE dF
L7E 5B % 45FA-E4 , A% A

HHAA BTH(FA AA 4J&, T8 A
A 48%), AT V553 58, TALNY 78
g, A7NEFHE 108, H24F 198YeE
TASAT. 74 A FHFHY ZFFE 9
H7te a3 2ol 4

A

1) el ALEISHY g Felatd S4
AFAE A A2 4 98 38 A
T4, A% € AF, -’F"’i']" A733H &
384}, Ao EAH L Martin's 4AAZ7)
E AHEStd gHE mE, A5 AFAE AL
3o DAL ko2 FAZALH, A5 o)F
dAgnA 7158t vItE(Body mass
index; BMD+ A& A% AF2o2 e
Quetelet A5 [BMI(kg/m")=313(kg)/A 3 ()]
L2 Astden, 1990138 AAMFE, 200~
2498 BET, BOoIFE HEFoZ FRIY
o AY#d EXHoEE ¥ FRY TR,
g, ¥ AN, AR FTEAYG
3 HEE 5& A

AN Z2AUEe m2+E ¥ frEed 31

2) HZHHAYY

UG GAA AZAEYY2E FIAH),

73, AfSEAR, FHH EF54R 1
A 2 ArtEFAE 5 FABAYG. F94
He 84 92, vEST ¥ 34 972
2 FEIYR, SFA™YE —3—%—3»} Hl—%%‘—v'f
o2 FEIFL AfLLdRE 1Y AYS
£35E 2AEAY. 733 —r%ml 1%
of 33 ol4, 3 7 30% o4 &FE& dl=
AgE EFTLE, 28X g2 A2 ueE
ToE FEIAY,

l‘l

3 AFAEA 29
AE2EH A 8o g W82 Karasek 5
(1988)9] 2784 EA(Job Content Question-
naire; JCQ)E tEluvEr ZF8AF 2A Wt
3o EBBE/E AFE HEAE AHESNT
(Chang, 2001). JCQE AA&#A 71Ud3ts &
dAH 2EH 29 a9o2AM fFY 275 ¢
7o A4 2 AR AR H (A2 FASH o
Ak 479 87=E 5 FFoz2 FAHE F
oy, A7 A&4L& A A (decision
authority) 371 -Er b J1EY S84 (skill
decision) 67} EF0 2 FAHE HEZ2ZAH F 14
N e sy r“o“bL a1849,, ™AF 1%
9y, TH a1%d, 9 Xy 1¥x ¢
o, 8 438 A= $HIA e, 7
3l 0-1-2-34¥& ¥93}9 Karasek 5(1988)
o HFAALA o JFLTEG 79
AE4E AASAT. & AF9 27=E HE
7]' %‘i‘&“\‘i A7l o A Rg A=) ¥
< dusH, 459 A4 Ag7t Fod
?J'r°ﬂ W AR ARl w1 A4l 7]
g8A0] 53E ouldn B QT ‘%i-r
o 8759 P59 A& q°ll W A=
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9|u]3}= Cronbach’s a &2 242 0613, 0.760
oltt.

e A3d AAE vgle FAY 55
2REY AAE 47 4359 HA=ZE HY g
orvj Muje 18, 3d, EE 1¥4,
24, ™29 1%849, 13 9 Hy 184 ¢
o, 0FeE SHSHA st AR SHo| ¥
S5 E AHAA FEo] ¥ AL FHYLh
S &5 WA A==€ 9vs= Cronbach's
a #& 087391

4 AY HERY, SHAY ¥ s

ZANAAES AY W5 F¥2 Framingham
Type A Behavior Patterns ©]-83t 4319
TH(Haynes &, 1978). AF7t 248 AY 3
FHYY Ags BYS vt AY I5H
o Wy HJEHEE Y7 3t= Cronbach’'s a #
< 0.729°10 . FAANEL Levenson(1973)9] 7
N F59 43 FANIH E(short forms of
locus of control scale)E °©l&3%th d47t &
€75 FANGY AFAET 255 ovEnt,
FAANGY WA A= =g 9vd= Cronbach’s
a &< 055101

ANESZE AN dEA FAHY HrtE
23 AeA, ANE oEA Bty JevtE
Z23317] 9% Aoz B AT M Rosenberg
(1965)° &J&f sl et AFAo] B
1 8 A71EFH(Self-esteem) AE 108 5S
AHgetAT ANEFT AT 2EFE A
o g 333 Fr7F £4& vt AV
&7 Wd NHEE YndE Cronbach's
a #< 0.700°) 1ot

5 m2TE

HE24F9 H7le Schwartz F(1993)°] 9

& Ed 207 &9 EESE A/IHIH g
BEEZHETE ATAHA AZSE 1971 FEY
ThAH 7] 24 & (Multidimensional Fatigue Scale;
MFS)E ol 833 th MFSe W42 Awt3 o
25 g0 5, 348 e R 67 §E A
23 =2 o/ FE A Jf FRYGes ¢
AdEo] glen 7+ FFo U3 13RH 747
A 74 AEE SHIIEE Ho ot JEFE
o] BHrte ol AFE FAsto 5FHo] &
& W2FF] ¥ o= YT 19959
MFSel ti& A= HAAZAHA  Cronbach’s a
& 091201 AT,

4. RIZHE U SHEY

FE Asc ANYY T SPSSWIN(ver
1LOZEIHE ARt BAEY 3o =
Aigatel ARAEHA 293 H2LFE
HAE A Weo BHEAYL by Y
AEHE AARAL, 4 SHHgd g8 92
TEE HRE] A3t t-test ¥ ANOVA
test& AABAT. &4 Al FAF2EH a9
02 JFRTE, HFAEAN 2 A ARAY
AR a2 AY PFEA, FANY ¢ A
EFAL TV (median)= 71EL2 SR
g #&& usin. 2% 74 SHETEY
H2gzd e IFEs Bosr] st
G588 ALY (multiple  linear regression
analysis)& AAZPLH ow HEHFELS
A (dummy)E H#3S ALEEQAT BE
EAFY FYFFL p<.05E A



m. 2 i
L QITALSIELY EMY mZPE

AA ZANAAS] HE2FFEL 8266£15.71%
ooy YAyl 8233:15714, FA7}F 8392+
1560822 YART Az o w34t 4
HHEE g 25 d¥o] ¥&FE {FodA
EXT(EA; p=0.037, A p=0.027). LEREE
HZE 9o BEF I&FE] 5455 ¥R
U FAHY fFo8e ok BEAHERE
do 2% ATFRG nEFAM wROY §
o3t zole gD AAFAAFEEE EY

25 BMI’t £&€4& %oy f9d Aole
AR EEE GHRE A%

e} FA4 g0y $4F y2eyFo] {93

A =X AE p=0.000, AA; p=0.000)(E 1).

2. MY EMY mzeE

ol

ALY HERFES AFHEE RY
o 2% 97 o7t /M w1, A

F& JEFEo] FYdA Zidts FFIU
(&2 p=0.000, 4A}; p=0.038). =FHHEE
£ gd BF 2530 §EFE HEFE]
Zasged AN 948 AAolE B

b
7ol ¥&

Table 1. Mean values of multidimensional fatigue scale by general characteristics

. Male Female Total
Variables
MeaniSD p-value# MeaniSD p-value# MeantSD  p-value*
Age(year) 0.037 0.027 0.007
<39 83.15+15.56 84.45+1551 83.41+1553
40-49 82.81£15.55 83.00£15.63 82.08+15.55
< 79.20£16.13 76.11£18.39 79.03£16.22
Educational level 0.077 0.508 0.310
<High school 78.70£16.39 83.65+1557 80.95x16.74
College< 82.60+15.64 85.88+16.76 83.81£15.62
Marital status 0.822 0.821 0.881
Married 80.78+16.38 82.42+20.99 81.521+8.39
Unmarried 82.34+15.73 84.1315.06 82.70+15.61
Others 84.27+14.48 80.00£22.27 83.35£15.52
BMiI(ke/m") 0.483 0.484 0567
<185 78.12+11.69 81.58+17.11 80.20+14.93
185-25.0 81.99+15.54 83.75¢15.48 82.46+1553
25.0< 83.10£16.15 88.83+17.97 83.34t16.24
Subjective health status 0.000 0.000 0.000
Healthy 77.38+15.38 76.09+17.18 771.89£15.75
Fair 356+15.11 83.46+14.69 8354£15.01
Unhealthy 90.6514.95 95.18+10.70 01.72114.26
Total 82.33£1571 83.92+15.69 82.66x15.71

* ! t-test or one-way ANOVA
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O u(p=0.001), A= FI&F Zol7k YA
th 39 AJADNEEE do 2% FYAL
o] BT E HEFEo FEIHoU FAHY
FAT Aol AT @ T A2 FAPLsd
B 99 BEF 43¢ A ¢& #RY 13
EE 28] o) ATE 3 FolAM A2FF] H
9 3HAl E=ATHEA; p=0.006, 94 p=0.000). 3
A FEEEEE o BT UEFYE ¢
Aot ERESsitges oA d2EFo w34e

3. ZEd deold n2eE

A

L 4

A%HY Y9 2UW Y25EL BY, $
FAYHEEE o B HFAATL FAR
B HEsE] Fos Egten FAHe
2% #9% Aol& RATHERL p-0010, o
A p=0013). EFHUMEE Wo] BF 252
o MgFERT H25Eol woU §9@
Aol gl $FARERE Yo B 73

U oEAAT $AHCE £l Aoz AR AU £58 A ¥ Tol FHHA 5
THp=0.000)(E 2). e THEHO JE2FFEo] o EACAAT
Table 2. Mean values of multidimensional fatigue scale by iob-related factors
Variables Male Female Total
Mean+SD p-value* Mean+SD  p-values Mean1SD p-values
Job position(grade) 0.000 0.038 0.000
<9 84671461 87.12+13.08 86.75+15.26
8 82.70+16.42 85.19x15.65 80.7416.11
7 81.42+19.46 83.02+13.16 83.19+14.30
6 79.36+18 4 826617.36 81.26215.20
5< 7154+15.88 73.80+19.52 75.42+15.94
Job career(year) 0.001 0.741 0.000
<9 83.23+15.37 84.49+£16.95 83.84+15.92
10-19 83.32¢15.45 8464+13.09 83611497
20-29 81.84£15.26 82.00+18.83 82.031+5.94
< 75441707 7850£21.92 75.51+17.04
Overtime work(hour/wk) 0.188 0.239 0.150
<9 81.211581 83.00x1552 81.80+15.72
10-19 82.44%1556 8454+16.25 82.76+15.67
< 84.47+1597 92.37+10.78 85.00+15.76
Experience of sick absence(time) 0.006 0.000 0.000
0 81.70+15.18 8223+14.43 81.79+15.4
1 84.90£1861 83.37+16.73 84.33+17.87
2< 88.86+18.11 9591+1753 91.31£18.10
Sense of satisfaction in job life 0.000 0.300 0.000
Satisfaction 80.74£1653 83.39£1557 81.36+15.57
Dissatisfaction 86.20+15.52 86.31+16.22 86.21+15.59
Total 82.33x16.71 83.92+15.69 82.66+15.71

* ! t—test or one-way ANOVA



A% Aozt AMUTHp=0.000). FHALE=R
g 25 FHEANZ] FEHA Réide
o] FE3te TERY HEFE FAsA
ke v (gah; p=0.000, 92k p=0.02D), A
S$ATEEE d9 EF AYSEATTT B
FE N2FE oy FAAAT FoF
ol7t AN (p=0.032). HA7MEFHFEEE
o BEF o7tgFE §A de Tol dus
THEHG J2FE] dou dAAAT F9
g Aol 7k AN Hp=0.000)(E 3).
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A AT AEHEEE HY9 BF AF A&
Aol W& o I2eFo] oy AR A
ol T AHZ W A AAEY FEY
AAEERE do BF Ay 89 AA=E
7t %€ 4 dEFE] B} FAF Ao
T Uit 3Ae AA= R AAEE

Table 3. Mean values of multidimensional fatigue scale by health-related behaviors

] Male Female Total
Variables
MeantSD p-value* MeaniSD  p-value* MeantSD p-value*
Smoking 0.010 0013 0.04
Current smoker 82.88+17.13 73.00£14.21 82.83£17.10
Non-smoker 83.5414.52 84011576 83.70+14.96
Ex-smoker 79.47£16.02 81.33£15.69 79.50£15.96
Alcohol drinking 0.885 0.250 0.801
Yes 82.37£15.70 85.35+17.46 82.73£15.9%
No 82.16£15.12 82.83£14.17 82.45:15.09
Regular exercise/sports 0.000 0.483 0.000
Yes 79.59+17.41 82591806 80.02£1751
No 84.11£14.24 84.36+14.87 84.17+14.38
Sleeping times 0.000 0.021 0.000
Good 79.13¢1553 81.14+17.39 79.52+15.91
Bad 85.42+15.28 86.17+13.84 8559+14.96
Drinking coffee{cup/day) 0.032 0.093 0.042
0 78.09+17.42 80.25+12.99 7964£17.35
1 82.30£15.30 80.00£15.89 81.91+15.39
2-3 82.02+16.48 83.06+17.24 82.31+16.67
4< 83.89+14.56 86.45+12.93 84.38+14.28
Leisure time 0.000 : 0.266 0.000
Yes 80411655 82.41%16.61 80.73+16.56
No 8464+14.32 84.89+15.06 847141450
Total 82.33x15.71 83.92+15.69 82.66+15.71

* ! t-test or one-way ANOVA
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3 A3H AAZGME do BZF ASFH
AL E& o FHEFFE] EhOY A
& Aols JATHE 49).

5. AY 857, SA)
e

oY U x| ESHE

o

Ao ME HIEFEE B ¢4 AY PF
FHEEE do BEF AY I5HYY Aol
ES Ao we AfRY f24FEo %o
U Aztol et Fo g xME B R SHp=0.017).
%ﬂw‘aoﬂf\t go = A FAGo] &

& oA FHEFFE] -‘=ik°ur ‘*x}oﬂﬁ %
4*& ZHol7b AU (p=0.000), WHH] A4
3 A FAEol wL& oA ﬂli—r o]
wou AT {Fojg Aoz AT
(=0.007). A7} EFHEEE do 25 A

EF] @& Fo] ¥ TERU HEFFo|
ERTCEA; p=0.001, 4A; p=0.048)(E 5).
6. I27E0 2igl QOIS 79 Az
TE24E A4 FARAEHA 89 2 AA
SRE Y FAAAE B H2LELS YES
TE(=0.166, p=00360)% A% FFHIA= 49
FBBJA(=0226, p=0.000)8 EU ¥HHE JF A
4 (=-0197, p=0.002), A3 AA=(r=-0.167,
p=003%) A7l EFZe=-0272, p=0000)F4<c &
o FABAE BYHE 6).

7. I25E0 HeE oiXls 291

2R P2sEe 3% WAL &
A& Fotus] skl ATANY 54, g

Table 4. Mean values of multidimensional fatigue scale by job characteristics

. Male Female Total
Variables MeantSD  p-value* Mean+SD p-value# MeantSD p-value*
Job demand 0.058 0.956 0138
Low 81.10+16.60 8297+16.31 81.86+16.55
High 83.23£14.98 84.85+14.89 83.33t14.%
Decision latitude 0.067 0.616 0.043
Low 83.32¢1592 84.30+15.69 8357158
High 81.28+15.44 83.14+15.78 81.56+15.49
Supervisor support 0.168 0.211 0.484
Low 83.21+16.68 85.22+14.98 84.05+16.60
High 81.66+£14.92 8251+16.38 81.35£14.99
Coworker support 0.295 0.560 0.207
Low 83.05+15.18 846211447 83.42+1502
High 81.86+16.04 83.34+16.67 82.14+16.16
Social support 0208 ' 0.489 0383
Low 83.11116.16 84.68+15.64 83.13+16.06
High 81.70+15.34 83.17+15.78 822741542
Total 82.33115.71 83.92+15.69 82.66115.71

* 1 t-test
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Table 5. Mean values of multidimensional fatigue scale by personality traits and self-esteems

. Male Female Total
Variables MeantSD  p-value* MeanitSD  p-value* MeantSD p-value*
Type A behavior pattern 0614 0.017 0.089
Low 82.64%15.46 80.39+18.03 81.5241512
High 82.07+1592 85.8014.00 83.84+16.23
Internal locus of control 0.000 0.633 0.002
Low 84.41+14.81 845141558 84.21+1504
High 80.38+16.28 8347+1582 81.12+16.22
Chance 0.106 0613 0.091
Low 81.64+1550 83481541 82011549
High 83.51£16.03 84.61+16.19 83.7516.05
External locus of control 0.007 0519 0.008
Low 81.17£15.49 83.45+16.08 81.68+15.64
High 84.29+£1592 84.96+14.85 84.42+15.72
Self-esteem 0.001 0.048 0.000
Low 84.17¢15.15 85691554 84.50+15.23
High 80.32+16.08 81.86+15.69 80.6316.00
Total 82.33+15.71 83.92+15.69 82.66+1571
* 1 t-test

Table 6. Correlation coefficients between multidimensional fatigue scale and job characteristics, personality

traits and self-esteems

Multidimensional fatigue scale

Variables
Correlation coefficients p-value

Job demand r= 0.166 0.036

Decision latitude r=-0.197 0.002

Social support r=-0.167 0.035

Type A behavior pattern r= 0226 0.000

Locus of control r=-0.014 0.669

Self-esteem r=-0272 0.000
B B4, 170dYY, JF2EH2 89, A
AR (AR FFRY, TANY, A7EFH) T 1 3R JReEd e vAe 29es
BE WF 5 9EF 2HdA {7 Aolg T FOAH A744H, s8N, 22HY, AY
HQ H4E SPH4E JE2EFE YFE TS5 FF 7Y, TAME, AFdSE Fol AAHYL
B2 3o gAE O3 HYIALH S AN o o]E9 d¥E L 180%0lUT. &F FHHY
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Table 7. Results of multinle regression analysis of factors affecting to the multidimensional fatioue scale

Variable B SE Beta t p-value R

Subjective health status
(healthy/unhealthy) 3.791 0.771 0.152 4917 0.000 0.180
Sleeping times(good/bad) 3.791 0933 0.121 4064 0.000
Experience of sick
absence(day) 0634 0.260 0071 2435 0.015
Type A behavior pattern
(low/high) 0.556 0.179 0.100 3.099 0.002
Locus of control
(low/high) 0.49% 0.189 0.083 2.622 0.009
Drinking coffee(times) 0.810 0.371 0.064 2.187 0.029

(Constant) 50.728 3.055 16.606 0.000

A7t F& 2RO F4 4L TN,
dAZe] FEIITGE TEY FEGHA Xsin
T ToA, A2Y9F7 B TUTFE AL F
F8o dgol W AYREG 7 AHFOA,
SAdde] ¥ TEO B2 TN, AdEE
47t B 2YTFE 2EH 2 AYSA &
ATHE 7).

v, D &

H2E §A44 24, Add Ad 9 A8 A
Ao A Aoz FAHY Yo Aol
dyrAQl Aol th(Tiesinga T, 19%). & A=
@ 9A =@ §AH, ZANY P9 Hol

v 43, FAF HJIFE 9grjsts Ao
ozt 12 AF A A 759 Ast T A
33 ZAE 1FHooF T wEM 29
g Ao € FAAAI BYstq TBs|of
g Yo WEg ddEdes £ & dAT @
£ AY & FHHo|n WHAHY FABAY
dA&4H o2 AYHE AL & (Tiesinga &, 199%;

Chadler &, 1993), = a3 4L ze
Ndez HE Aol FRsth(Stein 5, 1998).
o] & AAAN & dAFelMe dFUIAE
o 24 HrE HEFE U A7t 3
7t} 2&3te b 1) 23 = (Multidimensional
Fatigue Scale; MFS)E ©|&3t9 H7}8t3ich
$A A7 gl dF AR NESFES
B AA ZANGAY 391%= ‘HWAAY F
A3ty 542%c BAANERYG 2F BV 67%
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<ABSTRACT>

Fatigue Symptoms and Its Related Factors among
Clerical Public Officers

Kwang-Hee Cho* - Hye-Kyeong Yang** - Kwang-Hwan Kim*** - Young-Chae Cho***T

*Dept. of Public Health, Graduate School of Chungnam National University
**Dept. of Preventive Medicine and public Health, College of Medicine Chungnam National University
***Dept. of Hospital Management Gykonyang University

Objectives: The administrative employees of government were analyzed on their levels of fatigue
symptoms to reveal the various factors related to them.

Methods: The self-administered questionnaires were performed, during the period between Dec. 5th,
2005 and Jan. 31st, 2006, to 1,005 individuals in the service of general administration located in Daejeon
Metropolitan City. The survey items included subjects' socio-demographic and job-related characteristics,
health-related behavior, degree of job demand, job autonomy, social support in work, type A behavior
pattern, locus of control, sense of self-esteem, and degree of fatigue. The study results were analyzed and
the authors came to the following major findings, by univariate and multiple regression analysis with degree
of fatigue dependent variables and other variables independent.

Results and Conclusions: The study results indicated that the level of fatigue symptoms is so
complicatedly influenced by variable factors as well as job-related characteristics such as socio-demographic
characteristics, rank in work, or job career, to a greater extent, by job specifications and personality
traits(type A) like whether performing health-related behavior or not, job demand, job autonomy, social
support in work, or sense of self-esteem. Thus the effective strategy for stress reduction among
governmental employees requires additional programs focusing on innovated job specifications and managed
personality trait.

Key words; Fatigue symptoms, Clerical public officers, Moderating factors



