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Table 1. Caution Zone job(Korea ministry of Labor) and
musculoskeletal symtom

caution zone job n=143 %
risk factor 1 40 28.0
risk factor 2 85 59.4
risk factor 3 41 294
risk factor 4 31 21.7
risk factor 5 20 14.0
risk factor 6 19 13.3
risk factor 7 25 17.5
risk factor 8 43 30.1
risk factor 9 21 14.7
risk factor 10 29 20.3
risk factor 11 16 11.2
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Table 2. Distribution of musculoskeletal disorder symtoms
of item by Caution Zone job

hand/ leg/
caution zone neck shouder wrist/  back foot
job (n=57) (n=75) finger (n=79) (n=58)
n=49)
risk factor 1 16(29.1) 24(32.0) 17(34.7) 23(29.1) 15(25.9)
p—value 0.983 0260 0196 0.735 0.642

risk factor 2 44(77.2) 58(77.3) 42(85.7) 57(72.2) 45(77.6)
p—value 0.001  0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000
risk factor 3 22(38.6) 29(30.7) 16(32.7) 33(41.8) 23(39.7)
p—value 0.050 0.012 0.269 0.000 0.054
risk factor 4 18(31.6) 23(74.2) 17(34.7) 27(34.2) 16(27.6)
p—value 0.019 0.006 0.006 0.000 0.157
risk factor 5 14(24.6) 17(22.7) 13(26.5) 18(22.8) 14(24.1)
0.003 0.002 0.002 0.001 0.004
12(21.1) 14(18.7) 12(24.5) 16(20.3) 11(19.0)
p—value 0.026 0.057 0.004 0.006 0.098
risk factor 7 15(26.3) 21(28.0) 13(26.5) 21(26.6) 15(25.9)
p—value 0.024 0.001 0.040 0.001 0.029
risk factor 8 25(43.9) 31(41.3) 31(41.3) 37(46.8) 26(44.8)
p—value 0.003  0.002 0.005 0.000 0.001
risk factor 9 15(26.3) 18(24.0) 18(24.0) 19(24.1) 14(24.1)
p—value 0.001 0.001 0.004 0.000 0.008
risk factor 10 15(26.3) 23(30.7) 23(30.7) 25(31.6) 15(25.9)

p—value

risk factor6

p—value 0.144 0001 0.180 0.000 0.170
risk factor 11 11(19.3) 15(20.0) 15(20.0) 14(17.7) 11(19.0)
p—value 0.012  0.000 0.002 0.006 0.015
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Table 4. Simple logistic regression analysis of risk factors
on neck MSD symtom

caution zone job OR 95% CI

risk factor 1 1.01 0.48 ~ 2.13
risk factor 2 4.12 1.92 ~ 8.84
risk factor 3 2.18 1.04 ~ 4.57
risk factor 4 2.59 1.15 ~ 5.84
risk factor 5 4.34 1.11 ~ 8.19
risk factor 6 3.01 2.04 ~12.11
risk factor 7 2.71 1.12 ~ 6.57
risk factor 8 2.95 141 ~ 6.17
risk factor 9 4.76 1.72 ~13.18
risk factor 10 1.84 0.81 ~ 4,18
risk factor 11 3.87 1.27 ~11.84

Table 5. Multiple logistic regression analysis of risk fac-
tors on neck MSD symtom

caution zone job OR 95% CI
risk factor 2 3.94 1.78 ~ 8.71
risk factor 9 4.72 1.62 ~13.74
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Table 6. Simple logistic regression analysis of risk Table 10. Simple logistic regression analysis of risk
factors on shoulder MSD symtom factors on low back MSD symtom
caution zone job OR 95% CI caution zone job OR 95% CI
risk factor 1 1.53 0.73 ~ 3.21 risk factor 1 1.14 0.54 ~ 2.37
risk factor 2 5.51 2.64 ~11.50 risk factor 2 3.55 1.76 ~ 7.17
risk factor 3 3.03 1.41 ~ 6.54 risk factor 3 5.29 2.23 ~12.55
risk factor 4 3.32 1.37 ~ 8.05 risk factor 4 7.79 2.56 ~23.72
risk factor 5 6.35 1.77 ~22.78 risk factor 5 9.15 2.04 ~41.12
risk factor 6 2.89 0.98 ~ 8.52 risk factor 6 5.16 1.43 ~18.62
risk factor 7 6.22 2.01 ~19.24 risk factor 7 5.43 1.76 ~16.79
risk factor 8 3.29 1.52 ~ 7.13 risk factor 8 8.52 3.30 ~22.01
risk factor 9 6.84 1.92 ~24.44 risk factor 9 9.82 2.19 ~43.98
risk factor 10 4.57 1.73 ~12.07 risk factor 10 6.94 2.27 ~21.23
risk factor 11 16.75 2.15~130.63 risk factor 11 6.68 1.46 ~30.59
Table 7. Multiple logistic regression analysis of risk Table 11. Multiple logistic regression analysis of risk
factors on shoulder MSD symtom factors on low back MSD symtom
caution zone job OR 95% CI caution zone job OR 95% CI
risk factor 2 5.36 2.44 ~11.77 risk factor 2 3.06 1.40 ~ 6.68
risk factor 7 3.90 1.12 ~13.53 risk factor 8 8.14 3.07 ~21.57
risk factor 9 5.76 1.40 ~23.65
. .. . . . = =}
Table 8. Simple logistic regression analysis of risk F_-I'tlljl"g Exl ﬁﬁl g_l-'lll-ﬂ_-q
factors on arm MSD symtom
18
caution zone job OR 95% CI )
16 :
risk factor 1 1.64 0.77 ~ 3.48 :
risk factor 2 6.82 2.78 ~16.72 14 "'
risk factor 3 1.38 0.65 ~ 2.94 I
risk factor 4 3.04 1.34 ~ 6.88 ¢ ,’ -
risk factor 5 4.49 1.66 ~ 1.38 0 e
risk factor 6 4.03 1.47 ~11.05 g ,! ST Tyajrzsg
risk factor 7 2.47 1.03 ~ 5.93 g & s
risk factor 8 2.83 1.35 ~ 5.96 NI O —" e
risk factor 9 3.88 1.48 ~10.17 N e
risk factor 10 1.76 0.77 ~ 4.04 A
risk factor 11 5.15 1.68 ~15.84 ;/\J/M/
2 y o v
0
Table 9. Multiple logistic regression analysis of risk
K RN
factors on arm MSD symtom 0;/\ o of“ of“ P 0}/ of“ of“ O;\ O\@ O\\\
: : 2 N \’ &N F 4 9’
caution zone job OR 95% CI & of & & % %/3\‘ %a\
risk factor 2 6.91 2.76 ~17.33
risk factor 9 3.76 1.30 ~10.84

Fig. 1. Comparition of Simple logistic regression analysis
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Table 12. Simple logistic regression analysis of risk
factors on leg MSD symtom

caution zone job OR 95% CI
risk factor 1 0.84 0.40 ~ 1.77
risk factor 2 4.31 2.01 ~ 9.27
risk factor 3 2.28 1.10 ~ 4.75
risk factor 4 1.78 0.80 ~ 3.96
risk factor 5 4.19 1.50 ~11.68
risk factor 6 2.25 0.85 ~ 6.00
risk factor 7 2.62 1.08 ~ 6.33
risk factor 8 3.25 1.55 ~ 6.82
risk factor 9 3.55 1.33 ~ 9.44
risk factor 10 1.77 0.78 ~ 4.02
risk factor 11 3.75 1.23 ~11.44

Table 13. Multiple logistic regression analysis of risk
factors on leg MSD symtom

caution zone job OR 95% CI

risk factor 2 3.63 1.66 ~ 8.61

risk factor 8 2.96 1.36 ~ 6.44
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The Study on Musculoskeletal Symptoms and
it's Related Factors in Radio—Technologists

Hyang—Seob Lee - Man—Seok Han

Chung Nam National University hospital

In order to study the occurrence of symptoms of musculoskeletal disorders of radio—technologists
employed at metropolitan general hospitals and the factors that influence such occurrence, standardized
questionnaire by NIOSH that was modified and supplemented to be suitable for conditions in Korea was
used. Answers collected from 143 radio—technologists in two weeks from June 13, 2007 were analyzed and
the results are as follows.

Factor that influence symptoms of musculoskeletal disorders by area were analyzed through multiple
logistic regression analysis and the results found that in the neck area, risk increased as the burdening work
category 2(Korea ministry of labor)(OR = 3.94) and burdening work category 9(Korea ministry of labor)(OR =
4.72) increased.

In the shoulder region, risk increased as burdening work category 2(Korea ministry of labor)(OR = 5.36),
burdening work category 7(Korea ministry of labor)(OR = 3.90), and burdening work category 9 (Korea
ministry of labor)(OR = 5.76) increased.

In the arm/hand/wrist regions, risk increased as burdening work category 2 (Korea ministry of labor)
(OR =6.91), and burdening work category 9 (Korea ministry of labor)(OR = 3.76) increased.

In the lower back region, risk increased as burdening work category 2 (Korea ministry of labor) (OR =
3.06), and burdening work category 8 (Korea ministry of labor)(OR = 8.14) increased.

In the leg/knees/foot regions, risk increased as burdening work category 2 (Korea ministry of labor)
(OR = 3.63), and burdening work category 9 (Korea ministry of labor)(OR = 2.96) increased.

Conclusively, in factors that influence musculoskeletal disorder symptoms in radio—technologists, influence
of subjective health conditions, total work experience, experience in current division, and burdening work
category 2, 7, 8, and 9 (Korea ministry of labor) were most significant.

Therefore, for preventive management, in addition to ergonomic and educational intervention for
correcting improper posture during work, efforts for break time adjustment and stress reduction is needed,
and encouragement and support for regular exercise is needed.
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