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— Analysis of the Importance of Subjects to Improve the Educational Curriculum
in the Radiological Science —

— Focused on Radiological Technologists —
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Table 3 Questionnaire design for measurement of variables
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Table 4 Importance of subjects in the radiological science by department
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M : Mean, SD : Standard Deviation *p < .05, xx p < 01, == p < 001

Table 5 Importance of subjects in the radiological science by type of hospital
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Table 6 Importance of subjects in the radiological science by age

A 200H 30H 40to) A Fvalue
I = M(SD) M(SD) M(SD)

ZERES 3.60(0.82) 3.50(0.70) 4.02(0.60) 4.75%%

WAL o] & 3.10€0.79) 3.05(0.83) 3.55(0.63) 4.35%
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GRS 718t 9 A7) 4.32(0.78) 4.31(0.60) 4.18(0.75) 0.44
&l o] 5} 3.83(1.14) 3.88(0.91) 3.93(0.94) 0.10

WAL X 5.8t 4.04(1.00) 3.76(1.02) 3.51(1.50) 3.03
A A 1.87(1.25) 2.08(1.18) 2.71(1.35) 5.11%x
AF7) % 2.11(1.07) 2.34(0.94) 2.63(1.22) 3.01
-5 1.82(1.19) 2.18(1.14) 2.71(1.04) 7.09s

M : Mean, SD : Standard Deviation

*p < .05, *p < .01, #xx p < 001

Table 7 Importance of subjects in the radiological science by length of service
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o] g} 3.64(1.29) 4.23(.889) 4.00(1.06) 3.66(.841) 3.76(1.24) 2.19%
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A 9 APS8 A 1.52(1.24) 2.26(1.17) 1.96(1.30) 1.95(1.11) 2.65(1.28) 5.2 8k
AE7) % 1.94(1.10) 2.39(.952) 2.15(1.04) 2.05(.980) 2.71(1.11) 3.66%x
-5 e 1.57(1.14) 2.19(1.23) 1.88(1.06) 1.95(1.07) 2.72(1.10) 6.2 s

M : Mean, SD : Standard Deviation

Table 8 Importance of subjects in the radiological science

*p < .05, *p < .01, #x p < 001

Table 9 Importance of subjects in the radiological science

by academic background by rank
T gl oz o1y B oy T O1Y
M(SD)  M(spy L vale Msp) PRt value
3 = 3} = M(SD)
AL7] x= 3.54(.814) 3.71(.721) 151 AE7 % 3.58(.788) 3.78(.686) 1.55
WAL o] 2 2.96(.887) 3.30(.685)  3.01x WA o] & 3.07(.811) 3.35(.739)  2.09=
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WA X538 3.89(1.24) 3.81(1.10) .51 WAL x| &8t 3.93(1.12) 3.56(1.28) 1.85%
A 2 wabdS-2 # 2.00(1.34) 2.09(1.24) .49 A 2 ARAS-E P 1.89(1.22) 2.60(1.34)  3.35%
A7z 2.22(1.07) 2.28(1.09) .40 A7) % 2.14(1.03) 2.65(1.15) 2.80#*
A 1.97(1.22) 2.14(1.18) .96 A3 e 1.90(1.17) 2.63(1.13) 3.67wxx

M : Mean, SD : Standard Deviation *p < .05, ¥ p < .01, #p < .001

M : Mean, SD : Standard Deviation #p < .05, # p < .01, #+p < .001
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+ Abstract

Analysis of the Importance of Subjects to Improve the Educational Curriculum
in the Radiological Science

— Focused on Radiological Technologists —

Jung—Hoon Kim - Seong—Jin Ko - Se—Sik Kang - Dong—hyun Kim - Chang—soo Kim

Dept. of Radiological Science, College of Health Sciences, Catholic University of Pusan

In this study a group of experts and clinical radiological technologists were surveyed to evaluate the clin—
ical importance of current subjects in the radiological sciences. For the data collection and analysis, an
open—ended questionnaire was distributed to the group of experts, and a multiple choice questionnaire was
distributed to radiological technologists. Subjects were classified into 9 groups for analysis of the importance
of subjects, and in regard to the questionnaire design for measurement of variables, departments and type
of hospital were set up as independent variables, and the 9 groups of subjects were set up as dependent
variables. As a result, clinical radiological technologists perceived Diagnostic Imaging Technology and prac—
tical courses, including general radiography, CT and MRI, as the most clinically necessary subjects, and the
group of experts placed most weight on basic courses for the major. The result of this study suggests that
the curriculum should be revised in a way that combines theory and practice in order to foster radiological
technologists capable of adapting to the rapidly changing healthcare environment.

Key Words : radiological science education, educational curriculum, radiological technologists

- 132 —



