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(Table 1) Difference in professional self-concept and job satisfaction by general characteristics

Catedories n (%) Professional self-concept Job satisfaction
ri
= > Mean+SD t/F p (Sheffe) Mean+SD t/F p (Sheffe)
(29" 50 (35.5) 3.1510.38 3.16£0.32
Age 30-39" 56 (39.7) 3.2840.35 15.39 | 0.000 (a,p{c) | 3.13%0.26 14.38 10,000 (a,b<c)
40 =° 35 (24.8) 3.6210.47 3.47+0.38
Male 16 (11.3) 3.4810.53 3.2810.36
Gender 1,65 0.102 0.64 0.521
Female 125 (88.7) 3.2910.42 3.22+0.34
Single 62 (44.0) 3.1210.38 3.1210.31
Marriage 5.06 0.000 3.38 0.001
Married 79 (56.0) 3.47%0.41 3.31£0.34
Yes 05 (40.1) 3.3410.45 3.2310.34
Religion -0.43 0.662 0.14 0.887
No 76 (53.9) 3.31%0.42 3.2310.33
( 250" 068 (48.2) 3.20%0.42 3.160,32 ’
Pay T ) 0,001 i 0.02
250-34 6 410,42 6.90 2610 84
(10,000 won) 50-3 9‘ 56 (39.7) 3.34%0. .9 (<o) 3.2610.35 3. (<o)
350 > 17 (12.1) 3.5940.37 3.4010.33
College 54 (38.3) 3.2910.40 3.2140,32
Education level University 79 (49.6) 3.28%0.45 2,93 0.057 3.2470,36 0.22 0.803
Graduated school 17 (12.1) 3.55+0.38 3.27%0.34
Clinic 94 (60.7) 3.32+0.47 3.27%0.35
Type of hospital General hospital 22 (15.0) 3.3510.29 0.07 0.936 3.1420.29 2.40 0.094
University hospital 25 (17.7) 3.3140.41 3.1510.32
Abdomen 51 (36.2) 3.3410.32 3.2510.33
OBGY' 57 (40.4) 3.33140.52 3.24%0.36
Department 0.24 0.868 0.63 0.600
Echocardiography 24 (17.0) 3.27+0.43 3.1440.28
Other 9 (6.4) 3.2610.39 3,2510.45
(3 51 (36.2) 3.140.40 3.15+0.32
Current career 3.9 6 (44.7) 328034 20,48 0.000 3 18+0,27 1211 0.000
length (year) ] (a,b<c) (a,b{c)
10 >° 27 (19.1) 3,72140,42 3.49%0.39
(20 101 (71.6) 3.29%0.45 3.22+0.34
Patient per day 20-29 23 (160.3) 3.32%0.35 0.87 0.422 3.24%0.34 0.09 0.910
30 > 17 (12.1) 3.447%0,36 3.26+0.37
Experienced job Yes 94 (66.7) 3.3010.44 . 3.2710.36
-1.43 0.155 -2.48 0.014
change No 47 (33.3) 3.2510.39 3.13£0.29
Yes 18 (12.8) 3.5610.49 3.3610.36
ARDMS -2.67 0.008 -1.86 0.065
No 123 (87.2) 3.2810.41 3.2110.34
"OBGY : Obstetric & Gynecology
(Table 2) Degree of professional self-concept and job satisfaction
Categories Total Mean®=SD ltem Mean+SD Minimum Maximum
Professional practice 43.38£7.00 3.34140,53 2.59 3.69
Satisfaction 24,2944 36 3.4710.62 2.96 3.89
Communication 5.3611.24 2,6810.62 3.11 2,78
Total professional self-concept 73.04%9.48 3.3210.43 2.59 3.89
Environmental variables 18.64%2.85 3.11%0.54 2,73 3,44
Psychological variables 40.86%5.99 3.41%0,50 3.02 3.96
Structural variables 95.04%10.42 3.28+0.36 2.28 3.92
Total job satisfaction 154,54%16,01 3.2910.34 2.28 3.96
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(Table 3) Correlations of general characteristics, professional self-concept, job satisfaction

Age Pay | Current career length | Professional self-concept score | Job satisfaction score
Age 1.00 | 0.64* 0,77+ 0.41% 0.32"
Pay 1.00 0.60% 0.30* 0.23"
Current career length (year) 1.00 0.60* 0.32"
Professional self-concept score 1.00 0.68"
Job satisfaction score 1.00
“pC0.01
(Table 4) Influencing factors on job satisfaction as multiple regression
Variables B Standard error ¢ value p value
(Constant) 1.46 0.17 8.05 0.000
Professional self-concept 0.52 0.06 9.31 0.000
Age 0.04 0.05 0.80 0.424
Pay -0.01 0.03 -0.19 0.843
Current career length (year) -0.01 0.06 -0.27 0.788

R=.679, Adjust R’=461, F=29.09, p{0.001
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The Effect

of Sonographers’ Professional Self-Concept on Job Satisfaction

Yang Sung-Hee":Choi Jeong-Mee?-Lee Jin-Soo”

D Department of Radiology, Ilsin Christian Hospital
9 School of Liberal Arts, Catholic University of Pusan
Y Department of Radiology, University Haeundae Paik Hospital

The purpose of this study was to develop a method to improve the job satisfaction of sonograpers by
analyzing the factors affecting professional self-concept and job satisfaction, For data collection, total 141

sonographers working in Busan took part in the structured questionnaire survey. The collected data were
analyzed by SPSS. For verification of the professional self-concept and job satisfaction, independent #test
and one way ANOVA were executed, When the statistical significance was verified, Sheffe was used for
post hoc test. As a result, professional self-concept and job satisfaction were higher when got married,
and also when a proper salary was paid according to work experience and professional qualification was
acquired, In addition, the factors that have the greatest effect on the job satisfaction were analyzed as
professional self concept. In conclusion, in order to improve the job satisfaction of sonographers, it is

necessary not only to establish a professional qualification system for the job skill development but also to

provide an appropriate compensation system according to work experience.

Key Words : sonographer, professional self-concept, job satisfaction, professional certificate
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