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Factors Influencing Protective Behavior against Radiation Exposure of Radiological
Technologist in Computed Tomography Examination Room

Ki-Jeong Kim"-Hong-Ryang Jung?-Dong-Hee Hong®
Y Department of Radiology, Konkuk University Medical Center
2 Department of Radiological Science, Hanseo University

Y Department of Radiological Science, Shinhan University

Abstract This study was conducted to analyze factors Influencing Protective Behavior against Radiation Exposure using
questionnaires for 231 radiological technologists working in Computed Tomography(CT) examination room with high radia-
tion dose in diagnostic radiology field, Statistical analysis of the collected data revealed that the reasons for partially
shielding the examination part in the CT scan were the lack of protective equipment, securing of radiation justification,
being annoying and maybe not being harm to adults in order, It was also revealed that the variables influencing the pro-
tective behavior were protective behavior against radiation harm, self-efficacy, protective environment, organization culture,
protective knowledge and protective instrument in order. The higher the radiological protective environment((3=0,245) and
the lower the radiological protective knowledge(/3=-0.034), the more influential the protective behavior against radiation
harm was.

In this study, it was shown that non examination parts were not shielded in the CT scan, Therefore, it is necessary to
improve the level of protective environment, to cultivate knowledge to improve the protective behavior against radiation
harm and to have an intervention strategy for concrete action,

Key Words : Computed Tomography, Radiological Technologist, Radiation Protection, Job Characteristics, Dose
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Table 1, Reliability coefficient of the variables
Divisioni Variable Cronbach’s
Protection tool of Radiation harm 0.641
Action characteristics
Protection action of Radiation harm 0.766

Protection knowledge of Radiation harm

Individual characteristics

General Self-efficacy 0.805
Protection environment of Radiation harm 0.839

Environment characteristics
Organizational culture 0.838
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Table 2, Radiological technologist population sociological characteristics (r=231)
Characteristics Divisioni Frequency Percentage(%)
Male 185 80.1
Sex
Female 46 19.9
20 ~ 29 46 19.9
30 ~ 39 108 40.8
Age
40 ~ 49 53 229
50 above 24 10.4
Single 91 39.4
Marriage
Married 140 60.6
College 9 42,9
University 98 424
Education
Master 30 13.0
Doctor 4 1.7
Total 231 100.0
Table 3, Level of variables that affect the radiation damage protection (n=231)
Divisioni Variable Mean+SD Min Meax
Protection tool of Radiation harm 32.1244.48 19.00 43.00
Action characteristics
Protection action of Radiation harm 30.79£5.65 21.00 50.00
Individual Protection knowledge of Radiation harm 6.65%1.41 0.00 10.00
characteristics General  Self-efficacy 35.91+3.62 26.00 48.00
Fnvironment Protection environment of Radiation harm 34,131+5.71 16.00 50.00
characteristics Organizational culture 33 68£5.37 21.00 48.00
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Table 4, Regression diagnostics of factors that affect the radiological technologist’ protective action against radiation harm

(n=231)
Variable Tolerance VIF Durbin-Waston
Protection tool 0.667 1.500
Protection knowledge 0.935 1.070
Protection environment 0.519 1,925 1.765
Organizational culture 0.655 1.527
Self-efficacy 0.821 1.218
Table 5, Factors that affect the radiogical technologist radiation protective action (n=231)
Variable B SE Jé] t Jou Adj R? Flp)
Constant 10.087 3.804 2.652 0.008
Protection tool 0.367 0.086 0.291 4,246 0.555
Protection knowledge -0.137 0.232 -0.034 -0.591 0.001 0278 18.702
Protection environment 0.242 0.077 0.245 3.157 0.002 ' (p(0.001)
Organizational culture 0.045 0.073 0.042 0.613 0.541
Self-efficacy 0,169 0.096 0.108 1,752 0.081
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