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— Abstract —

Factors Associated with Stress Symptoms In Korean
Dental Laboratory Technicians
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Department of Dental Technology, College of Health Science, Korea University,

Department of Preventive Medicine”, Department of Psychiatry’. College of Medicine, The Catholic University,

Department of Health Administration. College of Health Science, Yonsei University”

Objectives : To investigate the factors associated with symptoms from job stress among
Korean dental laboratory technicians.

Methods : We collected the data of 786 technicians for life-style, job stressor, social
support, self-esteem, personality, and various dimension of stress symptoms included som-
atization, obsessive-compulsive, interpersonal sensitivity, depression, anxiety, and hostili-
ty by self-administerd questionnaire. Global severity index of dental technician(GSID)
was calculated by total sum of sub-dimension.

Results : We used 80 percentile as a cut-off point, and got the 81.5 % of sensitivity,
86.1 % of specificity by receiver operating characteristic curve. The odds ratios of various
factors in high group of GSID compared with low group were 1.49(95 % CI 1.00-2.00) for
smoker, 1.53(1.06-2.21) for unhealthy group. 6.69(4.74-9.44) for work overload,
8.34(5.82-11.97) for work demand, 9.89(6.76-14.94) for work process, 8.27(5.80-11.79) for
work environment, 5.82(4.04-8.39) for interpersonal relationship, 8.34(5.82-11.97) for
occupational conflict, 5.70(4.04-8.04) for labor remuneration. 7.58(5.37-10.71) for role
conflict, but 0.39(0.27-0.57) for social support, 0.41(0.29-0.60) for self-esteem. By multi-
ple logistic regression, factors were significantly associated with GSID were age, working
area, role overload, work demand, work procedure, physical environment, occupational
conflict, role conflict, social support, personality traits.

Conclusions : Factors associated with symptoms from stress were role overload, work
demand, work procedure, occupational conflict, interpersonal relationship, labor remuner-
ation and role conflict in Korean dental laboratory technicians. It is suggested that health
promotion program to reduce job stress and to enforce social support and self-esteem
should be developed.

Key Words : Dental laboratory technicians, Stress symptoms, Job stress
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Job related stressors

Role overload

Work demand

Work procedure
Physical environment
Interpersonal relationship
Occupation conflict
Labor remuneration

Role conflict

Social support

Self-esteem

Fig. 1. Framework of causal model
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Y=o 7|FERE AAE 959 Receiver
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Table 1. General characteristics of study subjects
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$olek(Metzner et al, 1983) 7FHZel 52 3t
Ao BERag. 384 A7 A% AU B
9 AL 7|ETe 2 YHA| & vlurez BEFIITh
e gFE oS o] 2 Fog a¥Xx g
& o] vre Fog BEFEAY. JAEA &
g g A v’ B9E Ve o' a4 &
g A$E vl 2o ST, 2000).
4 o

1. X27|SAte] ety Sd

1) Al 217 es S

AR 1860l M RE Avks
Table 13} 2tk 8e W4 83.5 %, o4 16.5
%9om, AT Aee vzl 20.8 %, 7]Eol
70.2 %2 7)€ A3ANFA} wkeh, e A
Bugh 24o] 87.4 %2 ¥Rl

2) AdEnnt HYSY

HWQl X271 FAbE 9.5 %eldem, AFHol
BT Abghe] 43.8 %, AAl @ E d¢= A%
713AE 49.5 %, w5 5Ll 33] o A+ vt
AAY, dFdel 1~23] F& virl= Abgro] 22}
14.9 %, 44.3

%, ¢S FARoR a4 2 A
go] 83.8 %, AXHAAE A &= Aol 82.4
%. FBA A% el Aol ekaittn 7w

Characteristics Categories N( %)
Sex Male 656(83.5)
Female 130(16.5)
Marital status Unmarried 234(29.8)
Married 552(70.2)
High school 45( 5.7)
Education Junior college 687(87.4)
College 54( 6.9)
Religion Yes 427(54.3)
No 359(45.7)
Salary Low 665(84.6)
High 121(15.4)
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Table 2. Health habits and status of study subjects

Characteristics Categories N( %)
Broca’s index( %)* Normal{120 711(90.5)
Obesity >120 75( 9.5)
Eating habit Regular 440(56.0)
Irregular 346(44.0)
No Smoking 345(43.9)
Smoking Current Smoking 389(49.5)
Ex-smoker 52( 6.6)
Alcohol drinking Moderate or no drink 321(40.8)
(times/week) 1-2 drinks 348(44.3)
3 drinks or more 117(14.9)
Excercise Regular 127(16.2)
Irregular 659(83.8)
Health examination Regular 138(17.6)
No 648(82.4)
Self assessed health status Good 182(23.2)
Not bad 463(58.9)
Poor 141(17.9)
* Broca's index : (height (em)-100) % 0.9
A= AlgEo] 18 %= YEsttHTable 2). score 70 o1& ~E# X F4o] o|rACRE U
A7 BARE 80.8 %7F A3 AlBadl, ER 51 B ARES e Add@ARI AL,

%7} EAlol 25t ot AEe 6~10d =
7} 30.4 %= 7F% 23, 1~5d, 104 o9 &£o
2 Yehgrth A9le dv13AE 38.3 %, 7184
35.1 %, 7182% 24.4 %olItt. 19 ZFAIES
10717 o)%do] 33 %, 9~1041%te] 30.7 %, 8~9A
7ro]l 25.3 % 8AIZt ©lak7}t 11 %= YUeht A
SHAIZE] 8AIZE o3l A9 BT i 27}
2] ool ¥oll Hoddh= Alde] 67.8 %. T LY
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Table 3. work history of study subjects

Characteristics Categories N( %)
Work place Commercial laboratory 635(80.8)
Clinical laboratory 151(19.2)
Work area Large city 590(75.1)
Small city 196(24.9)
Career(yrs) 1-5 220(28.0)
6-10 239(30.4)
11-15 160(20.4)
15 167(21.2)
Position Owner 192(24.4)
Chief 276(35.1)
General 301(38.3)
Others 17( 2.2)
Work hours <8 87(11.0)
8-9 199(25.3)
9-10 241(30.7)
>10 259(33.0)
Work part Porcelain build-up 48( 6.1)
Porcelain contouring 28( 3.6)
Resin work 18( 2.3)
Wax carving 48( 6.1)
Investing and casting 6( 0.8)
Metal polishing 14( 1.8)
Plaster work 5( 0.6)
2-6 parts 533(67.8)
7 parts 86(10.9)
J& Lol A= Table 5¢F 2t} 3H(OR=6.69), & 27(0OR=8.34), #4743
G FRIA A 2Ed s SAATY fog @& (OR=9.89), A&7 (OR=8.27), Wd&A
Aol sl Hee A, 88 AdH, A9 (OR=5.82), 445 (0OR=8.31), tl%(OR=5.70),
AR, AdeT, AdHY, A9, tikle AT (OR-7.58) AFEdA 2Ed 2 F4o| &
A, AQYEE, e, dBRE AHAA, AolE & Ao vepgr},
F7 AZolAt Fheke AREel 0Ex e ASE A9 2Eds S B4 B
AFREET ¢ 1.5W 2E#|a Fo] Eskon 2 = AEA Aol =& T e ToA Hil ~Eg|
Ale] AZPgET SRtk sk AR S Aol 2 2] of 0.40) ko Aok £34 A Ao}
At Azere AREd va 2Eds S0 &
°F 15w ®e Ao vehdt =3 9
rEd A F45ED B Y WE A90lgle
v, FEEART dEAldA ~Ed 2 F30] 1.7
vl =it} X HrgAle] 2EdA S 53 2E
s f AR AT galel Buge BY Y
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Wgel Aol Be wol Ae 2ol ua) 4@ W

£3ge] Be PN @
0.4v) skt @ 47
o By FAAE AY

]_

N &

3) ZX|aH 5|7 EN

2Ef 2~ 3 Fiol nE EFYE v e
Table 63 2t}

ZEf 2~ F4 AR (GSID) ¢ #o] gl e

it

507



tigtardelstsix] A 12 d A 4 & 20004

Table 4. Validity of the SCLD vs SCL.-90-R in four different conditions

Cut-off point

Scale Content T-score 70 80 percentile 75 percentile 67 percentile
(4/5) (3/4) (2/3)
Somatization Misclassification rate 8.0% 16.2 % 22.0 % 23.2%
Sensitivity 75.0 % 61.9 % 57.0 % 64.9 %
Specificity 93.0 % p=0.003 89.7 % p=0.001 86.0 % p=0.001 83.9 %p=0.001
Predictive value of a high score 0.30 0.62 0.62 0.71
Predictive value of a low score 0.98 0.89 0.84 0.8
Obsessive- Misclassification rate 17.0 % 23.2% 28.0 % 40.4 %
compulsive  Sensitivity 50.0 % 47.6 % 47.0 % 51.4 %
Specificity 84.0 % p=0.315 84.6 % p=0.002 83.0 % p=0.002 66.7 %p=0.121
Predictive value of a high score 0.05 0.45 0.54 0.46
Predictive value of a low score 0.99 0.86 0.78 0.69
Interpersonal Misclassification rate 3.0% 20.2 % 24.0 % 30.3 %
sensitivity — Sensitivity 58.3 % 61.0 % 66.7 %
Specificity 99.0 % p=0.885 86.7 % p=0.001 83.0 % p=0.001 71.2 % p=0.001
Predictive value of a high score 0.58 0.65 0.54
Predictive value of a low score 0.98 0.87 0.81 0.83
Depression Misclassification rate 4.0% 13.1% 21.0 % 16.2 %
Sensitivity 70.0 % 61.0 % 7.0 %
Specificity 97.0 % p=0.859 91.1 % p=0.001 86.0 % p=0.001 88.3 %p=0.001
Predictive value of a high score 0.67 0.63 0.81
Predictive value of a low score 0.97 0.92 0.85 0.85
Anxiety Misclassification rate 10.0 % 19.2 % 22.0 % 21.2 %
Sensitivity 33.0% 54.5 % 64.0 % 71.0 %
Specificity 92.0 % p=0.251 88.3 % p=0.001 82.0 % p=0.001 83.6 %p=0.001
Predictive value of a high score 0.11 0.57 0.55 0.73
Predictive value of a low score 0.98 0.87 0.87 0.82
Hostility Misclassification rate 6.0 % 17.2 % 19.0 % 26.3 %
Sensitivity 29.0 % 63.6 % 67.0 % 61.0 %
Specificity 99.0 % p=0.013 88.3 % p=0.001 86.0 % p=0.001 81.0 %p=0.001
Predictive value of a high score 0.67 0.61 0.64 0.65
Predictive value of a low score 0.95 0.89 0.87 0.78
< o], A9, d&gaRel, AdaT A4y, &
497, AYRE, G4BT, AA A4 47 5
o T A o et Adwy F AEds fAle
T AR8g wol AYshe oM 22 S
S 3.3, Aiedel 4 Be Fold 1A gL
Fes THU 2Ef A 4] 2,49 Ev) aln A
. So] me FolA we EHTh AEd 2 S| 3.1
" v, 98450 & oA @& FHUY 2EIHA
e e el 27 S el e sse s 54
o] ZFo]7}b k. A% 7] B 54

Fig. 2. Cut-off point and it's validity of global
severity index of dental technician
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Table 5. Distribution of stress symptoms according to various variables

=

URE S - %

Varialble GlobalSeverity Varialble GlobalSeverity
Index(GSID) Low(%) High(%) Index(GSID) Low(%) High(%)
Age <40 392(64.0)  220(35.9) Area Small city 103(52.5)  93(47.5)
>40 98(56.3) 76(43.6) Large city 387(65.6)  203(34.4)
OR(95 % CI) 1.38(0.982-1.94) OR(95 % CI) 1.72(1.24-2.38)***
Sex Male 407(62.0)  249(37.9) Position Owner 142(73.9)  50(26.1)
Female 83(63.8) 47(36.1) Other 448(75.4)  146(24.6)
OR(95 % CI) 0.93(0.63-1.37) OR(95 % CI) 0.93(0.64-1.34)
Marital Unmarried 145(61.9) 89(38.0) Work hours <8 56(64.4) 31(35.6)
status Married 345(62.5)  207(37.5) >8 434(62.1)  256(37.9)
OR(95 % CI) 0.98(0.71-1.34) OR(95 % CI) 1.10(0.69-1.76)
Education Low 35(64.8) 19(35.2) Role overload  Low 438(72.6)  165(27.4)
High 455(62.2)  277(37.8) High 52(28.4) 131(71.6)
OR(95 % CI) 1.12(0.63-2.00) OR(95 % CI) 6.69(4.74-9.44)"**
Religion Yes 266(62.3)  161(37.7) Work demand  Low 449(72.7)  168(21.3)
No 224(62.4)  135(37.6) High 41(24.3) 128(75.7)
OR(95 % CI) 0.99(0.74-1.33) OR(95 % CI) 8.34(5.82-11.97)***
Salary High 98(80.9) 23(19.1) Work procedure Low 458(72.4)  175(21.6)
Low 492(73.9)  173(26.1) High 32(20.9) 121(79.1)
OR(95 % CI) 1.50(0.92-2.43) OR(95 % CI) 9.89(6.76-14.94)***
Broca’s Norormal 446(62.7)  265(37.3) Physical Low 446(73.2)  163(26.8)
index+ Obesity 44(58.7) 31(41.3) environment High 44(24.9) 133(75.1)
OR(9.5 % CI) 1.19(0.731-1.92) OR(95 % CI) 8.27(5.80-11.79)***
Hours of Enough 392(74.2)  136(25.8) Interpersonal  Low 446(70.4)  188(29.6)
sleep Insufficiency ~ 198(76.7) 60(23.3) relationship  High 44(28.9) 108(71.1)
OR(95 % CI) 0.87(0.62-1.24) OR(95 % CI) 5.82(4.04-8.39)"**
Eating Regular 276(62.7)  164(37.3) Occupational ~ Low 449(72.8)  168(21.2)
Irregular 214(61.9)  132(38.1) conflict High 41(24.3) 128(75.7)
OR(95 % CI) 1.04(0.78-1.39) OR(95 % CI) 8.31(5.82-11.97)***
Smoking No 233(67.5)  112(32.5) Labor Low 435(71.7)  172(28.3)
Yes 257(58.3)  184(41.7) remuneration High 55(30.7) 124(69.3)
OR(95 % CI) 1.49(1.11-1.99)* OR(95 % CI) 5.70(4.04-8.04)***
Alcohol No 202(62.9)  119(37.1) Role conflict Low 440(73.5)  159(26.5)
Yes 288(61.9)  177(38.1) High 50(26.7) 137(73.3)
OR(95 % CI) 1.04(0.78-1.40) OR(95 % CI) 7.58(5.37-10.71)***
Excercise Yes 76(59.8) 51(40.2) Social support Low 342(57.5)  253(42.5)
No 414(62.8)  245(37.2) High 148(71.5)  43(22.5)
OR(95 % CI) 0.88(0.60-1.30) OR(95 % CI) 0.39(0.27-0.57)***
Health Regular 89(64.5) 49(35.5) Self esteem Low 347(57.8)  253(42.2)
examination No 401(62.9)  247(38.1) High 143(76.9)  43(23.1)
OR(95 % CI) 1.12(0.76-1.64) OR(95 % CI) 0.41(0.28-0.60)***
Self assessed  Healthy 414(64.2)  231(35.8) Personality B type 351(66.1)  180(33.9)
health status Weak 76(53.9) 65(46.1) traits A type 139(54.5)  116(45.5)
OR(95 % CI) 1.53(1.06-2.21)* OR(95 % CI) 1.63(1.20-2.21)***
Work place Clinical lab 93(61.6) 58(38.4)
Commercial lab 397(62.5)  238(37.5)

OR(95 % CD)

0.96(0.67-1.38)

+Broca's index: (height (em)-100]x0.9

* p<0.05

**pC0.01 *** p<0.001
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Table 6. Adjusted odds ratio of selected variables for stress symptoms

H 4 3 20004

Response . Parameter Standard Wald Pr> Odds
Variable Variable estimate Error  Chi-square Chi-square ratio
Somatization Area 0.664 0.204 10.549 0.001 1.94
Hours of sleep 0.423 0.196 4.637 0.031 1.53

Role overload 0.982 0.212 21.319 0.001  2.67

Work procedure 0.616 0.230 7.158 0.007 1.85

Physical environment 0.787 0.220 12.760 0.001  2.20

Occupation conflict 0.481 0.219 4.800 0.028 1.62

Social support -0.599 0.242 6.106 0.013  0.55

Obsessive compulsive Exercise -0.585 0.288 4.130 0.042 0.56
Role overload 1.462 0.227 41.192 0.000 4.32

Work procedure 0.501 0.254 3.870 0.049 1.65

Physical environment 1.016 0.248 16.699 0.001  2.76

Occupation conflict 1.005 0.236 18.125 0.001 2.73

Role conflict 0.519 0.247 4.389 0.036 1.68

Social support -0.765 0.288 7.046 0.007  0.47

Personality trait 0.613 0.221 7.641 0.005 1.85

Interpersonal Area 0.544 0.229 5.629 0.017 1.72
sensitivity Exercise -0.645 0.262 6.074 0.013  0.52
Work procedure 0.769 0.254 9.175 0.002 2.16

Interpersonal relationship 0.629 0.260 5.855 0.015 1.88

Occupation conflict 0.668 0.234 8.165 0.004 1.95

Role conflict 0.754 0.236 10.197 0.001 2.13

Self-esteem -1.192 0.341 12.186 0.001 0.31

Depression Area 0.457 0.232 3.871 0.049 1.58
Health status 0.586 0.247 5.608 0.017 1.80

Career 0.531 0.232 5.208 0.022 1.70

Role overload 0.768 0.231 11.014 0.001 2.16

Work procedure 0.878 0.245 12.777 0.001 2.41

Occupation conflict 1.618 0.226 51.102 0.001  5.04

Role conflict 0.489 0.238 4.230 0.039 1.63

Self-esteem -1.267 0.329 14.792 0.001 0.28

Anxiety Role overload 0.858 0.225 14.545 0.001 2.36
Work procedure 0.960 0.233 16.871 0.001 2.61

Occupation conflict 1.086 0.226 23.078 0.001  2.96

Role conflict 1.082 0.221 23.810 0.001  2.95

Social support -0.581 0.287 4.100 0.042  0.56

Self-esteem -0.876 0.315 7.734 0.005 0.42

Hositility Area 0.602 0.228 6.954 0.008 1.83
Eating 0.446 0.207 4.636 0.031 1.56

Role overload 0.824 0.233 12.488 0.001 2.28

Work demand 0.531 0.251 4.457 0.034 1.70

Work procedure 1.065 0.250 18.111 0.001  2.90

Occupation conflict 1.045 0.228 20.980 0.001  2.85

Role conflict 0.615 0.230 7.115 0.007 1.85

Social support -0.642 0.289 4.926 0.026  0.53

Self-esteem -0.943 0.315 8.968 0.002  0.39

Global Severity Age 0.483 0.226 4.574 0.032 1.62
Index(GSID) Area 0.706 0.215 10.703 0.001  2.03
Role overload 1.032 0.239 18.564 0.001 2.81

Work demand 0.746 0.267 7.812 0.005 2.11

Work procedure 1.191 0.274 18.888 0.001  3.29

Physical environment 0.862 0.250 11.838 0.001  2.37

Occupation conflict 1.140 0.247 21.143 0.001 3.13

Role conflict 0.989 0.238 17.255 0.001  2.69

Social support -1.021 0.254 16.130 0.001 0.36

Personality trait 0.434 0.200 4.719 0.029 1.55

reference category: low strain group

510



=
)
HE
rlo
=1

A Bt} A~Ed A ZFo] (.34 2

=y

g Receiver Operating Cha-
racteristicEAH-E BBE AS7IHE oA 7
dutsld gFZAQl o =T V|FEHTE

sict. webd # 4

off

=

(criterion validity) & A|Al8ka &
TA SHAETY 7IE BEEE A $5td
ROCEAH S A&tk Aol 997) sitta 3H3
th. GSID®] #4 Ady Fom Al e ¢
<HAHBDI 63.47 %, SOS 66.91 %, K-CES-D
64.43 %, MMPI-D 57.55 %)REt}t =2 AFA=
5. 1998)c= yehten | Yesavage £(1983)9
ATeb vl oF 80 % FEoE YER oY, SCL-
I-RE 7Lz si5l7] el gk JiddE =

HETEe QAo FHBELS Bol7] 7 Aol

RURR I A

. 1996 W<, 1998), Wi

It o, 2 T T A

e
i A
2

t
ry

H
©
[{e)
<L
o
fr
0%
oft
+r
lo
)
o
N,
ofd
>
>
2 S
N 'y
o2 ¥ 2 9

Ir
o
H

H
O
[0)e)
Ne)
o
kel
i
=)
i
g
o IE X
o flo ok
m fr
2 e
:ﬂﬂ:' o
o
o2
= o %
(o]
o |
= iﬂ% o

)

>
&
[

%
o >

M -

Noofy T
M2 2ol

— 1o =
fo oy

©
©
o

R o
C 4o ot x|

ofr Mt U mo 2 L o

e 9% MaAYE FA B v 24
2 HARLNEL BF AR WS THGe),
dwd B4 F A9, ¥F §9, £F FU4 2
% .

A

HeloH, o

of Aol AASE A 2o onlm AN 5
|53 A B AdERl vmn A%

A
AEo] 17.6 %= FA8it}, webd =B b
25 A S dido] A58 wisolof &
ezt lvhe A& AAleta ok

A }71 A APEARZ T, 9T
Al qgase] Wgr 2Ed 2 49 Byl
dthe Aol Shigemi(1997)9] A2 zket U5t
3 glew, mebA Agad ~Ed s AR AR
o] ~Ed~ Fgd dFE mAL e Avd &
ojgt & & itk EF AT AASAHR AEH
A, AotEFH T

(Ezoe et al, 1994).

AR EAE SEl AFr|FAre 2Ed A S



sl
o
=
13
|0
Il
o
>

H 12 # H 4= 20004

o frolstAl dgdE T 2AES dolEsith w
A A7l FAte] A7 BH AEHAE TAEAT
71 91g A7 B4 A7 S0 2l tigk
27b desit, ®=3 2 dye 2EAEe] 2Ed
2 ARs td F e 2AE ATgeEA 5
T AL AT 2Rete A 2EAE 1A
AAA A g S & 5 e dvE
8Ae] A= A 71e4d 4 9la, olE Hrke
24 ~Eg 2ot @ Ae] o 9 X8l 7]
g + & Zer 7. & dTddAe 2E
g $o #ste B2 24 3 53 A9
doacld FHE T dAFsilen®E, ome]
AT E 2 ool Bde v AFER aefaof
& Aoz Yzt

B AdTe v 22 RS za jem=
o] o] ArollA ol#7t HEe] aelHefof & o]
oh iR EE BEAQl ~EH A AGFE AlFetE

o

SCL-90-R #ke| S/A+E ol&std GSIDAF

=
=
2 g 4% 2EAsdAE A48 5 9l
L5

=
ehEe] SAES AYm ok S AA, B
v AR

g2 @ 4 9AT 9 184 % SP5Ee 39
o HEHEE e PR 49 Basi.
G QTN BPEs AdEE dusgtn 2
oA, SR ABFA Jlelel ozt
7] WEel sS4t 2AG Aol gone

Alzpe] B nsiet.

2 o

B B AN AT e A B B
2912 Folur] fi3le] ¥ ATE st

Receiver Operating Chacteristic Curvegd 217

W% 81.5 %, 5°lk= 86.1 % He 553 At
Hoz Al Agsd ¢ A 5o
A7 OR=1.49(1.11-2.00), F¥4 147

¢

=
X

Ruyls

7F A g2 oA OR-1.53(1.06-2.21) & <
sHAl 2Edl S0l Edth A ~EFA
(stressor) 2= 9& ZH53} (OR=6.69, 4.74-9.44),
2427+ (0OR=8.34, 5.82-11.97), A4 AH

(OR-9.89, 6.76-14.94),

212+ (OR=8.217. 5.80-

11.79), WiQI#AI(OR=5.82, 4.04-8.39), AA4ZTF
(OR=8.34, 5.82-11.97), ¥&(OR=5.70, 4.04-
8.04), 9¥AF(OR=7.58, 5.37-10.71) &°] &

To|A REF A Zto]

wgtor] AlglA Ago] 3

=
< T4 OR=0.39(0.27-0.57), Ao} &F3to] &
< oA OR=0.41(0.290.60)2 Z=E# = F7&o]
[e]
S

2 24 &
T AU 2EHA S8 AEE w%en, A
A Afs Wl Mo AlETH0] w& Ay
5 2Bl € e A=t davh A% W
die 2Ed2E U F de BEE diA
AeF Zzasle] et ielE f1% 2Ed 2 3T
wgel dost], AEstd A ueld 22t
=5 e F e FRAAS e Ade]
A& Aletar siet

»~EY 2~ Ay
A Addigdn wsuEd

X ]
—
©
®
-

B
[\
)
[\
3
¥
w
[u
—

A A2 A7 A AR A=

FFL Ve 29 B

[e o]

W BAgE, 1995.
Wi, AF7IEAY 25

ek Ak At

2
AP =), Aer AATEt



1998: 21(1): 199-213.
B AR 7 2 29 579 ATE9,

;W T, A e el es] 1993 163+ 221
W X7 2Ake] oAl #a A AL U T}

13

>J

1989: 12(1): 13-19.
A7 BAE A% o) s BA 29 A%
7k st Eﬂa% 1999 1-74.

=
ofl, o of I
o

_|$L'_>,i_|
f
xouf ol 2b

i;_l
X
>
o o
=
jg_;
i
i

!
>~
=

=z
41 o
[~
m
el
[>
£,
™ T
ol
_*:i
o E
_L
x
E
>~
>
ot
o
-
Hm
[

N,

b

BN oSk mf, o
=

TG, o1FE. AHTH APdLEAEY
, Arwlzie] BAl. HidkA

15?_ A1z 16-30.

X ZH7|ZALe] 2EY 29t A% Ad] B3k A}

AT FERAYE=EH 1996: #1135 399-412.

A AR 2zl Aded AREde el o

JANEA], SR AW S]] 1995: 12: 48-61.

olg A, ZEAe AL FFe] THIM 93 14 el

e G #I AT IxEAwSE3|A] 1996

9
—
o =
)
o
w
~

N B ofl ot My ox Hg
[eXi#}
12 )
[ ot o
m ﬂ {0 2

o] &3l A7} Y] f &

3]#] 1998: 31: 72-81.

Y9 Aol AAFEA MAE 9
A 1995: 17: 49-63.

Ef2 g, A7 2E#H29 A9l
1989 28-29.

2 37]3Ak] E

3 AT =R A2 T

shd, 1999.
olefd, oliE. A Al A
A4g HEEo] B AT
1985: 7(1): 41-51.

0|87, XFA7|FA] 2Ed 2 A e #7585 A
1994: 16(1): 101-109.

AAL Aebid &3 7he/dol B3 A
1974.

B3, AFd, =x9Y, oldFr. I=xd +
(KGDS) #Estel] tigh duds. 24743418 1998:
A 374 Xﬂ2§- 340-351.

25 ARTE 3715 B AT FALe] E,
w5 Tl B3 AT =E]. AE dAdE
Bdiskel, 1987: 1-33.

Belloc NB, Breslow L. Relationship of physical
health status and health practice. Prev Med
1972 1: 409-420.

Cobb S. Social support as a moderator of life
stress. Psychosom Med 1976: 38(5): 300-314.

o

&
o
ok L
o
i)
flo

=2
r.l
ol
2 o’
o
T

4
2

of,

2
o -
)

o

fo
)
0¥

o

o

o

=R

ol'

o

yul

o

01

An gt A B
o) 844 74 7) 38511

FAPNE= IS

Derogatis LR, Lipman RS, Rickels K, Uhlenhuth
EH, Covi L. The
checklist(HSCL): A self report symptom inven-
tory. Behav Sci 1974; 19: 1-15.

Eaker ED, Abbott RD, Kannel WB. Frequency of
uncomplicated angina pectoris in type A com-

Hopkins symptom

pared with type B persons(the Framingham
Study). Am J Cardiol 1989: 63: 1042-1045.

Ezoe S, Morimoto K, Behavioral lifestyle and
Mental health status of Japanese factory work-
ers. Pre Med 1994: 23: 98-105.

Forrest WR. Stress and Self-Destructive Behaviors
of Dentist. Dent Clin North Am 1978, 22(3):
361~371.

Friedman M, Rosenman RH. Type A behavior
and your heart. New York: Knopt, 1974.

Goldberg DP, Rickels K, Downing R, Hesbacher
P. A comparison of two psychiatric screening
test. Br J Psychiatry 1976: 129: 61.

Hensten-Pettersen A, Jacobsen N. A self-reported
occupation related health complaints among den-
tal laboratory technicians.
1993: 24: 409-415.

Holmes TH, Rahe RH. The Social readjustment
rating scale. J Psychosom Res 1967: 9: 213-218.

Hunt K. Ergonomics: a case study in preventing

Quintessence Int

repetitive motion injuries. J Dent Technol 1996:
3(5): 35-37.

Lin N, Ensel WM, Simeone RS. Social support,
stressful life event, and illness: A model and an
empirical test. J Health Soc Behav 1979: 20:
108-119.

Marta Kiec-Swierczynska. Occupational allergic
contact dermatitis due to acrylates in Lodz.
Contact Dermatitis 1996: 34: 419-422.

Metzner HL., Corman WJ, House J. Health prac-
tices, risk factors, and chronic disease in
Tecumseh. Prev Med 1983: 12: 419-507.

Raymond RS, Glen HE, Frederick JR, Lorenz,
RD. The long Arm of the Farm : How an occu-
pation structures exposure and vulnerability to
stressor across role domains. J Health Soc Behav
1998: Vol 39(1): 72-86.

Rosenberg M. Society and adolescent self-image.
Princeton. NJ: Princeton University Press,
1965.

Seldén AI, Persson B, Bornberger - Dankvardt S
[, Winstr m L, Bodin L. S. Exposure to cobalt
chromium dust and lung disorders in dental

513



cistatedelsts|X| A 12 M A 4 & 20004
technicians. Thorax 1995: 50: 769-772.

Shigemi J, Mino Y, Tsuda T, Babazono A,
Aoyama H. The relationship between job stress
and mental health at work. Ind Health 1997:
351 29-35.

Steendahl U, Prescott E, Damgaard MT.
Methylmethacrylate and organic dementia: A
dose-response analysis among dental technicians
and opticians(Danish). Ugeskr for Laeger
1992: 154(20): 1421-1428.

Tarnopolsky DJ, Hand EK, Mclean HR, Wiggins RD.
Validity and Uses of a Screening Questionnaire

514

(GHQ) in the community. Brit J Psychiat 1979:
134: 508-15.

Yesavage JA, Brink TL, Rose TL, Lum O, Huang
V., Adey M, Von Otto. Development and valida-
tion of a geriatric depression screening scale: a
preliminary report. J Psychiatry Res 1983: 17:
37-49.

Yoshida H, Nagata C, Mirbod SM, Iwata H,
Inaba R. Analysis of subjective symptoms of

upper extremities in dental technician. Jpn J

Ind Health 1991: 33(1): 17-22.



