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Effect on Fear of Injection Procedures and Radiation Risk Recognition on Patients
Characteristics Undergo Spinal Nerve Block

Jin-Young Cha"-Youl-Hun Seoung?

Y Sung—mo Anesthesia Pain Clinic

2 Department of Radiological Science, College of Health Sciences, Cheongju University

Abstract The purpose of this study was to investigate the effect of the characteristics of patients who underwent spinal
nerve block on the fear of injection and the risk of radiation, Subjects were 137 patients (67 males, 70 females) who visited
the Department of Anesthesiology and Pain Medicine in Cheongju. The method was conducted as a research study using a
total of 28 questionnaires consisting of patient characteristics, experience characteristics of nerve block surgery, nerve block
fear scale, and radiation risk perception scale. The reliability of the questionnaire response was secured with a Cronbach's

alpha coefficient of 0.6 or higher, For statistical analysis, correlation was tested by descriptive statistics, frequency analysis,

independent sample T-test, and Pearson and Spearman correlation coefficients by measurement scale and factor, As a result,

the fear scale of nerve block was significantly higher in women than in men (p€0.05). The fear scale of nerve block in-
jection was significantly higher in the first-visit patients than in the second-visited patients (p0.05). However, there was no
significant difference among all variables in radiation risk perception. In conclusion, patients undergoing spinal nerve block
were more aware of the fear of injection than the risk of radiation exposure during the procedure,

Key Words : Spinal nerve block, Injection procedures, Fear, Radiation risk recognition, Patients characteristics
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Table 1, Questionnaires per territory in nerve block fear and radiation risk recognition

Territory

Questionnaires(16)

Cronbach’s a

Treatment avoidance factor
Stimulus response factor
Physiological response factor

Recognition of Radiation Risk

4 0.710
6 0.685
5 0.754
5 0.717

172 Journal of Radiological Science and Technology 45(2),

2022



3. 57 24 o TjZ olAito]| 58M(42.3%) 0.2 7P Wekyl 1E 507
- O e |
g NS _ (36.5%), 11= n|qt 2995(21.2%) 4=0]Qich, 22 A7l o=
RS B3 - E AHE= SPSS software (SPSS 24.0 L 211 66m8.2%) A THGLERE 2 2] 2]
i = olasla
for WmdojN s, SPSS, Chicago, IL USAIZ °I8 obfq' Bl AR BEZE Bt E3E Al Apdks 34 9)L_0] 86
A=) B 1;:.'/\6], AlA 2tk A A EAJ tig) 7<= (62, 8%), A7 Acrs 7P 9leo] 709 (51.1%). 2=
H 9
= ‘:'/\-]_9_—*021 Exy /\7:] 2 23] E/\_]
A & st A} BT A1 Atk HE A E AF A2 A8 9eo] 81%(59.1%), HHAM AL Ad 9Je

o o3k A5 A1 Apehae] AL Ald FET HA 9]
3 QIAEO] ol Aolg umsm el %E’HJ B T—test

o] 104%(75.9%) ©.& Upeftt

= Skl 2~ =
541 417 s A —5—*3% 2ok (Spearman) o1 olAlo| 0|
TIOa = —
ABAR, A7 Ao FEAE, A Hfﬂ Q142 o] B
2(Pearson) AFHAZ=E o]@stgdon AlEHAL(r) ZFo] 1 A S0 A7 AkE A SA0A A At
o 7S ATTAY) 2o RoR %46 Ak ojmj A AE FEHT AR 91 212 9] Afo] EA2 Table
p—valueZ} 0.05 o]ato]® 9-o]st zjo]7} gk A<} 3T Aok, FAF Al 323 AR 39 QRlolA= E
ik, T} ol4Jo] HOISHA e HAIZFS W eT(p=0,021), 7]
A7 AR FAEG Gola we Bole mold
(p=0.003). 1=]aL 417 A= 3ol e &4 4
I. 2 o ol UME AHET foJshA e E2HE EAt
. = - -
(p=0.001). 417 Azheze] VAT FA} A2 FFol M=
I ol Yk A4S W 9 s S
1. 2Xt EM9
- BA S8 viesal o Ak W3 B2 WS ALUOAE WAsT ool
tARLe] EAJL Table 29F 7Ho] <lge U} 48 27 + A ZApETE 221 $A7E, A7 Abds ol | Sk
13.86Al, oA+ 52.43 * 13.50A1%. S EA 678 Ho} F3ol glld A7t frofsiA| =2 achkd= Aot
(48.9%), o/ 7078(51.1%)°]Att. 7]&2 1087(78.8%), (p(0.05). A 18 142 B 2xp S443 A7 At
&2 297(21.2%) 22 7]&o] teeE ARSI o = oA 549 HpolA o7k ZfolE HolA| gt
Table 2, Analysis of patients characteristics and nerve block direct experience characteristics
Patient characteristics n (%)
S e (48.27113.86 years) 67(48.9%)
e Female (52.43%+13.50 years) 70(51.1%)
Married 108(78.8%)
Marital status
Single 29(21.2%)
Below high school graduation 29(21.2%)
Last education High school graduation 50(36.5%)
University or college graduation 58(42.3%)
First visit 66(48.2%)
Whether to revisit
Revisit 71(51.8%)
Yes 80(62.8%)
Nerve block direct experience
No 51(37.2%)
Yes 67(48.9%)
Nerve block indirect experience
No 70(51.1%)
Yes 81(59.1%)
Past history of injection treatment
No 56(40.9%)
Yes 104(75.9%)
Radiography experience
No 33(24.1%)
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Table 3, Comparison of patients characteristics and nerve block direct experience characteristics in nerve block fear and
radiation risk recognition

Variable Mean SD tvalue value
Male 1.813 0.475
Sex -2.339 0.021
Female 2.032 0.608
First visit 2.072 0.571
Whether to revisit 3.070 0.003
Revisit 1.789 0.508
Treatment Nerve block direct Yes 1.799 0.489 o
. . -3.585 0.001
avoidance factor experience No 2.137 0.601
Nerve bloc:k indirect Yes 1.903 0.566 0456 0.649
experience No 1.946 0.550
Injection Yes 1.892 0.539
) -0.840 0.403
therapy experience No 1.973 0.581
Male 2,682 0.536
Sex -3.385 0.001
Female 3.012 0.603
First visit 3.015 0.550
Whether to revisit 3.247 0.001
Revisit 2.697 0.593
N -
Y€ Stimulus response Nerve block direct Yes 2.729 0.570
block . . -3.228 0.002
factor experience No 3.056 0.578
fear : :
Nerve block indirect Yes 2.841 0.645 _
. -0.184 0.854
experience No 2.860 0.542
Injection Yes 2,788 0.615
) -1.487 0.139
therapy experience No 2.941 0.551
Male 1.955 0.519
Sex -2.537 0.012
Female 2.200 0.605
First visit 2.188 0.578
Whether to revisit 2.136 0.001
Revisit 1.980 0.559
Physiological Nerve block direct Yes 2.002 0.528
X . -2.084 0.039
response factor experience No 2.212 0.632
Nerve block indirect Yes 2,125 0.560
. 0.896 0.372
experience No 2.037 0.591
Injection Yes 2,047 0.563
. -0.815 0.416
therapy experience No 2.129 0.595
Male 2.708 0.586
Sex -1.516 0.132
Female 2.843 0.446
First visit 2.761 0.497
Whether to revisit -0.084 0.933
Revisit 2,804 0.565
Recognition of Nerve block direct Yes 2,761 0.497
L . . -0.047 0.639
Radiation Risk experience No 2.804 0.565
Nerve block indirect Yes 2.821 0.506
] 0.971 0.333
experience No 2,734 0.537
Iniecti Yes 2.770 0.497
fjection 0,169 0.866
therapy experience No 2.786 0.560
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Table 4, Correlation between variables such as neuroblocking fear scale and radiation risk recognition, demographic
characteristics, and neuroblocking empirical characteristics

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

1 1 385" 670" 188 183 -152 046 123 -.258 285" 045 071
2 1 512" 389" 273" -.064 -,049 082 -251" 260" .001 144
3 1 438" 211 -.016 -187 .061 178 135 -.091 .036
4 1 127 021 -159 .060 .005 .030 -.089 012
5 1 151 -.101 -301" 109 -.032 -.108 -.078
6 1 -.509" -.6517 178 287" -.147 -.233"
7 1 186 - 144 192 .007 187
8 1 -.196 3017 184 204
9 1 4667 -390 328"
10 1 5127 465"
11 1 487"
12 1

"pC0.01

"p(0.05
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