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Operation characteristics and visual fatigue in using bulletin
board systems

Objectives: The Bulletin Board System (BBS) resembles avirtual community. Spending long
hours on this system is detrimental to the body, especially the visual function. This study aims at
understanding the relationship between the hours spent at a computer workstation and visual
fatigue. Methods: The questionnaire was posted on the three most popular BBSs. Random sam-
pling by the BBS users’ numbers, sending messages to the subject one by one, offering the
researcher's e-mail address and asking them to answer the questions which were processed on-line.
If there was any problem related to the questionnaire, the participant could send a massage to the
researcher and discuss it. This interviewing technigue was the same as real-world face to face
interviews in the virtual community. Results: The questionnaire return-rate was 87.3%. Most
users were university students (59.7%). On average, male subjects spent 16.21 hours per week.
This was more than females (10.95 hour per week). However, female subjects suffered from visual
symptoms (eye soreness, drowsy, headache) more frequently than the males. There were signifi-
cant relationships between dissatisfaction with computer workstations and symptoms of visual
fatigue. Conclusions. Because BBS is a virtual community, using an on-line questionnaire survey
allowed for a high return rate. Subjects with a high degree of visual fatigue seemed touse'worse
visual display terminals (VDT). Thus, improving the work environment and equipment,of VDT
workstations is necessary to decrease the symptoms of visual fatigue. (Taiwan J Public Health.
2001; 20(5):337-345)
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