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Table 2. Comparison.of mean value score: Patient. vs. Nurse
group Pt RN T-score Remark
| Inst. M. N % mean | S.D | N % mean | S. D
U 113 | 42.0 3.25 1.32 54 28.3 3.59 0.96 11. 24 * %k %
D 791 29.4 3.65 1.19 65 34.1 3.78 1.00 4.81 % % %k
P 771 28.6 2.99 | '1.37 72 37.6 3.91 0.97 31.00 % % %k
Total 2691 100.0 3.29 1.32 191 | 100.0 3.78 0.98 28. 17 % %k %k %k
*P (0.05 * %P (0.01 * % *P (0.001
Tei¢ble 3., Comparison of mean value score: Patient. vs. Nurse by questionaire category
: Questionair Pt RN T-score Remark
B Cate, Number mean S.D mean S. D
A 4 3.23 1.10 4.26 0.52 11. 94 % %k %k
B 9 3.28 0.94 3.48 0.59 2.56 *
C 13 3.21 0.91 3.76 0.48 7.62 % % %k
i) 2 3.67 1.21 4.01 0.59 3. 60 | ko
E 3.21 0.96 4.11 0.49 11. 73 * %k %k
F 11 3.25 0.86 3.89 0.40 9. 47 % %k %k
Total 44 3.29- 1.32 3.78 0.98 28. 17 * ok %k
*P (0.05 * %P (00,1 %* % %P (0.001
2) Rbxpe] kil 8T 1% T AY T 3) E e Bhz} okl 8 Toll Y e
Foe HEUEEE 3.7824 w3 Fokch wt siFmzsis 3,354 2Eo|girh. (table 4) =
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Table 4. Comparison of mean valus score: Nurse. vs. Nursing student

= group RN i NS [ T R 5
Inst. M. N % mean | S.D | N % mean S.D -scors emar
U 54 28.3 3.59 0.96 41 35.4 3.19 1.08 12.53 * %k %k
D 65 34.1 3.78 1.00 75 64.6 3.4 1.06 12. 79 * %k *k
P 72 37.6 3.91 0.97 - — — — — —
Total 191 | 100.0 3.78 0.98 116 | 100.0 3.35 1.08 23. 16 * %k %k
*P (0.05 * %k (0.01 % % %P (0.001
Table 5. Comparison of mean value score: Nurse. vs. Nursing student by questionaire.
Questionaire RN NS
T-score Remark
Cate. Number mean S.D mean S.D
A 4 4.26 0.52 3.70 0.72 8.02 & %k %k
B 9 3.48 .59 2.72 0.72 10. 16 % % %k
C 13 3.76 0.48 3.33 0.64 6. 84 * %k %k
D 4.01 0.59 3.54 0.82 5. 85 * %k %k
E 4.11 0.49 3.72 0.64 6.03 s %k ok
F 11 3.89 0.40 3.62 0.39 5.69 * %k ok
Total 44 3.78 0.98 3.35 1.08 23.16 * %k %k
*P (0.05 * %P (0.01 * % %P (0.001
Table §. Comparison of mean value score: Patient. Nurse
Group Pt NS T-score Remark
Inst. M: N % mean S.D N % mean S.D
8] 113 | 42.0 3.25 1.32 41 35.4 3.19 1.08 1.65 *
D 79 29.4 3.65 1.19 75 64.6 3.4 1.06 7.40 * % %k
P 77 28.6 2.99 1.37 — — — — —
Total 269 | 100.0 3.29 1.32 | 116 | 100.0 3.35 1.08 2.89 * *k
*P (0.05 * %P (0.01 * % %P (0.001

Table 7. Comparison of mean value score: Patient. vs. Nursing Student by questionaire category

Questionaire Pt NS
cate. Number mean S.D meah S.D T-score Remark
A 4 3.23 1.10 3.70 0.72 4.26 * %k %k
B 9 3.28 0.94 2.72 0.72 5.80 * % %k
C 13 3.21 0.91 3.33 0.64 1.32 *
D 2 3.67 1.21 3.54 0.82 1.04 *
E 5 3.21 0.96 3.72 0.64 5.30 * %k %
F 11 3.25 3.25 3.62 0.39 4.36 * % %k
Total 44 3.29 1.32 3.35 1.08 2.89 * %
*P (0.05 * %P (0.01 % % %P (0.001
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o] 3t 2k @il D el A= &xb7 3.652 3
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An
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Table 8. Comparison of mean value score:

Patient. vs. Nurse.vs. Nursing student.

- Pt RN NS
13roups

mean |S. D Jmean {S. D |mean {S. D
Clategories | 3,291 1.3113.7810.98)3.35| 1.08
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ZEe 2R R 4
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Table 9. Rank order of categorial mean
value score: Patient. Nurse and
Nursing Student group.

Cate.y ® 3 W & | Pt {Rank{ RN [Rank | NS {Rank
Al % 3.237 4 14.26] 1 {3.70 2
B |A4 97+ 1328 2 [348| 6 [2.72] 6
C |Linen ¥ 7b¥ }3.21] 5 [3.76( 5 {3.33] 5
D lsa o 361 1 |4.01) 3 |3.54f 3
E |44 ¥y2873.21] 5 [4.11] 2 |3.72] 1
F | 22849 (3.25] 3 [3.87] 4 |3.35] 4
Zrasray el EHW ntEEe £9+ 129171 E.

A=A a7, 7)) EHeolx 56917+ C. B
(Linen % 7+, A4 2 71F) Ffeolsdrh (Tab-

le 9)
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F £%8 “Fa%% 714" (4.3) SH7 F 259
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2) Ao} 25} vz e B Tk

5 3.00032 3AMEIFFT MY F2 Ede] E
52 “slelx 2" (2.85). T o CEF “A
L7 (F2)” A CEFe) “2 B Fw” (2.96)

96)c19lcl. (Table 13)
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-:’c i+ M wbE T 3.00)5ke| 13 2EF B ¥
o} “a18” (2.45)7F 9lola L rh-ge] 94 B
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Table 10. Rank

order of 10 most satisfied questionaires in Patient group(mean value score

over 3. 00) 3.00)
Rank + ¥ - . + + L]
" s = s B 4 Y B c 5 = Mean
1 37 % = v 3.29
2 33 e8] £HA v 3.7
3 35 A 4 F & v 3.6
4 28 a7 A v 3.6
5 20 A2 E 47 v 3.6
6 38 A ¢ oH9 A 3.6
7 26 U 3.6
8 13 Al & 7], FETR) £ Fle] \" 3.6
9 31 & A} 7] v 3.5
10 12 W4 b = A% 3.5
Table 11. Rank order of most satisfied questionaires in Nurse group(mean valus score over 4.00)
=] = o 2
Rank ;‘L‘; z e e A _‘; C - ) E‘ﬁ Mean
1 43 & Yol E \Y 4.46
2 32 FAlEE VT 4.43
3 26 gt 24 F 4.41
4 11 HAo A e Fay A" 4.38
5 10 v A F7] \Y 4.35
6 38 A A 4.32
7 35 R \Y 4.29
8 34 R N \4 4.26
9 12 w4l v}t 4.26
10 36 3% % 4.20
12 37 % wka v 4,19
13 16 4 Hk v 4.18
13 25 2% =7 I \Y 4.15
14 42 dEol & A% 4.07
15 15 A E A A% 4.07
16 33 ey £ \Y 4.05
17 19 Azl Yz \Y 4.06
Table 12. Rank order of most satisfied questionaires in Nursing Student group(mean value
score over 4.00)
= = N =
Rank ; é kel e A —lr; C - ) Eﬁé_ Mean
1 32 FAEE A% 4.31
2 26 dEAFE 4.18
3 43 e WYXl & \Y% 4.14
4 35 A4 \'s 4.03
5 11 WA 4 v v 4.02
6 10 Al F ) \Y 4.00
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Table 13, Rank order of least satisfied ques-
tionaires in Patient group(mean value

score under 3.00)

Table 14. Rank order of least satisfied ques-
tionaires in Nurse group (mean value
score under 3.00)

e ¥ 7 % P T & 4
Pk | o | T AR TC T [E TF | M R‘“'k»draﬂM%ABCDEFIM‘“’"
1| al |#a42 v] |z8 1 | 4|2 = v 2.75
2 | 29 |aen 32 v 2.91
3 | 25 |eEdsay v 2.9

Table 15, Rank order of least satisfied questionaires in Nursing Student group(mean valus

score under 3 .00)

i ' L. e =X H
Rank W s = ¥ A 4% A B C D E F Mean
R 3 A s v 2.45
2 4 A o g2k v 2.55
3 5 A el 4 A% 2.56
4 8 w] 7R \% 2.58
5 28 & <} 7l A% 2.60
6 44 w -3 v 2.64
7 2 # H v 2.65
8 21 W7 7 v 2.75
9 24 X+ ik v 2.83
10 17 28 7] % A% 2.85
11 13 A7), FEFR), B£Fo) \ 2.87
12 7 iR =2 \Y% 2.89
| 13 29 A2 (F7) \ 2.00
V. =29 i
h=te] bR & TF 217 Ha AT Y 2kesd
A Fol] wEt EHizjo] HF wWEEL ¥ 5Lz of AT wlmA Eokeh ol = el Al A
o . obel 7% odedoll A iRl At alle|  ghate
Ji 2o A4 xdhslel Q4QH WAL sldiuch gakeh & Rk slalsldeh
o 4 A gl JAEA HA Al A7 g IR T 1 G By o T AR o R
2l E2 Y6 ofeivtx o] f2 Bale] WA 1 kS dubEE e Migie] ol L),
Sob dobalsh = @e] Fae dAHA @R ghzhe} 7F58) 72| Rb=p ok 8T iR mEEH &
oh &R=Ee] 3 - 4 %04 F52 dAbA slgle] o o abiz zhEsdel folshl Ekeh ol £l el
) zrdeleli s+ Larry E. Edwards® &) Fx-& 2ABe) v EAEL] A Al wlFe] HSF MK
Carbary7l M 2heldl A& vlFo] Fa] dlelsios A gbea)e) A, oA abE S AlEa) Esha vk
A Hhg e ool izl AR BhAbEe| qide] = FAlel abbel REAbE vhAde] ¥ L M

we Aew ARk

22) # -4l : Op. cit. p. 107

23) L. J. Carbary : Hospital acquired infection. Nursing care. Vol. 8. No. 12, 1975. p.

24) &5 279
1974. p. 156.

el A QA B2 el GIERE LY FA 4L FAHeR) AEHAA, M4, A23,

25) e dATEAT AHAE A 2T, ARRE, M124, A 53, 1975 pp. 73~82.
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* Abstract *

A Survey on Environmental Safety Focussed on Cleanliness for Hospitalized Patients
Jum Hee Park
Department of Nursing, College of Medicine, Kyung- Puk University

One of the fundamental provisions that a hospital requires is the environmental safety
through cleanliness.

The effective management of atmospheric conditions, i. e. air purity, cleanliness of facilities
firnitures and bed-linen Anstruments are direct-environment of hospitalized patients. Meeting
physical cleanliness needs of patients, application of aseptic technic while carrying out
nursing measures and the cleanliness of hospital personnel are another categories of
concern,

This study was carried out, from March through April 1976, to investigate the degree
of satisfaction on cleanliness that patients perceived, and to compare with that of nurses on
their nursing performances. 44 questionaires categorized into 6 major concern were used.

Tor the survey, 269 patients and 191 nurses of 3 general hospitals in Taegu:kyung-puk Uni-
versity Hospital,Presbyterian Mission Hospital, and Catholic Patima Hospital and 116 senior
nursing students from Kyung-Puk University and Presbyterian School of Nursing were ran-
domely sampled.

Results are as follows;

| .Mean satisfaction score on cleanliness revealed to be average on patients, on nursing
performance for cleanliness revealed to be average in nursing students and relatively high
in graduate nurses.

2 .Mean score of patients revealed to be significantly lower in comparison with that of nur-

’

se:; .

3. Mean score of nurses revealed to be significantly higher in comparison with that of
nu "sing students.

4 .Mean score of patients revealed to be significantly lower in comparison with nursing
stidents.

5. Mean satisfaction score of patients in all categories revealed to be the lowest in the
rank order.

5. The lowest categorial mean sco:« revealed to be the linen and instrument in all three

groups.

Re¢commendations

1. A more satisfactory mean of cleaning (medical asepsis)of mouth thermometers needs to
be developed.

2. Further investigation to clarify the difference between patients and nurses on hospital
cleanliness is recommended.
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