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=AY, AA A Adzy Wste tio] 4ty
A3 JEMulAE aTele Adz A8HUM AEF u g
o2 ¥4 T35 AFen} she FAY A7/ FaFe}
o d#o) dg BHE /MR Uk 989 339
2, A5G APFL FERop] 4TS EZ9A )
+ F8s0 2o 3 Aol Fuste Ao R85t aAT
£2 A& 98 A2sE A AFH g8MEad A
3ol oarlwe Y ZAsA 8 Aolth Mulag Az
AADELY BAE W95t 8§ 9FE(Cronin & Taylor,
1994; Woodside, et al, 1989; Lee, 1998)o1 4 Au}2o] A3} 11
ARE Folg 4% vide ATEYE AN siach
g IAREL £ 5 Uk 5E ATSe 5o AL
#3ie Wriske AL v Fodh

ZEAL oo Aulat A AL ARl Mg R
o 243 A sFe Aoy, B¢ AN My
F8E HEEF(Park, et al, 190)e AL FEE 49y}
Atk 258 Ae AW qEMvcd qF XF F BEESR
of ZAEM 7tzel Awe] & ARAHQuality Assurance;
QA ol 714 7B g4z Ad4sn YrHBeyers,
1983). 139 AFE A8 Aol AAHoz FYH
TEHEE e AFERAA v]$ {8319 oganiaie)
STE F5AL B9 ohet 4502 ARE 248 Y
F U4g Ao2 AAAY Woo(199%6)E THEXF0] T34
ol A& slwdte 13y Ao d@ AT 7120 H7
AeiMe A5 A Je TEAEC] A%Hee BFE

*olstof i gtm tg AR WLy

EYRHA] A9E ALT 89

$79) 7340 wAE &3}

248t FEsty Y713 37t £ 4, 589 HAA F
A% ¥R7) AT Sk =T A AQ AR AW
A QAdME FAARRY Y MELE AR Au2d
AAQ S WAEE BT Yo AP} EEY &
HolM A Ees g de 2ol 2
FAEY YA71Ee AfgoltiKim, 1994). 1990t o) Eo]
AEA o524 FrioA #AZH, elge] HE4% A0l
AR Z2En .28 (Beyer, 1988 Bond & Thomas, 1991}
SEvete] Ae S FFsE 2l B8 7Yoo,
1976; Lee, 1995, Choi, 19%5)9} T EES AL 739 &
ol B A Woo, 1996)7F oY B A7td 8oz
A DEAFREEC] S4HA 3 glon A g4
Hi duEE 34 978 28 4 e dFelth

ool A Al ¥ et o] +EH 4 A HEERY
AR Agol a7 4YYdE E7eta FopE g R
29 A B3 BAAE A (process)e] ARbHQ Mulag
HAA Pk 27 HeE P 2 - 2HA Ay
33 34 977 A g AA0n 84 YdgM Agsia
e LEEFY AZARL HASA oy 44l

old] B d¥ate HaEF HEol 2 AR B
3 drht 4EE nxe A Usta # 479 o
A rETH A g Ae JEt ok AR BERP) ¥
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g# 712 ASE AFstaxt & 978 Azsich
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A Zel7h Qe AE
g o534 2.

AEstaal gk ole] g2 FAHA B

D ZIZEF 48e] $54 g vixe 245 459
T}

2) TIRE HEo| 138 13 nixe EHE 25
o,

3 2EEE HEo A, 2HIYY T #Fe &
4g FFen

3. 20i9| F4

ue- % 72}"8 A musculo-skeletal disorder patient) :

W, 2% 9 7l Ayadel 23,87 2 94 59 &

52 08 BAE 205, £ 4TS Ao 243

ey, HEAY BY, AFL, 4%, 48, 934
o

#HBAY, 59, FEA AL 49, 294 35
) FoE d9sty £y A8E U Hd 79 o
e #AE onjgich

2) 58 F(nursing care standard) © 223 A4H 7%,
HE, 243 UL ZHS D3FY £3¢ 98 AE
2l sl #eld o3 #29 Z&(Coyne & Killen,
1937)8 23l & dFdMe AAe] Fzlol A
AEHE GBE TEAENS - 37 P R 23
Z¥ol e FYRIAL F ol JABEAL 179
%3 A7de XU 158 5 edeg FAH
T 13AEI 5%)9] Felo o3 A Aoz A,
A, AY, +9, 37} 5240 G2 XEHAY A¢E
.
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3 A (quality of nursing care) : THFA} 8§38 2139
At 1 ZEAMU2E e Foll BRA VieRdG el
54 A5 |tHANA, 1978). & A7 Choi(1995)
7 ARE 2 2AR $xY 18R W SHEE
4, 7iEd)d] o) A E W gale] B3 u5A
2 #A8] 71zAR $£4, PEEA A4, gEFYd o
2 AY, B3A8Y £4, 335 B} 5 o) ¥F
of 3t E8@FolY, 7188 13Ae F5EFY 2A
3l #AZ e Fld¢ES Jedle ez 337 7]
T 313370 AR gig 23 F¢E wdd.

4. 972 HgHY

BEHRE A8E 94T712¢ o 9¥ 2 3AR &
Ao EAe WHleRE Bzt A2 2ee Aok 4
o} g % glon ATEHNE BE Z- 2A% BRI
PIHY +E ok

I. o|2H uigy & ¥ty

1. UEHF{nursing care standard)

DB XZ(nursing care standard)2 7439 AL Hrleie
b 712o2 ALY § Uk 94AH(clinical guidelines), A
24 (critical paths)® 2L RAEc] EHFLE Hod £
Aok, LEEEL FAA $5T 13 ATE A% 484
A4 g, 45, 244 F9¢ T LIFYE EH8
€ 352 Fod & Aok oA Bad BxelA H4He 2
35 UEAEs) Qae Yoo ds) 29 AeE XHE
7o} Coyne & Killen, 1987).

Donabedian®- 7139 & Bushs 2AZN AHEHe 7]
29 Mg AR Yo B2 2% 138 AFse 7
2 A2sA Hol WY 23RN 7dE JALaFE Fe
Aolt}, HEEFL 4T LIS L By HAE )7
9sf 7esiojol FtHHarrington & Kanjeoki, 1983). =3t &
ARge] 24& o] A5 HE sHeE BREUAE HQ
ok &y B REH A4 Jjed B #A8 @9)
I FEo] GAHEE shojob FTh(Schofield, 1990).

ZERFL ARG 2HS FARA Moritz(1BDE
Ve AR 448 vXe AR 2AE 24
oo AgAd o8 ATHoiAe 7139 EAE 4%E £+
glojol gk 1 %oH, Molde & Diers(1985)e A3 A%
BEAEAA FAFAEY $279 BHE ZRES =
Asta A A7 A4 A8 Ao 23AE B34 veht
' A% 4% fXe +9% €2 /1AL e 22 (Buns
& Grove, 2001) }d o] 2t ABXEL 189 857 2+
BS Wi ¥ 3749 ¥ uiE Fuser g
(Hegyvary, 1992). o134 538 AE 53 44¥ ¥2
AR HSE 99 3T oigtoEAM QAEFY BS
FARACTHIEAL 1987), B8 A4AENES B3l Z
Ao Geg vl F e 9, 454 AT £ g 39
H AANA7) S d2le Feolok TehAlison, 1997).



2. 2+59| E(quality of care)

39 Ao i AEe A Foln 449 Ager
I AE AFSE HEQ, AHAE AFNE F87,
B4, A%u 2¥xtel 44 ge A4RE vdeia g
Al g HRAQ Yoz}t fa) ojged, B ¢
Atele] 7HAH #AC) FoAUtn ¢F & UrhRhee, et al,
1987). tEe) A& 3} 3 xPsie o gEaua
E B2 Fo BAA vehd 2] S5 AEREAN 1E
WA} 33 metA] e st deEkAy 139 A
&, 23 EFo) wetM 203e] o] 22 ke £ g o
FE Za%rle A Al agdd s wodsia ®at
© 3ol JolM didzte dde) BEr 2 Ogd g &
$E A5 AR Awe] B 3chDitrayer, et al, 1998).
Tz AN niEojol ¥ 21 BHIMBAE BEA
TEFAG A7 Yojol drke R B 417 0|00}
gk AojthLee, 199). WA #BAzkE o) & F42 Y8l
2385 N9 S AN F2 2EHY T At
2R 3tn 2948 Jd38n J1g o oy =) He
23R E B8 BALEY 848 Al Ho] Yo

139 A& FANIIV) AT 5] EHstE olde E
AZA FANA 2R FH0E VAN B AET
ol a2 AAE A8 dUF Y5o] o]FojR
Atk 739 2 Bt B7E AL S7E(Lee, 199 Choi,
1995; Yang, 1996; Kim & Jang, 2001)9] tj¥-8o] gxte] 3t
34 9IS 9% EFL ERFd ne} B xAsS
A, BEEAS A, Ade] W AY, 2IAYY £, 115
9 H7t § 57 F5& Tsiglod, 7 ¥ g 7
3 ARE 44, A deld, 284 22 JAH 29,
734 389 BFES TES gtk BFEL TEANA 9
NBRRR T Bae ZRE Frished £4¢ 74 A9 B
E AdA A8 EE W] 98M avsle sy
A& AT £ e V1FeE A4FHCory et al, 1994
Harrington, 19%). 71&& 439 $44 =g 48l ©
TF2A F49 I Y57 A% e84 FAY 13
AL 2t Fgs)or stn E A, £33 AN B
g BRE 21 71E ¢ A} 3= Y golct £ AFEE T
39 EAE ¥Hoz 243 4T AR 959 A A
A4¢ s Frlehr] H8 Ades AM-EcHNadzan,
1990). tEe) de H3H F9 Z2gA 9o FR
238 & Sled B3Y FUE 73 EgA 3

e

xR LA A9E A1E 91

E29 2437} F014 o A9 RS FWAIL HEAZ
& U S AgARY, A9y sHe BaY 29E
235 B408 FHEY. & 139 29 849 A%l
EANEA, 15| AaIAY ABERER, ARFA
228 A4 7%, At FAEQER, B BBAE
Frel Az o) BEAQEA, FEFoN} Jg Ao}
As)A) ggreA £ Hykehe Ro|tHChi & Cho, 1989).

Woo(l996)e '#AAE B9 BIHFEE Ago} s
o Ao BjAE JFo) BY APNN FEEE A82H 0
27 79 §4 BETAA $3 Aol7t YAT, BAVE]
53 Wik A4s BAV} g Re2 Y B 978D
s AYGT Y. ol VEATEZS Aol t3FA
o DAE GPNE VA BEoE 27 WHE FX 2H
Aot ARG EA2e ¢ ERenAt & yo)
£ gEAu2e Ao) Bare) FBHY B £& =7 9
s 2PE0E 3¢ ndsor sl EAEA ABAE Ay
& auld, 2 BA9 Jgst A4 Folg QAe2H A
29 Aul20] 3 DEES Fole Wk B0l BTt
(Lim & Kim, 2000). @b +3.e] A€ $427)7] Seiae
AAz AvA EUo)N FEIHT e BB 39 AR
2] 28E $1 Aulge] a7o] B AR BEAHA
£ AZshe 2o AFsor ¥ Aol

3. =e g}

139 AFrle 35 AFE F o= FEAA HHHA
TAE 2357 A% AR Hu FE9 YR E +Y3jzE
371 S35} Adse Zoltklang, 1976). & &9 A9rte
A EE 93 AT T3 $549 AxE Yilshke
A& BHLE W hEe AE PNV HHA FAdRG
ax) A= n gle 2kast Aol AR, EGAHUAA R
€ ZWste Aotk =3 BEFAE AY BRE AAn
4zl AAAA &8 HEE AAE HFo) 23 ¥A
o 58 ATIEE st AoltHLang, 1975).

Donabedian(1966)-2 2%} F24yes % #%, 2%
o A 7HA 2HoE o AN FEY HEE YE
FE ARE A3 dE gEst FPEe 344 AMgHE
AY, &9 29 724 29, 139 A 33 FY=E 0E
%59 54 9 A4 89, 281 33 Fo veld 84
of A7det 7l Ale] WF F, 29 8 §& BEF
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neisjor gt aeht 124 Yrie AR FAdA FolA
T 359 A o= AT #Ho| U7l A 3y BS
BYsHA wrdE A Repy] g2 AHE 2 QA X
233 %2 3 EEY Qo 239 25 AFFEA 23
£ FoIY 139 A%t L 1o FAFA Y $xEY
of 23¢ ¥ Aoz ¥ 712 ov(Harrington &
Kaniecki, 198%; Schofield, 1990), 2%7}e] 8)o] tERA
A S M BEPTE HEEF FHLR Vol a9
A A ez FA 2o Horln glen s 4
Bk Aoz i) S8 GultEAe 14T B
YelE uj¢ £238H0'Brien, 1988),

Bloch(1970)2 82 B7}e] ke g ZyolN F3-Z
3 %89 Yt BALEHNY F5H BEReln atn §)
o o9 g7 B 3 AL Bl SsiMe 84 s
gl EHME 2471 7189 el BAE9 29
2ol obd A4 AR, AR A W e 2T 4 e ET7Y
NEE T3l S iR 20N H3-2aE %71
of ¥rti 7zttt ofH HIWe BANEY HPA 5y
43 FEAE R A $18 £ e e 113
8 2¢ ZAsed A 2o

AR A Hrhe A3 BANE Y J43 £ F &
AE Prhehe A¢ Lo 9o e A 3 s 7
371580 7lE 7188 402 FriEe §F /1A Wiel
R TE FAY EA] 2HE 250 103 PAE Yol
ke WY T8 U B 23& 2o 5 945
Brtske dhgelth £ A48 A4 FHWhe PN ¢
FEAT 84 AQA %‘-Oixlé X5 AE Hrisked ¥
88 139 JE Tv REE AL A ogdoks A
3ol ATHCh & Cho, 1988).

233 Hrie t59 Z4E Hrlshe Aog h3Ake ¢
7 =¥ ZAE ¢EFH 33302 135 2HUEA
UE 3% 248 ¢dFEe 459 42 Hrlsle Mg 8

N
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(Table 1) Research Design

FE glou} oA veple Zah
Ft d9vt g k39 Ed VEYE A
EAE Tl oA 2A 4 o ge] dnE AR
o] ITHChi & Cho, 1983).

Lindeman(1976 a )& 8At5 el A7t =74 344 &
W dgEe BAe 3k 9 ddez 703Ut AREHe
A% rEAA, B4 § Gristazt se 840 g A
dg itk #39 25 /189 Mg Hrald wet g
2 & ot &, tEzrlde gyey #Bxlge] o A3
7V AFE AL oflRE B 7Ee] o £o9, F3UA7)
de #Ae] 2H4E 18 & Uve 4% A, ZANE &
E {430 geAde Mulzy A3HRE Briske 33
) AR2A #xZFgs FHrisle Aol ¥ $oiMayers,
Norby & Watson, 1977).

BAztE e AYvbe 44E B8 7|18 :lﬂ 3tA "
Hunt(1987)e Hoh 44z 84 7154 Woie 9% %%
AR ZE TEAZAEC] T ool dtn e
o, Frost(1992)¢ EFo] A2 tiAgxRl $xe] ojxdo] T
4 a7} Ay sgs. 2FEH A3 Hee d79 B
Ho| gt FEER @8 ¥FE & gon AUz Ay
7HE % AREN 1 933 FLEE Ykl vEe
8 & U4
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1. oA

B A7 UIEF FEo] & FAA Bala 7t A
oAE AHE A et HIRFEL H4E Ay
Z3EEL AL3A gL d27 vade HEsA g2
Z AM4A(nonequivalent control group post test only
design)°]THTable 1).

Treatment(admission-discharge)

Nursing Quality Score Measurement(Discharge)

Experimental Group X

T

Control Group Xz

T

Xi(using nursing standards)

Xo(non-using nursing standards)

T(Medical record & interview)




2. ATCHY

£ 979 3L Heol 4AT I g4 de 3y
o3t A 2 - FAANR 4t A, AEl £ HF
AN & F 59 o} Y€ F HAF JA 2] 7H5E 154
opge AR TR BANEY B 59 A
UEAE £AE A3 7R 38 NS AL de 7Y
ojfie] BAS gtog ¢ AVE 504, ERE 0ok

3. o7

L2 2439 &x9 582

E A7 Agste 22239 89 EEze
Choi(1995)8] 2 - 224} 8xt9) h5d HV} E78 2
2 7EEES BAe9 ey, HERTY AL 849 V)&
AEFHOGE, AAHA TEEED), AsdEA 138G
), A Zg] i ¢EEEY) 59 29es PR
LEAR HEsy] Solst= g 4B Choi(1995)7} 7H
Wgh 70 AEE Cronbach alpha=85240]9ich

2359 2

FTFETE Choi(1996)7F AL 2 - TR 829 13
4 Wt =32 BE 5%, V1E BEY 2 AR 1337 22
22 7450 glon BE 1M A FYPrtoln g2
5e AWtz FREC & 279 B33 352y 15y
T3 A MY 4 BRo] X Y 12 2 27
&0} IF3tn e AR} 20124 geRe A Az
wet 52 F4E AT £ AeH, 71F 2 AR} 948
48NS Zeole 34, 28R 42 Afole 71 2 AR
o 24 Bxe we} AUt RAHEE Ao, 715
ugo] Bxe] 4ol ABHA $g AE 9z 03 A
HaAck 8L Aee 279 7)E e 42 gy
£9 & FARSTE 1003 oz #Aale Adksdch ¥
7V A% AR 34 e 250 2rEhE SAHEA(
EHE AHEEIEE Hol gt 2 &3¢ ASEE Cronbach
alpha= 86281 1Tk

4. A7EA

D AEFH 77 2wy
AEFY 7170 20014 129 23% 5 2002 39 204744

Tyt A9d A1E 93

AEZ 039 AEE £YAT, B2 AuFHol 92
9 ¥ 34 BYFE 58 YA i A BN 2 -
A% B4 DEEE ARl UF FAE AH 20024 6
¥ 19%E 84 BY7A 48T 5059 A=E FHAAS

A8 dE FAEL g e ok gt

(U el B4 o, A, 28y, 3845 94
AT, FE F Q9 9T, 98 2AEY0

2) 123 Yrie dady 9R7i2g udoz 89 &
A9 HUYRE 7Y ould] gRIES UET F &
A7Azt e AZE S, FNEEE §
§ A4 99 2Y & a7 4 vEe B
st A BE £

El

5. AzEAY

229 AZ+ SPSS 75 Program & ©]4-3le] A4 FAA
By

D UgAEe Gidel S4e Ase wrEe FHAG

2) 4¥e% Yz 9us S49 $A4 2HL Xotest
2 T,

3 A Uty Bl wE 487 dxedd 1353
o] ol AR L t-test - ANOVAR T8It

4) A8z dage B8 034, 718d 133 A
o] AA L t-test® FEHCh

5 A8z gz 33999 A Aoeqe g 3}
o] AL t-test2 F3IYCh

WA el E4

-

v, o7&zt

1. 9 CHARIS QU §4 X SHY 4

0

£ A7 ARy gud B4 ded g d9e 4Y
Z, U2F 25 604 olare) 27t 4% 74 wron], A
& AYFL AR7t 0% B WA 2P L YAt 0%
otk AEaRe AYE URT BT 7)1E0) 47 1Y%,
W% Bgod | aSHdze A8FL 1E 8% UE 18%
SolNoH HETZES TE U%, 2F 2% &0l
AA7)te AL 109 viwe] B%E 714 Bkod o
272 10~209 vjshe] £%2 713 BT 44 F 497
e A8FL 10~20% wigho] 8%E J14 wokw R

bl
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10gv]dte] 48%2 713 woith A
23 2 AuieH U%, GFA B 6% o2 o,
gEEe 454 24 9 e 42%, dEAR3E 2%
o2 AY7H gz 2R A &2
9 Wngol 2zt 6%, 46%2 Mg TRt
A7 ATAERY B 2 2 B ANSE

29
A4y 245

Fede

gz 437

Y-test® BEA 2
7} YA Table 2).

2. U4EREH

DERE FHEol BEE e

(Table 2) Demographic and Characteristics of sample & Homogeneity test

Ae 23E 3

Characteristi Exp(N=50)  Cont{N=50) )
aracienIsties N(%) N(%) P
15~19 4( 8%) 3( 6%)
20~29 8(16%) 4( 8%)
30~39 7(14%) 7(14%)
2, 71
Age 40~49 6(12%) 10(20%) %
50~59 8(16%) 9(18%)
60~ 17(34%) 17(34%)
Mail 20(40%) 27(54%)
Gender Female 30(60%) 23(46%) 1972
. Married 33(76%) 45(90%)
Marital state ( arvied 12024%) 5(10%) 3B 18
No 7(14%) 6(12%)
Primary school 8(16%) 11(22%)
. Middle school 6(12%) 6(12%)
Bducation b school 14028%) e
University 9(18%) T(14%)
No response 6(12%) 8(16%)
5~0days 19(38%) 17(34%)
. 10~19days 17(34%6) 21(42%)
H . .
OSPIaL S 2y 1% 1000%) o
30days~ 3( 6%) A 4%)
5~9days 21(42%6) 24(48%)
Post OP 10~19days 24(48%) 18(36%) 3390 25
Hospital Stay  20~29days 4( 8%) 8(16%) ’ ’
30days~ 1( 2%) -
Upper & Lower Extremity Fracture 17(34%) 21(42%)
Femur neck Fracture 9(18%) 11(22%)
Spinal Fracture - -
3 0,
Diagnosis Back Zaézﬂ 9(1§%) 8(1_64) 4407 492
infection(Q.A., Osteomyelitis, AVN, Crushing) 13(26%) 9(18%)
Congenital Disease(Dysplasia) - 1 2%)

Neoplasm & Tumor

2( 4%)
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(Table 2) Demographic and Characteristics of sample & Homogeneity test(A4)

- Exp(N=50) Cont(N=50) 2
Characteristics NG N X o]
Open, Closed Reduction & Int. Fix 13(26%) 23(46%)
THR, or Hemiarthroplasty 8(16%) 7(14%)
TKR 4( 8%) 2 4%)
Laminectomy & Fusion 12(24%) 9(18%)
OP N 12.329 00
ame Amputation ~ 1 2%)
Arthroscopic reconstruction 7(14%) 4( 8%}
Device Removal - 3( 6%)
D, Skin Graft, Suture 6(12%) 1( 2%)
*p< (5
(Table 3) Difference in nursing quality score about standards between groups
Exp(n=50) Cont(n=50)
Quality Evaluation Content t p
M SD M sD
Standard 1(Data collection) 97.29 2.2 96.77 230 -1138 28
Standard 2(Nursibg Diagnosis) 7152 21.89 36.46 1777 -8.793 000**
standard Standard 3(Nursing Plan} 80.72 1513 46.96 16.84 -10.550 000"
Standard 4(Implementation) 91.94 447 8367 9.43 -5.60 000**
Standard 5(Evaluation) 97.66 573 95.42 6.46 -1.833 070
Sum 8182 739 71.85 7.40 ~10.794 00**
**p<01

Astd Ages dxde 38 134 Ay HolE t-
test EM 23 AUT) BT HQAYSD713902 B
79} T1.85A(SD=740) 5} £gtov] F48 o] vy
(t=~10.794, p=000){Table 3).

EZ 19 ‘B2 712AE $q'e BTl 9o
HE2ZY %B77H Bot §9% Aol glden EF 2
o] UFEFAY AW HPFo| 71524828 2T 3646
HEG Fob folF Zo)B BATHt=-8798, p=000). & 39
‘3G GE AYL AYPFo] NRAHeE gy
4696480 Fo} FAF Aolg ey om(t=-10580,
p=000) EE 49 T3AZY FHE Y7o 9luHoR
gz BE7PET Eob FoF Aolrt UATH=-8.793,
p=000). =% EZ 59 xS Hrlh'e 4¥Tol 97669
o2 dzie BLART Egtout Fa% ot UG
(t=-1833, p=070)(Table 3).

3. UEREE HB0| 7|7Y U=Hol| ojx|s &3 AT

ZERFE Fgo] /1Y EAI vHe EFE PFE)r
f3la ded g2y 7188 15 FHs9 Aol
t-test2 BA% A B AELE F 104 JIEFEAA F
A% o1& BT 71F 119 ‘YL AAF A9 ey
& AfFol #WF BBHED6INLE dRTR3sd
(SD=839)Ec}t ®or FAHLE #o¥ o/} ANeH
(t=-2592, p=011), 71& 2-2¢] ‘Atg] 41832l ZEEAE A
el J)2PE ddFe] BT 5.168(SD=4257)02 o
ZF713988(SD=3304xc}t om EAHcE §o3 Aolr}
UATHE=-5.408, p=000). 7}& 3-29 ‘A}3] Al He 7 EA
2L 9 B3AYE /BT 4o HE 81.33%
(SD=2008)2.2 = 480 (SD=230)1c} g2 FAFHS
2 Fo8 Aolrt siioHi=-0111, p=100). 7% 3-39] ‘A4
ZYEA #2E 9% 154G S 1S E YLl B
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73674(SD=330)28 tzF17.338(SD=878)Ett o
FAZe2 g Folr} AATHE=-9.009, p=.000). 713 4-1
9 ‘BZUTE A% 1EE AFIYE 4PTol HWE IR
ZH(SD=209D2 2 dl=F630-(SD=2411)5 1} Eov EAH
o2 foiF Aol YN H(t=-3619, p=000), 71F 4-39)
‘27, £ &UAE 98 13 AFdde 489l
B 9BHED=4T12.8 BRFNBY(SD=134NRT Ho
o BAFHOE g o7t ANR(t=-2973 p=004), 7|1Z
4-49 '29% € B8RS e 9B 038 A 4
Hito] B 9634AHSD=1271) 22 2 787.863(SD=2677)
Hoh g FAHOE 498 Aot UARTHt=-2023,
p=047). 71& 4-59] ‘A7ItE ee A% BHEE AT
AYPol HFE NPYY(SD-LTIE-MLE UZF KE7H
(SD=2063)57}F oo EAHOE o Aol Adden
(t=-2705, p=.009), 7% 4-69 'BZ7) L 58 Fujg A
HZHd Ui 13E AFP¥e YT HT %0
(SD=2399)2.2 di=7F 530H(SD=BR)HT} £2o01 §AFH
22 Hog Folrt UNT(=-5.325, p=.00), 7I1E 4-118] ‘A

N AAAE 9 B35 ATTFe 4T HE 16534
(SD=18.36)2 2 t & 55.03%(SD=25972t}F %27 A
22 % Fol7t AAHi=-478]1, p=000). 71F 5-69] ‘A
FE Ee] i B gESLE dYdo] ¥FE 97.90%
(SD=757)2 2 UZF H0B(SD=108)Rt}t o FAFL
2§98 2olrt UATHE=-2.081, p=.040)(Table 4).

4. 13 BE XNG0| g 15| ojxl= B} F

0I>l

A3EF A go] 344 2 25 49y 71334 viAe
A5 2530 A5t A¥ed iz gHHst G
A7} 449 133 F5rd Aol F t-test® BT 2
g3 ZtHTable 5).

EZ 1904 48 E¥she B4/ 499 A YT
B HIHeE dFTY YR Eov F48 Jols
Ve THE=-10704, p=000). ¥F 5o Azl 2397} 9
el Hge dEde) T yeedes Ty H4Eg
B3 F9& Aole gArH=-1833, p=.070).
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(Table 4) Difference in nursing quality score about criteria between groups

Expn=50) Cont(n=50}
Quality Evaluation Content t p
M SD M SD
1-1 %.33 697 0.3 839 -2.502 our*
1-2 99.99 0 9RE7 660 ~1429 159
Criteria 1 1O 100 100

1-4 8340 997 8960 1009 508 551

1-5 90 707 100 1.000 32

1-6 100 100

2-1 85.40 180 7174 280 -1.865 065
Criteria 2 2-2 .16 4257 1398 BM ~5.403 000**
2-3 740 336 1767 29,05 ~9.005 000**

CRITERIA 3-1 817 2334 553 26,04 -1.140 257
Criteria 3~ 3-2 87.33 .08 40 2.0 -5.111 000**
3-3 7367 3301 1733 2876 -9.099 000**
41 033 2001 630 2411 -3619 000**

42 91.03 9178 8737 959 - -1949 054
4-3 99.33 471 9333 1347 -2.973 004**

Criteria 4 44 %.34 1271 87.86 .77 -2.003 o7
45 9%9.99 LTRE-4 8867 2063 2705 009**
4-6 940 2.9 530 4388 -5.32%5 000**

47 99.33 471 97.33 9.14 -1.376 17
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(Table 4) Difference in nursing guality score about criteria between groups{#Al%)

: Exp(n=50) Cont(n=50)
Quality Evaluation Content t P
M D M D
4-8 B2 124 0464 1507 54 608
49 ®67 1677 %20 197 L2 319
410 08 U 436 B8 90 30
o g A %58 18% 55,08 %597 478 000"
412 1000 %0 7207 L0 3
413 00 4% %0 685 -8 A6
414 %B 118 53 375 o 3m
CRITERIA 415 06 283 %.17 127 %2 068
51 BN 3% 100 149 159
5-2 BWY  SETE-B 967 236 L0 32
cains 5 ®0 1414 970 1199 -8 M
5-4 uB 172 033 1774 143 156
5-5 %5 156 050 2036 L4 288
5-6 w0 757 40 1088 2081 040°

<05, 'p<ol

{Table 6) Difference in nursing guality score about quality evaluation method between groups

Expln=50) Cont(n=50)

Quality Evaluation Content t p
M SD M SD
Evaluation  Process Evaluation 8.37 850 6596 9.22 ~10.704 000**
Method Qutcome Evaluation 97.66 573 $H42 6.46 ~-1.833 070
¢ Sum 3782 7.39 NS 740 -10.7%4 00
**0< 01
V.= 9 = Woo(1996)9] ‘A4 Sate] ZIAFEE AHEo] 2

Ao] vlHE AW AT PBAREZRS A4e 7o A
Ao g Prhe HAE BEo 7)2d) 2A8T 2§ 032 A4t B e AAE A7 AR Aol
7o $2 15A Yk 27 BHA-2AY B2 L J)Fe] ok B Aol RE 59 1154 L guE AL 2
A% H3A A5 4Y F BAY %2 HAn HYA AR BAe] BEEE Hgo] Tae] WA Aol o
BB A2Zdd @ BANEE LS F3 e $L v]A2 9L JEE 2R Al2Ed
d J¥Hez Fa ¥ szt AT ARG, FERZ Ago] 7128 B5A HNE 13 FSINE
TEEF Hgo] B2 2340 nHE INE Z2F 2 FE Ag, 23 B B AAEWe) giF 2
3224 o] $ale) PIEFS AT A7 LA M BIEEE HET Po] HEGA ¥ 2R ER
ge 2ol Mal folatAl HEA ¥4t B AT Ue 47 B Aot Y ALz JEth & 71E 22 A
o 58 BF 2 TaEAY AWelY 82 30820 ANH 2EEAE AT 2BEY, 7)F 3243 A
& AY'Y 3% 2154 4] Be Aolg BT olE@ 2 A neEA #2¢ A% BIAYE 7128Y, F 33
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£ ATE 58 475N 1 9ois) 348 Ags B
F A
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Bt 22 BEREY o] AFeH G4 Az W
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A2 oA AEEFY HEol TYUHT e AYIG

[#:3

I HEDE A7ZAE EdE 1 245 ASsn Y Ae
a2 MEAZE BN 1 A% 48 B4 254970 9
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2 gte 2 233 8 BERES FEEd 3
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128
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The effect of using a Nursing Standards on the Quality
of Nursing care in Musculo-skeletal Disorder Patients



Choi, Soon Ook*

Purpose . this study was 1o examine the effect of using a
nursing standards for the quality of nursing care in
musculo-skeletal patients.

Method © The approach to nursing quality assurance
evaluation was selected process-outcome framework. The
subjects ware 100 case of musculo-skeletal patients in
orthopedic surgery nursing care unit of E. university
hospital in seoul. The data of a control group were coltected
from 23 December 2001 to 20 March 2002 and an
experimental group were collected from 1 June to 25 August
2002. The instruments used for this study were a nursing
care standards in musculo-skeletal disorder patients
developed by the investigator and an evaluation tool for the
quality of nursing care in orthopedic surgery patients
developed by soon-ook Chol in 1995 It's relisbility is
Cronbach alpha=8628. The data were analyzed by means of
¥-test, t-test, ANOVA with SPSS program.

Results : This study are as fellows : 1. Scores of the
quality of nursing care in standard 1 in the experimental
group were higher than those of the control group with no
significant difference(t=-8.793, p=.000), scores of the quality
of nursing care’in standard 2 in the experimental group
were higher than those of the control group with significant
difference(t=-8793, p=000) and standard 3 in the
experimental group were higher than those of the control
group with significant difference(t=-10550, p=.000). scores
of the quality of nursing care in standard 4 in the
experimmental group were higher than those of the control
group with significant difference(t=-8.793, p=.000). scores of
the quality of nursing care in standard 4 in the experimental
group were higher than those of the control group with no
significant difference(t=-1.833, p=.070). 2. Scores of the
quality of nursing care in criteria 28 of 33 criteria in the
experimental group were higher than those of the control

*Doctoral Candidate College of Nursing Science, Ewha Womans
University
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group with significant difference in 12 critera(p<06 ). 3.

Scores of the quality of nursing care in standard 1 to
standard 4{process evaluation); the experimental group were
higher than those of the control group with significant
difference(t=-10.704, p=.000}, scores of the quality of nursing
care in standard 5(outcome evaluation); the experimental
group were higher than those of the control group. but no
significant difference(t=-1.833, p=070). 4. Scores of the
quality of nursing care in experimental group were higher
than those of the control
difference(t=-10.794, p=.000).

group with significant

Conclusion : Through this study, I'm sure that using a
nursing care standards in musculo-skeletal disorder patients
improve quality of nursing care and nursing care standards
are effective nursing care.



