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& Choi, 2002), 20.8%(Ahn, 2002), 33.5%(Jung,
2002), 3.81%(5% HE)(Choi & Park, 2002) A%
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Aol A71Ear 9lom, o)F s $a &9 @
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(Transtheoretic model) 55 & 4 Ut(Kretzer &
Larson, 1998).
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<Figure 1> Hypothetical model of this study
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Al 2A Beiubx] et

<Table 1> Mean, skewness and kurtosis of
variables of the hypothetical model

variables mean(SD)  skewness  kurtosis
performance 3.19(0.35) 0.19 -0.59
intent 4.72(0.47) -1.43 0.95
attitude 3.87(0.62) -0.85 1.39
norm 18.58(5.35) -0.52 -0.02
pbc 4.26(0.54) -0.52 0.31

“pbe = perceived behavioral control

wgel APrZ wy ¥ 1.53(p=0.46), RMSEA
0.0, standardized RMR 0.02, GFI 1.0, AGFI
0.98, NFI 0.99, NNFI 1.02, CN 1119.16,
standardized residual -1.0671.06°]2t}. Q-ploto]
1ol 7PAsian, A4S 7P 2 Aol 1.15(GA2DS

<Table 2> Correlations among variables of the hypothetical model

performance intent attitude norm pbc
performance 1.000
intent 0.284#xx 1.000
attitude 0.132 0.185% 1.000
norm 0.225% 0.425%xx 0.168% 1.000
pbe 0.356%* 0.388#x 0.085 0.283##x 1.000

#p<0.05, =xp<0.01, ###p<0.001 “pbc = perceived behavioral control

>[] <

perceived
behavioral
control

>[5

hand washing

<Figure 2> Parameter estimates of hypothetical model * | T | >2
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o}, o]24 At mE o] X=|H ek

THI A2bE B A ok ol FTgS WA
= Aoz JehHFA#=31, T=3.86; F4=.37,
T=3.97) 74 29 32 AAHAUL. H=s =
o3 gL vAA g AR YERKEAH=10
T=1.38) 7Fd 1& AAHA &drt. =7t &)
o Fog FFS mAA g Ao e H(F
=11, T=113) 7Md 55 AA=HA &k, Az
P EAE &) PP Fod FFS WA= A
2 UehRFEAZ=45, T=3.77) 7 4= AAY
ol 7HdA mEol ma gk AW UARS
m2E AREY, a9 Fade <Figure 2,
Table 3, Table 4>l #A8}lE}

o

<Table 3> Direct effects of the variables in
the hypothetical model

endogenous variables parameter
exogenous variables estimates(SD) T value - SMC
intent 34
attitude .10(0.08) 1.38
norm .31(0.08) 3.86%
phc 37(0.11D)% 3.97x
hand washing .26
pbc” 45(0.13)* 3.77%
intent .11(0.09) 1.13

SD=standardized deviation * | T | >2
“pbe = perceived behavioral control

3. SITEN SN, 24| WOl et elazet &
Hzhe| 2

ARl N WAZD gAY BANFE N

<Table 4> Direct effects, indirect effects an
model

e

A3=  <Table 5>9‘r 7‘\:} 04%‘(r

1l

.215,

A8 (r=.199, p<.0D), =47 9ol gk <l

p>.05) 7Hd 82 AA|HA| &3kt Table 5>.

E(r=.503, p<.00D% £47] FAE Fele Folgh
AZd et 7HE 6,795
SR e ARl FoskA &okr=

]X]Q SAAL, 6]"?—:]13"]' ’(J_\‘
.063,

<Table 5> Correlations among age, career,

education, recognition,
performance of hand washing

and

correlation with performancey(p-value)

age 0.215%x
career 0.199sx
education 0.063
recognition 0.503

##p<0.01, #ep<0.001

FEo] fAad™ F SAE}(Klm & Chol,

2002;

Austin et al., 1999). 18} FtoARe] &RV S

[e]

g

2002)
e Row et 9

d total

15.6%°14  33.5%Kim & Choi, 2002;

Ahn,

AER A3AFEe] ER7IE HAE dskal A

2 AT el

S} 319508 vekksd] o) B AT

T

e dgaEel EAVE 34 s AU of
3 AF Fa deEHE tehlis Ao® H4g
effects of the variables in the hypothetical

endogenous variables

i direct effects(SD) indirect effects(SD) total effects(SD)
exogenous variables
intent
attitude .10(0.08) - .10(0.08)
norm .31(0.08)# - .31(0.08)*
pbc 37(0.11)+ - 37(0.11)%
hand washing
attitude - .01(0.01) .01(0.01)
norm - .03(0.03) .03(0.03)
phc’ A45(0.13) .04(0.04) A49(0.11)#
intent .11(0.09) - .11(0.09)
SD=standardized deviation * | T | >2 “pbe = perceived behavioral control
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e HoezZ ARHKKIm & Cho, 1997; Park,
1997; Ahn, 2002; Yoo et al, 2002; Yoo, 1998;
Lee & Kim, 2002; Jung, 2002; Choi, 2002;
Choi & Park, 2002; Kretzer & Larson, 1998;
O'Boyle et al, 2001).
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- Abstract -

Determinants of Nurses'
Handwashing Practice

Lee, Mi-Ra*So, Hee-Young»*
Cho, Mee-Kyung*

= Professor, Department of Nursing, Daejeon Health Sciences College
#* Professor, Department of Nursing, Chungnam National University

A1z ets|x] Al178 A23, 2005

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to
determine handwashing-related factors in
nurses. Specific purposes of this study were to
examine 1) the applicability of the hypothetical
model constructed for this study, on the basis of
Theory of Planned Behavior(TPB), and 2)
relationships between handwashing practice and
other variables such as age, career, level of
education, and level of recognition about
handwashing. Method: Data were collected from
187 nurses in one university hospital in
Kyung-Ki  province. Result: The hypothetical
model based on TPB was revealed applicable,
but the degree of the variance explaining
handwashing practice was small(26%). Perceived
behavioral control(PBC) was the most strong
variable explaining handwashing practice, and
intention didn't have a significant effect on
handwashing  practice. Norm and PBC had
significant effects on intention, but attitude was
not a significant factor of intention. Age, career,
and the level of awareness of handwashing
practice were significantly related to
handwashing practice. Conclusion: The result
of this study suggests that we should focus on
perceived  behavioral  control, awareness  of
handwashing practice and subjective norm about
handwashing practice to increase the level of
nurses' handwashing practice.

Key words : Handwashing, Theory of planned
behavior, Nurses
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