x
ru

710122 1954 Murryoll o3 U4
e Aoz F471He AM, W
| FEAT BB AN ol
o] F3sHAl HAtKHan, 1994). =iujellA= 1969d YA
2 ]

yolsjo] 3oz AP olF Agolde ozt

=

3HAl STk 1998ell= A17go]4] 109047 Hary
tHKorean Society of Transplantation, 1999). 4
#Ql Agolale o4 Aol ual AAA P =
o AREE AAREH AR AL o)

At 2ArASS SspA 7= o]H& AF3HA

2]
=
@+ B ASA 1S A AR
T

ol ¥ N > o

29

o) e o] ST AR, 2000,
471014 E e tgAEe] 2 8 BARE Wy
AAS A7A Ao A% dPY AR 1w,
owzou 09, @2 el We 2 gacg g
o
o

2lth(Hong, 2001;
Lee, 1997). °l 13t ~Ef e EH’%X}E’J Bt &

*

SISl A £

*;

*

elal gt 138kt W (WA A A} 01933 E-mail: ywlee@inha.ac.kr)

Edx, A4, AVt Bk AT

WA B ohet FRAoR NAHORE oY

WAAL s vkl ghe] dE AsHA7]an bl

ol fatge) iEEﬂi% WPVeg AHor
Z+ F
=

=
B
ol
ol
N
N, o
=
fo
—',J
rlr
ﬂ&
N
=
=
}ol'
e

Rnoz uhe% E}(Han 1994) e Merz
o] Eﬁgi o] & Ao Fa
QoI AN} e LAES el % ﬁ:é}
A9 A@AA Boldow d BAE ods Az
F3olglar sk Greenstien¥} Siegal(1998)0] m|
9] 567 AFolAlEHE e r e § 2d oy
o lgeld s W Fhato] AgAAl o|PES AN
A 224%° Eolds udERltial siglck gty
Loghman-Adham(2003)2 thHF-&2] Aol nke
el Attel Aokl s e Asds
olelgh 4TS ol BES

dAE diew Y 4 d Axd

L

T doa wgEch A% o4 = AHE 9= vt
F Q3 240t FEHES HFEI oy X5F
o] e dvhy #F k= Aol 9y Jdua E
(Ahn, 2000) A17gola F&3irle] A7IEE S3IA
717] 1% AFS Mdshs AL Fa3k dolg} &3

AA8E AAT ] FAAQ dgS vE AolEks

Fagd 20059 119 179 AARI=Y 20059 1149 189 AAMEEY 2006 3¢ 14

- 136 -



W

7o, &, A1) Ao whh AAe] AR |
g 4 1;]__ 7]_.‘:_k] Zl—iq_-?x} H
k=3 Z}Joi 71—9_]@31].9] FHA
g3tar IthKim, 2005). ol#lgh 149 7dw
Hate] FulelA] RAHAT ATt AelA] 21
43 AYE g ARAAAE FAshs A Bl
= dgE #@8u 9o (Jang & Seo, 1997;
Suh, 1995). AlZeldAts didow dA7E AT
= g 5 g

weba] 2 AT e BAES e R 15
2E# 29} 014 W A7EEe sl ARl ko ®

zZ

9ol S 2o B XPPE F0e 9% 7

ftlo
=
of
ol
ol
K
X
R

N —I,J
il

(o 2y o

B AT BAE Ago|Ae we #xE ggow
zEd|zao} 4, ATRIZAS e dal kst g

o dest 4ot

D Qi 54 0 Aue Sol we 4] A8
o A7RIEBS Aol shetaint.

2) Ageld Axje] AEws, AU, AWEE AEE
sfotgel,

3) 2EYZ, AR, AREE e RS setsith

3. 80j29| Hof

1) 2Ed A~

At Al 1S frEAzle B9 2”1 WstE
el dojuh= ARy @7t HPFE Welsta EghA

N

%]
7= EAS 7P A=Fo®(Lazarus &  Folkman,
1987) 04%01%1% Agola] F&z s sjele] F
AHdog  Azat EAEE ou)d  Baldree,
Murphy ¢} Power(1982)7} M3kl Lee(1997)7F Ak

=
§9 sEes SRR 24T Peolt

2) 74

sEUs R SN A0S BAlsn, AFHom
Aol s, WEkE WA A2 A EAsE Q)
A EHow BAK, ATYH, Bae de ¥

A17rssts]x] A18¢ A|1%, 2006

3kttt (Kobasa, 1979). ¥ AFto|xE= AZd9E 4
Hal= 71919 *é%'—f—*é% oJmal  Suh(1995)7}F
A

Pollock®] 71743 70 FAHETES F435k] e
=R SAE Aol
3) AztE

WAL Ao Y, A hds fAs] 93
olggle] FAskeE WeS 22 ogshs Y9E on)
3= Z21o®(Orem, 1985) £ Agellrs Algols &
A7F ARkl S oy 9ls FoF 2] %
Ngzd, Bezd ~Edx 2 dgxd, 7)E Foit
o]t & s Ao Miller(1982)7F 7Ndst
ETE Kim(1995)0] 44 RBesto] ARRE Aol
Fate] AmAAol Y EyE S4E ol

o. o7 9y

B Ao AW 98] ATAE ALAe] 2Ast
= AFHUE DEiel ARFHG] O e de
F Sleeln ATAE olgde] AnFPL AN
ARFRe ATATL TR APAE e A4
1
=

et
X
R oy
e
re
o -
o
g
]
filo
)
:?L_’,
p‘L
]
2,\_«4
9
o
oft
1o
ol
>

g 809 A 87EE m¥EA) 429y P48 78
A9 7EE FTRAY) 4049 Alolg dAFEF |
A

2

=4

2

A

of olFoifrh. B4 A3 ¥ Aol oA 419
Xé x

o)

=4

A el A4 0 B olelee b o 4

- 137 -



Fg FEA olFolNES & F UATHLee, Park,

H
& Han, 1999).

)
b3

3. d7ET

1) Z~Efx

2 AFedAE Baldree 5(1982)0] 7NEste] Lee
19977} 2lPgels BAE tdor 4 B =T
= AMEEler 16edez AR ok 72 B3
e A Fop 1A w23 459 Likert
qez Holgln 47k Bers Asds 4wt Be
AL omEity, B Aolre] A EE Cronbach's a

coefficient= 0.87°]1

2) %4

Pollock(1989)0] /e AZ3#Ad 24 =48
Suh(1995)7} Aste] HE7l2HE BgeE sk
ETE ARSI on, BT A 8EE, A4
SEF, EHA 9RFe] F 26w oR A ®
g ol A kel 14, ‘ule- aFtPel 640 6
el Liket HEE olgsiglon] o] wele A

2574 il 1503802 AG7t 5575 A0l &
&5 omgit}. B Ao e] AlFEE Cronbach's a
coefficient= 0.84°]}t}.

3) ARt
A7Wrse] #E =T Miller(1982)7F /et =
Kim(1995)°] %

il

1l

19 oot
£ o
i) i
%y
o,
fu)
2
;(_)‘

d
9 2 Ve T
w3 9RFor AgHo] glom A ATIH e
14, 'HA3'e] 58 0R 539 LikertHEE 0|83}
o Al Wels HA 20%elA Ha 1006e=
F7F w22 E ARIE AR7h 558 deith 2

AToAe]  Al# &= Cronbach's a  coefficient=

u%i;ﬁ:&é[;n LS

>
Ha,
gt
18
N
w0
>~
o
o
5

o o

389 A#E SPSS 11.0 window programs ©|
, BFEAAYE A% AR AHEXE AFE

shel F T} o] BB,
D ohkel dwd sS4, AwWed 54, aeln oy

93 MeEAE o83kl
) J

2) WAkl dnkd 54 8 dnd 549 we A7k
139 Aoli= t-test?h ANOVAR A3 A
412 Tukey tests o] &-3fo] 413H3iTh

3) 2Edx, oA, AREse] Ad#IAl= Pearson

. A+ Zzf

1. ety Edof wtg A7hztsel xtol

3k tladAle] dnkd B ¥, A
H AT, ageE, A, T, UMY 49499 7
A FES ZARFIUKTable 1>, tidAte] Hit A5
43.05419 3, AEME gGA  24%(58.54%), <A

178(41.46%) 22 YElsith. AE&de= A&k AR
o] 31(75.61%) 2.2 s AXgor wGrEd
2E 1Fo| 17H(43.90%) o2 71 Eokth Z el
= b = ol 25%(62.50%)°0] Aol glvkar S
Fla, FuddAs Favtk vk Sk 497t 267
65.00%) 2.2 gtk gde A9-xrt wokrh 7o
FYE 100-200%Hd Ale]7t 199 (48.72%) 0= A
| S5t 5 7P Wkt

dake] s S uhE ArRbEe] Aholg A

e o ok

N

B AT APt FI5F 0504 @ Aol F 1}
BRI F=4.32, p=0.0203). zlelE& K1 ZAE/JH
of e AFEAS AAR Az 1ELDs) v EGERE
o BAHRCE Foldt Aot gL AAT 5 Ao
o webd lERh 7189 A9l A7RkE S A

- 138 -



A1z es]«] A18W A1E, 2006

<Table 1> Subject's self care by general characteristics (N=41)
Characteristics Category n(%) Mean(SD) Fort p value
Age 43.05(10.46) r=0.25 0.1204
Sex Male 24(58.54) 3.84( 0.67) -0.14 0.8918
Female 17(41.46) 3.86( 0.35)
Marital Status Unmarried 8(19.51) 3.38( 0.51) 4.32 0.0203+#
Married 31(75.61) 3.97( 0.51)
Divorced 2( 4.88) 3.89( 0.51)
Educational Elementary school 4( 9.76) 3.60( 0.10) 2.60 0.0663
Level Middle School 7(17.07) 3.42( 0.60)
High School 17(43.90) 4.00( 0.64)
=College 12(29.27) 3.97( 0.29)
Occupation No 25(62.50) 3.92( 0.46) 0.43 0.6676
Yes 15(37.50) 3.84( 0.59)
Religion No 14(35.00) 3.84( 0.80) -0.21 0.8383
Yes 26(65.00) 3.89( 0.37)
House <100 4(10.26) 4.16( 0.20) 0.75 0.5307
Income/mos 100-200 19(48.72) 3.79( 0.57)
(million Won) 200-300 5(12.82) 4.08( 0.29)
>300 11(25.21) 3.82( 0.67)
<Table 2> Subject's self care by disease related characteristics (N=41)
Characteristics Category n(%) Mean(SD) Fort p value
Duration after surgery(months) 56.15(37.68) r=-0.23 0.1487
Decision for surgery Self 11(26.8) 3.73(0.47) 1.53 0.2221
Doctor 10(24.4) 3.82( 0.63)
Family 18(43.9) 4.01( 0.43)
Other 204.7) 3.25( 1.41)
Rejection response Yes 11(28.8) 3.80( 0.65) -0.38 0.7041
No 30(71.2) 3.87( 0.53)
Complication Yes 18(43.9) 3.7700.72) -0.80 0.4321
No 23(56.1) 3.92( 0.38)
Education for self care Yes 25(61.0) 3.75( 0.58) -1.51 0.1387
No 16(39.0) 4.01( 0.48)
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oodg o S0RTL2weE dueE AAs 23288 Jee, 64 AR 349 2 Aue
x §WF AW ATolE AW A9Us9wt 4 W 46898 uth oF oAl @9 74 adus
A4 25 A9(56.1%)7F vlsisint. Aol A HE =W 4947, AVIFUE 4.647, A
ANIEE AT wEE Ve Al Arkw SRS U 44390 ehgth vpdToR AraEeAE 59
AR 5BELODOINT, Pk $RB AR AEE 239 4% 3@ 3834 FEo ARE 59
16¥8(39%)°] ATt S5 vtk
GAel AW Sgel e kel Aelold sEdzsh APIEE PRl 2 2918 sebar] 99
© folg Apol2 B WA gl slow vehg 2} 2ol e BT ASE S A5} AT PR
2EY2 ATt 7MY w2 352 F 167) £ T A

+ <Table

>3t 7

9 217

o At

- 139 -



B 2.59(£0.89) A0 F AAZAQ] vl g
ulgol] ek EsAA, AAde] WE Fo o~
Qog Yehgth /b 2EY AT Ge 3R Za)
Hol 7rAadE7tel EBolsit) i 1.73(£0.45), ‘A&
7= dgke] WHert JETY WHdE 1.95(+0.88)F
o= ZAPFA

Al
]

M{N' lm r-{n

H> om o I E

oF

32 o
Kl
0 e

ol &= LW}SF ARBE 2 AR (4.88+0.33
FoRE ‘E9E AA dES HEsta 9
0.50), ‘Wl AuslA] e ok H&3)
(4.5340.72) <o o}l oty T
T =255 4§ J}JT 2y S =
S X 2erF(3.12£1.03), “AHY
1.29), ‘a3 MAS HA @&4A
RAE 2TV (3.3411.06), ‘LS ALY
7ol o8& v (3.4411.05) o =
A7k A o2 WA vebth

w
H

& ]
o=

N

(e}
T Of
<

3
W = 4
L sz
2
rﬁi—\—%

o
R
@
AN}
(@)}
F

e o
N
X
“
offt (o
oN
o) o
rir

;d 2
:I:';
r1r

<Table 3> The level of stress, hardiness and
self care in kidney transplantation

patients (N=41)
Variables Mean(SD) Score range
Stress 2.32(0.54) 1.19-3.13
Hardiness 4.68(0.62) 3.56-5.84
Challenge 4.94(0.68) 3.44-6.00
Commitment 4.64(0.70) 3.13-6.00
Control 4.43(0.68) 3.13-5.88
Self care 4.88(0.33) 2.25-4.85

0%
o

EPN M ¥ kol e S Sr e |

A7pkaet 704 1ol %74]*4 o fojgh ko] At
=0.005)7F & AR Yehgou,

REH A s BAA
o2 Yepgrh

<Table 4> Correlation between stress, hardiness

and self care in subjects (N=41)
Stress Hardiness
Hardiness -0.12(p=0.464)

Self care 0.18(p=0.256) 0.42(p=0.005)

Qo] Aol wel A7Iztseh 1449 89 48
e gRAE BA8 B A 0059 FoIFEelA
ANEXE(r=0.51, p=0.001) L  EAA(r=0.36,
p=0.022)7= FAALE frolg o HdHAAAE Ut
Ax e Aoe2 e WA =dA(=0.25, p=
0.070)¥= BAXeZ Fost JaAIA) dot=A] &
Si=g

<Table 5> Correlation between subscales of
hardiness and self care  (N=41)

Challenge Commitment Control
Self care 0.25(p=0.074)  0.51(p=0.001)  0.36(p=0.022)
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A Study on Stress, Hardiness,
and Self-care in Kidney
Transplant Patients

Bae, Go Oon*Lee, Young Whee#**
Kim, Wha Soon*+*Im, Ji Young++*

Purpose: This study was
identify relationships among stress, hardiness,

performed to

and the level of self-care in kidney transplant
patients and use the results of this study as
baseline data for developing self-care promotion
programs. Method: Subjects were 41 patients
who undergone a kidney transplantation surgery
at least one month before and were receiving
regular follow—up care via OPD. Four
researchers interviewed each subjects by filling
out questionnaires. Results: The mean score of
the level of stress was 2.32(SD=0.54) on a 4
point scale and the mean score of hardiness was
4.68(SD=0.62) on a 6 point scale. The mean
score of self-care among the subjects was
3.83(SD=0.55).  There  was
significant  positive relationship between  self—
hardiness(r=0.42).
relationships between self-care and commitment
(r=51)  and

dimensions of hardiness were significant. The

statistically a
care and Especially,

control(r=.36) as the  sub-

item suggested as most stressful was economic

# Graduate Student, Nursing Department, Inha University
#% Professor, Nursing Department, Inha University
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burden and the item suggested as least stressful
was  sexual activity. Conclusion:  Although
transplant patients have various stressors, the
positive self-care activities of the patients could

be increased if the commitment and control were

AJelzrzets]|x] 41188 Al1%, 2006

enhanced by proper intervention programs.
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