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R Z3212 1098(27.2%), W)F H% 104H(26.0%),
qY e SFH 9 4U§(23.4%, 716} 54 947(23.4%)
ZAE ) E=e # IEES AL 21878(54.3%), FU7¢
A 159%8(39.7%), FIFEAF 24(6.0%)7F SHEkgiTh it
Aol THZAHLE 47 11278(28%), 3% ©l3F 1087(26.9%),
8-11'd 90%5(22.4%), 12'd ©1 9178(22.7%)°1 ALt

A9l ol

<Table 1> General characteristics of participants (N=401)

Character Category n(%)
Age(yr) - 25 96(23.9)
26-30 155(38.7)
31-35 90(22.4)
36- 60(15.0)
Marital status Not married 242(60.3)
Married 159(39.7)
Education Master 84(20.9)
Bachelor 180(44.9)
Diploma 137(34.2)
Nursing Unit General ward 104(26.0)
ICU 109(27.2)
OPD, ER 94(23.4)
OR, RR, DR, BR 94(23.4)
Position Head nurse 24( 6.0)
Charge nurse 159(39.7)
Staff nurse 218(54.3)
Working -3 108(26.9)
experience(yr) 4-7 112(28.0)
8-11 90(22.4)
12- 91(22.7)
CHARES] & 22|, 2| 27| 2HE7EH =0l Chet 1Al at
s R NNy

-?H’;‘Z,j 343i49°]
7§‘: Z%f\‘— Jﬂ-ﬁ-ug 3.

<Table 2> Perception of quality assurance, national
hospital evaluation program & nursing

performance (N=401)
variables mean=+SD
Perception of quality assurance 3.48+.43
Perception of national hospital evaluation 3.43£.49
program
Nursing performance 3.77+.46
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000), 571 7HAEl tist a7 7HE T/ THr=440,
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ko] A el sk 143 SmrHE A sk Q14
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YepiA
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<Table 4> WA tdte] A5 il
& SARSE F3 AolE Hlew yolrt BeTSs
2 A A AHEES BITKF=15.722, p=.000). =3+ 4
oo glojAl= Z1Et AL =7

%O (t=4.620, p=.000), WFHEZe] QlojA Tighd =
43A|, 334 &G =4 e THF=7.933, p=.000).
TR wE FEALY
AUTHF=2.560, p=.055).
FANTAL, AuEEAke] o2 A Falef digk <14
L WE Aol 12 o]
BEAE 1 Bk b Ao el IA=TE mA Uk
THF=12.036, p=.000). 2]&7]
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<Table 3> Correlations among perception of quality assurance, national hospital evaluation program and nursing

oo D>

A L
A7}

o) 7}

TS AL

J =7}

H]

352,

performance (N=401)

. Perception of Perception of national Nursing

Variables : . .
quality assurance hospital evaluation program performance
Perception of quality assurance .539(.001) .555(.000)
Perception of national hospital evaluation 440(.000)
program

<Table 4> Variables related to the general character (N=401)

Perception of quality of

Perception of national

Nursing performance

Character Category assurance hospital evaluation program
M=£SD t/F(p) M=ESD t/F(p) M=ESD t/F (p)
Age - 25° 53.96+6.24 15.722 49.93+8.15 10.474 77.85+9.50 34.665
26-30° 54.02+7.08 (.000) 50.40+6.87 (.000) 80.79+9.00 (.000)
31-35¢ 58.02+6.42 50.78+6.81 87.88+9.37
35.¢ 59.50+6.28 55.33+6.77 90.48+8.79
d>a d>b c>a, ¢>b d>b>a ¢>b d>a d>b c¢>a ¢>b
Marital status Not married 54.46+6.91 4.620 50.48+7.49 3.352 80.60+ 9.62 6.32
Married 57.65£6.66 (.000) 52.99+7.21 (.001) 87.00+10.06 (.000)
Education diploma 54.45+6.58 7.933 50.35+7.72 4.613 79.50+10.14 19.687
Bachelor 55.53+7.29 (.000) 51.41+7.33 (.010) 83.70+ 9.74 (.000)
Master 58.21+6.36 53.46+7.01 87.94+ 9.47
scheffe c¢>a, ¢>b a>b>c c>a, ¢>b, b>a
Nursing unit general ward 56.55+7.04 2.560 50.44+7.69 3.598 83.21+10.51 0.223
ICU 54.90+6.15 (.055) 50.25+7.78 (.064) 82.49+ 9.79 (.881)
OPD, ER 56.84+6.58 52.65+7.14 83.45+£10.86
OR,RR,DR,BR 54.64+7.98 52.89+6.83 83.55+10.08
Position Head nurse 61.16+5.35 14.047 55.29+5.80 8.030 92.66+8.72 41.860
charge nurse 56.77+7.52 (.000) 52.58+7.47 (.000) 86.83+9.52 (.000)
staff 54.36+6.30 50.26+7.39 79.41£9.31
scheffe a>b>c a>b>c a>c, b>c
Working -3 53.96+6.07 12.036 49.93+8.15 11.329 77.79+9.44 34.617
experience 4-7 54.51+7.64 (.000) 50.40+6.87 (.000) 81.1849.18 (.000)
8-11 55.73+6.42 50.78+6.81 84.41+8.81
12- 59.26+6.48 60.70+9.25 84.51+7.64
scheffe d>c>b>a d>c>b>a d>c>b>a
2t 5| X| 14(3), 2008 9H 263



40

Ho

A

A==

T} EITHF=4.613, p=.010). ZFFAe] WE FAH Hol=

UHERA] 939k o m(F=3.598, p=.064), A$1& FHEAPE 4
T YRRl BlE] =A YEFSTHE=8.030, p=.000).

FAYEE 12d o) AYATE 1 olsk A Atel] Hls| 4371
F7HA e st Adlo] = YERGTHF=11.329, p=.000).
H5 AR ﬂ;?jf**ﬂrﬂ] 3k QAL odglo] o2 A
7} =2 Ao YRt Om(F=34.665, p=.000), 7]EthdA7}

u] o] el =9ka(t=6.32, p=.000), St oAk A}

3AA, 4dA diEtEdAETE F=9THF=19.687, p=.000). <
Bao] w Aole HAHoR foF Auprl ISItkF=
0.223, p=.881). A= FUFIAPL F9Y = AugESAl
H3l =] WERETHF=41.860, p=.000). A8 12 oA
A 1 olst AEAel wla] Al sl =7
71819 tHF=34.617, p=.000).

T u
227

>,
[o

)
M

o2

o]
o
I

o

o
rgér_r:i

o

i [
io{
o nx
1o,
bl

AFE 7HA Fshes S
7RIz Alow wuELy, o9k F A we| el
H TAZ ola7} H}—o}ﬂ gEo)7| % sjtt

A Aol digt 71EMde
63.5%°1eH, A #e] HAgko
ek st IEEARE 16.5%
HEAE AASE o8 A #E
ol i3 IAFEH AR

Al on FAAS HAF FojRFo

R

2 B AR HuARa@RY, ods), 249, 2
Q3 A, 2001). wWebA 2Ee] A LS A WA
AR 4w BBl dF Q4L s s, w
Aoz A wel FEol WA F Uk Aephze] 1
Bk ggsolof sk v oF 913 AAF QAL
= 590 SR A 2R JRblel 2ol
B A Y BFE FE 279 Azke] 247490 @
A wol FEARE A3 A 5L oA AL, ol
AQEE AZE} Bl g Hig AEE Ago] eTEm, B
Aol HARE =2 F YT PN, TAH wgo] F
264

=

vigrAsith gk olgt 5 w78 AEHoRE
B Ade gegAE Fo 47140 wsd 9
ojok & Zolt}. Grando, Rantz and Mass(2007)
5& JAE| B FHAER Stola Hup F53ow
ol FoleteF §715 Folahd, A& Dslsh=t
e+ 0 Glickman et al.2007)% ATFE
e Fes AYsta old g A
g5

2
i

A LA o)
171

P

w oﬂ;véur ﬂmu AR7|AF7HA el gt 1
2 A sHolA 3432490 0% A el ozt A4 fAF
A UEbstt o]glt ke WM Q14 7Rt
gk s AT 57 3gve] el ¥l QA
e, st B7HT Sl ds) nixE slow
= = Gl ok Aqulae] g
A AuFEe] B, 4dus 5 gdsddnte]
&S WA Bk aeg 7187 5(2007)9)
299 64%7} 87| WFIAES} O B
A]

o}

_4

23}

J

o o2 & > )

o
Y oX of
ol
-

>
)
[
1o
N
flllo
ol
N
8‘
F
=
e
R
_1
2L
pas
°
fd
2

TC_L F2 A3 g
AE AR 9 BAA0E
59 RALL oPIER AT

=
57|1#F ] Qlo] F 1937 FHo=

24 1 457 B BAgE HEE0 Al e
Jal7] olgle Hio] wmomn 7% 15749
AFYFaHE 7 el RS -¢)
2004). 1P oE7) % %7}Xﬂ+°ﬂ’\1
A3 H77t ofd A&

=] ]E uo]

d
o% Jekd

A7 dRddE
sk Wi o E(D'Onofrio

gl

At

A% 5

ZrE s3] x| 14(3), 2008 9¥



7| =0fl CHet Q1AID} 2t

Fouete| A

AZL KRS, 2004). EATAAATE A 5AL] A
2 AL TN 5 e VIFEoR | A4 VT, 55 A
Utk 5 ofe] vl BeAldAEe] F5 A A
sl EYRY YE seksta o, of
Xﬁﬂfﬂ 2 A} F714Q1 047é€ 6H B
XS ol h:].(o H% 2008;
W}EW FElyete] Aol 4271% BHAEE Bl 4
Gros olgstel QEGTANE B
wao] A Zoltk o]F ﬂa}w«t— 19291 A 3
AEAo] 7bsdt Bk ARsE ke A A
oF sta1, o5 FEF3dlste] 1 E}%*é% Fojof & Zlojt}h B
o AR A ookt I A FoE e
e A7t BommA%, oldE, 24
2005), A&Aola 71291 A ] FrpPga gt
3t gEo] B Wo| sjutEojol & Zo|th JCAHO(2006)
o A 2ol F2 w3 el 494 9
b Ak AEslel B FAe) BrplEel wEelzon,
A A vsolRs) e 95%olao] of Hrlel Felsle] w
1959 A AT S 7eEst w(Viswanathan &
Salmon, 2000), %o wHAH R FIHAEE NAMshAA B
o B3 9 A PPATIE o] wA S Rolnt
J

oo =oE AealEd, oAk A e FEs Fl

g g
+
32
rir
2
i
1o,

]
N
Y
=
i3
i)
2

om4 7]

2 ol Bgfo] MEATHI FAY ABA AVE A
dok @ Zolth WAYE 1EA} Sua) A e 2%
& @ 5 gus PAA waky SEue AT e
wAse), B/ wE AR B BhgekA 1y

2 oTE o ojshyel 15AE doR 98 due, 9
)RR A dhe A4 s TATtele] WA
Sad AwsHgn ATt A a01EoR At

2008 4 25YUHE] 5E 9UVA] AEAE o] &t ZAMH
o™ SPSS WIN 12.05 o]&3sted Hf, EFHAL Pearson
correlation coefficients, t-test, ANOVA %! Scheffe® #A3}3Th

AT Ay vaH 2k ksAke] A #eel g
A2} tEPFA TS BAE FAFCE fos wAE
e 2 (=555, p=.000), SJE7]|BEG7IAIEe] 3t 14
7 EPFeTRE FAACE f8 #HEEE Btk
440, p=.000). T8 t)idte] H FElef] tidk UAF 77
HH7HAE gk 1] #A JA FARCE Fogt

A SHE| X 14(3), 2008 9

ABAAE BATHr=539, p=.001) 12} Uﬂxﬁ 7k
glo] oist 912 HFHEL 348+438 o], 9
ALl gk Xd—’FlE B3 d 3.43%, 49%403 H]Iﬂ_

MN
A
¥
O
A
!
é",:

-|-'
N
E
T 2
>
_Or
i
fol
2

o
i
:11‘
X,
_1
rr

g ot
£t

9 37745901500, o1 A4S olsh Aol 2
A Be5E, AENIAY BHPET £25F A B
RSN A
eyl BAHOR folsbl ¥ W5 mort

(o L
ro
>
k)
r
[ENP
fol

s SR8kt
7198 ¢ Se= Ak AoR 7 fgrldelMs vk
S BAske] APt Bo g ow A e dE
W =T AR A = s AT Adsjop &
otk gk el ate] et S4e SlsiM wmo
P = A ARE=TTE AAEEooF & Zlojrk

uheha] ol ike] A4
A gk
%MH 7@*}9] A %El 2

32 EUE thevt 2 ARS8

£
:=

ry
X

ofN
bl

2
o,
W °
o|N
rO
-4
i
24
re
%
ui

References

oy
N
=

(1998). & el dist 1k3ARe] AtaRE
o179 204 8513 5(2), 238-256.

FAG, 4T (2003). 7+5e A Hrle] #
s bEAT B 7EE P SEIX) 9(3), 337-352.
(1995) AR T A=A F29 oar|BH A
SF+/2] 5204 8/5/%] 2(1), 136-143.

et 2, wAd, ¥EE. (2007). 9%

A o
st QlalZzARel A Akt

)
ol R
Aoz B o

o
oL

oM, i‘ﬂ o o M oy

fo -

2

o

oY
¥

o
Mo

2

0 YY)

% olalF, A3k A4E (2005). HY e xA o Ayt
WA ol B3t AT RS F 8RS/ 11(4), 1-15.
A eje] g7 dEgrTde #
Yo #eh H7- Aguistn WA =T, AE
HABAR SR A0S (2004). o277 FHoF XF

[e) .
Aolol, vHAR, o4 (2003). kAL 24 o A
B 83 ARUE U EATYe) WA, FTE

265



s 9
F8rE%) 17(2), 317-332. D'Onofrio, C. N. (2001). Hospice quality improvement
G (2004). ¥ GiSHEE ZFeARS] HEE RFSEE G programs: An initial examination. J Nurs Care Qual,
Gzele] A AA . HARSHE=E, AL 15(4), 29-47.
ol (2008). HFHEHF HTEIAL AL, Glickman, S. W., Boulding, W., Staeling, R., Mulgund, I,

AEA, o)ARg, 7anl MY, 7, FAY, veE HAt
£ (2005). Q7| A sl A Y AAAA T

[e)

R I E S F
1238-1247.
A5 (2006, 11). YJZ7/F FAES 7 20061 HE

A St AAR. M

W e gtElx) 35(7),

HAA, olAls], 299, 701—3.—4103, Aol (2001). A% A F
ARLel AEaRlal AFQRl §4597204 8517 8(2),
146-159.

S, WA, R, A8E IR HdE, o)adn] ¢
(2007). ZFE#E/E AR AL

AXSE (2005). E7I1F FrPlE 2 AR EAHY A

vkl oyt 3I %] 9, 44-50.

28, 299, 189, A=, Sk, o)gedl (1996). 2=
2 #E] el g BATAAEY HEs) 14 g7
OJ204 3317 3(2), 86-97.

Casey, M. M., & Moscovice, 1. (2004). Quality improvement
strategies and best practices in critical access hospitals. J
Rural Health, 20(4), 327-334.

Cudney, A. E., Cox, J., & Baugh, K. (2002). Comparing
clinical resources and outcomes to understand best practice.
J Health Manag, 47(5), 287-290.

Roe, M. T., Lytie, B. L., Rumsfeld, J. S., Gibler, W. B.,
Ohman, E. M., Schulman, K. A., & Peterson, E. D.
(2007). A framework for quality improvement. Am Heart
J, 154(6), 1206-1220.

Grando, V. T., Rantz, M. ], M. (2007).
home staff's views on quality interventions:
study. J Gerontol Nurs, 33(1), 40-47.

Jardali, F., D., Dimass, H.,
Tchaghchaghian, V. (2008). The

accreditation on quality of care:

& Mass, Nursing

A follow-up

&
of hospital

Jamal, Ammar, W.,

impact

perception of Lebanese
nurses. Int Jour Quar Health Care, 7, 1-9.

JCAHO (20006).
Washington: Joint Commission Press.

Mead, N., Bower, P.,, & Roland, M. (2008). The General

Practice Assessment Questionnaire (GPAQ) - development

Accreditation process guide for hospitals.

and psychometric characteristics. BMC Fam Prac, 20, 9-13.
Smith, E. L., Cronewett, L., & Sherwood, S. (2007). Current
assessment of quality and safety education in nursing. Nurs
Outlook, 55(3), 132-137.
Viswanathan, N. H., & Salmon, W. J. (2000). Accrediting
organization and quality improvement. A J Manage Care,
6(10), 1117-1130.

The Relationships among the Perception of Quality Assurance
and National Hospital Evaluation Program
and Nursing Performance of Hospital Nurses

Yoo, Moon-Sook"

- Chung, Myung-Suk?

1) Professor, College of Nursing, Ajou University
2) QI Team leader in Ajou Medical Center

Purpose: The objective of this study was to identify relationships among the perception of quality assurance and

national hospital evaluation program and nursing performance of hospital nurses.

Method: The participants were

401 nurses who worked at the A medical center. The data were collected from 25 April to 9 May. 2008. The
cross-sectional descriptive survey was done using a structured questionnaire. Result: The perception of the quality

assurance correlated significantly with nursing performance.

correlated significantly with nursing performance.

national evaluation program of hospital nurses is relatively low. Conclusions:
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However,

Also, the perception of national hospital program
the scores of perception of quality assurance &

These results means positive
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perception of quality assurance of nurses can produce good nursing performance. It suggests that nurses need more
education and training for quality assurance. And the incentives will be needed to enhance the perception of

quality assurance. Moreover, the detailed nursing performance indicators should be developed to measure the
quality of nursing performance properly.
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