A 7|22t SE X M7 M1Z, 20104 2€
J Korean Acad Fundam Nurs Vol.17 No.1, 6472, February, 2010

A UIADL X0l S XA E=209}
AMZIEZ O] T

2 3 -0l Z 0P ol ol of

M = Al AR, AR, 247 E4E F80lal 547 FH7A|
zHshs ZoR, oJgte] FRAl wHeE Esta ofH A
10| oM WRUE S5517] ofge 7REAIR 1453l SitK(Institute
of Medicine (IOM), 2001; Davis, Nutley, & Mannion, 2000;
o @ 7)e0] FHEA WA A T8 AR Wolff & Bourke, 2000). 53] ELEAH]* e
o] Wizh= k3] BE FEol A wAg Wske bt B3] F7L CmAdRe e, ke A5l o g
E3], 1989 vt A =9 dR5RFH AAl= RAH| 2kl 1A S E1EE e 849 o8 TR Y
2o oigk 571 .75 F78] 7ML o= 13 s FoHd F7F s Qlsto] EAuaTt AFEHE A o
A7t whEA F7Fete] oAl s Al AA F) oM #xpebd ks & QltkKim, 2009). HHgH
gEo] kst oFof fiEeiM: B2 IS 7oA H3 EAMU|IAE AT M ABAI BASA] GEE
THle, 2007). 5, YEARIAE A3 737 F7HEoEM ez Aol H{AMo|AW adel: EFetal o EAbat
olg AlTEE %7}6} 3 2EJS) s o5 uist & ST 1 A1 AAE Totete] taE A EF
A7 QT E SIS 9] dgAtar A GEF Ui’k wlRishs Ao F&
SuElels FAHoRr BuEE gRde APgA 529 s, o7l AdahA] S-S HAE o HARIE o7}
HA Ads 93 BALE AF dee dvid S8tk 9 gogm omAatae] digh ArIt FEHo|n AAHCR 5
o] g a% AT AFY A%, A I g8rIo] AAH Helojof 7153k UoJtHIOM, 2001; Wears et al., 2000). 2]
1989 69718 AlFCE wid Het 36%% Skt 9l U H7kx) omabael] gk Ayt =07 F71A] Holgt
3(Kim, Jung, Whang, Whang, & Shin, 2008), 2|4 &%} A Sl dEAl BAECIY APEE, ALLRE T
AR B Qe ANrEel FAAY PEE JBAFER of didt A BAANSZA EASH detile, 2007
A% F7Fskal 9tkSon, 2006). IHol%E E-3Fal o} $- Jeong, 2006; Kang, Kim, An, Kim, & Kim, 2005; Kim, 2007,
el A= dgatae] dis] our|dEe] A9 Sl AR Kim et al., 2007).
ARIE AP IEThE AR AAE FAsY SHskE 1 WY ke EEel 7hEARY] o e Fesih 1t
abH, AlaLE gttt siojEke wEAt JiRlelAl s A SAR= 24217 Uil #xkel LAEHAl BAltEA e E Al
1 ddske = gl E=THKim, Kang, An, & Sung, 2007). o] wliel A Adshs EAn|s JE ohet 9
AEAtIE EAE st aAl E5S Tk &Rk BARL S BAZE Zlo] oET|Helq e Qb

FR0| : SAHESL, Qe EE, E A

D) Exdsta A $70EAL 2) BaUsta AR kAt

3) Fougn 138k F (A AL E-mail: ullet@do gguk.ac.kr)

A4 20009 129 19 13} 78 20009 122 299 23} $89: 2010 2€ 2 AASHY: 20109 29 5Y

64 J|127v5 55X 17(1), 20104 2¥



Abal F, BAAES R Qe HAshs Alak A Akl
ok 50%°] o]EUKPark, 2009). ool HABAI}EHo|A =
200415-E] o)57]3 ool bdAtare] st oy e
715 nhske ﬁﬂﬂf‘s} PIRCA JEW% HERIE 7}

T el A R AN, AT, RN ALE

et of#dt el EekaL o fEluEtelM = 9
A~ ?i%}oﬂ*i SARPAESE ofg A FAE L dEE

ARSI A S5t FeAu|2e] obdeh 3] of
ek dg= Ulil%ﬂ&‘r 2 duata 2 HAYS] o
g A7 A vnE seoRnt £AHE B oohe

(Je, 2007; Kang et al., 2005; Kim et al., 2007), $xletze]
vl 2 9GS A Y AR e EEel o
M= Aujzak Az stelksbA] xskar Avk(Jeong, 2006;
Park, 2009).

olo, B A3 WY 713A} Azels ARt}
NS EE ke HAE Tetetaat AEE ek ofe) e

22 se] AN B Qpdvks feve onslge] F4)
she AEARES) ARG AT g o

54S wldsl=d 7%

017 =5
B Ao TAH BHL ke 2k

L9 Al BARMARSSL ANEREY AAYES
sfef i,

C 9 sAte] ATEE B4 WE axjeraRael ok
(ERE] A7) B Felsi

-39 BEAS0] Az BARITEY AANTRE 1
o #AE el

LB AR QHIEE ] Q3 TR 2l o
el BAla
01 E2

3 2 E_E._(Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality, |3}

|2t EslX 17(1), 20104 2€

AHRQE}F A8k 2004; Kizer, 1999), ¥ AFo|r= Fxtol7
AAARoZ FI7F HYEAY AAFels AdEglo]l o Au|A

[e3

ALy F DAY ¢ Qv BE FH B, A5 Al
55 eyl 98l AHRQ  (2004)°l4  JHE3E  “Hospital
survey on patient safety culture’E 3= =74 - Wedste] 53

=% ke vlek

@ ARk S8 g8l ANaks
9 m%% 91ula Loz, ¢ AL An

o WL F b

4

2l % At s

r}i }ol-

i

[e)

O
~
rL
2
:l:‘
rQL‘
1o
kil
)
o)
o_\i
1o

T

2 stk A
At ATE S PAL WEI] BEHY 8 e}
AT G A 19 olgel A 7 vl 80

pHU)
=2
offl
1o
ok
r\l
for
_!>:
=2
é

i
_>L

W EME ugth
v e ‘%&‘Od?i/ﬂ 2 ulgoﬂ det Just glons
EEOAE AnE sgon

2 RE FE 1969 oldold 7}—6l Roz AAtEozA,
B AT oAl 30190l BB i ATANE B4t
o e el] FRakck

NERSIET

EE 2009 69 22UFE 6€ 30 F 9Uzte] AA A
7171994 AEAE w3st FHo AR oz FRES]
65



2 g3 9

o TE 30 MEX|7} wjREo] 30957} 34H L
(96.5%), 1% “Feol AW B SHE AEA 8%
=]

£ Al 30172 AEx|Rto] HEA ol AR-E ATHI4.1%).

SARPAEs= AHRQ (2004)o14 703t ‘Hospital survey
on patient safety culture’E Kim 5(2007)°] == 474 -4
g gAte] obd AEFAP S Mg FEe ik

ARSI s W SR 31, ARt

il
f
w K

o 239 3
7V HETE ISAPE Adshe REAESE wrhe A
oJujgict,

Kim 5(2007)8] tellA 2 mo] AT = 449
Cronbach's a #ke] .780]aL 3}l Y™ Cronbach's o Fh
67~84% 01 H Ao =5 A Cronbach's o Fh
91, 3F¢] <™ Cronbach's o - .65~.820]tt.

o At BFE T

FANZEEe HARATEST Akt SR Az S-del
A1 20070l e o571 BAETE A 1197] FollA
N EI BAEE o Fo 727 FENES FESN] AR
A FEZ W= Park (2009)9] =S g Wil ARSI
o AEAE Y 2FE, AR 2% 5T, 3 1093,
AR 1R, AW 4T oPdAt A 6w e, AR 4
53 Fok 3R £ 62 or FAF% e 7 gl

>
_Bh
[d
i)
X
g2
£
i
et
=)
o
Id
o,
£
i
wn
o o
|o
Hl
SN
= ox Mo
ol
ol

o

o
Likert %ol 93] SAsiolom A7t 5555
ol & R Utk RS gnlsith

Park (2009)9] AFelx] £ T2 AFEE =7 HA9
Cronbach's o #t°] .97¢]3 &$] 9™ Cronbach's o
69~910]18 01 E AFtoA] T HA|E] Cronbach's o Fh
98, 3 9™ Cronbach's a A .72~.930]t}

|
o

RtE 2w

B A9 AR SPSS/PC ver 150 EETI|S o] L3}
SAAE slom FAAQ BANHE o Pk

O
correlation coefficients® Q1311 O 7Fo ALY ATt E S

of t]X]= A4S Stepwise multiple regression O = QI3 TH

a4 Zi

ChaRtel Q1 nsix S

A AAL 63.9%E AL A& AHE 1]
63.1%, 71€0] 36.9%= ul&o] ¥ Bt A¢e Atk 1%
2 |

APZE 814% 5 17 tldAl o] ik ZheAbEe 8}
HE 3dA HieE AT FEE 63.1% 2 shioldE
AABAL AL 31.9%, AR o1l 5%l A
= I WEol 36.5% % THE BRI, 5FRATE 29.9%,
oA WEe] 26.6% % VERT

EAE THAYLS A 811doR 5 olate] S A
A7E 494% % AWk AEE AHskglod 159 o] A
7R RESARE 18.3% M QI ARA 2R ES 3 1)
o] 48.9%% 7P WAL 351 olat 332%, 61 o]

¢

17.9%0°]30tk ghaperdel] tfgt ws 314 FHyto] 7.513]9]
ARt 33] v]HRE] 123] o)d7EA] HlwA aEA FESTH

(Table 1).

SPAZIEEES FHo] 425 (+50)FCE H|wF =A@y
FAEE AoZ yeigth s 29 Sl 7
(4.35£.56)0] 7 & FEE 2oy 1 vl Ak
AH(4.32+.59) T QAFAE4.32+.70)01 FH(4.31+.54), G
(4.30+.52), AlA(4.28+.74), WS(4.25+.64), FH4.19+.62), L
g 23.94£81)9 o7 F FEE Aoz YeRith
(Table 2).

J|2t=Es|X 17(1), 20104 28



Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of Participants (N=301)
Category Item n Percentage (%) Mean (£SD)
<25 97 32.3
26-30 95 31.6
31-35 48 15.8
Age (years) 36.40 27 9.0 29.98 (+£6.80)
41-45 25 8.3
46 < 9 3.0
Female 296 98.3

Gender Male 5 1.7
Marital status Unmarried 190 63.1
Married 111 36.9
Diploma 190 63.1
Education Bachelor 96 31.9
Master < 15 5.0
Position General nurse 245 81.4
Nurse manager < 56 18.6
Medical wards 80 26.6
Department Surgical wards 110 36.5
Special wards 90 29.9
Others 21 7.0
<3 47 15.6
3-5 102 33.8
Total working period 6-8 42 14.0
(years) 9-11 36 12.0 8.11 (+7.02)
12-14 19 6.3
15< 55 18.3
. <3 147 48.9
g:;ag:;j;i":;’zr:; current 35 100 332 344 (+331)
6< 54 17.9
Experience in patient safety Yes 301 100.0
education No 0 0.0
<3 69 22.9
3-5 73 243
Number of patient safet
education seisions (time}s]) 6-8 31 103 751 (#5.74)
9-11 38 12.6
12< 90 29.9
Table 2. The Scores of Perceived Patient Safety Culture CHAIREC| QIS EMo| M2 SIXIO M 2512}

and Safety Care Activity by Participants (N=301)

Category Min  Max Mean (+SD)
Patient safety culture 251 443 334 (x£28)
Hospital work environment 2.58 435 332 (x28)
Level of general patient safety 2.00 5.00 3.25 (£.61)
Supervisor/Manager 240 480 3.64 (+47)
Hospital climate/culture 1.86 471 3.16 (£.40)
Communication 2.00 438 3.36 (£.67)
Frequency of events reported 1.75  5.00 3.70 (£.67)
Safety care activity 286  5.00 4.25 (x50)
Prevention of falls 292 500 430 (£52)
Patient safety education 1.00  5.00 4.25 (+.64)
Infection surveillance 270 5.00 4.35 (£.56)
Facility safety surveillance 1.00  5.00 4.28 (£.74)
Fire fighting surveillance 1.50  5.00 3.94 (+.81)
Identification of patient 283  5.00 432 (59
Communication 2.00 5.00 4.32 (£.70)
Medication surveillance 1.93 500 4.19 (£.62)
Transfusion surveillance 1.50 5.00 4.31 (£.54)
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Table 3. The Differences of Participants’ Perceived Patient Safety Culture and Safety Care Activity by their Demographic

Characteristics (N=301)
Catego ltem Patient safety culture Safety care activity
e Mean (+SD) F/t (0) Mean (%=SD) F/t (o)
<25 334 (£.28) 424 (£.45)
26-30° 3.25 (£.25) 4.13 (£.56)
31-35° 337 (£.25) 4871 (<.001) 428 (£51) 3.307 ( .006)
Age (years) 36-40° 3.41 (£25) b<ac.de,f 445 (£38) b<ac,de,f
41-45° 3.52 (.36) 450 (£.27)
46<" 3.42 (£31) 422 (£27)
Female 3.34 (£.28) 425 (£.50)
+
Gender Viale S 1) 212 ( .616) 475 (50 719 (£.397)
. Unmarried 3.32 (£.28) 422 (£.50)
Marital status Married 337 (£.27) 1.799 ( .181) 431 (£.49) 2.462 ( .118)
Diploma 3.33 (+.28) 425 (+£.49)
Education Bachelor 3.35 (+.27) 679 ( .508) 423 (£53) 1.597 ( .204)
Master < 341 (£32) 447 (£39)
Position General nurse" 3.32 (+.26) 6.567 (<.001) 421 (£.50) 4.098 ( .007)
osttio Nurse manager” 3.45 (£32) a<b 443 (£.45) a<b
Medical ward 3.34 (£.30) 427 (£.59)
Surgical ward 3.35 (£.30) 424 (x.46)
Department Sl 333 (£.24) 129 ( 943) 428 (£.44) A0 (.730)
Others 3.31 (+.28) 4.15 (+.59)
<3 3.38 (+.36) 4.18 (+£48)
3-5° 3.28 (+.24) 4.18 (+.49)
. . 6-8° 329 (£.25) 3.805 ( .002) 426 (£.63)
+
Total working period (years) 9-11¢ 330 (£.21) bc.d<ae.f 425 (£49) 1.978 (+.082)
12-14° 337 (x21) 431 (+40)
15<f 3.46 (+.32) 442 (+.43)
. <3 335 (.29) 424 (+.46)
E:nf:&lgitvzozl;r;l current 3-5 331 (£.28) 762 ( 467) 420 (£52) 1.854 (+.158)
P y 6< 3.36 (+.25) 437 (£.54)
<3 3.28 (£.29) 4.09 (£.54)
-5° 28 (. A1 (.
Number of patient safety 3 Sc 328 (£27) 3.822 ( .005) 11 (45) 7.383 (<.001)
education sessions (times) 6-8 333 (229 ab<c,d,e 428 (33) a,b,<c,d,e
9-114 3.44 (£24) o 446 (+.40) e
12< 339 (£.27) 439 (+.46)
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Table 4. Correlation between Patient Safety Culture and

Safety Care Activity (N=301)
Category Safety care activity (o)
Patient safety culture .524 (<.001)
Hospital work environment 512 (<.001)
Supervisor/Manager 431 (<.001)
Communication 444 (<.001)
Frequency of events reported 193 (<.001)
Level of general patient safety 262 (<.001)
Hospital climate/culture 302 (<.001)
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Table 5. Factors Influencing Safety Care Activity Perceived by Participants (N=301)
. 2 Cumulative
Variables B B t (o) R Adiusted R? F (p)

Constant 1.937 8.265 (<.001)

Number of patient safety education sessions (12 times<) 501 440 10.691 (<.001) 359 359

Hospital work environment 427 243 5.504 (<.001) 128 487 7035

Number of patient safety education sessions (6-8 times) -.551 -234 -6.039 (<.001) .048 535 ( 601)

Supervisor/manager 225 211 4.930 (<.001) .033 .568 ’

Number of patient safety education sessions (<3 times) -.922 -.107 -2.848 ( .005) .009 577

Number of patient safety education sessions (9-11 times) -.100 -.081 -2.033 ( .043) .005 .582

HRUZISALL| QHHZIS &S| JEks OlXl= 20l 2 APE Kim 5(2007)9) 7231 35980} Yol $-2ju

2t HAES AR} qfRel whet gkt disl 7]

ARSI el /b RESh PANEREAN  goli B ) Aolvk USE el FUck Jeit o
Azkajol7h LRt 74EALe) Qe E49l o1, A9 ok o] Fio] tEm Wie] e REHAE UES ek
AuS 34 55 SYPHSE slo] dAy SRS 4 o et MY eARES] SAREAES el gk A7 5
AFQE o W, e S49l A, 49, kdus B wael 350 AFY Ao BRHAG LAl
P WFY Wl SRS B A4 Wed deld g AZe] 57 wEel BEe 349 492 WK R
T2 AGAA FYsd T A2 @A feivet ar]iEe] ARbdE sl digh

sRasd] e SRR e AFe An oA Qo] ofge I ) B HolFE Aow ARH)
A7V ) Sl = Dubin-Watson FAZ©] 1.902°  Aelr SRkt sHadd HaE vlassle
EoUel Aol gl Aow uehdal, dsedde] & ul, AbRSL RIEZF 37002 7P E9kou AR HIE
Aol A &AFeHAl(tolerance) 7} .718~994F B5F 1.0 ©|3t= £ 4.03(Kim et al., 2007)°]1} 4.37~.4.39(Park, 2009)= X 313t
ek o AT WAES WEA

AP Q1 2 (variation VIF) =
1.006~1.394% o] Al B5F 10.0 olst=E YER} thsaidAd
o] #AIE fl= Ao® YEsith

inflation factor,

R3] FANTEES RS I WATRH, 3
ST A e 37HA] Wl o8] TS wow 3 71X
HE7E aPdzke] bAts S-S 58.2% AWshs AR 4
ERCHF=70.35, p<.001). FAWSE 4 F 3-55 3¢qto]
AT el FES wAA g3 I 29 BE MW
& 35 FEL e EEe] 4TS vHE FloZ U
U oHdus 3ento 7T kALY QHHZME SRS 42.1%
A = ISITHTable 5)

= 9

B A gAE] Saebdel] tidk S wS e 751
57432, o3t A= P S IAF
2t ®ardk Park (2009)9] A7tel vlwEe ul, HT s
o] okt g AH|A Aol st A% Y =
3= 7 HoFich

el r5Ake] xRt et Hrhs 5 whdel
1 3342 3ANES Q87|70 FARMAESE ‘HEQ) R
oh ot = Frislled, 2 dFEye v S5

7 1 FN

Agel 2Ashs 33 FPEedel 2Rk daAkE

|2t EslX 17(1), 20104 2€

ATANERTE W A, B
Husjol sk S8AILE HAsHA] g 5ol duFe
2 W AoE AREQh o)t A Arhs B AT Uiy
Ago] SEAMLE HAEHA] ok olfE ElEler & dQ

7Sl ARk A6l oI 9 tkEAbas 20 o}
A% ANE Falol WA wnEoldel ks Zo] W%
AFESIA A FASeIA & BLIh USE wolER

th o] 2 AFATE AR 1,000 AFE 3l
Zropdl 13071¢] o F ApEAow HiE AlElE 24 30
Aoz Ao o3t BarEo] 23%ek B gk Afurte] d
¢} vl g wi(Baker & Norton, 2004), 2jvet A=Y
Abare] tidt BuolAe He Holgn ddE, B ATE
zgete] vt Al AFE(Kim et al, 2007; Park,
2009)2 Baker®} Norton (200H)A% A Al Hug&S 574
3t Zo] oflg} Afar e tisk kAR S E o529 A}
o7 el oAt wAT Fo|BE AFANI} AT
HAEHANE 7FsHE wiAE 5 I8t J8ER sAtn
AT olof] tigt Hyzke] IAE AFHoR Holdk 4= g)
© AT AF7F AldEo Aok & Favt gl Aow
ATk

RPN = 2] 3~11dQ1 26~304] Ato]Q]

i}

S BABAERE Rl W Az D DA



2 g3 9

o] A Fk3AF oo ARE JH ks #AEAEC vl
siAkebAwsE Gl AZbsiths A gxtelA] A4 1teE
Agshs AlEEC] tFE At A Eo|g s HE As)
H, o5 A7) vt Sﬂ?ﬁ]lﬂ AA] FApebEgke
S Zlow gl A Ee] 3d kel 254 o]}
o] BAREE 3~11d 31'%73%‘91 26~30419] ZFTALEe] H]
3 FARPAESEE EA Frlselet), oA Ak A 4
vl ¢b ¥ ofg]al mgEt FEARSe] gl 71w @)
o=y

o] BAEE Aol 3dL Yol 264 ol
AL HAA SRR

A4
Y Zo® Mt 1
Pl
al

N
)
iy
12
2
)
5=
X
o
2

o
9,
2

A8 Hofshe
= oolg A Fashs AEAERT E o ¥4 Bt
shz APl AN Aoz AME Telt o] e Y
& WA 23 olmz olF B ] Aaii:

oS AT OR sh= AT A77F AlE Aok &
Ha7) Qlrk

APl gt EAeA 71t Qu|gls Ak uiE
P 3lpo] sk Fatolth 63 o] HduSE W
YZAFS0] 53] olatE FAWSS e 7MEARS] g g
PRSI QAN TEE REE =4 AEl =, oA
S FEARSC] oHduSS wow WESRE HiTRFES
% o # Fgsta o A, SRRPAES] ust A7 =
o= Ao AE = QIgitk a0y SAS ke
ARl FAZtE &g FEFS vA= QA0S WA AlE
A=, HuS 3457 7hsARY] ks EE S F
£2.1% Aiehs Zo® veht bdzts St 1ksAbe
AT el TR et GFaRIQl AR ey
o} 53], 123] o] HHw S-S W= Ao] ke EES
35.9% 4 Al Zlow veRY hEAbelA PSS A
EAoT AT AFshs Zlo] dvh FR3AE & HoF

A A Az e olEe] vz B 44
g AT 05 ATASolE FL AT o5
Bl e 7o)

2 Jlgolol & Row waHg.
B ARE QEBFOR WA S b JuAuE
L

M
W) A% AEEFON A FE vhAsh

St A P S R R e A o=
%g_ X]E ZF quz[: 1:]. 1 Hl—
SFANSHES 12.8%, A&5EANY o

O Ueksted, o] 2 Ades 22 ‘_L.?—'_EA AFE-3E Park

S $2.1% “‘%F AoZ e, 7tgARe] Qb
ol
15
l

-

>

(2009)°] Aol Ak, AEH|, FalAd Higd,
AREARL @Aqbdel Arr) shdtzdse] 9%s WA
eQlo® e, o] 4 7H] @Rlso] (keAke] qhitteg
T 224% AWehs Zlo® yehd Aushs 3ds] v
dafoltt. HER hEAbe] fRitE el S A=

= & U FAs] FEs] flside oE tdE dis

% o

A7 AlsE A ert Slvkar AR E

ATE APetAx A MAFOE FAbA E ke Fo|
EH%& Ao OVWWL AlE Al ERste] ol FAIE
A vk AdE el s 7]
ARESE Etel Aol et o] AR nlusl|E o
Aok ey s wasta 74743 it AFEE] 9]
FoHdTE one] Ai ke ne) gt .7+ v &
78k Ao B Z(Jung, 2009), rTAR= @xlekde] B & 34
3 w8 71ee] AEE 7152 Q) oEAar) HAgsHA)
UEF FE 7]Eolok & Zolth o]d SJulefa] & A=
X 234 OPW@%}E
Zlo] gup} &

Tﬁ
o
o



HH 2ISAPt X|Zot= EAf

O™

=2et Q7SS ol 2

rL
s
o
ri
-
&
)
l-O{l
S
>
(F%)
2
of,
o
=
ox
o
MU o
i
Mo
EN
>
>
o
3@
O

A7AT= vhe 7k

AR, B AT RS ARle] sk durwe 3
ARPAESE 57 W] 334 (228)Q) ‘HE O 75k
I kAT EES 5 wHH] 425 (5002 WwE AP

2 .

A, s SAell whE AbelelM Hugs 53] ofst
22 2RAY 3-11d AR 26~304191 ARE IEEAREO]
o QlTreh] A4S 71 ESAlEe] HiE SAkdEste}
AT TS el WAl A7skelc

5|
A, IS A5 HATTHY, A5 U B

= Ao % YERITHE=70.35, p<.001). o] oA dHus
7 7PE F a8t 3AL] AT
42.1% AT

o]5lo]

HA
W ATANRE vgow thedt g AR shagt wit

C gelueleld] wAshe olRAbie] WAREI WEE sjo}
& 5 gl iR 2ARIEIE Aol Aok & Soltk

L OIEQ19) 543 T we adRe] d A2 B
Jeln olmAba SAE ) BAE WA 5 Qs 9y
Evfolelo]d A7t AlgsoiAol & Zlo

C gElel e FHNEREFS GEE v
a5 Fa] 99

Fo AR S FEATI MBHOR AgHolde} &

o

po)
©
&

References

Agency for Health Research and Quality. (2004). Hospital

|2t EslX 17(1), 20104 2€

survey on patient culture. Retrieved at March 10, 2008.
from http://www.ahrq.gov/qual/hospculture/

Baker, G. R., & Norton, P. G. (2004). Next steps for patient
safety in Canadian healthcare. Healthcare Papers, 5(3), 75-80.

Davis, H. T. Nutley, S. M. & Mannion, R. (2000).
Organizational culture and quality of health care. Quality
in Health Care, 9(2), 111-119.

Institute of Medicine. (2001). Crossing the quality chasm: a
new health system for the 2lst century. Washington, DC.:
National Academies Press.

Je, W. Y. (2007). Hospital workers' perception of patient
safety culture in a unmiversity hospital. Unpublished master's
thesis, Sungkyunkwan University, Seoul.

Jeong, J. (2006). Factors affecting patient safety management
activities at two university hospitals: The case of nursing
divisions. Unpublished master's thesis, Yonsei University,
Seoul.

Jung, Y. L. (2009). Patient safety accident management system.
In 2009 Korean Nurses' Continuous education text: Safety
care. Seoul: Korean Nurses Association.

Kang, M. A, Kim, J. E., An, K. E., Kim, Y., & Kim, S. W.
(2005). Physicians' perception of and attitudes towards
patient safety culture and medical error reporting. Korean
Journal of Health Policy & Administration, 15(4), 110-135.

Kizer, K. W. (1999). Large system change and a culture of
safety. In enhancing patient safety and reducing errors in
health care. Chicago IL: National Patient Safety Foundation

Kim, E. K., Jung, Y. I, Whang, J. 1., Whang, J. W., & Shin,
H. H. (2008). Patient safety and information protection.
Seoul: Innomax.

Kim, J. E., Kang, M. A., An, K. E., & Sung, Y. H. (2007).
A survey of nurses' perception of patient safety related to
hospital culture and reports of medical errors. Journal of
Korean Clinical Nursing Research. 13(3), 169-179.

Kim, S. W. (2007). Patient safety: ubiquitous hospital. Journal
of the Korean Hospital Association, 36(9), 84-92.

Kim, Y. M. (2009). Integrated review on patients safety. In
2009 Korean Nurses' Continuous Education Text: Safety
care. Seoul: Korean Nurses Association.

Park, S. J. (2009). A study on hospital nurse's perception of
patient safety culture and safety care activity. Unpublished
master's thesis, Donga University, Pusan.

Son, Y. D. (2006). The Implementation of the computerized
patient safety program at Asan Medical Center. Unpublished
master's thesis, Ulsan University, Ulsan.

Wears, R. L., Janick, B., Moorhead, J. C., Kellermann, A. L.,
Yeh, C. S., Rice, M. M., et al. (2000). Human error in
medicine: Promise and pitfalls, part 1. Annuals of Emergency
Medicine, 36(1), 58-60.

Wolff, A. M., & Bouke, J. (2000). Reducing medical errors: A
practical guide. Medical Journal of Australia, 173(5), 247-
251.

71



2 g3 9

Relationship between Hospital Nurses' Perceived Patient Safety
Culture and Their Safety Care Activities
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Purpose: This study was performed to measure hospital nurses' perceived patient safety culture and their safety
care activities, and to investigate the relationship between these two factors. Method: This study was a
cross-sectional survey. The participants were 301 nurses working at 4 general hospitals, and data collection was
done from June 22 to June 30, 2009 by self-administrated questionnaires. Results: With a possible score of 5
points, the average score for nurses' perceived patient safety culture was 3.34, and for their safety care activities,
4.25. There were perceived differences in patient safety culture and safety care activities according to age,
position, length of work experience and number of patient safety education sessions attended. All sub-factors in
patient safety culture had a positive relationship with safety care activities. Factors influencing nurses' safety care
activities were number of patient safety education sessions attended, hospital environment, and supervisor/manager.
These factors explained 58.2% of the variance. Conclusion: The findings indicate that patient safety education is
very important to improve nurses' safety care activity. So nursing supervisors/ managers should develop strategies
encourage patient safety education, and make nurses' working environment safer.
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