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ABSTRACT

Objectives: The study aimed to investigate the influence of perceived patient safety culture on patient safety
management activity in the dental hygienists. Methods: A self-reported questionnaire was completed by
292 dental hygienists in Seoul, Incheon and Gyeonggido from March 1 to April 8, 2016. The questionnaire
consisted of general characteristics of the subjects (9 items), patient safety culture (44 items), and patient
safety management activity (25 items) by Likert 5 point scale. Data were analyzed by t test, one way
ANOVA, stepwise multiple regression test, and post-hoc Tukey test using SPSS 18.0 program. Results: The
perceived patient safety culture was 3.50 on average. Entire organization was the highest score (3.68) and
followed the communication process (3.55), the environment of work unit (3.47), the attitude of supervisor/
manager (3.45), and the frequency of events reported (2.98). The average of patient safety management
activity was 3.71. As for the factors of patient safety culture on patient safety management activity,
communication process was the most influential factor (£=0.268), and followed the entire organization (3
=0.265), the environment of work unit (5=0.166), the frequency of events reported (£=0.104), and among
the control variables. Work place proved to be the only significant variable. Conclusions: In order to
promote patient safety management activity of dental institutions, the patient safety culture should be created
and established. The influence of communication process and patient safety culture at entire organization
level was huge. So the environment of work unit and the perceived patient safety culture in the process of
reported events were influencing factors. The strategy for patient safety management activity should be
considered because of low level of perceived patient safety culture.
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Table 1. General characteristics (N=292)
Characteristics Division N %
Age 20-24 85 29.1

25-29 130 445
30-34 45 154
35= 32 11.0
Marital status Single 226 774
Married 66 22.6
Education College 160 54.8
University 113 38.7
Master = 19 6.5
Work place General hospital 68 233
Dental hospital 65 22.3
Dental clinic 159 54.5
Work unit All work 44 15.1
Orthodontics 71 243
Periodontics - Surgery - Implant 56 19.2
Prosthdontics 61 20.9
Conservative - Pediatric dentistry 28 9.6
Reception 29 9.9
Etc 3 1.0
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Table 1. To be continued

Characteristics Division N %
Position Head< 35 12.0
Team leader 54 18.5
Staff 203 69.5
Job career <2 60 20.5
2-4 104 35.6
5-9 32 28.1
10= 46 15.8
Working time for week (hour) <40 215 73.6
40< 77 26.4
Rest time for week (hour) <1 194 66.4
1< 98 33.6
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Z-83.5001%10, ST Foll= 71EHAA(3.68), ArtaS H2(3.55), A $75(3.47),
SATUA 1=(3.45), RIS WA WIE298)] ol

I

Table 2. Patient safety culture perception

Variables Mean+SD
Patient safety culture 3.50+0.35
Environment of work unit 3.47+0.35
Supervisor/manager 3.45+0.66
Communication process 3.55+0.54
Frequency of events reported 2.98+0.84
Entire organization 3.68+0.49

Qe AL] Q Eef w2 BRIQARSto] et 914 Kjo| S H] et Ak <Table 3>3
Lok PARPARE F 2REA B G 2571, A9, 2R, 2RA] getSA A0,
2 7o dgk QA A ahol a2 ThER(3.50)0] E3
o

G.62)9] A5 Bl AU Bt 2%
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Table 3. Patient safety culture perception according to general characteristics

Patient safety culture perception subdivision Patient
Characteristics  Division Environment  Supervisor/ Comuni- Frequency Entire safety
of work unit ~ manager cation of events organization cultur'e
process reported perception
Age 20-24 3.51+0.31 3.59+0.66  3.55£0.53  2.96+£0.92 = 3.82+0.47"° 3.57+0.32
25-29 3.45+0.38  3.38+0.63 3.56+0.52  2.97+0.84  3.61+0.48"  3.47+0.36
30-34 3.44+0.31 3.37+0.63 3.53+£0.61 3.04+0.79  3.59+0.50"  3.46+£0.35
35= 3.49+0.33 3.48+£0.76  3.49+0.53  2.99+0.75  3.69+£0.51"  3.51%0.39
p-value* 0.514 0.104 0.916 0.949 0.013 0.155
Marital status ~ Single 347+036  3.47+0.66  3.55£0.54  2.95£0.85  3.69+0.49  3.50+0.35
Married 3.48+0.33 3.38£0.66  3.52£0.52  3.09+0.81 3.63£0.48  3.49+0.36
p-value* 0.818 0.311 0.669 0.219 0.381 0.745
Education College 3.48+035  3.42+0.69  3.55+0.56  3.06£0.86  3.71+0.51 3.52+0.37
University 3.45£034  3.44+£0.62  3.52£0.52  291+0.80  3.62+047  3.47+£0.32
Master = 3.50+0.38  3.79+0.55  3.65£0.42  2.74+0.94  3.76+0.46  3.57+0.39
p-value* 0.725 0.064 0.609 0.147 0.283 0.364
Work place General Hospital 3.37£0.36"  3.49+0.65 3.41£0.49"  2.96+0.84 3.63+0.52 3.43+0.37
Dental hospital 3.50£0.33"  3.54+0.61 3.56+0.56"  3.14+0.85  3.63+0.49  3.52+0.33
Dental clinic 3504035 3.40+0.68  3.60+£0.54°  2.92+0.84  3.724048  3.52+0.35
p-value* 0.020 0.310 0.048 0.211 0.333 0.153
Work unit All work 3.37+0.30  3.22+0.73 3.3740.57  2.83£0.77  3.64£047  3.39+£0.32
Orthodontics 3.50+0.35 3.48+0.53 3.59+0.47  2.96+0.80  3.70+£0.45 3.53+0.33
Periodontics - surgery - Implant 3.47+0.33 3.54+0.67 3.46+0.60 3.05+0.88 3.65+0.51 3.49+0.35
prosthodontics 3.49+£030  3.50£0.64  3.62£0.49  3.08£0.87  3.68+0.47  3.53+£0.32
conservative - pediatric dentistry ~ 3.44+0.48 3.45+0.74  3.64+0.51 3.05£0.94  3.69+0.56  3.51+0.40
Reception 3.55+0.38  3.45+£0.76  3.63£0.59  2.89+0.88  3.71£0.58  3.55+0.45
p-value* 0.260 0.216 0.104 0.675 0.975 0.296
Position Head= 3.624033"  3.46+0.66  3.64+0.53  2.99+0.93  3.83+0.40  3.62+0.35
Team leader 3.494032" 3324067  3.64+0.57  2.95+0.81 3.62£0.49  3.49+0.33
Staff 3.44+036"  3.49+0.65  3.50+0.53  2.98+0.84  3.66+0.49  3.48+0.35
p-value* 0.020 0.259 0.122 0.964 0.118 0.110
Job career ) 3.524035°  3.70£0.63°  3.62+0.52  3.04+0.98  3.85+0.54"  3.61+0.35
2-4 3.38+0.34"  3.35£0.66"  3.48+0.51 2.85£0.80  3.64+£0.43™  3.43+031°
5-9 3.53:033°  3.41+0.63"  3.60+0.53 3.0740.84  3.57+0.52°  3.50+0.37"
10= 3.5040.36™ 3.43+0.68"  3.50+0.60  3.01+0.74  3.71+0.46™ 3.51+0.38™
p-value* 0.016 0.009 0.258 0.296 0.009 0.015
Working time <40 3.50+0.34  3.50+£0.63  3.59+0.52  3.08+0.81 3.70£0.47  3.54+0.32
for week (hour) >4( 3394036 3.33:0.73  3.41x0.56  2.71+0.88  3.62+0.54  3.40+0.40
p-value* 0.016 0.055 0.011 0.001 0.232 0.003
Resttime for =1 347+035  3.49+0.67  3.59+0.55  2.96+0.87  3.68+0.52  3.51+0.37
week (hour) > 346+0.35  3.37£0.64  3.47+0.51  3.01£0.79  3.67+043  3.48+0.31
p-value* 0.776 0.122 0.073 0.683 0.802 0.396

*by t-test or one-way ANOVA
**The same characters was not significant by Tukey test

https://doi.org/10.13065/jksdh.2016.16.06.863



870 * J Korean Soc Dent Hyg 2016;16(6):863-77

7d80] 5~10 mIFH1 (3.53)0] 2~5'd H|RERTHF-OJ5HA| F8Eo ™ (p<0.05). T3 TFAIF] 40
7k ol (3.50) 0] -FofSHAl E U TH(p<0.05). A&/de A B = R =TS AIA S
freletal, 29 BIRkl w4(3.70)0llA] 7P = A 1418kl ATk (p<0.01). SAkAE Eat o
71, AR wheEt folRt Afo |7 SRRIE| QI R || I A oAk E HAY
of| thgt Q14]o] oAl = A 0 2 UEt o) AR At BT 22 Hrho = BRr|o] Yak A}

= 2RIokA] oot 1 TFAIRE] 40A17F ofshR] (3.59)0] 40417 Z3HR1 H(3.41) Tt
FroloHl = TH(p<0.05). YETEe B 11 Bl Jo2 ZRAINL o] ERIEG1T, 40417t oo}
21 74(3.08)0] 40A17F 23] 7(2.71)H T G-2l5HA =3th(p<0.01). 71HHA G9o gy, 27A
ol w2t sA1H o= FofRt Ao 7} Qgiet. Aol ThE 7913 (p<0.05) LRt oL, AFSHA
A} e ek o 2 HgE|o] ek 7k 2fol= gRIskA] Zotlar, R el QlojA=2d 1
Tkl 743.85)0] FolahA E=3lth(p<0.01).

RPAES ] ot )14] HAIgS 257 =t ZRAR e met sAIH o2 vﬁL zfolz
ek 27 o] 2 vkl o] RS} Q14(3.61)0] 7FE = 1(p<0.05), T TF

o] 40A17F o]51R1 T3.54) 2] FAREAZEtf| thgh Q14]o] B =k TH(p<0.01).

A

Ky

-

—r—‘

S

—

w
riok
X
r2

DS

1) SARPATEIEE S5
90 L SRl 8 ol A <Table 491 2k, A4S Seld el S
371019103, 5191999 Foll e BE 501 4,052 7Ha B, T 2 Qg A4

T(3.79), SFARAEE(3.77), A=AGAA|(3.74), A (3.55), HAM #2](3.10)9] <=

©
52
)

Table 4. Patient safety management activity

Variable Mean+SD
Patient safety management activity 3.71£0.56
Security activity (10) 3.77+0.58
Safe facilities management (1) 3.7940.85
Health care delivery system (5) 3.74+0.63
Quality management (2) 3.55+0.82
Infection management (4) 4.05+0.62
Radiation management (3) 3.10+0.90

2) ATTIAR] AitA] S e SRS

AT Ae] QR S| whE SARPATIEIEE S <Table 53} ). SAjQlT
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Table 5. Patient safety management activity according to general characteristics

Characteristics Division Mean+SD p-value*
Age 20-24 3.73+0.54 0.982
25-29 3.70+0.54
30-34 3.71£0.61
35= 3.70+0.61
Marital status Single 3.71+0.54 0.877
Married 3.70+0.61
Education College 3.67+0.56 0.064
University 3.72+0.56
Master = 3.99+0.44
Work place General hopital 4.02:+0.48" <0.001
Dental hospital 3.71£0.45"
Dental clinic 3.58+0.57"
Position Head= 3.89+0.57 0.136
Team leader 3.67+0.54
Staff 3.69+0.55
Work unit All work 3.55+0.55" 0.001
Orthodontics 3.60+0.58"
Periodontics, surgery, Implant 3.81+0.53%
Prosthdontics 3.63+0.52°
Conservative - pediatric dentistry 4.08+0.43
Reception 3.83+0.55"
Job career <2 3.82+0.51" 0.029
2-4 3.59+0.54"
5-9 3.73+0.58"
10= 3.82+0.58"
Working time for week (hour) =40 3.71+0.55 0.843
>4() 3.70+0.58
Rest time for week (hour) =1 3.75+0.57 0.128
>1 3.64+0.52
*by t-test or one-way ANOVA
**The same characters was not significant by Tukey test
ol 5ok 78-H(4.08)7F ZE =, WA, B Bt oRdye|EE ao] w3t (p<0.05)
22 le] W2 GOl S99 01 kp<0.05) AR Ak 71 Aol 115k 2atick
4, BRI SRR ELS0| O|2|:= Gt
ARHESN | AR A G AL it %94?4 4.8 N3 At
| B]2]= FFol 7 & M= = H2K £=0.268)2F

= <Table 6>} 2}, 2R P2
7| HAA(f=0.265)F 0™, tF2-0 7

ZLBEA 3HE( f=0.166)1} 4_@}3 Hy ‘ﬂE( B=2.392)A
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Table 6. Factors affecting patient safety management activity

Model 1 Model 2
Variable
B t p-value* B t p-value*
Independent variable
Environment of work unit 0.108 1.714 0.088 0.166 2.960 0.003
Supervisor/manager 0.128  2.097  0.037 0.052 0947  0.345
Communication process 0.203 3.487 0.001 0.268 5.163  <0.001
Frequency of events reported 0.125 2.505 0.013 0.104 2.392 0.017
Entire organization 0250  3.911 0.000 0.265 4.633 <0.001
Control variable
Dental institution  Dental hospital/dental clinic 0.127 2.637 0.009
General hopital/dental clinic 0.384 7.811  <0.001
Work unit Othodontic/all work -0.096  -1.598 0.111
Periodontics - surgery - implant/all work 0.018 0.307 0.759
Prosthdontics/all work -0.117  -1.967 0.050
Conservative - pediatric dentistry/all work 0.075 1.363 0.174
Reception/all work 0.028 0.520 0.604
Job career (year) — 2-4/<2 0.000  0.000  1.000
5-9/<2 0.050 0.827 0.409
10=/<2 0.078 1.393 0.165
Adjust R® 0.319 0.493
F (p-value*) 28.289 (<0.001) 19.845 (<0.001)

*by multiple regression analysis
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