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ABSTRACT 

Background: Fostering the understanding of the relationship between the prevalence of adverse 

events (AEP), the patient safety culture of healthcare professionals (PSC) and patient safety 

perception (PSP) could be an important step to operationalizing patient safety through an 

integration of different perspectives.  

Objective: To assess the relationship between AE Prevalence, Patient Safety Culture and Patient 

Safety Perception. 

Method: Cross-sectional, ex post facto comparative study on a single sample of patients. The 

prevalence and severity of adverse events were measured through a review of medical records 

(using the Modular Review Form (MRF2)). Healthcare professional patient safety culture was 

determined using the Hospital Survey on Patient Safety Culture (HSOPSC) and patients’ perception 

of safety through the Hospital Care Safety Perceptions Questionnaire (HCSPQ). Correlation tests 

were used to compare the three dimensions.  

Population: 556 medical records and patients were studied for the prevalence and patient safety 

perception study, and 397 of the healthcare providers involved in the care of these patients were 

surveyed for the patient safety culture study, at 2 public and 2 private hospitals. 

Results: An inverse association was observed between AE prevalence and its severity and  Patient 

Safety Culture Index (rho=-0.8) and Patient Safety Perception Index (rho=-0.6). No association was 

identified between Patient Safety Culture and Patient Safety Perception (rho=0.0001). No 

statistical differences were identified by hospital type.  

Conclusions: The joint analysis of AEP, PSC and PSP, in the same sample, offers an interesting and 

useful perspective on the associations between the variables studied; no correlation pattern was 

observed between the variables.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Patient safety has been widely studied from the perspective of adverse events (AEs) and their 

financial impact, the quality/safety culture at institutional level and patients’ perceptions of 

adverse events and how they are managed. Other studies in this field have adopted varied 

approaches in terms of their definitions of AE, purpose,(1,2) objectives and design elements,(3,4) 

whether based on medical records (retrospective studies and cross-sectional studies)(5–7) or on 

individual follow-up care (prospective studies).(8) 

 

The literature in this field illustrates  the broad research that has been carried out offering 

different perspectives on patient safety; consolidating the recommendation that patient safety 

culture (PSC) must be fostered by healthcare teams to minimize the risks inherent in clinical 

practice and prevent potential AEs.(9) In addition, WHO has also emphasized the importance of 

patients’ perception of safety, in terms of learning from the unique perspective of those 

experiencing the complex emotions caused by a health condition.(10) Its role has been considered 

crucial for the sustainability of quality systems and patient safety in healthcare institutions and in 

society as a whole.(11) Furthermore, the Latin American Study of Adverse Events (IBEAS), 

published in 2008 to promote patient safety in the region, assessed AE incidence in hospitals in 

five Latin American countries and concluded that there was a global prevalence for patients with 

some kind of AE (10.5%) (95% CI 9.91 to 11.04).(7) According to the authors of the IBEAS, higher 

AE prevalence can be linked to the complexity of healthcare systems in developing economies, and 

specifically, to a lack of material or poor healthcare infrastructure.(8,12) These findings support 

the idea that this type of research needs to be conducted on a wider scale in order to identify 

determining factors and develop appropriate policies to deal with AEs. 

Although studies have been conducted to analyse patient safety culture and serious AE incidence 

and type,(13–16) we were unable to locate either in the literature or databases.  No studies have 

been conducted to jointly assess AEP, PSC and PSP within the same sample. Studies must 

therefore be carried out at hospitals in different countries to analyse these interaction using a 

single sample of patients and healthcare providers directly involved in the care of those patients 

Another factor examined was patient safety according to type of hospital funding. Many Latin 

American countries, including Venezuela, the healthcare system is made up of a public sector, 

funded by the State, and a private sector funded by companies and directly by users.(17) Some 

authors argue that as a result of market competition the private sector is more efficient at 

responding comprehensively to patient needs, offering a way of overcoming the possible 

inefficiency or government corruption found in the public sector.(18) However, research indicates 

that there is often a significant differentiation between public and private procedures regarding 

efficiency and clinical responsibility;(19) we therefore aim to make a contribution to this area of 

study. 

The objective of this study is to integrate and evaluate AE prevalence (AEP), patient safety culture 

(PSC) and patient safety perception (PSP) for the same population of hospitalized patients and 

healthcare providers to shed new light on the unified view of patients currently held.  
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METHODS 

This is a cross-sectional, comparative and observational study, based on the simultaneous 

analysis of AEP, PSC and PSP in a single sample of hospitals during 2017. Four high-level 

hospitals were used in the study—two  public and two  private (20); the analysis was 

conducted through a systematic and structured review of medical records and questionnaires 

that were distributed to healthcare professionals and patients.  

 

I.- Determining AE prevalence and severity: A sample of 556 patient records (139 per 

hospital) was selected randomly over four months,(21)1) and then reviewed in two phases: 1. 

Screening of AEs: conducted by applying the guide for screening adverse effects and the 

clinical history form(23), both of which had been adapted and validated.(1,5,12,24) 2. 

Detection of AEs: using the Spanish version of the MRF2 questionnaire (Modular Revised 

Form) for case reviews.(1,5,12,24,25) 

Variables analysis: % of AEs by hospital, % of AEs by severity and % of preventable AEs. The 

Mann-Whitney U test was used on independent samples in order to ensure comparability 

between public and private hospitals. 

II.- Determining the safety culture perceived by healthcare professionals:(26) A survey was 

conducted among all the healthcare professionals at the 4 hospitals involved in the care 

process of each patient in the AE prevalence study. These professionals were identified by 

examining the patients’ medical records (medical specialists, nurses, nursing assistants, 

nursing technicians, hemotherapy specialists, nutritionists, laboratory assistants, bioanalysts, 

radiology technicians, social workers, graduate medical residents, administrative staff and 

managers). The survey was carried out using a questionnaire entitled "Analysis of patient 

safety culture in hospital environments", based on the questionnaire used in the Agency for 

Healthcare Research and Quality (AHRQ) Hospital Survey on Patient Safety Culture,(27,28) and 

adapted to the Spanish context(29,30).  

A Patient Safety Culture Index (PSCI) was created and categorized into 4 levels in order to 

compare patient safety culture with the other previously established variables: Favourable 

(104-85), Moderately Favourable (84-65), Moderately unfavourable (64-45), Unfavourable 

(44-25).  

The Patient Safety Culture Index (PSCI) was calculated by applying factor analysis to the set of 

patient safety dimensions that comprises the instrument. In order to obtain a single statistical 

expression to define the variable, the dimensions were grouped into three factors according 

to their theoretical nature, as defined by the lead author of the study; these dimensions are 

linearly combined to form the Index.(31,32)  
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III.- Determining patient safety perception: Patient safety perception was calculated using a 

survey conducted by specifically trained data collectors (social workers) the day before the 

discharge of each of the 556 patients evaluated for the AE prevalence study (139 patients at 

each hospital, with a 100% response rate). The survey was carried out by applying the 

previously validated instrument entitled "Questionnaire on perceived healthcare safety in the 

hospital environment".(33)
  

Variables analysis: To obtain the correlation between the study variables, a Patient Safety 

Perception Index (PSPI) was created using the dimensions that make up this variable,(28) as 

expressed in the measuring instrument (items established).(33) In order to obtain a single 

statistical value and determine the Index, the items were given a weighting with a score; these 

scores were subsequently added up.  

To compare the level of safety perception between the public and private hospitals, the 

Student t-test was used on independent samples.  

IV.- Evaluation of the association of variables: Spearman's Rho was used as a statistical model 

to determine the strength and nature of the relationship between the PSCI and PSPI based on 

AE prevalence and severity, regardless of the type of hospital.  

   

RESULTS 

I. - Characterization of the variables. 

The characterization of the individuals observed is shown in Table 1.  

For both types of hospitals the female population is higher than the male population, as is the 

26 to 45 years-old age group with primary and secondary education levels for public hospitals, 

and with secondary and university education level for private hospitals. Internal medicine and 

paediatrics are the care units that account for the largest population in the private hospitals, 

with the addition of general surgery in the case of the public hospitals.  

Table 1 

Characteristics of the population studied, by hospital type. 

CHARACTERISTICS 
PUBLIC 

HOSPITALS 

PRIVATE 

HOSPITALS TOTAL 

No. No. 

Beds 500 450 950 

Occupation Rate 60 75 * 

Gender N° % N° % N° % 

Female 41 82 32 76,2 73 79,3 

Male 9 18 10 23,8 19 20,7 

Total 50 100 42 100 92 100 

Age (years) N° % N° % N° % 

less than 15 years 1 2 0 0 1 1,2 

16-25 years 10 20.4 4 9.5 14 15.2 

26-45 years 20 40.8 19 45.2 39 42.4 

46-65 years 13 26.5 15 35.7 28 30.4 
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  *No value applies. 

  
> 66 years or more 6 10.2 4 9.5 9 9.9 

Total 50 100 42 100 92 100 

Attended by speciality N° % N° % N° % 

Medicine (Non-surgical) 11 20.3 8 20.5 19 20.6 

Paediatrics 13 24.0 1 5.1 14 15.2 

Surgery 12 22.2 8 20.5 20 21.7 

Traumatology 3 5.5 2 5.1 5 5.4 

Nephrology 3 7.4 4 10.2 8 8.6 

Other units 11 18.5 16 41.0 26 28.2 

Total 53 58.6 39 42.3 92 100 

Education level N° % N° % N° % 

Illiterate 6 12 0 0 6 6,5 

Primary 17 34 8 19 25 27,1 

Secondary 19 38 18 42,9 37 40,2 

Technical University  3 6 5 11,9 8 8,6 

High University 5 10 11 26,2 16 17,3 

Total 50 100 42 100 92 100 

Healthcare providers (Staff 

position) N° % N° % N° % 

Registered Nurse 29 7.71 49 13.03 78 20.74 

Physician Assistant/Nurse 

Practitioner 
8 2.13 6 1.60 

14 3.72 

Assistant Nurse  31 5.59 31 8.24 52 13.83 

Staff Physician 41 10.90 24 6.38 65 17.29 

Resident Physician 43 11.44 16 1.60 49 13.03 

Pharmacist 2 0.27 2 0.53 3 0.80 

Pharmaceutical Assistant 4 1.06 2 0.53 6 1.60 

Dietician 5 1.33 2 0.53 7 1.86 

Unit Assistant 7 1.86 2 0.53 9 2.39 

Technician (e.g., EKG, Lab., 

Radiology) 
15 3.99 14 3.72 

29 7.71 

Administration/Management 3 0.80 9 2.39 12 3.19 

Other 29 7.71 23 6.12 52 13.83 

Total 217 54.79 180 45.21 397 100 

Professional experience N° % N° % N° % 

less than 5 years 57 
23.17 

38 
25.17 95 23.93 

6-10 years 73 
29.67 

34 
22.52 107 26.95 

11-15 years 45 
18.29 

40 
26.49 85 21.41 

16-20 years 19 
7.72 

13 
8.61 32 8.06 

more than 20 years 52 
21.14 

26 
17.22 78 19.65 

Total 
246 100 151 100 397 100 

  

Experience in this hospital N° % N° % N° % 

less than 5 years 91 36.99 63 
41.72 154 38.79 

6-10 years 54 21.95 27 
17.88 81 20.40 

11-15 years 40 16.26 29 
19.21 69 17.38 

16-20 years 15 6.10 15 
9.93 30 7.56 

more than 20 years 46 18.70 17 
11.26 63 15.87 

Total 
246 100 151 100 397 100 

Experience in this care unit  
N° % N° % N° % 

Less than 5 years 113 45.93 64 42.38 177 44.58 

6-10 years 72 29.27 45 29.80 117 29.47 

11-15 years 18 7.32 14 9.27 32 8.06 

16-20 years 12 4.88 11 7.28 23 5.79 

more than 20 years 31 12.60 17 11.26 48 12.09 

Total 
246 100 151 100 397 100 
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II.- Comparison of AE prevalence, AE severity, Patient Safety Culture and Patient Safety 

Perception between the public and private hospitals  

 
The prevalence and severity of adverse events in both types of hospital did not show any 

significant statistical differences (Sig = 0.100 and a value of Umw = 0.66); the prevalence of 

moderate-severity AE is equally present in both types of institutions, regardless of the type of 

hospital management (See Table 2). 

The safety culture survey conducted among the healthcare professionals obtained a response 

rate of 67.5% (397 of the healthcare professionals responded). The Patient Safety Culture 

Index (PSCI) was calculated by applying factor analysis to the set of patient safety dimensions 

that comprise the instrument, obtaining a Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin (KMO) value above 0.75 and a 

high level of significance in Bartlett’s test of sphericity.  

Table 2 shows the hypothesis test for the differences between public and private hospitals in 

relation to the study variables: AE Prevalence, Safety Culture Index, Safety Perception Index 

and AE Severity. 

According to Table 2, the PSCI was determined as unfavourable for both types of institution 

(PuH = 52.67 and PrH = 52.96) without any significant statistical differences (t = 0.12 sig = 

0.91), since the culture perceived and expressed by healthcare professionals is not linked to a 

particular type of hospital. The PSPI, however, displays a different behaviour according to the 

type of hospital (t = 8.7 sig = 0.000 PuH = 30.3 and PrH = 32.7), showing a moderately high 

perception in public hospitals, and high in private hospitals.  

Table 2 

Hypothesis testing for the comparison of the three variables studied, by hospital.  

VARIABLE 
PUBLIC 

HOSPITALS 

PRIVATE 

HOSPITALS 
TOTAL SIGNIFICANCE TEST 

AE Prevalence  

N (%) N (%) N (%) 
χ² SIG. LEVEL 

  53 (56.9) 40 (43) 93(100) 2.55 0.11 NS 

AE Severity 

level N (%) N (%) TOTAL 

χ² SIG. LEVEL 

Low 21 (22.5) 7 (7.5) 28 (30,1) 

7.122 0.28 NS Average 17 (18.2) 21 (22.5) 38 (40,8) 

High 15 (16.1) 12 (12.9) 27 (29) 

Patient Safety 

Culture Index Value    Value Value  < SIG. LEVEL 
(scale 24-104) 

  52.67 52.96 * 0.12 0.91 NS 

Patient Safety 

Perception 

Index Value   Value  Value  < SIG. LEVEL 

(scale 12-40) 

  30.3 32.7 * 8.7 0.000 S 

S= Significant. NS= Not significant. * No value applies. 
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III.- Regression of variables: Patient Safety Culture and Patient Safety Perception, based on 

the level of severity and prevalence of adverse events identified. 

 

Figure 1 highlights the correlations identified between the variables. When we evaluate AE 

prevalence and severity (AEP in Figure 1)  in relation to Patient Safety Culture (PSC in Figure 1), 

we see a strong and negative correlation (rho = -0.8), indicating that the behaviour of one 

variable is determined by the performance of the other (showing dependence). It can 

therefore be observed that the higher the prevalence of serious AEs, the lower the culture of 

the healthcare professionals; similarly, if culture is favourable, AE prevalence and severity are 

lower. 

Figure 1 

Proposed theoretical relational model showing the three aspects of patient safety and its results 

in our study 

.

 

 

An inverse relationship was found between the patient safety perceived by patients and AE 

prevalence (rho = -0.06); that is, the higher the patient perception of safety, the lower the 

occurrence of AEs; and the lower the perception of safety, the higher the occurrence of AEs. It 

is important to note (Table 3) that severe AEs were the least perceived or detected by the 

patients (PSPI = 25.4, 33.3%) and the statistically more frequent ones were representatively 

perceived by the patients (68.4%).  
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It is estimated that among the population studied at the public hospitals, 19 out of 100 

patients admitted are likely to experience an AE, and 7 of these would not detect having 

suffered any kind of AE. In private hospitals, 14 out of 100 patients admitted may suffer an AE, 

and 5 of these would not be aware of where the AE originated.  

 

When we relate Patient Safety Culture and Patient Safety Perception, we can see that both 
variables are independent, with no correlation (rho = 0.0001). Contrary to the previous results, 

we have observed that the safety perceived by the patients was not related to the safety 

culture detected among the healthcare professionals as the patients did not detect the low 

level of culture that was identified among the professionals and it did not determine their 

outcomes. We therefore need to evaluate the other variables that allow us to define the 

patient's perception. 
 
 

Table 3 

Distribution of severity level of incidents perceived and not perceived by patients, by hospital.  

 PuH: Public Hospitals. PrH: Private Hospitals. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
PuH: Public Hospitals. PrH: Private Hospitals. 

 

 

DISCUSSION  

 

Many researchers have studied the variables examined in this article (AEs (1,3–6,8,12,34); 

PSC,(13,30) and PSP (33) individually; however, to our knowledge, the integrated study of AE 

Prevalence, PSC and PSP for the same population, analysed in a common care process for all—in 

person, time and space—, is an innovative and unprecedented approach and contributes 

methodological and theoretical value to the field of study.  

The integrative study of these variables is based on the theoretical idea that patients(11) and 

healthcare professionals and their interaction in the process(35) are all interconnected, and 

that patient safety must be approached from all angles in an integrated manner.(36)  

The main results of this study concern the association between the safety culture perceived by 

healthcare professionals (rho = -0.8), and the degree of safety perceived by patients (rho = -

0.06). These two factors have an inverse relationship with AE prevalence and severity at both 

types of hospital (rho = 0.1). Another important finding is the lack of relationship between the 

culture of healthcare professionals and patients’ perception of their safety, which are not 

associated; that is, what happens in one has no bearing on the other (rho = 0.00).  

 

Severity of 

AE 

Perceived AE 

Not Perceived Total 

PuH PrH 

PuH PrH 

PuH PrH 

  N 

 

N 

N (%) N (%) 

N 

(%) 

N 

(%)   (%)  

 

(%) 

Low 18 (42.5) 6 (40) 

4 5 

   

 

Average 
14 (35) 12 (80) 

3 9 

26 (68.4) 

 

High 
8 (20) 1 (6.6) 

6 11 

9 (33.3) 

 

Total 40 (75.4) 15 (37.5) 

13 

(24.5) 

25 

(62.5) 93 (100) 
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Patient safety culture perceived by healthcare professionals associated with AE prevalence, 

severity and patient perception. 

AE prevalence in association with patient safety culture is a field that has received moderate 

research attention;(36) however, the validity of some methodologies used to evaluate patient 

safety culture has been questioned.(13) 

As expected in the hospitals that presented a low culture index, high AE prevalence and 

severity were detected, maintaining an inverse relationship, as shown by some other 

studies(13,37,38) and strengthening the theory that culture is an important criterion for 

maintaining a sustainable patient safety culture.(9) Nevertheless, there is insufficient evidence 

to demonstrate that safety culture directly impacts patient outcomes; that is, that there is a 

lineal causal link between the two. It can be stated, however, that it is probable that there is a 

bidirectional relationship between the safety culture of healthcare personnel and patient 

outcomes.(39)
  

Conversely, no relationship was observed between the patient safety culture expressed by the 

professionals and the level of safety perceived by patients; that is, the patients studied 

constructed their view based on their hospital experience, and possibly on other criteria that 

may be specific to the characteristics of the population. In this respect, the study done by 

Schwappah et al (40) shows, that 95% of patients and 78% of healthcare workers agreed that 

both patient education and the willingness of patients to accept the propositions of 

healthcare professionals increase patients’ perceptions of the care received (OR 1 , 9, CI 1.1 to 

3.3, P = 0.034) and the desire of healthcare professionals to improve their attitudes towards 

patient safety. However, the study does not make a global assessment of the relationship 

between safety culture and perception.  

Patient perception of patient safety associated with AE prevalence and severity. 

Results of this study and others autors like, Evans et al,(41) and Guijarro and cols,(42) repoted 

that the Patient perception of their clinical safety  shows us 2 different scenarios: First, 

centres where a higher AE prevalence was detected had a low perceived patient safety index, 

which tells us that, in all likelihood, the results of the care process do affect perception of it, in 

this case, increasing patient distrust as these authors had pointed.(41,42) This could reinforce 

the reported idea that a more active patient-user role needs to be promoted, which would 

help identify critical points in the care process, and ensure that appropriate measures are 

taken,(11) while also being a mitigating factor(43), and even a defence barrier,(44) in the 

emergence of AEs. It may also contribute to institutional improvement, including the reporting 

of AEs;(13–15,37) .This idea should be explored further in subsequent studies.  

Secondly: The AES variable is also inversely associated with patient perception of their safety; 

that is, AE severity was the key factor in determining the extent to which respondents felt 

unsafe, with the most serious AEs generating the most distrust. This variable is therefore a 

strong predictor of the sense of safety as also point by Sammer CE and cols.
 

(41) 
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The results also show that a significant percentage of highly serious AEs are not detected by 

patients (24.5% PuH, 62.5% PrH); this may be because they do not identify the AEs as such or 

they do not perceive them as errors as others have suggested, rather because they are 

considered merely part of the hospital experience(45) or perceived as “part of the 

pathological process”.(46). Based on experience in Australia, Evans et al. found that severity is 

an important predictor of how patients perceive safety; (41) that is, patients’ sense of hospital 

safety and confidence is defined by whether they or any of their relatives have experienced an 

adverse event when hospitalized (p<0.001; CI 95%).  

The situations described can respond, according to previous studies, to multiple failures in 

both institutional and individual care processes,(47) such as a failure to communicate with 

health professionals,(42) a culture of concealment of errors and/or the specific characteristics 

of the population (e.g., educational level).(6,11) In this vein, there is an interesting study that 

concludes that lower levels of education about safety concepts or a lack of clear awareness 

about unsafe acts(42) are likely to be barriers to patients’ involvement. Consequently, these 

patients do not collaborate or participate in their own individual processes and, as a result, 

there is a greater risk of an adverse event occurring .(6)(47)  

Public and private hospitals and their associations with the culture of healthcare 

professionals, AE prevalence and patient safety perception. 

After analysing prevalence, culture and perception according to hospital type, no significant 

differences were observed between public and private hospitals; that is, the behaviour of the 

three variables studied was not differentiated by hospital type. In addition, a systematic 

review revealed that there is insufficient evidence to show that the private sector hospitals 

are more efficient or display greater clinical effectiveness than public hospitals(19) in 

countries with medium and low levels of development. However, specific studies show the 

opposite, as in the case of Peru,(48)
 

where safety culture is much higher in private than in 

public hospitals and Pakistan,(49)(50) Nigeria and Malaysia,(51) where private sector hospitals 

enjoy more acceptance and user satisfaction than public hospitals, albeit only slightly.  

We have been unable to locate any research that assesses in a single study the association 

between patient safety culture, the perception of patient safety and AE prevalence, 

distinguishing between public and private hospitals. More in-depth research therefore needs 

to be conducted in countries where prevalence, culture and perception have already been 

studied in order to minimize bias in national estimates.  

 

LIMITATIONS 

This study has some methodological limitations that should be addressed.  

The selection of hospitals is not representative of hospitals in Venezuela generally. Due to 

resource constraints, we were only able to conduct the analysis in a purposely-chosen sample 
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of four high-level hospitals in one of the most populated regions of the country. The sample 

size used limits the extent to which our findings can be generalized. 

For the initial phases (1 and 2), a resistance to complete the instruments was evidenced, 

possibly because, as previously indicated, the care providers and patients have little 

awareness of this matter and/or there is a certain level of fear associated with it due to the 

threat of punitive measures. In order to avoid lower response rates in these cases the 

professionals among whom resistance was detected were grouped together and given 

explanatory sessions about the instrument and its academic and investigative objective to 

ensure that they completed the questionnaire. This measure may have introduced differences 

when comparing the results with other similar studies. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The main findings of this study provide a useful assessment of the simultaneous behaviour of 

the three factors underpinning patient safety in the research sample. This provides us with a 

relational theoretical model that can be applied to other populations to allow objective and 

appropriate decisions to be taken concerning the implementation of plans and strategies on 

patient safety. 

Not all the associations investigated in the sample display a causal link, as established in the 

literature, and it would therefore be useful to replicate the study and assess the behaviour in 

other samples.  

Lastly, the finding that these variables display similar behaviour at both public and private 

hospitals invites us to reflect on our assessment of the healthcare system in both sectors, with 

the aim of providing patients with guaranteed quality and safety.  

In short, these results show that although there is sufficient evidence to establish that the 

variables studied have an impact on the success of initiatives to improve patient safety, 

greater efforts still need to be made in this area in order to ensure the success of measures to 

construct a quality patient safety culture, adequate management systems and patient 

education plans. This consideration should therefore be an active agent in theoretical and 

practical error management models.(44) 
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