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(Table 1) General characteristics (n=117) G WkE Se/f 9ol 41.7%E 7P weH, ¢
Variable Division N(%) Lo] 9129)(34.4%), U (6.4%), ANA/HF(6.4%), TIA/AEH A
Sl o Male 78(66.7) U(2.8%), Aol7H2.8%) G 0= UERtTi<Table 2>,
Female 39(33.3)
Marital status Married 78(66.7) _ _
Unmarried 39(33.3) IS XIChE ZIsAu) BE
Age(years) < 30 25(21.4)
30—43 52(44.4) odAke] oE 57 s 7ts A W= <Table
S WO 3 2o A 169 BEAE) BHESS HEARE £
Length of stay <2 47(40.2) g o N o
(weeks) 2.5 26(22.2) Z7(95.2%), FE(35.5%), F5T=(17.7%) «2=, A 2
69 M60) w91 AAA BARele AsA ol 2/4T1%),
<
10 37(31.6) 7154 $2(32.4%), ©)%: BA0(32.4%) #=Oo7, A 37299l
Operation Operate 56(47.9) _— 5 L oelm. 7 o wy 2z
Not operate 61(52.1) ngeel reduk I 27189.5%), 71% e
-] & OlA} A==t
Medical diagnosis* The lower limbs fracture 50(42.7) (21’1%) Ui #(10.5%), A7kt 8 2(10.5%) <O
The upper limbs fracture 22(18.8) 717} =A JERgTh
Contusion 21(17.9)
Multiple open deep laceration 11( 9.4) _ _
Sprain and strain of lumbar region  8( 6.8) S FHE 23 B
Osteoarthritis of knee 6( 5.1)
Injury to multiple structure of knee 4( 3.4) Abglo - - - S me L
Rib fracture 3( 2.6) gdte] gle 57 X ke FA] HlEE <Table
Benign neoplasm 3( 2.6) 4>91 Aok A 159 13AAR SAETTY A §F
Symovitis and tenosynovitis A BTL0%), F5TI7)24.2%), AEA FA1TI%) 0=, A
Ankylosing spondylitis 2( 1.7) N ~ =
Crushing injury of fingers 2( 1.7) 291_1 AAA 7sdgel e s FAe AV T
Pyogenic arthritis 2( 1.7) (50.0%), S=QH: H3(412%), TN THLE(23.5%),
Nonunion of fracture 1( 0.9) R o 2= olo ol
Avascular necrosis of femoral head 1( 0.9) oAl THER3.5%) o=, Al 3919l Kol 3t
Traumatic amputation 1( 0.9) ST SFoH: B3(63.2%), AA7]s SF(31.6%), +%
*Cumulative frequency 27 2YEAGLO%) 202 217} ) Lehdieh
(Table 2) Frequency of the domains and labels of nursing diagnoses in clients
Domain Label N(%) Rank
Health promotion Impaired home maintenance 4( 1.8) 10
Subtotal:  4( 1.8) 7
Nutrition Risk for deficient fluid volume 2( 0.9) 21
Subtotal:  2( 0.9) 9
Elimination Constipation 6( 2.8) 6
Risk for constipation 3( 14 14
Diarrhea 3( 14) 14
Impaired urinary elimination 2( 0.9) 21
Subtotal: 14( 6.4) 3
Activity/Rest Impaired physical mobility 34(15.6) 2
Impaired walking 19( 8.7) 3
Risk for disuse syndrome 11( 5.0) 5
Impaired transfer ability 6( 2.8) 6
Dressing/Grooming self-care deficit 5( 2.3) 8
Bathing/Hygiene self-care deficit 4( 1.8) 10
Disturbed sleep pattern 4( 1.8) 10
Impaired bed mobility 4( 1.8) 10
Deficient diversional activity 1( 0.5) 27
Toileting self-care deficit 1( 0.5) 27
Risk for activity intolerance 1( 0.5) 27
Impaired wheelchair mobility 1( 0.5) 27
Subtotal:  91(41.7) 1
Ci stzbEst3| x| 35(6), 2005 10€ 983



(Table 2) Frequency of the domains and labels of nursing diagnoses in clients(continued)

Domain Label N(%) Rank
Perception/Cognition Disturbed sensory perception 2( 0.9) 21
Subtotal:  2( 0.9) 9
Self- perception Situational low self-esteem 3( 1.4) 14
Disturbed body image 3( 1.4) 14
Subtotal:  6( 2.8) 5
Role relationships Ineffective role performance 3( 1.4) 14
Subtotal:  3( 1.4) 8
Sexuality Sexual dysfunction 1( 0.5) 27
Subtotal:  1( 0.5) 11
Coping/Stress tolerance Post-trauma syndrome 3( 1.4) 14
Ineffective coping 2( 0.9) 21
Anxiety 1( 0.5) 27
Subtotal:  6( 2.8) 5
Safety/Protection Impaired skin integrity 5( 2.3) 8
Risk for infection 3( 14 14
Impaired tissue integrity 2( 0.9) 21
Risk for impaired skin integrity 2( 0.9) 21
Hyperthermia 1( 0.5) 27
Risk for peripheral neurovascular dysfunction 1( 0.5) 27
Subtotal:  14( 6.4) 3
Comfort Acute pain 62(28.4)
Chronic pain 12( 5.5) 4
Nausea 1( 0.5) 27
Subtotal: ~ 75(34.4) 2
Total 218(100.0)
(Table 3) Frequency of the nursing outcome labels (Table 4) Frequency of the nursing intervention labels
according to nursing diagnosis according to nursing diagnosis
Diagnosis Outcome label* N(%) Diagnosis Intervention label * N(%)
Acute pain 62(100.0) Acute pain 62(100.0)
Pain control 59( 95.2) Pain management 44( 71.0)
Comfort level 22( 35.5) Splinting 15( 24.2)
Pain level 11( 17.7) Analgesic administration 11( 17.7)
Pain: disruptive effects 2( 32) Medication administration: intramuscular ~ 9( 14.5)
Impaired physical mobility 34(100.0) Positioning 6 9.7)
Ambulation: walking 16( 47.1) Heat/Cold application 5C 8.1)
Mobility level 11( 32.4) Environmental management: comfort 5( 8.1)
Ambulation: wheelchair 11( 32.4) Patient controlled analgesia assistance 4 6.5)
Joint movement: activity 8( 23.5) Cutaneous  stimulation 3( 48
Transfer performance 4( 11.8) Simple massage 1C_1.6)
e T 19(100.0) Impaired physical mobility. . 34(100.0)
Ambulation: walking 17( 89.5) Eody.mec}}llamcs-pror]r:oltlo.n 1471( 451(1)2)
Mobility level 4( 21.1) Xerelse therapy: am uatlor.l. (412)
Endurance 2( 10.5) Exergse therapy.: joint moblhty. . 8( 23.5)
Self care: activities of daily living 2( 105) 9 siise [prOMICHIE: Sianin Gy A 252
Positioning: wheelchair 6( 17.6)
Chronic pain 12(100.0) Energy management 5( 14.7)
Pain control 10( 83.3) Positioning 4( 11.8)
Comfort level 5( 4L7) Exercise therapy: stretching 2( 5.9)
Risk for disuse syndrome 11(100.0) Pain management 2( 59
Endurance 6( 54.5) Traction/Immobilization care 1C 29)
Mobility level 4( 36.4) Impaired walking 19(100.0)
Immobility consequences: physiological 3( 27.3) Exercise therapy: ambulation 12( 63.2)
Immoblhty consequences: pSyChO—COgl’]jﬁVG 1( 91) Body mechanics pr()m()ti()n 6( 316)
Exercise promotion: strength training 6( 31.6)

* Cumulative frequency
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(Table 4) Frequency of the nursing intervention

labels

according to nursing diagnosis(continued)

Diagnosis _Intervention label* N(%)
Impaired walking
Exercise promotion 3( 15.8)
Nutrition management 2( 10.5)
Exercise therapy: joint mobility 2( 10.5)
Energy management 2( 10.5)
Positioning 2( 10.5)
Pain management 2( 10.5)
Teaching: prescribed activity/exercise 1( 53)
Chronic pain 12(100.0)
Pain management 6( 50.0)
Exercise promotion 3( 25.0)
Positioning 2( 16.7)
Environmental management: comfort 2( 16.7)
Teaching: prescribed activity/exercise 1( 83)
Splinting 1( 83)
Risk for disuse syndrome 11(100.0)
Body mechanics promotion 3( 27.3)
Exercise therapy: joint mobility 3( 27.3)
Bowel management 2( 18.2)
Skin surveillance 2( 18.2)
Exercise therapy: ambulation 1C 9.1)
Exercise promotion 1C 9.1)
Energy management 1C 9.1
Positioning 1C 9.1)

* Cumulative frequency

A-F 5439 A% A5 AelE
paired t-testE AR5k} t AT gl A 2AHE F 6l
N 54y 55 F A ARG Fof FoF
2ol 2 A vEhd ks d e 57%eH, T dEelAE
NSFA AR Fof F7kst o fogh Afol= qllvk 7
A AP s ARl W dEi(= .00, p=1.00)%}
343 A7)15(t= .00, p=1.00) F
o] W37 fISiti<Table 5>.

1%

i=]
RS

AE A7

L

B oltoA] 7dkEl NNN Linkage 7FEvg dabzz )
& AR olFold ABHY B AATZ Y A o
TEAAMG EARE Bttt S 71 ZEa¥ g
ATEolA ) ezde] FaEa, sE Y T4l
A AES 78k A (Choi et al, 1998; Yoo, Ryou, Park,
& Ko, 1998), 7tz Ay} 7k sa) A diba|~E Jfdtat

Ag A AZE Asgel LA ke AR UF Y

{Table 5) Comparison of outcome indicator scores between before and after interventions according to nursing diagnosis

Indicator score

Diagnosis Outcome label Ni:?itc)z{ocr)f Before After t(p)
M=SD M=SD
Acute pain
Pain control 9 11.5% .61 32.3%£1.39 -24.23(.000)
Comfort level 6 6.9t 33 20.4£1.09 -14.80(.000)
Pain level 7 10.4+ .50 27.7+ .80 -11.60(.000)
Pain: disruptive effects 4 4.0+ .00 5.5%£.347 -1.00(.347)
Impaired physical mobility
Ambulation: walking 7 9.4t 41 29.8% .99 -16.83(.000)
Mobility level 7 8.8t .53 25.5t 95 -13.25(.000)
Ambulation: wheelchair 6 7.1+ 57 274+ 88 -13.19(.000)
Joint movement: active 12 20.5¢ 47 51.2+ .77 -11.81(.000)
Transfer performance 3 43t 53 9.311.69 -2.45(.026)
Impaired walking
Ambulation: walking 11 12.5 37 45.0£1.12 -20.18(.000)
Mobility level 6 6.7t 51 20.5£1.16 -5.44(.000)
Endurance 3 3.0t .00 9.0£1.00 -3.46(.026)
Self-care: ADL 8 8.0t .00 24.0£1.23 -4.63(.000)
Chronic pain
Pain control 8 11.0t .77 31.7£1.34 -9.29(.000)
Comfort level 7 13.2+ 41 21.1£1.06 -3.95(.000)
Risk for disuse syndrome
Endurance 12 17.2+ .65 29.9 .99 -5.26(.000)
Mobility level 5 7.1 .90 15.1£1.80 -2.29(.031)
Immobility consequences: physiological 6 13.5¢ 46 22,0+ 52 -5.60(.000)

Ci stzbEst3| x| 35(6), 2005 10€
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{Table 5) Comparison of outcome indicator scores between before and after interventions according to nursing diagnosis

(continued)
Number of Indicator score
Diagnosis Outcome label indicator Before After t(p)
M=SD M=SD

Constipation

Bowel elimination 15 15.0+ .00 557+ .88 -18.69(.000)
Impaired transfer ability

Transfer performance 4 5.0t 45 9.8+1.31 -3.33(.003)

Body positioning: self-initiated 3 5.0 .58 8.0+ .58 -2.12(.101)

Muscle function 6 6.0+ .00 26.0 .52 -15.81(.000)
Dressing/Grooming self-care deficit

Self-care: ADL* 7 7.0+ .00 14.1£1.66 -3.11(.003)

Self-care: dressing 11 20.0£1.28 26.0£1.83 -1.44(.163)
Impaired skin integrity

Tissue intergrity: skin & mucus membrane 7 8.8t .48 21.3+1.09 -6.38(.000)

Wound healing: primary intention 2 2.0+ .00 6.0£1.00 -3.46(.026)

Wound healing: secondary intention 3 4.0t .55 9.0t .84 -4.02(.003)
Impaired home maintenance

Family functioning 8 8.3t 27 204t .75 -7.43(.000)
Bathing/Hygiene self-care deficit

Self-care: ADL 9 11.0+ 34 30.5% .83 -9.15(.000)

Self-care: bathing 5 12.5% .83 22.0£1.03 -3.38(.007)
Disturbed sleep pattern

Sleep 6 9.3t 52 18.8+1.18 -3.96(.000)

Well-being 3 3.0+ .00 9.0+2.31 -1.73(.134)

Rest 2 3.0+ 71 7.0+ 71 -2.83(.106)
Impaired bed mobility

Body positioning: self-initiated 5 6.0t 46 20.2+ .76 -8.77(.000)

Mobility 6 6.0+ .00 26.5t .53 -16.97(.000)
Risk for infection

Infection status 5 8.7t 92 18.5£1.39 -2.76(.015)

Immune status 2 3.0 71 3.0t 71 .00(1.00)
Risk for constipation

Bowel elimination 4 7.3t 58 13.7 .53 -4.80(.000)
Ineffective role performance

Role performance 4 4.6t 45 18.1% .51 -16.01(.000)
Situation low self-esteem

Self-esteem 7 10.7+ 51 18.7+ .83 -4.27(.000)
Diarrhea

Bowel elimination 9 12.0+ 36 49.5%.27 -31.42(.000)
Disturbed body image

Self-esteem 4 4.0 .00 17.0+ .83 -8.55(.000)

Body image 3 5.0t .57 15.0+ .00 -10.00(.000)
Post-trauma syndrome

Coping 6 9.5t 52 19.1£1.27 -3.90(.000)
Disturbed sensory perception: kinesthetic, tactile

Muscle function 6 9.5t .53 26.0+ 44 -11.64(.000)
Impaired urinary elimination

Urinary elimination 1 1.0+ .00 3.5t 71 -5.00(.019)

Urinary continence 5 5.0t 41 20.0t .98 -7.67(.000)
Ineffective coping

Coping 10 18+ 47 36.5t .89 -7.69(.000)
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{(Table 5) Comparison of outcome indicator scores between before and after interventions according to nursing diagnosis

(continued)
Number of Indicator score
Diagnosis Outcome label indicator Before After t(p)
M=SD M=SD

Impaired tissue integrity

Tissue integrity: skin & mucus membrane 8.5t .52 21.5t 52 -8.94(.000)

Wound healing: secondary intention 3.0£ .00 13.0+ .58 -10.00(.000)
Risk for deficient fluid volume

Fluid balance 6.0 .00 1.5+ .71 -6.33(.000)
Sexual dysfunction

Sexual function 3.0t .71 3.0+ .71 .00(1.00)
Risk for activity intolerance

Endurance 5.0t .00 9.0+ .71 -3.00(.095)

Activity tolerance 4.0t 71 7.0+ .71 -2.83(.106)

* ADL: Activities of Daily Living
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information

D evelopment and Application of a Computerized Nursing Process

Program for Orthopedic Surgery Inpatients
~NANDA, NOC, and NIC Linkages

Kim, Hye-Su K"

1) Assistance Professor, Department of Nursing, Mokpo Catholic University

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to develop and to apply the NANDA, NOC, and NIC (NNN) linkages
into a computerized nursing process program using the classification systems of nursing diagnoses, nursing
outcomes and nursing interventions. Method: The program was developed with planning, analysis, design and
performance stages. The program was applied to 117 patients who were admitted to orthopedic surgery nursing
units from January to February, 2004. Results: Thirty-five of fifty-three nursing diagnoses were identified. Five
nursing diagnoses in order of frequency were: Acute pain (28.4%), Impaired physical mobility (15.6%), Impaired
walking (8.7%), Chronic pain (5.5%) and Risk for disuse syndrome (5.0%). The nursing outcomes of the 'Acute
pain' nursing diagnosis tended to have higher frequencies (cumulative) in order of Pain management (95.2%),
Comfort level (35.5%) and Pain level (17.7%). The nursing interventions of the 'Acute pain' nursing diagnosis
tended to have higher frequencies (cumulative) in order of Pain management (71.0%), Splinting (24.2%) and
Analgesic administration (17.7%). In comparison of outcome indicator scores between before and after the
intervention according to the 61 nursing outcomes, the mean scores of 52 outcome indicators after the intervention
were significantly higher than before the intervention. Conclusion: It is expected that this program will help
nurses perform their nursing processes more efficiently.

Key words : Nursing diagnoses, Nursing outcomes, Nursing interventions, Nursing process, Computer program
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