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Table 1. General Characteristics of Respondents
(n=200)
Characteristics N %
Age20-24 4 2
25—-29 4 2
30-34 1 5.5
35-39 45 22.5
40-4 50 25
45-49 38 17
50—54 15 7.5
55—59 13 6.5
60—64 8 4
65—69 7 3.5
70+ 2 1
Marital Status
single 2 1.0
married 177 88.5
diverced 3 1.5
widowed 14 7.0
other 2 1.0
Education Attainment
illiterate 10 5.0
primary school 45 22.5
middle school 6l 30.5
high school 71 35.5
college and over 11 5.5
Religion
none 77 38.5
protestant 55 21.5
catholic 31 15.5
buddist 3 17.0

Table 1. General Characteristics of Respondents

(continued)
Characteristics N %
Monthly Pocket Money
-100 53 26.5
100-199 98 49.0
200—299 33 16.5
300-399 8 4.0
400—499 1 0.5
500+ 5 2.5
Hospital Addmission Experience
present 53 26.5
none 145 72.5
* 7} 389 frequency missing o] &
2U&e =, 0l, dutE e & #it
1) 3.9} Fzol 23t A A7)
oy 5o AAl B AF 49 #xle] v]= HHE 4.35
2 234 DARe) B 4 Wol 4 BAE P 3l
o}, o]l '951d 33 2] 871 (39A0) An]A Hrl B
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26804 3.0040 ol=r HF 17672 FAH (A

oo g 2

F7t g a5 )= vebylet st Fo 0
7HE B9l 2L 57k 3 AL Ak S AR b a9}
REPYel dFE F1 Yokt FEF DAL
A YUo §FE 2 ke $2e 2 Hio)
7ol 1.46 oliet. 7t 3 H 2 A4 Hel FE 43
=9 HETA R4 AYo e HF 267 v.o
a5 5ol A3 $A A o2 R
Table 2. Scores of Structural Variables

Variables Mean S.D
Patient/Nurse Ratio 4.3 0.92
Dependency State 174 4.25
Length of Employment (vear) 3.27 0.27
Characteristics of Nursing
Organization 1.76 0.73
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2) 3ol B3 A 3ot EH5ERA W 48 Fol B AAF=AAY 7z e
@A} b BE Aol He 128 32] HFA4E (ALD) A1 334 $(m=2.91)% 2} ol 2
1.9924 FH A & RAFue ARG5S 7 = dE571HEY Aula B AAR DA Al A
A A A (A o] 7HA F L& vH-EE(m=1.51) &% RAASA st AL Bol FolR o oA 8l &
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Table 3. Variables of Nursing Process and Each Variables’ Scores
Variables Mean SD
Al. How often nurses observed and checked on the patient before and after nurs- 1.59 767
~ ingcare and medical treatment
A2.  How well nurses explained to the patient and their family’s queries. 2.01 1.22
A3,  How humanely nurses treated the patient and how well they respected the 1.60 .876
patient.
A4, Howkindly the patient felt treated 1.51 .803
A5, How much the patient felt they could trust the nurses. 1.82 1.07
A6a, How skillfully and competently nurses administered medication and 1.55 750
injections,
A6b. How well nurses prepared diagnosis procedures 173 .907
A6c. How well nurses performed postoperative physical care 1.68 .908
A7a. How clearly the patient was informed about what to do after medication and 1.79 1.03
injections
A7b. How clearly the patient was informed about what to do after diagnostic 2.09 1.19
examinations
A7c. Howclearly the patient was informed about what to do after an operation 1.86 113
A8. How easy it was for the patients to get nurses when needed 1.74 1.00
A9, How clearly the patient was told what to do whens /he left the hospital 2.83 1.68
A10. How well nurses communicated with doctors and informed them about 2.63 1.51
patient’s concerns
All. How well nurses made the patient’s environment comfortable (including such 2.91 1.40
factors as temperature, humidity and volume of noise)
Al12. How safe nurses kept the wards so as to prevent accidents 2.46 1.39
Total 1.99 .64
3) 234 2wl 25 A B} A6 ARk $4 5 AN (POC) & $Y A
743 A ol A FAnE 2 (PAS) = HulA e 7Hm=2.37) 7} 7 wko] Wkl 5} gl a1 ch-&-& A-F A WhAl
FA44 $3E ngovl(m=204) "Rz | oA o] 34 110 2ol 2 A} HE 1.09 222 %]
HJ%"J”J.—T%%%‘C—%%”Sd&lOS 47 ql o A Qe HAHenE BE 12N G Zol
He-2 w T “Fale] Ztlol Mg W ,]E_k] EIPS Al el 2o 2 vhebyk e n] o] =Kathleen(1991) 2] o+
2 gt B3k S (m=2 22) e oy o} uj @ A A A E 5.
Sz $ ek BhE Ay A sl del 3 .
5 ol sl T 4 Qs o] TEL HF 21824 Eﬂzﬂi Table 4. Scores of Outcome Vriables
aghe $RE AT Be ANA4 2 39 L cmem s
5% (HOP) = ¢ 22402 debgehm=1. se) atient satistaction : :
Hospital preference 1.86 1.31
(B4 32) AFAHASE L2 A5 AA77 Length of stay 8.99 1%
(LOS) € HAA 7404 #1172 7HA detxte 7 Pustoperative 1.22 .14

8.999 = 4 Kathleen(1991) & F ol 4 2 4.89 2}
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Table 5. Variables of Postoperative Clinical Condition

1.Infection 1. none
2. systematic
3. wound
4. urinary
5. respiratory
6. other
2. Fever 1. none
2.36.5'- 37.5°c
3. over 37°c.
3. Bowel problem 1. none
2. severe constipation
3. diarrhea
4. obstruction
4, Bladder problem 1. none
2. retention
3. other
5. Atelectasis 1. none
2. yes
6. Need for other sur- 1. none
gery 2. yes
7. Phlebitis 1. none
present 2. yes
8. Other complication 1. none
2.yes
3208 ® WIS TIe) Bl B A
1) A 47ke] ARA
Aspirbe] A4 (E 6ol A L vhsh o] B
AutEx ol A AT = Frel o f -2 434 (76.3%)
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[AE gk b2 g 43 uF AL QU7
A kol & AA(36.8%) 5 2o FHEd ole &

HF ol Foll A8 7)3ke] Aojal Ao

Table 6. Intracorrelations for Qutcome Variables

Correlations POC LOS HSP
PAS 0258 .0507 .7630*
POC .3680* -.0302
LOS 1264

* p=0.000

Abbreviation : PAS-patient satisfaction
POC-postoperative clinical condition
LOS -length of stay
HOP -hospital preference
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Table 7. Structural Variables as predictors of Outcome

Variables
lindependent variable Length of stay
R? F P
step
1 RNP .0989 21.749 .0000
2 CNO 1220 13.688 .0000
3 PDS 1592 12.370 .0000

Abbreviation : RNP-ratio of nurse and patient
CNO-characteristics of nursing

organization
PDS-patient dependency state

Table 8. Combination of Structural and Process
Variables as Predictors of Qutcome Vriables

lindependent variables Dependent varibles
PAS LOS HOP
STEP R? R? R?
1 LOE, NCP  .360™ 172
2. PDS, NCP  .386**
3. RNP,NCP  .401* .067*
*P=.0003 **P=.000,

Abbreviation : NCP : nursing care process
LOE ; length of employment
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Table 8. Variables of Nursing Care Process as

Contributors to Qutcome Variables

step PAS POC LOS HOP
variables R? variablesR? variables R? variables R
A2 245" Al .041™ A9 .0234* A4 .1642*
A5 348%™ A4 069" A2 .1872™

Al2 403"

A4 428

A9 448

Abb .463*"

*P<.05, =P<.005 **P=.000.
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Comparative Analysis of Structural,
Process, and Outcome Indicators for
Evaluating the Quality of Nursing Care

Kim, Young Sook™ - Kim, Hae Soon* - Kim, Chung Y oub*

This study was done to evaluate the quality of
clinical nursing care using the variables of structure,
process, and outcome and to analyze the relationship
between the variables. This study also explored
which variables are validating indicaters to evaluate
the quality of nursing care.

The results analyzed by multiple regression
showed that, generally structural variables did not
contribute to the variance in outcome scores, but
process variables of nursing care contributed signifi-
cantly to the outcome variable of patient satis-
faction. A combination of structure and process
variables explained outcome variables more than
structural variables alone. Also, patient satisfaction
and hospital preference were significantly related to
each other. Therefore, if nursing quality evaluation
relies solely upon on structural variables such as
number of available nurses and workload, it would
be inaccurate because process variables of nursing
care are strongly related to outcome variables and
the two categories of structure and process
variables helped to strengthen the relationships.
Thus, it is important to focus on variables of struc-
ture, process, and outcome together in evaluating
nursing care quality.
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