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<Table 1> Nursing units' strategies and preliminary performance indicators by perspectives

Perspectives Strategies

Preliminary performance indicators

Financial Contribution to hospital profitability + The rate of nursing revenue growth
- The rate of manageable cost reduction
Customer Improving customer relations + The level of customer satisfaction

+ Customers' image of nurses
+ The rate of clients who can explain own health status, treatment and

nursing care plans

Business Process  Improving quality in nursing care

- Number of solving nursing problem by nursing process

* Number of nursing malpractice

- Ratio of nurse to patient

- Development and application of CP(Critical Pathway)
- Amount of direct nursing time

* Number of developing nursing standards

Improving relationship among concerned
departments

- Staff Satisfaction for nursing units
- Staffs' image of nurses

Learning &
Growth

Improving nurses' competency

- The level of participation in education
- The level of participation in research

- The rate of nurses leaving their jobs

Motivate nurses

+ Nurses' satisfaction with working condition

Improving capability of nursing

* Nurses' satisfaction with information provided by nursing information

information system system
SAF BY)FoPE HEgoR wEeSlal, 53|, 1tEAte] ok e Agste] deEAd e TdA 7IRE 3155l
o] WA HY] flsl HLe A HHIL Aduojof R 71550 e SEAl dd A E AEReR, ke
Ak AT Qe ARAIARS] odo] Fasithal AbaL A9 T9A7IIHERE Bard hsAbaL A9 &, A
grofsto] HRAARS] A7F Ahspb S ko r Esqlt: AL ARPE EEAR A AADDARE, & Ao
2 sARIEuE e TEAk] 7hEAL ) 5, PSR
2tsH|o| =RIMut ofH|H 7K & = M Aere REadd EdrasE i A5 =
‘CP/iE B 8= Tep/iE At ke cpel AN
AT e e A s BEEAE § £ oF) & WA QLS e TaREA Adnss
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<Table 2> Validity on nursing units' preliminary performance indicators

Perspectives Preliminary Performance Indicators CVI
Financial + The rate of nursing revenue growth 0.88
- The rate of manageable cost reduction 0.75*
Customer + The level of customer satisfaction 1.00
- Customers' image of nurses 1.00
+ The rate of clients who can explain own health status, treatment and nursing care plans 0.88
Business Process - Number of solving nursing problem by nursing process 0.94
* Number of nursing malpractice 0.94
+ Amount of direct nursing time 0.88
- Ratio of nurse to patient 0.76*
+ Number of developing nursing standards 0.82
- Development and application of CP(Critical Pathway) 0.70*
- Staff Satisfaction for nursing units 1.00
- Staffs' image of nurses 1.00
Learning & Growth + The level of participation in education 1.00
- The level of participation in research 1.00
- The rate of nurses leaving their jobs 0.64*
* Nurses' satisfaction with working condition 1.00
* Nurses' satisfaction with information provided by nursing information system 0.81

*

CVI (Content Validation Index) < .80

SR, AT, 2ol tE 1A MR nlgo] 88%, TEARI 25Tk 94v%, A HTEE A7bo) 88,
s T AxE AL Fqesto] 100% FolES WERASITE B NFI Agste] A et 94%, SN E
g 70 Aol vl w2 oES dEhislsdl 7 = M A7) 82%, AFEHRA A ek IFSAL M=
A FES ESO] SH] 88w, BAE B4 A 8% ebiek
A AdEet A8 9 AsAge deetA AHe 5 ole 80% mwke] w2 HolES yEhd 47 Axe AT
<Table 3> Nursing units' performance measure indicators and methods (n=17)*
erspectives erformance indicators EEEUS meiess=ai) total
perep P 1 2 3 4 (%)
Financial - The rate of nursing revenue growth 8(53.0) 7(41.0) 2(13.0) 0(0.0) 17(100.0)
- The rate of manageable cost reduction 5(36.0) 6(43.0) 3(21.0) 0(0.0) 14(100.0)
Customer - The level of customer satisfaction 7(41.0) 9(45.0) 4(20.0) 0(0.0) 20(100.0)
- Customers' image of nurses 8(38.0) 9(43.0) 4(19.0) 0(0.0) 21(100.0)
- The rate of clients who can explain own health status, 11(61.0) 6(33.0) 1( 6.0) 0(0.0) 18(100.0)
treatment and nursing care plans
Business - Number of solving nursing problem by nursing process 8(42.0) 7(37.0) 4(21.0) 0(0.0) 19(100.0)
Process - Number of nursing malpractice 8(42.0) 10(53.0) 1( 5.0) 0(0.0) 19(100.0)
- Amount of direct nursing time 6(34.0) 7(39.0) 4(22.0) 1(5.0) 18(100.0)
- Number of developing nursing standards 12(67.0) 5(28.0) 0( 0.0) 1(6.0) 18(100.0)
- Staff Satisfaction for nursing units 9(45.0) 10(50.0) 1( 5.0) 0(0.0) 20(100.0)
- Staffs' image of nurses 11(55.0) 7( 7.0) 2( 2.0) 0(0.0) 20(100.0)
Learning & - The level of participation in education 12(63.0) 4(21.0) 3(16.0) 0(0.0) 19(100.0)
Growth - The level of participation in research 12(67.0) 4(22.0) 2(11.0) 0(0.0) 18(100.0)
+ Nurses' satisfaction with working condition 4(22.0) 8(44.0) 6(33.0) 0(0.0) 18(100.0)
* Nurses' satisfaction with information provided by nursing  6(38.0) 8(50.0) 2(12.0) 0(0.0) 16(100.0)
information system
* mutiple responses
** measure methods 1: evaluate based on nursing units' objectives in this year
2: evaluate based on nursing units' performance in the last year
3: evaluate based on another nursing units' performance in this year
4: the others
oistzts &ts| x| 35(3), 2005 68 455
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<Table 4> Classification of individual indicators and common indicators for nursing units

Perspectives Individual indicators Common indicators
Financial - The rate of nursing revenue growth
- The rate of manageable cost reduction
Customer - The level of customer satisfaction

- Customers' image of nurses

+ The rate of clients who can explain own health

status, treatment and nursing care plans

Business Process

- Number of solving nursing problem by nursing

process

- Number of nursing malpractice
- Amount of direct nursing time
- Number of developing nursing standards

- Staff Satisfaction for nursing units
- Staffs' image of nurses

Learning & + The level of participation in education
Growth + The level of participation in research
- Nurses' satisfaction with working condition
+ Nurses' satisfaction with information provided by nursing
information system
456 CH&tZts 85| K| 35(3), 20054 6¥



<Table 5> Classification of leading indicators and lagging indicators for nursing units

Perspectives Leading Indicators Lagging Indicators
Financial + The rate of nursing revenue growth

- The rate of manageable cost reduction
Customer + The level of customer satisfaction

+ The rate of clients who can explain own health

status, treatment and nursing care plans

- Customers' image of nurses

Business Process
process

- Amount of direct nursing time
+ Number of developing nursing standards

* Number of solving nursing problem by nursing

* Number of nursing malpractice

- Staff Satisfaction for nursing units
- Staffs' image of nurses

Learning & + The level of participation in education
Growth - The level of participation in research

+ Nurses' satisfaction with information provided by

nursing information system

* Nurses' satisfaction with working condition
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Development of Performance Measure Indicators
in Hospital Nursing Units
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Purpose: The purpose of this study was to develop performance measure indicators for hospital nursing units
based on a Balanced Scorecard (BSC). Method: This study was a methodological study. The development process
consisted of 3 stages. The first stage was setting up strategies for nursing units from a nursing department's
mission and vision. The second stage was developing performance measure indicators after a validity check. The
third stage was modifying developed performance measure indicators and classifying them. Results: 7 strategies
were set up according to 4 perspectives of a BSC. 15 performance measure indicators for hospital nursing units
were developed, and the indicators were divided into 8 independent indicators and 7 shared indicators according to
the degree of performance responsibility. In addition, they were classified into two groups, 7 leading indicators and
lagging indicators. Conclusions: The result of this study suggests that performance measure indicators for hospital
nursing units provide a framework and method for nursing organizations' performance management. Also, the
developed indicators are expected to provide valuable information for successful organization management.
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