Sejvete 25 AA4EY B4 AFql e
ol A2 oz aju]a o] fo] olfAHA FulEe
A4 A9 Alzst FAl FA ez xel] i
A7 348 Assln ek 2P an g o 4
Al i go] Fulelgvlz} T8 FrlehA Hn o
A AR FTUEE i HA G HulaE
U5 £ 2 o mAula AFA A = A E 754 7]
2 199548 3t 27133E FA o2 ogAula
ol A Hr1E 43 sdet

A 9rte] Ao g2 Hed A3, AXA, A4 g
2l golls AEAQN 2xr2 LA YA TR}y
Astod = AgAolct S5 A Fe] clabe] L 2-S 3}
A3t Akl o 57| Aulx £F HAA F2
T AEE e BEAvI2Y A £F ot} eln}
T H7HE &7 A A 2139 Yl o) § A A s},

adiy F43 ol oAl ol g Tl e
rEe) e JYeA Folstn 2 +F ¢ eigdest Al
S =8 7k Hrtste AL Lol dhalzt et 1990
Buchan& A4 138 shie] 71EH 42 od 4 ¢
ou of2] W49 7] 5ol A AL AAlslgc) AL

Tol T2 19969 VI A AFALS FEAM AP
ol slgbod AFSI9 S

= AAATH AR

= AslAgd FEAFA

F200d : UE, 287}
IZE W BAE NG 72, 34, A
AZAES vl 24 AT
Aa= - Lser= - A H
I.M &8 o2 ouMulad A srld AYA F2& A=
Donabedian(1988)& 3 H-7biF§ +=, A4, 743}
LAY R ERY 2 Aojsta o] Y JlE4-Eo] Ao A2 on|

£ 271 1% =2 A4l & 24 w40 A
o] A F 2 AR5 7] st AYA w40 el B
A7} )= ojof st YA w4 A 2 H7} 55
At & A7 A4 eled gt FAaio] A slojol &
cha wgkeh o]k B2 AR AMu| A FofollA] B
Hoz 4853 o 1995 e Axjdn gl A
29 25713 Avla B E ol F H L8 n gl
(2.7 823 1996).

A AR ZT vl 20} A Bl AFE A Y3y
AT Alx siglov Wy Z1E W4 BAE 1A
g A= Flel o}d Alesl wlr) Qi 22jog @
dFe dATEAu] A okl k3 A FIoe F=
(structure) 2| Zd3} 735 A7} $tA}oll A E2-(caring)
o] B Aul2E A-Fsle #AH(process) & &= 238
2 k348 A7 vYebd 23 (outcome)d S 3
771% 45 AAste] 7259 Ao) HPL Hrsn
AL FAHsE 4 24700 §713 JAZ Qe 24
stof 2o A ot TP bt A Bl o o}
7} A 44wk gl vk gl YA 29 A A § szt
2 A7E Asdach



X-EL

2 ATE YA DI 29 T2, 3 2|2 A
A &4 A& st 24 A5 21 F da2iel] #o
& BA Qe 2 A ndtgon] ¥ e A
223 3ol 9ok ¥ 4 gl
1) 94 REAujA0] F24, FAH, Az 2o

A FF L A=A AN
2) Y4 Ai A A0 FRu4E ABHAY A 45

w49} 2| g BA 7 3leH?

3) A4 BE AL FEAAY A WsE AddS

st el & A7 e
4) T2 AR 2o 3 AFHA4) of

=A% dlFol s

Ig+e Yy

2 AT 9B VA2 A 47 shota} 354
A A 3¢ A sed gL el F2-4-
Asel WFE A 8o} adol A A A zAeb
4 o4 BAE 2430 Astd A= e 3
A g4 dFelch

2 Aol 4P WS e TU 2L 58 AE
Heow FxM42 A3 7144, AEAHY 2
739, 24959 AL ¥R, FAY2 29} (52
e 54% 2359k AA4zE DB )
Az A 282 ARH4E FA9] 445 AN
e, AU, Bxhe) A7k e L abEE o} $te)
Hygdss & 2§ sdd. 2A0A4 HUe AAxy
47 3/ FEYUL A A5 2 g9 479 yain
HEoliA 34 ATHA S T2 34220058 ¢ A4
2.2 #qle A543 7]17H- 19973 3910 Y 3¢ 64
319 74) o] F0i Zict.

EAuso) A sa) s Nel g 242 o
# . Fzu4al 254 A2 AEe Yoy
A 5o UBA 4+ o JF 54 v (Nurse/
patient ratio) 2 A2 393 YA 2E & F24-E 27}
375, 23 e A, AMAI e FAE T
Sl v 35 242t 1, 2, 3 Fol AA YU
viro A28t 52 A DEPRE HE
Az Abe] 75, A9, 2A DA, 473341 57 EA}
7Y, HEDIAY 97], 45 iy Y24
o }, #A7zol A AR 5o 1070 Al 8

off Ay AulaE

Fo2 TANGD A H4) ARZT A6 20 T
Brte Ak oA, A AH, §2ld 2H-E o
4 A 12709 320 2 73 Ao FA2) gtql 3kz}e

AAZTF, A=, AAA, A4 7%, ALHA 2%
8 & 239 en] 242 Likert scale 53 A (=)
a1, dilzagcr 2y, 2 5ol 3, vialz
2 At 44, AH2F A g 53) ol <& 3 r)shed
o A4 YANFEE AT Aulxe £ F, 7
ubokeAl, Ayt gt i)
o, £l 4E oA o) &3tnA 3l Ax SO 54 &
g sy s (¢ 14, AP 2y, v %
olc} 34, w223 X gdc} 44, AP A o} 5F)
2 SHREE gl 4% AMAEE Kathleen
(1991) 0] A4 =75 t4siglerd BdFF, 4o
5 ARAEA, YA A, 34 F5, D E S
%9 oA, Agdel §5, sl F F5o

o9 04, dod 72 138 Yoild A2egdch
A543 £ 5 A el o s B} 443 AlH Ao}
PR EEE YIAREE sln a2 He B4 3q)
5ol 7154 Y-S 2 Ao 2 5 gl ow gkt
7237 7kl At s 2AE A7 A e 38 &
AEg a g7 4SS JA4YY 3
74 AR 4 Y 2 AE FTolnA 3o

3" AR LA AT 23 HEFHG 4S5, AR
ko] A4 24, 1n F2-FP-A3H S A4
Zboll A Raat AN E 5YUG ohiagl SIARY
T B3t A2 A HBo W4l dlBEE
+4 8t

I.28 0%

Ho

duAul el A oot A v W g 4L woFt
Falsigule) AFol i AFAA A} DAL A
2o BAlof tAstn A ) aE AFH 9
Holl4] w23l ol2ldt Al AyPA HEL
Donabedian(1982, 1988))cl] 2]3} AAlsigleod 2+
T2 (Structure) - 3 (Process ) - 2 3} (Outcome)
Aol 337} widja) o] 37k} AT W47kl Pl of
3ol H At AT 5 ATEAk 29 ol £ 9
3l B3 = Jrp71Fol Ao AN Fr} =] A3
& vl g A W49 Bale] glojo} dh= =it
Az AA 3 HYrpriFe] Ao A7) A=
whtal gk A2 A 71 F A g o} bt A7} AR =l ook



<&

itckm yoleh, Ab7idt 37t AW} A A5A
(1992) 7} A A g ulsh Zo] shztel Aelad A=A
dlA 5ot & 4 Qleke SA4S A A Ao A A E
ol olal ks 7] ) of e Muls AFHAA F2
A7, duclel dE, s 5 ALAA Mulas] &
‘EE A Aol G vlA A Hepy Hrpo) A7)5
-z ek

3okl “A” A Ao Y Hrt o] o
& AF7H 196000 ol F B x4H oz o] Fojzgte
H ohg2 k59 AL A Y 4 A s AL
4o dolgdel A= et (Smith,1987). Attree
1993) = 73 Ao 3 Ade] 2y ¢ A s
Jonabediano] A A|§} 3742 W59} 3ol 3 A W}
AFol AMARE T2 HArse dszdey 58 &2
18, Y44, 44 FE, 2222, A= A4 4

71, oA &, AFE Fol A2 AP A Wi Fe e

DER 753 FAske BAA vl Rs e aoA
A A4 E, BEAFAY P4, HE, A5AHY A4S
283 (2)7 541 AEH AFolA x4 3 7 1¢9 5
4, 444 By 53 (3)7k 5 e AASAo] 2
3 EE A, 93, ATVEF, A, Ny A= EF
o} gich 2 AN F A4 e (1)AY, A, ¥
A7 EobE, TANA, S42E S 2g¢e AR
3} AY4&F (2)8A ] AR, AL55HE, A
A A3lH AR sg 2@es 753 5, (3)%
AurEx, (v} S GdF ol A& Ao & (5)
A3, F, 3G 59 wiakAl Al 23 A A, 22
i (6)FUz 71 5o AR, 2R 42 AHvlx AT,
FEA @ §F Fol Fu F1Es4 2 vshud
(Moira, 1995).

AE4Yge] 248 & F4HY7t dF2EE F2 43
AZA BAN 237K Aol o oA
Wandelt $} Phaneuf(1974)8] -7} 9low 1% 7
3 7t9l AR ste] o|Fei AAF Al A AF7}
UL ol AFEold AT A, A Ay,
A7 712 ohwt, 2] B2 whlo] AAlE
ol eH{Doris, 1975, Hayward, 1986). 32 3}3 A il
olsf 38 A Yotk AL oabe] o] ace
Hofjd 5] Euto g wrle &7 ool H7
71% Ahttol ojgicke Aol A Ao g} 2 g
ArolA 727 WS A A EAYY D77 A4

kb 3.3 8] 2] 284 Al S

ol gtooi(Hilger, 1974, Hegyvary, 1977, Marek,
1989). Hilger¢} Anderson(1974)-& &84 AxAgz
Ate] Hrr)F o F5 5493 Karen(1989)-& 454
71 E ez A o] A, debak AXAF, Hy
A, AFE 52 2gste (DEAe) geid4us) &
28 AR, AA4LE, AdBAEE 23 (2)
Ar3Alel A Atel, QAP EEE, Aol 5 2¥Hs)
£ (AAA 53 ()25 2A, g, A8, Aol o
@ A4 52l 71ES A sk o) U3 lowa
outcomes project(1997) A= 1 E F ) o 274 7
3274735 $RF(NOC)3lgirt Axpigz4 gy
247} B ARE L drdo] ABA o]z sl
Alg x 7} oAk o] -2 Zhatslo] o} 828
Zat w24 g gAul 2o AFA ol gl a
T2l FolA gFal A Aoz A2 g
t}(Caroline, 1995, Congeress of the USA1993). = &
# 2 Weitzman(1990) & A 53 2 2 =}p-A|F217ke]
A7 A g JFAF-F AA s ol F 23
A AFAst £v|AE9 o w29 Ao AN F
AL FAE $2el gkt Bolch F o) Bk el
= F2 9 Al A Fs] A AP
2 2 e 3F(feedback)s} 275l o] Ayl xg]
o] &3 Al i Eat ohie AL Al Yot
o go] fAe] & s 2 gl v aF ohA] o] &
cte AT} i 33 FAH F24ol gl
+°] #<lslict(Haya, 1990). ol2ldt #xtS s 9
24 320 JleHgl Aol 2L F7)
o 7h59] ool BAE oz 255 2
2 Al omavia AY L A ol iia oBu|a
o] A Aol Hate] i), 4, A&+ E, 45U 2
€ 84 ¥oE o] 33 2490 s UK Gre-
gory, 1988).

Donabediane] A} & ulo}zto] A2 w4 7kol b}
& FAIZE A== E el g A 3ot dF 2 & Teresita,
Adela, and Ralph(1996) 7} Al =& #A ¥4l 7154
vl A o} Azt 2 Bbadel o] W3}, AR, =
=, 49 Soll g 4SAAFEaL AT} Yo of
Aol A ts A Hgr A4l folg oS4
2 215k =3 Kathleen(1991) 2] 24 ¥ 42} 2
4719 FAlol B Ao E FAH+E A
49} =17 gk %A 7F UGt s ek



I A7adadd =2

1. ZAHHAX L] Quby 54

ZApfatzle] AR EE 40-444] diAlglo] 503
(25%) 2.2 7174 gotn oha-& 35-304) Ao
45%9(22.5%) ci1ich. AEAeE 71 &0} 177422 88,
5%% AA}A} 2R afAeE 5L
A1 71%9(35.5%) 2.2 713 gokx dlg oj4e) &
A% 119(5.5%) o1} =llch. Tae 779 (38.5%)
ol ool Fa AxE 23 75 mal-2 8673 (43%)
ojgie}. Y44l 100—199YH 7} 983 (49.0%) .=
7} ok o8-8 10034 vltkel Algto) 53502 26,
5%% AANGL. YA Y -5 1459(72.5%) ) ¥
A2l el A gJUd7 Aol x 539(27.5%) & 13
ol 4 ] 9743 Y& 7AA 2 YKE 1.

Table 1. General Characteristics of Respondents

{n=200)
Characteristics N %
Age20-24 4 2
5-9 4 2
0-34 11 55
35-39 45 2.5
40-4 50 Pt
45-49 38 T 17
5054 15 7.5
55-59 13 6.5
6064 8 4
6569 7 3.5
70+ 2 1
Marital Status
single 2 1.0
married 177 88.5
diverced 3 L5
widowed 14 7.0
other 2 1.0
Education Attainment
illiterate 10 5.0
primary school 45 225
middle school 61 30.5
high school 71 35.5
college and over 1 5.5
Religion
none 77 3.5
protestant 55 21.5
catholic 31 155
buddist A 17.0

Table 1. General Characteristics of Respondents

(continued)

Characteristics N %

Monthly Pocket Money
-100 53 26.5

100199 98 49.0

200—299 3 16.5

300-399 8 40

400499 1 0.5
500+ 5 2.5
Hospital Addmission Experience

present 53 26.5

none 145 725

* 7} 824 frequency missing ] 31-&
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Table 2. Scores of Structural Variables

Variables Mean S.D
Patient/Nurse Ratio 4.35 0.92
Dependency State 174 4.25
Length of Employment (year) 3.7 0.27
Characteristics of Nursing
Crganization 1.76 0.73
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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
- ing care 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 160 .876
patient.
A4. Howkindly the patient felt treated 1.51 .803
A5,  Howmuch the patient felt they could trust the nurses, 1.82 1.07
Afa, How skillfully and competently nurses administered medication and 1.55 .750
injections,
A6b. How well nurses prepared diagnosis procedures 173 .907
Abc. How well nurses performed postoperative physical care 168 .908
A7a. How clearly the patient was informed about what to do after medication and L79 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 1.13
A8. How easy it was for the patients to get nurses when needed 1.74 1.00
A9. Howclearly the patient was told what to do when s /he left the hospital 2.83 1.68
A10. How well nurses communicated with doctors and informed them about 2.63 151 °
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)
A2, How safe nurses kept the wards so as to prevent accidents 2.46 1.39
Total 1.99 .64
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Table 4. Scores of Qutcome Vriables

Criteria Mean S.D
Patient satisfaction 2.4 .82
Hospital preference 1.86 1.31
Length of stay 8.99 125
Postoperative 1.22 4
clinical condition




Table 5. Variables of Postoperative Clinical Condition

1.Infection

2. Fever

3. Bowel problem

1. none

2. systematic
3. wound

4 urinary

5. respiratory
6. other

1. none
2.36.5-37.5¢c
3. over 37c.

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
AU T HopH7ie) N B4
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Table 6. Intracorrelations for Qutcome Variables

Correlations POC LOS HSP
. PAS L0258 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 Qutcome

Variables
. . Length of stay
lindependent variable " F 5
) step
1 RNP .0989 21.749 .0000
2 CNO 1220 13.688 .0000
3 PDS .1592 12.370 .0000

‘\bbreviation : 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 Outcome Vriables

Tindependent variables Dependent varibles
PAS LOS HOP
STEP R? R? R?
L 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 9. Variables of Nursing Care Process as
Contributors to Outcome Variables

step PAS POC LOS HOP
variables R? variables R? variables R? variables R?

1 A2 245 Al .041™ A9 0234* A4 .1642™
2 A5 .M8™ A4 069 A2 .1872*
3 Al2 403™
4 A4 428
5 A9 .483™
6 A6b 463"
*P<05, *P<.005, *P=(000.
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—Abstract—
Key concept : Nursing, Quality Evaluation

Comparative Analysis of Structural,
Process, and Outcome Indicators for
Evaluating the Quality of Nursing Care

Kim, Young Sook* - Kim, Hae Soon® - Kim, Chung Youb*

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
betweén 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 A 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 togethér in evaluating
nursing care quality.
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