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

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 & Improving nurses' competency
Growth

- 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
information system

- Nurses' satisfaction with information provided by nursing information

system
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<Table 2> Validity on nursing units' preliminary performance indicators

- The rate of nursing revenue growth 0.88
- The rate of manageable cost reduction 0.75%
- 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
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17(100.0)

- The rate of nursing revenue growth 8(53.0) 7(41.0) 2(13.0) 0(0.0)

- The rate of manageable cost reduction 5(36.0) 6(43.0) 3(21.0) 0(0.0) 14(100.0)
- 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

- Number of solving nursing problem by nursing process 8(42.0) 7(37.0) 4(21.0) 0(0.0) 19(100.0)
+ 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)
- The level of participation in education 12(63.0) 4(21.0) 3(16.0) 0(0.0) 19(100.0)
« 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

: evaluate based on nursing units’ performance in the last year

2
3: evaluate based on another nursing units' performance in this year
4

: the others
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Smion: indicat

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

- Number of solving nursing problem by nursing

- 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
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Fmanc1al

- The rate of nursmg 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 information provided by
nursing information system

- Nurses' satisfaction with working condition
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2001; Niven, 2002). W72 2Ax #de] kel A & M tasivh THE SeAE Adlste] EBREE w9l ke
A edde] SR BARIS Jlo TR gk Hlasthks &d Sagasd B dduplddes Brkste
HEE Yoo2001)9] dr@et dAerglon], d5rlds o Zol ehdattta Frtal a4 dh
FOE g A(Chow et al., 1998; Lee, 1999) cllX& 289 IR E F249) APy njHoRyE Hekd Bus
A Fde A FEE 2Asa glow o g2 Hego EESI A HRel] 2YHLEE 49 PHRE T
E ROk @R #A e IS 47 5 SAsta, 49 243 sz, axn e duke) A
wEFAse] d27t 4FE FPce Wy Tods N £ Fetstun gejshs e eyt & dTelME 1E
Aekd Bxel AAREY Yoo(1999)E ©01F 1 $HoE B xA49 & 9 xAel el #3943 E HEetl 3
Stk & AR s 4 wRe EA 9F A, 7 RS R o AbATR o8 ZhwA AA, Wz
TEAF FIROTE Yoo(1999) A7) w&E BF WEA A, T3AL MRle) Aste} AASHE o] W@ HojoR T A
Y hear HEE e A 5R AR °A ojty. EH, A el A4 WHEE 454
she Zlog melnt gy ARAAFS] o% Asi o GAE AAA EaSich NdE dswe) 244 H
KaplanZ} Norton(1992)°] AlAIgE 215} LA St Lee(1999) A2y ARG ARtEEE AT AageE 857
9 Aol AFHA FROH, Yoo(2001) A HAAE] eids A AFERIN ARER e WHETE AR
MEE WFAFIEAL Biel AR ole dEe sto] e B RE 549 F e =7EC] 7Y 1
FHskz dlol FAd ddAEel 249 AR Hdel o) ¢ Ez g ofor & Aol
& olsiel 2AAAE HiekyE a7bA] B oA A
I gl=rke) ApolellA WES Ae® Atmgrt a2 2 Hot

® A7 dst b B3 3E 7Y W] met 1S
Aol 2449 SAAE7E AT A B2 d7is B BEFAe dREes gls d84 9

L=
Age AR BRE dF% ARa 08 AW aExdd §e
Al 35

A1 s le] Agsto] 4744 ﬂ%OﬂH
A== AndaA e APENE 187) WA R F AT BIHARE st AERt A7E A8 A
14782] #1327} 80% ©17de §el& vehdigia, 24l & 24 4 dEhdd IR dx skl dubggeld <
A AR Y] deinduE FAagE oAl kel B Fohs FUEAN AREAL F 221e] Fojsigith Rl
B AT AN s0%rte] Foles Bl AR VA 194 DI e] A, 29 Gl 27
‘FEngHE g, UFEZIAA BH hSARIEN R HIE7E uIAE EF, 39 a9 23T F7HA|
I cpie %S85, Sast A a4 weAdEiest x #4 5 F39AE 1A
oldE F HEngnlE FAaES AAT 34 Ak A & A7) Fedde tat g
A #EHERE Fase LS Hdou sHA o AERAY AR ud gAdE AF e dero
Eol 71&% W&ol oJshd F7HAE AAQ ov)E olsfs) 2 F /) dze] FHEHST #FEE YT dAelA
A Fspolvkar Zlestal glo Aak ool At AA A Hgole] 7]o], A FAA uARAFTH, HHFA
A kel ol FRAARE Juride] HEF Lee A4 IASA, WFGFZEALBEA 35 A F
(1999)8] A7d e} dA|sha, «L’Li &) F94E Brtst A, 583 BsuYsy ¥, s AR ddedA
= tEHA ARE AREHY $LO D R(KIHM, 1997) AF-# 7b A% A, BA3AF F7IR0, HolEMel A A%
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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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