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OBJECTIVE. To examine the changes in li-
censed nursing staff in Pennsylvania hospitals
from 1991 to 1997, and to assess the relation-
ship of licensed nursing staff with patient
adverse events in hospitals.

DATA SOURCE. A convenience sample of all
Pennsylvania, acute-care, hospitals, 1991 to
1997.

STUDY DESIGN. The study first describes the
percentage change of licensed nursing staff
categories in Pennsylvania hospitals from 1991
to 1997. Second, random effects Poisson regres-
sions are used to assess the association of the
numbers and proportions of licensed nurses
with yearly iatrogenic lung collapse, pressure
sores, falls, pneumonia, posttreatment infec-
tions, and urinary tract infections. Controls are
the yearly number of patients, hospital acuity,
and other hospital characteristics.

DATA COLLECTION. Secondary data contain-
ing patient- and hospital-level measures from
three sources were recoded to establish the
incidence of adverse events, aggregated to the

hospital level, and merged to form one data
set.

PRINCIPAL FUNDING. Licensed nurses’ acuity-
adjusted patient load increased from 1991 to
1997. Licensed nurse/total nursing staff de-
clined from 1994 to 1997. Greater incidence of
nearly all adverse events occurred in hospitals
with fewer licensed nurses. Greater incidence
of decubitus ulcers and pneumonia occurred in
hospitals with a lower proportion of licensed
nurses.

CONCLUSIONS. This study suggests that li-
censed nurses’ patient load began increasing
in the 1990s. Adequate licensed nurse staffing
is important in minimizing the incidence of
adverse events in hospitals. Ensuring adequate
licensed nurse staffing should be an area of
major concern to hospital management. Im-
proved measures of nurse staffing and patient
outcomes, and further studies are suggested.

Key words: Nurse staffing; skill mix; medi-
cal error; adverse events; quality of care; pa-
tient outcomes. (Med Care 2003;41:142–152)

The introduction of prospective payments to hos-
pitals in 1983 and price competition among hospitals
because of managed care prompted a major restruc-
turing of the hospital industry in the 1980s that
accelerated in the 1990s.1–3 Restructuring included
downsizing of nurse staffing and changes in skill
mix.2,4–5 By 1996, 66% to 86% of respondents of
nursing surveys reported staff reductions. At least

one-half reported increased utilization of assistive
personnel.6–8 In a 1996 national survey of 7569
registered nurses (RNs) nearly two thirds reported a
reduction in RNs, and two-fifths noted an increase in
unlicensed personnel. In addition, two thirds said
there had been an increase in the number of patients
assigned to RNs, and three fourths believed that the
acuity of patients had risen.8
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Nurses believe that these changes have nega-
tively affected the quality of nursing care. They
report “dangerously low staffing levels,”7 or “un-
derstaffing,”9 exacerbated by increased patient
acuity and decreased length of stay.6 Many report
an increase in medication errors, infections, pres-
sure ulcers, skin breakdown, and patient injuries.8
By 2001, only 34% of US nurses felt that staffing
was adequate for high-quality care. Only 33% felt
that there were enough nurses to get the work
done.10 Studies measuring nurse staffing have not
supported these perceptions. All the studies find
RN staffing stable or increasing.11–16

However, research examining the relationship
between nurse staffing and the quality of care
increasingly finds that better RN staffing correlates
with higher quality. Initially, only three17–19 out of
eight17–24 studies found RN staffing to have a
statistically significant negative relationship with
patient mortality. However, when quality indica-
tors more selective for nursing care are used,
higher RN/patient or RN/nursing staff ratios have
been associated with higher quality in all25–29 but
one study.30 In four recent studies, RN staffing was
significantly related to fewer nursing-sensitive ad-
verse events.31–34

It is possible that a key reason for the discrep-
ancy regarding RN staffing focuses on the status of
licensed practical nurses (LPNs) in hospitals. To
minimize costs and in response to RN supply
constraints hospitals use a combination of RNs
and LPNs for skilled patient care tasks.35–38 In a
study assessing the roles of various nursing per-
sonnel, McGillis-Hall39 notes that recent nursing
models substitute non-RN personnel for RNs
through role delineation. LPNs carry out many of
the skilled nursing tasks of RNs. On medical-
surgical wards RNs and LPNs may divide up the
patient load, and carry out similar bedside
tasks.40–42 LPNs are also increasingly used in
critical care.43,44 However, RNs and LPNs differ in
that RNs engage in more complex clinical judg-
ments,45,46 and only RNs are capable of supervis-
ing nursing personnel, communicating with phy-
sicians, administering certain treatments and
medications, and conducting overall patient care
assessment and planning.41,47

Because RNs share much of their workload with
LPNs, if LPN employment decreases, RN work-
load could be affected. Indeed, prior studies have
demonstrated a decline in LPN staffing through-
out the 1990s.14–16 Therefore, the actual patient
load for RNs could have increased even though

the documented patient load of RNs has not. This
could be ascertained by looking at the patient load
for licensed nurses (both RNs and LPNs).

Similarly, if adequate RN staffing is important
for quality nursing care, as some studies suggest,
and LPNs share patient care tasks with RNs, then
we should find that adequate amounts of licensed
nurses are important in providing quality patient
care. As with RN staffing, insufficient licensed staff
may affect the work process, resulting in hurried,
delayed, omitted, fragmented, or erroneous care.
This leaves patients prone to complications and
hospital-acquired infections, slower recovery, or
even death caused by complications or er-
ror.28,48–53 To assess these issues, this study exam-
ines the changes in licensed nurses, defined as
RNs and LPNs, in Pennsylvania hospitals from
1991 to 1997, and the relationship of licensed
nurse staffing with in-hospital patient adverse
events.

Materials and Methods

Research Design

This study first examines the yearly percentage
change in numbers of licensed nurses, their num-
bers in relation to patient load, and their skill mix.
Patient load is assessed, first, through the actual
numbers of patients cared for, and second,
through the number of patients adjusted for
hospital-level acuity. Acuity-adjusted patient load
is important to examine given increases in patient
severity over time.54–55

Second, this study examines whether lower
levels and proportions of licensed nursing staff are
associated with higher levels of in-hospital patient
complications. The yearly incidence of six adverse
events sensitive to nursing care are related to the
hospitals’ licensed nursing staff, the numbers of
patients, hospital acuity, other hospital character-
istics, and a trend variable. Adverse events are:
atelectasis, decubitus ulcers, falls, pneumonia,
postsurgical and treatment infections, and urinary
tract infections.31–34,56

Counts of adverse events are used because this
avoids spurious correlation between response and
explanatory variables defined as rates with similar
denominators (such as the number of patients),
and because adverse events are not distributed
normally given their low incidence, but more
closely fit a Poisson distribution. To normalize the
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counts of adverse events to the patient population
in the hospital, the number of patients for that
year is included among the explanatory variables.

The explanatory variables are the numbers of
licensed nurses and their proportion to the total
nursing staff. These two variables are highly cor-
related, so as is common in nurse staffing studies,
they are examined in separate regressions.31–34

Patient characteristics that may affect adverse
events include their age, gender, race, ethnic sta-
tus, and their level of severity upon admis-
sion.17,21–24,30 The MediQual severity measure de-
scribed below includes these characteristics in one
severity score.

The following hospital characteristics that typi-
cally are related to adverse events are also in-
cluded: ownership status, hospital mergers, the
number of board-certified physicians, and capacity
utilization (occupancy rate/length of stay), a con-
struct of two measures frequently used separate-
ly.17,20,22 The construction of capacity utilization
significantly reduced bivariate correlation between
the two separate measures, yet yielded a powerful
indicator of efficiency: high values indicate the
hospital had higher occupancy rates given length
of stay, or low length of stay given occupancy rate,
or high occupancy rate along with low length of
stay. It was hypothesized that more efficient hos-
pitals would have lower incidences of adverse
events.

A final variable included in the analysis is a year
marker that signifies the passage of time from
1991 to 1997. It is an unspecified trend variable
that indicates the influence on adverse events of
any changes in the hospital services market (eg,
increases in managed care penetration) or in hos-
pitals (eg, restructuring) that occurred over the
time period.

Measures

Descriptive measures are the numbers of li-
censed nurses; the ratio of licensed nurses/patient
load, with and without adjusting for patient acuity;
and the proportion of licensed nurses/total nurs-
ing staff. These measures, and all measures below,
are described in Table 1.

Patient load is measured through outpatient-
adjusted patient days of care, which equals the
yearly number of patients in the hospital multi-
plied by their length of stay, plus estimated out-
patient “days of care.” The outpatient adjustment

must be made because the staffing variables do
not distinguish between in- and outpatient staff.
With the outpatient adjustment, this measure is
commonly referred to as “adjusted patient days of
care” (APDC). APDC must be distinguished from
measures that include further adjustment for hos-
pital acuity.

For acuity adjustment, APDC are multiplied by
hospital-level acuity score obtained by summing
patient MediQual severity scores in each hospital,
and dividing by the number of patients. Severity
scores have 0 to 4 levels of risk, with 4 being the
most severe. The scores are based on a regression
model that includes patient characteristics and 23
key clinical findings abstracted from admission
medical records, including vital signs, other phys-
ical findings, historical factors, and radiographic
and laboratory findings.57–60 Some studies indi-
cate that clinical-based severity measures, such as
MediQual, are more consistent indicators of sever-
ity than diagnosis-based measures.61,62

For the analysis, the adverse events are yearly
incidences of conditions that were either caused,
or not prevented, by medical management28 that
were extracted from the patient administrative
records (ICD-9-CM codes). Both the medical and
surgical patients in the hospital for the year con-
stitute the patient cohort. This choice of cohort is
consistent with a selection of adverse events that
could arise from either medical or surgical condi-
tions, and with prior studies.34 Adverse events are
operationally defined using patient discharge
records as described in Table 1. Explanatory mea-
sures are also defined in Table 1.

Sample and Data Preparation

National-level data sets that enable random
sampling do not have data on LPNs or clinical
patient severity for all the years in the study,
whereas the following convenience-sample data
contained the necessary measures for the analysis:
The Pennsylvania Department of Health (PDH)
and the American Hospital Association (AHA)
furnished data on nursing personnel and hospital
characteristics. The Pennsylvania Health Care Cost
Containment Council (PHC4) provided patient-
level information.

Hard copy data from PDH was entered onto an
Excel spread sheet and merged with AHA data.
Patient records from PHC4 were coded for adverse
events and patient-level measures were aggre-
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TABLE 1. Operational Definition of Variables

Variable Operational Definition Source

Descriptive measures
Licensed nurses* No. FTE† RNs � LPNs on hospital payroll as of June 30th yearly. PDH
Total nursing staff No. FTE† RNs � LPNs � NA on hospital payroll as of June 30th yearly. PDH
Patient load Number of patient days per year in the hospital, including adjustment for

outpatients (adjusted patient days of care).
AHA

Licensed nurses/patient
load

(No. FTE† RNs � LPNs)/1,000 Adjusted Patient Days of Care. PDH,
AHA

Hospital Acuity Score Patient’s MediQual severity score (0–4), based on patient’s admitting diagnosis,
comorbidties, age and other factors, summed to yearly hospital level and
divided by the No. patients.

PHC4

Licensed nurses/
acuity-adjusted patient
load

(No. FTE† RNs � LPNs)/1,000 APDC * Hospital Acuity Score. PDH,
AHA,
PHC4

Licensed nurses/total
nursing staff*

No. FTE† Licensed nurses/No. FTE† total nursing staff. PDH

Analytical measures:
explanatory variables

No. patients Total number of patients in the hospital for that year. PHC4
Aggregate hospital acuity MediQual severity score for each patient summed up for a yearly aggregate

hospital acuity level.
AHA

Capacity utilization Occupancy rate/ length of stay. AHA
Ownership status For-profit or not-for-profit (government or private). AHA
Merger status Whether hospital merged in last year. PDH
Board certified doctors No. board certified physicians on hospital staff. AHA
Trend Year marker.

Analytical measures:
response variables

Incidence of: Yearly No. occurrences of adverse events per hospital extracted from patient
administrative records, defined as follows:

All
PHC4

Atelectasis If major diagnostic category is not diseases and disorders of the respiratory
system, and if secondary diagnosis is atelectasis.

Decubitus ulcers If admission or primary diagnoses are not decubitus ulcer, and if patient did not
come from another health care facility, and secondary diagnosis code is
decubitus ulcer.

Falls If admission diagnosis or primary diagnosis are not fracture or injury, and if
ecode is fall from commode, toilet, wheelchair, from other furniture, from
bumping against another object, from the same level by slipping, tripping or
stumbling, or as an accidental fall from bed, chair, etc.

Pneumonia If major diagnostic category is not diseases and disorders of the respiratory
system, and if secondary diagnosis is pneumonia.

Postsurgical or
posttreatment infection

If admission diagnosis or primary diagnosis are not postoperative infection, infected
postoperative seroma, infection due to indwelling urinary catheter, post-op
abscess, post-op septicemia, infection or sepsis or septicemia following infusion,
injection, transfusion, or vaccination, and complications of obstetrical surgical
wounds; and if secondary diagnosis is any of the above.

Urinary tract infection If major diagnostic category is not diseases and disorders of the kidney and
urinary tract, male reproductive system, or female reproductive system, and
if secondary diagnosis is urinary tract infection.

*Also analytical explanatory variable.
†FTEs are defined as one full-time position (30 hours per week or more) or two part-time positions (up to 30

hours per week).
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gated to yearly hospital counts in SAS. Finally, this
was merged with the PDH/AHA data into a SAS
data set. In this process, five hospitals in the
PDH/AHA data were dropped because they were
not in the PHC4 data set. Including missing data
caused by hospital openings, mergers and clos-
ings, the combined data set contained 211 hospi-
tals yearly, for a total of 1477 during 7 years.

Data Analysis

The yearly percentage change in licensed nurs-
ing staff categories was calculated in SAS as
follows: [(mean value for nursing staff in yeart�1–
mean value in yeart)/mean value in yeart]*100,
where t � 1991 to 1996. Total percentage change
was evaluated using [(mean value for nursing staff
in 1997–mean value in 1991)/mean value in
1991]*100.

To estimate the relationship between licensed
nurse staffing and adverse events, the following
Poisson regression model was utilized:

�(x) � {N(x)}{g(��x)}

where �(x) � the number of adverse events,

N(x) � the number of patients,

{g(��x)} � the exponential function of explanatory

variables.

A random effects component ui was added to
this model to control for the individual effects of
the repeated measures (seven measures from each
hospital). Ui is the random disturbance character-
izing the ith observation, is normally distributed,
and is constant over time.

The full equation can be rewritten as:

#AE � (# patients)*exp{�1 � �2*(# licensed
nurses or licensed nurses/total nursing staff)
� �3*(severity) � �4*(ownership status)
� �5*(merger status) � �6*(capacity utilization)
� �7*(# certified doctors) � �8*(trend) � � � �}.

The regression was analyzed as a log-linear
function of this Poisson random effects model:

Log{ni} � log{Ni} � x�i� � u � ε.

Each of the six adverse events categories was
regressed separately on two sets of equations: one

with the numbers of licensed nurses, the other
with licensed nurses/total nursing staff. The NL-
Mixed procedure in SAS was used. The procedure
fits nonlinear models through a maximum likeli-
hood function.

Results

Table 2 shows that the Pennsylvania hospital
employment of licensed nurses rose from 1991 to
1993 and from 1996 to 1997, and fell 1993 to 1996,
resulting in no change overall. APDC shows a
similar pattern, except that it declined even more
from 1994 to 1997, and ended with an overall 4.3%
decrease. The result is that licensed nurse/1000
APDC increased for most of the time period,
decreased from 1992 to 1993 and from 1996 to
1997, and on the whole, increased 4%. Because the
patient load per licensed nurse is the inverse of
this measure, it is apparent that patient load
increased for only 2 years. When APDC is addi-
tionally adjusted for hospital acuity, the picture
changes significantly. Because hospital acuity in-
creased 21% from 1991 to 1997, licensed nursing
staff/1000 acuity-adjusted APDC fell nearly every
year, for a total of 14.2%. This indicates that the
acuity-adjusted patient load, or the intensity of
nursing care, increased.

Finally, total nursing staff declined less than
licensed nurses from 1994 to 1996 and increased
more from 1996 to 1997. Therefore, licensed nurs-
es/total nursing staff fell from 1994 to 1997, result-
ing in a 2% decrease overall.

Regression results were significant for most ex-
planatory variables with most adverse events. As
expected, hospitals with more patients were associ-
ated with a greater number of adverse events in all
categories (P �0.0001). Similarly, hospitals with
higher acuity related to significantly more of all types
of adverse events (P �0.0001). Hospitals having bet-
ter capacity utilization had fewer adverse events of all
types (P �0.0001). More cases of atelectasis occurred
in for-profit hospitals P � 0.0378), otherwise for-
profit status was not statistically related to the
remaining adverse events. Hospital mergers were
related to an increase in the number of falls and
urinary tract infections (P �0.0001 for both), but
conversely to a decrease in pneumonia (P �0.0001).
The number of board certified physicians was related
to fewer falls (P �0.0001), pneumonia (P �0.0001),
and urinary tract infections (P � 0.0178), was not
related to atelectasis and decubiti, and was positively
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related to more postsurgical infections (P � 0.0003).
Finally, the results for the trend variable indicate that
market and hospital processes that increased over
time were associated with an increase in all adverse
events (P �0.0001).

Table 3 presents the estimates and significance
for licensed nurse staffing variables. It also shows
the mean values for each adverse event and esti-
mates the percentage change in each of the ad-
verse events given a 10% change in the licensed
nursing staff category. Hospitals with more li-
censed nurses (keeping the number of patients
constant) had significantly lower incidences of
atelectasis, decubiti, falls, and urinary tract infec-
tions. However, they had significantly higher rates
of pneumonia. Hospitals with a greater proportion
of licensed nurses/total nursing staff had signifi-
cantly lower rates of decubiti and pneumonia.
Licensed nurse/total nursing staff had no signifi-
cant association with the other adverse events
with the exception of a positive relationship to
falls.

Discussion

The descriptive results indicate that while li-
censed nurses’ actual patient load increased for
only two short periods, the intensity of patient care
increased for nearly the entire period. At the same
time, the fall in skill mix, caused by both a decline
in licensed nurses and to an increase in unlicensed
nurses, along with the increase in hospital acuity,
indicates that the proportion of skilled nurses
available to deal with increasingly sicker patients
declined, and that RNs had more supervisory
responsibilities at a time in which their bedside
nursing care was becoming more intense and
demanding.

The results of the regression analysis reveal
several important points. The significant negative
relationship of capacity utilization with all adverse
events, may indicate that efficient hospitals have
higher quality patient care, but also begs the
question of how this interacts with nurse staffing.
Because high capacity utilization implies rapid

TABLE 2. Mean Values and Percentage Change in Licensed Nursing Staff Categories, Adjusted Patient
Days of Care, and Hospital Acuity in Pennsylvania Hospitals, 1991–1997

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997
Overall
Mean

% �
1991–7

Licensed Nurses 281 292 298 286 280 276 281 284 —

% � from prior year — 4.3 1.7 	4.0 	1.7 	1.4 1.8 — 0.0

Total Nursing Staff 332 345 352 336 331 329 340 337 —

% � from prior year — 3.9 2.0 	4.5 	1.8 	0.6 3.3 — 2.1

Adjusted Patient
Days of Care
(APDC)

83,766 86,610 90,025 84,284 82,353 80,373 80,953 83,924 —

% � from prior year — 2.4 3.5 	6.4 	2.3 	2.4 1.1 — 	4.3

License Nurse/1,000
APDC

3.28 3.37 3.32 3.38 3.39 3.43 3.41 3.3 —

% � from prior year — 2.7 	1.5 1.8 0.4 1.3 	0.7 — 3.9

Hospital acuity
Score

0.967 1.076 1.066 1.117 1.158 1.113 1.173 1.105 —

% � from prior year — 11.3 	0.9 4.8 3.7 	3.8 5.4 — 21.3

Licensed Nurse/
1,000 Acuity-
Adjusted
APDC

3.6 3.3 3.25 3.19 3.11 3.25 3.09 3.25 —

% � from prior year — 	8.4 	1.3 	1.8 	2.6 4.4 	5.0 — 	14.2

Licensed Nurse/
Total Nursing
Staff

0.845 0.847 0.85 0.852 0.851 0.848 0.826 .847 —

% � from prior year — 0.2 0.3 0.2 	0.1 	0.3 	2.6 — 	2.2
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patient turnover, fully occupied beds, or both,
under conditions of low licensed nurse staffing it
may augment the negative patient outcomes
caused by the low staffing ratios. Therefore, capac-
ity utilization may play a positive role only when it
is accompanied by adequate staffing.

The strong positive association between the
trend variable and adverse events raises the fol-
lowing question: What events occurred over this
time period that contributed to an increase in
adverse events? Some factors under hospital con-
trol that could have contributed to this result are
nursing model, financial, managerial, and physical
hospital changes. Buerhaus and Needleman56 re-
port that several of these questions are being
explored in studies currently underway.

Concerning the licensed nursing staff variables,
results indicate that there is a statistically strong
relationship between higher numbers and propor-
tion of licensed nurses and the lower incidence of
several adverse events. To speculate on the clinical
effect, the amount of increase or decrease in the
adverse event given a change in staffing was
estimated by multiplying the parameter estimate
times a change in the staff and taking the expo-
nential of that product (because of the log-linear
regression) (Table 3). Given a 10% increase in the
mean value of licensed nurses (an increase of 28),
atelectasis is estimated to decrease by 1.5%, decu-
bitus ulcers by 2%, falls by 3%, and urinary tract
infections by less than 1%. A 10% increase in
licensed nurse/total nursing staff (an increase of
0.083) is calculated to decrease decubitus ulcers by
2% and pneumonia by less than 1%. A 10%
increase in licensed nurses, however, is estimated
to increase pneumonia by less than 1%, whereas
the same increase in licensed nurse/total nursing
staff is calculated to increase falls by 3%.

The reduction of adverse events through in-
creased licensed staffing may currently seem to be
unattainable because of the higher costs associ-
ated with hiring and training more licensed
nurses, especially given hospitals’ financial con-
straints. However, adverse events themselves are
costly. Pressure ulcers, for example, result in up to
five times the average length of stay.56 The cost
savings from the decrease in adverse events may
offset the added costs in staffing.

In this study the number of licensed nurses is a
stronger predictor of adverse events than the
proportion of licensed nurses to total nursing staff.
This would suggest that if the level of licensed
nurses is sufficient for high quality patient care, a

high skill mix is not crucial. In fact, if the level of
licensed nursing staff is adequate, lower skill mix
could indicate the higher use of nursing assistants
as complementary personnel, which could con-
tribute positively to patient care. A high skill mix in
the presence of adequate numbers of licensed
nurses likely indicates a primary nursing model,
which utilizes a high proportion of RNs and is
expensive to maintain. Results here, instead, tend
to support the use of team nursing as long as the
numbers of licensed nurses are adequate.

We speculate that the relationships between
licensed nursing staff and falls and pneumonia can
be explained as follows: Because the prevention of
falls involves keeping a close watch on patients
and providing basic nursing care, such as ambu-
lation and toileting, nursing assistants, who are
typically employed for these tasks, may play a role.
This means that a higher proportion of unlicensed
nurses, and therefore lower skill mix, contributes
to preventing falls. For pneumonia, many of the
patients exposed to iatrogenic pneumonia will
have undergone surgery, or had trauma or a major
medical episode that places them in intensive care.
Therefore, a higher proportion of licensed nurses
is significant in preventing pneumonia.

The limitations of the analysis portion of the
study focus primarily on the reliability and validity
of the measures. The utilization of administrative
data to ascertain complications during hospitaliza-
tion has been controversial.63,64 Validity concerns
are whether the conditions represented by ICD-
9-CM codes were present,65,66 or whether the
algorithms for ascertaining complications can dis-
tinguish between conditions present upon admis-
sion, versus those occurring in the hospital.66

Reliability of data gathered from multiple sources
is also an issue.64 However, it believed that the
data can be useful for identifying quality prob-
lems.67–69 In addition, the Pennsylvania records
used in this study have been identified as “inter-
mediate steps in converting clinical observations
to an electronic format,”59 and are cleaned up in
an effort to produce as reliable data as possible.70

Poor reporting compliance of hospitals in the
early years of the data collection70 may have
reduced the calculated rates of adverse events.
Reporting inconsistencies, such as the initial use of
only five fields for secondary diagnosis, which
increased to eight fields in 1994, may have led to
the omission of some adverse events in the early
years of the study. Finally, although Iezzoni et
al63,69–71 have assessed the general validity of
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measures of this type, outside of the developing
Complications Screening Program,66,69 there is no
standardization of coding procedures among re-
searchers. For this study, although internal validity
was not assessed, the measures were coded in a
manner consistent with prior research.

Some solutions to the data and measurement
problems discussed here have been addressed in
articles by Iezzoni et al.59,63–69 One significant
suggestion has been to improve ICD-9-CM cod-
ing by the requirement of date markers for all
secondary diagnoses so that patient comorbidities
can be better distinguished from complications
arising from the patient’s stay.64

Policy Implications

Results underscore the importance of adequate
licensed nurse staffing in US hospitals. Specific
considerations are as follows: First, given the
increases in patient acuity and patient care inten-
sity, when considering licensed staffing targets, a
flat licensed nurse/patient ratio, without consider-
ation of patient acuity, may over or underestimate
staffing needs in a particular unit or institution at
a given point in time. Therefore, the need to
develop or reintroduce flexible staffing systems
that take into account daily patient severity are
essential to both adequate and cost-efficient staff-
ing. Second, steps must be taken by hospitals and
policy makers to increase the supply of nurses,
including drawing nurses back and attracting
more people into nursing. This can be accom-
plished by making employment in nursing more
attractive and providing assistance in nursing ed-
ucation. In making employment more attractive,
most nurses say that working conditions are the
biggest issue pushing them away from nursing.72

Because understaffing is part of the poor working
conditions, a vicious cycle may exist of hospitals
not having enough nurses because they do not
have enough nurses. Finally, as this study indi-
cates, it will be important to attempt to bring back
both RNs and LPNs in some, as yet undetermined,
mix, and to attract new young people to both
occupations.
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