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<Table 1> Demographic Characierisiics of
MNursing Service Consumers
n = 253
Characteri . Freque Percent
. 1temn
stics wy  agel%)
Gender male 154 B9
famale 43 3.8
1 AnFwer g 2.3
Edueation < middle schocl 35 138
< Hgh schod 118 45.8
< upiversity 85 335
> master’'s degres G 43
T ANTWET 11 138
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<Taple 1> Demographic Characierisiics of D ZrEAbe] dyky B4
Mursing Service ConsUmers rEAEA AER EARe] gukd  Eae
feontirued} in = 253)
o = = <Tahle 2>3F 2}
acter t
| Hem ey agelod) AT} FA 7 P_}%% 7 wedds 227
hoe 8 - & vears = 190 TEED 3ol Aydamyr 3 w4 g3 g 5]
2 - 5 years 71 281 X owas UERsln g oiR-Ee] 94EE od
ig - gyem % ?22 SlEHTEY  39A) TEWSIR SUETHEH P
i iﬁ O A S1BHTLEYS] ARThEAHB23%)E oSk
> 65 vears 3 12
W AngWer il 548 3) ZH)Eks] W ol E BESY
Ineome < 100000 10 411 TEAHE 2HREY B0 WEEHL <Tahle
{won 1016000 - 2000000 M 332 > 2y
Aoosth) 2,010,000 - 3000,000 B 180 FHAEY ol43Ee] gk HF w W4 S=
> 30,000 a7 107 26794, 4 BT PUAPE ISE 21799 &
hospital D bpspital (K city) & 356 A= 83%7) F HEL o] 28 FEe] U%n wIE
D hospitallP city) 8 328 Thie =40z AEA goch 282 3 ¥4
C bospitall diy) L3368 & BEE 3T JRE AAEARTS, 923
<Table 2= Demographic Characieristics of Nursing Service providers n = 192)
Characteristics Ttemm Frequency Percentage{%4)
Lge < 25 years 54 2640
26 - 3 vears 88 458
31 - 35 vears 32 187
35 - 4D vears 11 587
41 - 45 years 3 156
45 - 50 years 1 5
NG angwer 7 3.7
BEducaticn diploma degreeid vears: 168 875
haceelor's degree{d vears) 15 74
> maste's dagree 4 21
1 Angwer 5 25
Position staff smirge 158 223
vice—head murse 18 G4
head nurse 11 57
NG Angwer 5 245
Length of service 1 - 3 years 55 285
4 - § years 57 287
7 - 9 vears 34 177
13 - 12 years 2 14
13 - 15 vears 12 5.3
15 - 18 vears g 31
> 18 years 1 05
10 angwWer 7 37
Hospital D hospital{l city} 65 M
D hospita(P eityd 59 35
C hospitalP city) 57 30
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=Taple 3= Behanviaral Characlerisiics as Mursing Service Consumers are Using Hospifals

eh#] A A3E AsEs

n = 753)

Characteristics Tterm Frequency Percentage(%6)
Experience using other Ves 215 8340
hoapitals 1o 4 152

nG angwer 2 0.3
Subject’'s favorite hogpital ves 127 502

bats) 117 462

NG angwer O 3.5
Reason of favorite hospital near distance g 237

procedural convendence 305 142

a hogpital is large 17 657

an acquaittance is in therel 11 43

excellent medical team 37 146

inexpensive medical fae 2 048

the others 24 a5

NG answer 65 261
The most kodly person Dr. 52 205
it the hospital nurse 152 640

lahoratory/ladiation staff L 40

officer G 2

guard 12 47

NG answer 1 43
Counselor about health Dr/ swrse 3 35

rhartmacist 50 119

family 112 198

friend/colleagus 443

neighborhood 8 128

the others 12 32

NG Answer G 47

Average of experience used other hospitals 257 hospitals
Average of visiting hospitals by month 217 times

sl (14606, ol8e] Al (142%) @Sk ‘o] HuE e gREEy AeAEE g 7
B 7R 2R ARe DEAHseRT T TARER SHIAES ZJHF BT O A ZE &4
Hel HrH06%, AFFAH(04 o3tk I8z A TEAES &M 7R AR o =A4 A

2uAEe] Bx AR WR BBL FZ AFES
(43560} 7}E098%)T B Re= veparh

2. ZhSAH|A0] thet SHIRIeE MESARZRS| K| 25K}
0

Ad
=

| 2

D) 7/ B A 24

TEAN 2 UG 2uAs ATADY 7R WP

A Zyz}e] B42 <Table 49 2T
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<Table 4= The gap analysis of perceived expecialion belween nursing service consumers and providers

nuring service nursing service
Statistics ConguIner provider
Factors  ptiribetes (n 253) (n 199) top mote
Mlean S0 Mean 2D
Tangibles  up-to-date eguipment 318 S84 300 28 18 51a
working envirrnent arrangement/order 380 59 342 &7 2082 031 =
nurse’s attractive appearance 357 100 355 28 -85% 33
Reliahility  dependable murse’s promise 357 147 372 87 -1833 &%
sincere attitude 355 111 379 8 1427 14
without any mdstake In service 341 1402 345 8 374 80 =
stpply explanation/material on health 343 113 373 45 3486 D2 =
Responsive- response to requeat promptly 358 108 374 S0 -5815 533
ness attitude that's willing to help 342 113 368 83 2508 008 o+
agwer even if they are too husy 351 105 358 81 1827 O3
Assurance  credible nursing service 351 108 356 42 -158 13
safety in transaction 365 108 3.66 82 =486 832
kindliness & etiquette 346 143 360 75 -18m 18
sufficert medical knowledge 355 147 3.568 8 138 17
Bmpathy  perscnal attention 349 102 361 79 134 18
coordinate mursing service flesdhly 343 182 358 a8 -1sdl 1
provide nwrsng service heartly 334 14 3.62 82 3124 02 o»
accurate understand about patient’s 343 104 3.57 53 25651 D01 o+
nead
attesitively Hsten what patiert says 351 182 3.64 91 1443 15
erqual treatment 31% 114 355 88 35T D00 =
o< 05

=Taple 5= The gap analysis of perceived importari belween nursing service consumers and providers

nursing service nurdng servies
Statistics COnSUmer prgider
Factors  tmibctes (o 253) tn 19) toop o
Iean 5D Mean 5D
Tangibles up-to-date equipment 366 123 371 156 -435 6553
working errdircnment 372 121 3.85 R -1.35% 178
arrangemerit/ordar
murse’s attractive appearance 345 117 371 a2 T LT
Beliahility dependable nurse’s promise 375 1328 4403 Rl =2387  LI7
sitcere attitude 392 125 4011 M 1726 L%
without any mistake in service 354 117 392 55 -3.616 L0000 =
supply explanation/material on 380 125 411 27 3008 LB =
hiealth
Responsive response to requeat promptly 376 123 405 a7 —2500 L o«
“ness attitude that's willing to help 372 122 399 hte 2575 L1 =
angwer even if they are too husy 3.82 122 415 A0 3274 M0 o+
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<Taple 5= The gap analysis of percewed impartant belween nursing service consumers and
providerstcontinued}

nursing service nursing service
Statistics CONSUITET provider
Factors  piribies (n %59 tn 199} toop now
Mean 5D Ilean =D
Aggurance  credible nursing service 3.81 124 406 il 2337 LA
safety in transaction 3.8 121 399 27 1806 057
Lindiness & etiquetta 3.66 120 40 9 2624 D00
sufficent medical knowledge 374 122 4401 25 -2583 010
Bmpathy  personal attention 3.82 118 3.9 20 —3.358 L0 =
coordinate mursing service flesdbly 3.82 120 404 A0 1808 471
provide mursing service heartly 371 123 400 40 —2844 003
accurate understand about patiernt’s 3.71 122 405 42 -2.233 LA o«
need
attentively Hsten what patiert says 3.5% 127 404 24 =330 4 =
equal treatment 3.53 1.28 105 28 —3.853 000 =
o< A5
FaTAN ZBAEL 2HxE W) ZEAA A, FEY AEA AT, W0RY B, A
E FaThe BE &40 W Fadta 47k o TrE A ‘ﬁ—?cﬂl wWE A" olF), BA elspr)
= 2EAEY DEAuzd WE des Uehlie RHe a7, ‘ﬂ%v?} Wghe 157RE DEAE=E P
E DEAEC] HAEETRE EZE WelA IFAHlS = &4 AF 34 ZREET
& o FaE AdTnE 9Fdn BEAEC ¥ 3
sEma YR AR BAHCE 4B Aol 3 AT e ARl 24
= aae Pard agrfe A, Ahze ok pEHlze] o aH e AFAD G BT
RglE ANz, @R BR AWARAT, 834 A%l 2HL <Tile >3 25k
ek A& Wy, V)R] =4Ee A obRE B A dAR DEAEL A ‘Yriadg Ag/
Him ge] 33, Age] vl= TEAMEE AE g AE Aulzwte] AHztRT B AFHOa Ao

=Taple &= The gap analysis of perceived performance belween nursing service ConsUmers
and providers

nursing service nursing service
Statisties Consumer wrovider
Factors  p irributes (n 53 tn 192 t poonole
Ivlean sD Ilean 50
up-to-date equipment 232 108 292 74 -1 e
Tangitles  Oriing environment 3% 116 320 76 1868 (96
arrangement/order
mirse's attractive appearance 333 115 342 Wk -0
dependahle murse’s promise 333 122 334 75 -5 557
sicere attitude 345 123 349 74 -21 L
Beliahility  without any smistake i service 315 124 345 0 291 M3 *
supply explanation/material on .
health 337 122 347 74 142 32
. regpomse to requeat promptly 348 123 351 22 -.205 222
Responsive \oude that's willing to help 327 121 341 80 -130 17
hess angwer even if thet are too husy 3.42 121 352 77 -979 338
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<Tahle &> The gap analysis of perceived performance befwieen nursing senvice consumers

and providersiconfinued

nursing service nursing service
Statisties Consumer wrovider
Factors  ptiribetes (n 53 tn 192 t b mote
Ivlean sD Ilean 5D
credible nursing service 332 123 252 72 -2.8% (10 *
A safety in transaction 344 125 355 74 -1lo7d 283
SSWARCE  Lindliness & etiguetts 318 113 347 68 303 003 o«
sufficert medical nowlaedge 3.35 124 355 77 2008 N5 *
parsonal attention 3.3 118 350 77 247 98 *
coordinate mursing service flexdhbly 3.32 117 345 21 1728 485
provide nurging service heartly 330 119 347 77 1718 88
accurate understand about
Empathy patient’s need 330 1.22 351 7 2000 8 #
z‘gt&;ﬁsmve]y listen what patiest 398 194 356 a Ay o7
enual treatment 341 1.30 340 22 -3.625 00 *
o< 05
a9 BE BE AN W aHA A 4 7R e AR 24
FogUa Ages ZARn o 2 AFHE HoE DEA S W 22} AR )G
=) ZhEAT) e 2)2x}e| 2L <Tatle 753 2ok
TEAPEC] £MAE HE o B4 Adna 4 TEAH =] g Zi-gae] e JgRelE B
e 57 344 FARCE 49T Ao e R B aWAG AFR 27} D3AHEY gE A0
2 adgs ANz, BeYe DA, A4 g of M7 FPTL ARHEF olE clZe] Ao 7]
A8 2BE Q8 A7 A7l B g o HEE wF EAu Az AR AEHR) 23 o
g AZe o), ‘WiET T TR &4gelth I =ale As gugith

=Taple 7= The gap analysis of perceived expecialion performance belween nursing service

consumers and providers

Statisties

consumer{n 253)

TUISing Service nursing serviee

provider(n 19%)

Factors Lttribtttes axpect  perfom expect— perfom
. note . nota
—dafion —ance atlon = inte )

Tangihles  up-to—date eguipment 3148 292 04 * 309 282 p14 =
worling environmert 350 335 02 * 342 3.20 gL *
artangemert/order
mirse’s attractive appearance 357 330 002 * 3485 342 L0 *

Reliahility  dependable murse’s pramise 357 333 203 * 372 338 L0 o«
sincere attitude 365 348 sy * 379 345 20 *
without any mistale i service 311 316 55 345 345 1000
supply explanation/material on 343 337 A50 * 373 347 D0 o+
health

Responsive response to requeat promptly 363 348 s * 374 351 2000

—ness attittide that's willing to help 342 327 072 3.63 341 20 *
angwer even if they are too busy 351 342 30 388 352 EEEY *
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<Table ¥= The gap analysis of perceived eXpeciafion performance befween nursing senvice

oonsumers and providersicontinued)

nurgng service nursing service
. consumerin 2533 providerin 192
Factors ‘ Statistics
Attributes expect perfom expect- perfom e
—aticn  —ance P note ationn  —ance P no
Tangibles  up-to—date equipment 310 242 04 * 308 282 4 *
worlidng enviromment 360 336 0402 * 3432 3.2 21 *
arrangemerit/order
mirse’s attractive appearance 357 daa 02 * 345 342 L0 *
Reliakility  dependable murse’s promise 357 333 0403 * 3.72 334 00 *
sincere attitde 365 345 s * 374 349 20 *
without any mistake in service 311 316 55 345 345 1000
supnly explanation/material on 343 337 A50 * 373 347 D o+
health
Respongiv  response to requeat promptly 3.68 348 L * 374 351 L0 *
eTess attitude that's willing to lelp 342 3.27 072 3.68 341 00 *
answer even if they are too busy 351 342 DL 383 252 5 *
Aggurance  credible nursing servica 351 332 M3 * 366 358 166
safety in transaction 365 344 0% * 3.66 355 o7
Lindliness & etiquette 346 319 00 * 380 347 ) *
sufficert medical knowledge 355 335 207 * 358 355 024 *
Empathy  peracnal attartion 345 330 L0 * 351 350 458
coordinate mursing service flexdbly 343 332 181 358 345 155
provide mursing service heartly 324 330 £15 362 347 012 *
accurate understand about patient’s 343 Stk 114 357 351 5 *
nead
attentively Hsten what patient says 351 3.38 118 3.64 356 20
equal treatment 319 301 14 * 355 340 £13 *
o< is
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=Taple B= The gap analysis of perceived imporiafion performance befwieen nursing service

consumers and providers

TRITSING SErVice COnSmer

frEng service provider

Factors Statistics {n 353 {n 192
Attributes expect  perfom expect  perfom
. D note . P note
—ahio  —ace —atign  —ance
up-to-date equipment 3.5 292 000 o+ 371 292 DM =
Tangibles KNG emvironment 37 33 000+ 385 390 000
arrangemert/order
mirse's attractive appearance 345 333 DB o« 371 342 000 =
dependalle murse’s promise 3.7 dd3 0 D00 o+ 402 308 L0000
sncere attitude 382 345 D00 o« 411 348 800 =
Reliability  without any mistake n service 3.5 31 D00 o« 352 345 00D o«
s explanation/materid on 3w 33 00 o+ 411 347 000
Responsive TESPOTSE to request promptly 17 348 000 = 405 351 000 =
S attitude that's willing to help 372 327 00 o+ 399 34 00D 4
angwer even If they are too husy 3.82 342 0 o« 416 382 400 =
credible nursing service 381 BRI L LR 405 386 00
Assarance safety in transaction 3.8 340 00D = 359 35 L0 =
kindiness & etiquetta 366 318 4 o« 404 347 000 =
sufficent medical knowledge 374 33 D0 o« 401 35 4 =
personal attention 3.82 33 D00 o+ 395 34 000
coordinate nursing service flesdbly 3.82 332 D00 = 40 348 000 =
provide nurging service heartly 371 330 40 4402 347 o
Empathiy f;;rate understand about patient’s 371 3% 0 o+ 405 351 o0
attentively Hsten what patient says 365 338 000« 404 356 DM =
equal treatment 3.6 301 4 o= 405 34 000 =
o< 05
(458%4) 20RO E AR 1834%H 464 A Flzersng 4 Ha HsE F5E17EDe] 9
o7 3%, £FL 4 1W0Ud o3} 411%E F A B v dRAn e Wad a2 h%EM e e
ARET AR DEAE BREe] $9EE 0d o] B9 DEAse B BREE AT & 990
BHTIE%E  dwr DEANEZINEEE, o= Lee AFWAARE £HAN Avise BEuds A F
(1994 AyrefA &Mz} gR2e] WE(TL7%) o 2 YR EN2% I HdE BT A9 olfe T}
AETEMILE WL BARE 304 AT} HAA412370, YRl A48, folEe
468%, A== @ 2gyol ol 301%, € 1500 AP A114220%E ol Kmiloens]  drelA
2505k 013}7} 02005 4 150 ol B4 oFlAE ¥t 7k akle] AR, HE
703% How, A pEAm daEEel 10d o g, HlEelghe Andt X T AT AHREL
B8 DA} 325/E i}R]%}S’id A% wms 2 SRR olge] T AHTY Yyl SeHTrs A
4, 2 TR RS BAS Aol e R B4 AR ARl B B 3dsgn 2
o2 ¥ arEnE DuneH AT zn o g14& AAH WA SmAHEE TR A9E BAE Hely
#hdrk 7] dErhe A% ZeEHgen olv Les(1339)4 4

MRS gAos BERHL BT 8 ¥Y ol
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- Abstract -

A Study of the Perception Gap on
Nursing Service
hetween Consumers and Providers

Lea Mi-Alew
Purposer  this  study  was to  investigate the
percepticn  gap  on nursing service  hetween
conzsimmers and providers.
Method: the questionnaire  fomnded on the

SERVGUIAL  was developed and  distributed to
300 patients and 210 norses  at  the three
subjected  general  hosgpitals  in three  provincial
city, Korea during Febronary to March, 2001
Cronbachs’  Alpha,  frequency,
t-test, and paired t-test were used

For data analysis,

Result 1. In the gap analysis on the 20
properties congtititing farsitg SEMVICE,
providers  almost &l perceived  higher  than

consumer i quality. Arong  thern, the nurmber
of properties  heing  statistically  significant  was
T in the expectation 18 in the importsnt and 7
in the performence
2. In the commparizon analysis of the perception
aan the expectation—performance and  the
important-performance, it turned ot that  the
subjected  hospitals  had  to improve  their
equiptnent faciliies  immediately,. It was
suggested a good stratecy 1o strengthen  the
regponsiveness  factor and  the  assurance  factor
of nursing service.

Conclusion: 1t cowdd ke  concluded  that
mirses have to recognize the blind spot of their

Ty

anid

perception and  endeavor  to take  away  the
perception gap hebween CONSTITETS and
providers.

Key words : Hospital nursing service,
Healthcare quality, Access
and evaluation
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