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AHIXP} KIZhe ZksAfu|A E3) alajof et o1
B dTe A - EEY s AREAel aAlige 671 Ktz A e
g S o] st X dides 74 B¥d 9 50
B v 248 AT AE 30098 dER Sk Y A8 SPSS/WIN ver 10.0 ZEIHE AMEste] o}
o AT Hdel fdste] 1 HEe AR BIAuAE =% ol FA4sgit
v e A o OIAARY] QA EAL wiT 4 WSS gt
o FEE oEElL 5YE ddsEol vty AdHHE 18 o 79 AP LI Cronbach's aZkd T8Haivh
Al o] Al o LYY 29l BAX QA FAR BAOFE I
o 2 AT HAE oty FE FT A aF3ick
« AE - AMRE FAV Sl A o Mulx A Y 4 P 9 ZFERAE FEn
Zpo)= t-test® EQISHA T
INI=E S P = -
A At
AT 20039 29 3YFE 2€ 1097 A
ANE &, B7F £ - Rosto! 29 159FH 3¢ 2997} 1LY AFRLO| Ol PEHE £
A Y R E Agtete] AT AR HAE HHst
3 HEE Wit O F JYERE thle® Avrzar) AFdAte] QlGeA EA2 <Table 1> Zt).
HIAE st EH*JX}E sodw Ay APSES @ F oAt gEe v\l 1439(52.57%), oiA7E 121
3eatginh AER|= 30053 27l 32 %2 334 . . :
?jo}“j 42 © 23 t ﬂiﬂq 9% S <Table 1> Demographic characteristics of nursing
&= BT olF °‘W zgdstIy FAES AL S service consumers (n=272)
AEE AT 2725(19%) 0] HFEA ol AREEHSTh N Percentage
Characteristics Item Frequency (%)
(o]
Gender Male 143 52.57
o] [ s
A Female 121 44.49
No answer 8 2.94
B Aol AgE 54 1 A A== SERVQUAL Age >24 37 13.60
28s AR 5y %L_—__r,LA FEqnl~ As A% 98t (years) 25 - 30 55 2022
31 - 35 35 12.87
& 1 gk L: ,g_ A for =
: Joo(2001) b o F-3HITE Joo(2001)8] =T 36 - 40 41 15.07
g ARg37] A, 30‘344 AT odRtel A eu|z=ALE AAlst 41 - 45 18 6.67
T WA tdAEe] F3¥ol vF B Jgol FEEHS 46 - 50 36 13.24
o AFel w47 B 3d ol kEaRe) FAE o B
0 Wol s ALl = 2ha7 9 ] No answer 12 441
I Sle 867 EAA =72 TS e 7 &
- R ° o - _ ‘:E ° _'L s ~ Education < Elementary school 2 0.73
Qo digted Sk, 7 FEC] 1 EFo] &3 e & Middle school 19 6.99
oS drh} 2 giEsteAe ek 57 FxE FrpeleE High school 116 42.65
stk 97t %, 7 qaleith 1 2Qle) Bk olgg we University 108 3971
e = omaya o e > Graduate school 12 4.41
EE FEIT YAHOE =79 U BYRE A5t No answer 15 551
ETE FLERH Joo200D)e] EFE FRY 67F, JHY ncome > 1,000,000 25 9.19
ge, HheA 6%, BAA 65%, TAAM 7R oR TR (won/month) 1,000,001-2,000,000 85 31.25
599 3328 Trgol) E Ao Aled Ryl & 2,000,001-3,000,000 57 20.96
- g =7 %1_] 1482 =7 2 3,000,001-4,000,000 13 478
02YOE, 5 99 BF 4 /N 3oz FAHHII, 4,000,001 < 20 735
ZEAH a0 e UES B 2L o 2o 4w No answer 72 26.47
AA AFTRFAY A AFTLL e T O Hospital A hospital (K city) 44 16.18
deht BEE=A Y ol diF A BX o)F 78 H= o hospua ES c?g; " o
= - N - - osplia Cl R
2 S om vkl Anake TEE 5A4E whotety] D hospital (B city) 46 16.91
st AEE ik E hospital (B city) 49 18.01
F hospital (P city) 44 16.18
CistztE 88| K| 34(2), 20044 4¥ 227




of ol of
(@4.49%)01 7, AFS 2007k 9278(33.82%), 30tl7t 763 APEE HoFE Banlettd] THARAINE Y50l
(27.94%), 40Th7} 5478(19.91%), 50t] o]4o] 3878(13.97%)°] <00012 uke} QQlEA wFol A o et
o, e u5dn Yol 116%(42.65%), thetw ZgL <Table 3>.
108%(39.71%) 2.2 u&stust tgn Ut F/E o F
Atk 9L 10094 2005+ Akolst 85134(31 25%), 200 {Table 3> KMO and Bartlett test (n=272)
Trl oAl 3007 AtolE 577H(20.96%), 3007l 4007 Kaiser—Meyer—QOlkin Measure 967
AtolE 13(4.78%)0) 1 HEFEA ol AHEE tidAe= 67 B of Sampling Adequacy Chi-S 9.26
— Approx. Chi-Sruare 4689.263
[s) = I EO3
RO S1F(15.81~18.01%) FE3HIE Bartlett's Test of Sphericity | df 190
Sig 000
ZEMHIA F EYET
FAE BAE AAS AFe <Table 4>9 2o #4437
ATEF st AFEE F3 AT <Table 2> Zth Tf-Al(eigenvalue)7t 1 o] QRlo] 27 FEHAE=H, A
080 BPY NARL 64ZRE SO U 60 o A 228 ALY TR Sait 24 474K4 87X
ol 889 sl Choi(2001)9) Asiol me} 2% 488 b WA B Sehe &4 7Y 67k £48 =
st 2]l AFE oAl 85FH 27 BT w3 | otz 147hA] 08 749 AR AAEAEY 62.73%F
ol %% 208F RFE Tz B A7 AgSUt  AWsst, ¥ oud 292 =79 4340 Sake &4 4
JooQ0017h EFE AL WA BT MAY ADE S we4H wAYe S5 $4 U A EE e
(Cronbach's @)& 980|311 £ Agolx AMEs =9 A £4S 2Pete JoR2 AARAY 5.09%E st 7 7t
AEEE 97030 A gRlow A HAREAY AEES 6781%E LFEHRT.
FTel dis) edRME AAI HAFE <Table 3>, F29 2948 FHE B, F 94l 292 4 #
<Table 4>, <Table 5>¢} ZAth W ¥52 F@AAZ h& B (tangibility) 22 WY £ Ao 3 HA Q2 Al
g0 o dEE A9 KMO(Kaiser-Meyer-Olklin) 340] B, WA, 243, 3 S3te 450 BT
967 Ush WS TS AoE BUHYT, 9B BF) yo Qo) Toolg PPt YEUE A SYES
<Table 2> The reliability test of this study's tool (n=86)
Sstatistics Corrected 'Aipha Alpha
No. Factor Attributes ltem—Total if Item @
Correlation Deleted
QI Concerning about hygiene of the pt's room .66 82
Q2 - Providing comfortable environment resting enough 75 .78
Q3 Tangibility Providing nursing service in good facilities 69 81 85
Q4 Providing good feeling by nurse's good-looking .64 .82
Q5 Providing precise & skillful nursing service 77 .38
Q6 A Giving information & gefting permission .76 .88
Reliabil . . .
Q7 eliability Giving concern & solving pt's problems 81 .86 %0
Q8 Being reliable as nurse .80 .87
Q9 Immediately correcting environment problems of pt's room .66 .87
Q10 . Helping pt willingly whenever help is needed .80 .81
Q11 Responsiveness Providing nursing service immediately even if too much busy 5 .83 87
Q12 Providing medication & treatment at correct time 72 .84
Q13 Possessing nursing knowledge as performing own job .76 .89
Q14 Assurance Giving information about hospitalization .79 .88 91
Ql5 U Giving assurance about reliable nursing care 83 .87 ’
Qlé Providing nursing service with a sense of duty .80 .88
Q17 Understanding the pt's feeling & inducing emotional comfort .82 .89
Q18 Respecting pt's personality .82 .89
Q19 Empathy Listening pt's complaints .80 .90 92
Q20 Providing courage & hope 82 .89
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<Table 4> Factor analysis - scale (eigenvalue>1, varimax rotation)

(n=272)

No Attributes Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor name
Q18 Respecting pt's personality 86 25
Q17 Understanding the pt's feeling & inducing emotional comfort .82 31
(01 Providing nursing service with a sense of duty .80 36
Q20 Providing courage & hope 77 33
Q19 Listening pt's complaints 75 37
Qi3 Possessing nursing knowledge as performing own job 75 40
Qs Being reliable as nurse 74 41 e
. . . t
Q15 Giving assurance about reliable nursing care .73 49 Intangibility
Q12 Providing medication & treatment at correct time 73 40
Q10 Helping pt willingly whenever help is needed .68 45
Q5 Providing precise & skillful nursing service 68 46
Q7 Giving concern & solving pt's problems 65 52
Q11 Providing nursing service immediately even if too much busy .65 45
Q6 Giving information & getting permission .59 57
Q1 Concerning about hygiene of the pt's room 29 79
Q2 Providing comfortable environment resting enough 32 75
Q3 Providing nursing service in good facilities .30 72 e
. I
Q9 Immediately correcting environment 30 65 Tangibility
Ql4 Giving information about hospitalization 53 57
Q4 Providing good feeling by good-looking 46 56
Initial Eigenvalues 12.55 1.02
% of Variance 62.73 5.09
Cumulative % 62.73 67.81
Q1 ~Q 4 : Tangibility, Q5 ~ Q8 : Reliability, Q9 ~ Q12 : Responsiveness, Q13 ~ Q16 : Assurance, Q5 ~ Q8 : Empathy
<Table 5> Reliability analysis - scale(alpha) (n=272)
F
!
a i Scale Sgale Corrected Alpha
c Statistics Mean Variance ) Alpha
, , ‘ tem—Total  if ltem
I Attributes if Item ifllem o ation  Deleted (@)
? Deleted Deleted
Respecting pt's personality 52.31 102.85 .84 .96
Understanding the pt's feeling & inducing emotional comfort 5237 103.58 82 96
IIl Providing nursing service with a sense of duty 52.21 103.21 .84 .96
t Oroviding courage & hope 5236 103.29 .79 .96
a  Listening pt's complaints 52.37 103.73 .80 .96
n Possessing nursing knowledge as performing own job 52.23 102.96 .83 .96
% Being reliable as nurse 5235 102.73 82 96 97
p  Giving assurance about reliable nursing care 52.29 102.97 .85 96
i Providing medication & treatment at correct time 52.29 102.61 .80 .96
1 Helping pt willingly whenever help is needed 52.40 103.43 79 .96
i Providing precise & skillful nursing service 52.26 103.37 .80 .96
y Giving concern & solving pt's problems 52.37 102.88 .81 96
Providing nursing service immediately even if too much busy 52.45 102.94 .76 97
Giving information & getting permission 52.37 103.36 78 97
i
i Concerning about hygiene of the pt's room 18.57 12.96 73 .83
g Providing comfortable environment resting enough 18.56 13.23 .70 .84
t1> Providing nursing service in good facilities 18.61 13.47 .64 .85 87
; Immediately correcting environment problems of pt's room 18.63 13.56 .60 .86
I Giving information about hospitalization 18.48 13.22 .68 .84
; Providing good feeling by nurse's good-looking 18.43 13.69 .63 .85
y
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wis) AHE A, ol REYUF f4A 2HE F gl 54 g Aoz v, HIF FsAHA Ho] FA= FA 18
=5 7 sleEw 34 W gl 84 oz 8ol Jidel) wAA FIAtn {3HA AGHE &
(intangibility)o] et H g sk AL vlmd Ae Zlog fREHgIth fao] Fidie) wxA
T 7HA eRle] A d#dE #Rlg Ai= <Table 59 FETTL A AZH HEAMHA SAL WU
2 T 2919 Alpha #2973 87% A yebtow, 7t EgAn 2o gt Baba AP del #E ek
2918 TAHsHE SHEY BT FIHL 76~85 IS FHA 7 BEgke 371, 78 BAERS 3.68%, Hol
60~73 AlolZ g8 oz B AFoHE £ 29l -030% ARME oW O At FAHCE RoekA] ok
of e AIAEA SHELS BT IUE FEAIZ 8 L §949 0 BFRS 351, £ BIRS 342 o]
%}, -072 AldEo] FEARTRE Aolrt wol w@ovh o] oA
TAXHCE FostAE Akt
ASMHIA W B
LS AHA 2|2
&HIAE A4Sk ZheANlA AE <Table 6> 2T 20
7HAl ZFEAuA S FolA ST Y @ M ¥ aRAp7E AZsle FaAused g @] A=
o] g $7HHE AO® uEgou Is7BE £o] 7] <Table 7-3 2Tk EAAE FASE 20 2744 FolA
g 7k Xe 29 @ vEhisles 59 @e % A AR QR FIEHS st TIAHIA £ 147
L &4o] W YROEE BEAML A AVHOE W FIA e S99 FLEoh 43O WD Yo,
ARHe 2oz FEHTh Tt rtest A 20747 23 o] 2919 A FAFE 40301k FHAFLS HIAuA
AUl FAA 9 iAol 1 Aok FAFHOR 9 &4 7 FolH o= ST FLEs 493 WX g
{Table 6> Nursing service quality (n=272)
F
a Expectation performance
¢ Statistics uality note
t Attributes a L
) Mean(SD) Mean(SD)
r
Respecting pt's personality 3.67(1.00) 371 94 .04 372
Understanding the pt's feeling & inducing emotional comfort 3.61(1.01) 3.60( .99) -.01 .845 *
I Providing nursing service with a sense of duty 3.78(1.00) 3.70( .96) -02 117
n Providing courage & hope 3.53(1.06) 3.56( .97) .03 659
t Listening pt's complaints 3.58( .95) 3.63( .93) .05 323
;al Possessing nursing knowledge as performing own job 3.87( .98) 3.82( .86) -05 260
g Bbeing reliable as nurse 3.72( .90) 3.71( .87) -.01 .882
i Giving assurance about refiable nursing care 3.74(1.00) 3.64( .935) -10 .041
b Providing medication & treatment at correct time 3.82( .97) 3.84( .97) 02 .663
} Helping pt willingly whenever help is needed 3.76(1.00) 3.70( .99) -.06 228
i Providing precise & skillful nursing service 3.82( 98) 3.75( .93) -07 200
t Giving concern & solving pt's problems 3.77( .97) 3.74( .96) -.03 617
Y Providing nursing service immediately even if too much busy 3.56( .96) 3.46( .99) -.10 .090
Giving information & getting permission 3.71(1.04) 3.61( .96) -.10 105
Total 3.71( .80) 3.68( .79) -.03 337
T
a Concerning about hygiene of the pt's room 3.42( .95) 3.25(1.02) -17 .005 ik
n Providing comfortable environment resting enough 3.37C .97) 3.33( .91) -04 588
% Providing nursing service in good facilities 3.38( .97) 3.33( .96) -.05 423
b Immediately correcting environment problems of pt's room 3.53(1.03) 3.44( .99) -.09 .091
i Giving information about hospitalization 3.61(1.04) 3.51(1.07) -.10 068
i Providing good feeling by nurse's good-looking 3.78( .93) 3.80( .93) 02 737
t
y Total 3.51( .76) 3.44( .77) -.07 .068
* o p<.05 * 1 p<.005
230 CHtZts 83{ X 34(2), 2004E 42
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{Table 7> Gap analysis of nursing service (n=272)
g Performance Importance
c Statistics gap 0 note
i .
o Attributes Mean{SD)  Mean(SD)
r
Respecting pt's personality 3.71( 94) 4.05( .92) 34 .000 **
Understanding the pt's feeling & inducing emotional comfort 3.60( .99) 3.99( .89) .39 .000 b
i Providing nursing service with a sense of duty 3.70( .96) 4.14( .89) 44 .000 ok
n Providing courage & hope 3.56(°.97) 4.00( .94) 44 .000 *E
t Listening pt's complaints 3.63( .93) 3.99( .90) 36 .000 ok
2 Possessing nursing knowledge as performing own job 3.82( .86) 4.13( .92) 31 .000 ok
g Being reliable as nurse 3.71( .87) 4.00( .94) 29 .000 **
i Giving assurance about reliable nursing care 3.64( .95) 4.07( .90) 43 .000 ok
b Providing medication & treatment at correct time 3.84( .97) 4.06( .97) 22 .000 o
; Helping pt willingly whenever help is needed 3.70( .99) 3.95( .93) 25 .000 ok
i Providing precise & skillful nursing service 3.75( .93) 4.10( .93) 35 .000 *x
t Giving concern & solving pt's problems 3.74( .96) 3.99( .95) .25 .000 ok
y Providing nursing service immediately even if too much busy 3.46( .99) 3.90(1.00) 44 .000 *x
Giving information & getting permission 3.61( .96) 3.99( .95) 38 .000 *k
Total 3.68( .79) 4.03( .78) 35 .000 ok
T
a Concerning about hygiene of the pt's room 3.25(1.02) 3.68( .93) 43 .000 o
fi Providing comfortable environment resting enough 3.33(C .91 3.70( .91) 37 .000 ok
% Providing nursing service in good facilities 3.33( .96) 3.64( .93) 31 000 *ok
b Immediately correcting environment problems of pt's room 3.44( .99) 3.63( .96) 19 .003 *k
i Giving information about hospitalization 3.51(1.07) 3.78( .94) 27 .000 wE
i Providing good feeling by nurse's good-looking 3.80( .93) 3.83( .91) .03 777
t .
y Total 3.44( .77) 3.71( .72) 27 .000 *E
* . p<.05 * 1 p<.005
om Qo AAe B 37101k TF 207FA 7HEA A AHEE L T AT
12 &4 2 19717 S8 53 bl Aoz fo ETE Fa 4% A9, Joo(2001)4 TE BEFLR
ApolE vepglon 9 Fe YRE IS Foltke 4 TRHEA 7 Q9 AJEs 8593, B AAY AFHE
ol FLTg +4 18 Aol] BAROE FUHA & = SoI9R W, & @Told AEH mFL 298 A
& Aoz vehdth AEYe] b FIYLS Hd 359 E7b 85-92, = AAY AHEE 972 yeh 28] 33
g Aot B §HHE 279 3k Aolsk of RAY &3 Aol 20 AR FLaE 2] wshE MR ke A
B tEAE2 450 REAY &3k hEMulA SAHE ] &=8hA %Zlﬂoi e & 248 Aoz ddEnh
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£459E & & A9 AR R 3 :

ATAES Gl 14378(52.57%), 20~30thHe] AFeo]
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g 4 92lEd], °]E Parasuraman 5(1988, 1991, 1994)0]
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%] 7 2H(Babakus & Boller, 1992; Cronin & Taylor, 1992; Fin
& Lamb, 1991; Spreng & Singh, 1993; Yoon & Suh, 1998)
A, gAZE 2~37] 2102 JERt Ade dRge diol

th 53], Yoond} Suh(1998)S) 1AL 2 744 2 1F o]
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Ay F 7] 29de) thEk Cronbach's a #(.97% .87)0) 57} el HAE ettt o= BEAuAE FAStL
A 29l HE HE(85~92)RT o £}EH, ol EE 2 T A BE §4o €A ATHI S FERUE FY
el b= BFgEo] o Br] WioVE S}XIJ :Lﬂ% 3 NE AFHAAA} st Aoz sAE o=, olFd
THe gz Hve guolZ|g stk &, TIAHA A FAEAE Fod A7t S A ekt 5349 AL
o A= Parasuraman (1988, 1991, 1994)0] xﬂ/\]ﬂ A E)A W Zn 3 ARA A, gUlek I A, ‘obigl
Ela: %W FHAdolERE QRlEo] AEHHAgel v vt s FA] EAEA AlE, WE0E SR BP0
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A Study of the Nursing Service Quality
and Gap Perceived by Consumers

Lee, Mi-Aie"

1) Assistant professor, Department of Nursing, College of Medicine, Dongguk University

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to develop a tool that measures the quality of nursing service, to
measure the quality of nursing service perceived by consumers, and to identify the gaps between ideal and actual
nursing services. Method: A questionnaire was developed and distributed to 300 people who had been hospitalized
in one of six general hospitals with quality of nursing services in five provincial cities in Korea. For data
analysis, the SPSS/WIN(ver 10.0) program was used. Result: The 20 attributes included in the instrument of
quality of nursing service is abstracted into 2 factors : tangibility and intangibility. In quality analysis, 15 of 20
attributes are minus scores, meaning that those nursing services are perceived as generally low. However among
the minus scores' attributes, only two attributes are significant statistically. Gaps between importance and
performance of the nursing service exists in 19 among 20 attributes. Conclusion: Nursing service quality
(performance-expectation) needs to be improved, and Gaps (importance-performance) reduced. In addition, a tool
measuring nursing service quality has to be developed so nurses can deal successfully with the quality and gaps of
nursing service perceived by consumers.
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