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{Table 1> The demographic characteristics of nurses and hospitals

W N(%) X
Characterisfi Total A B o) D {p—value)
Age >25 65(40.4) 17(47.2) 18(37.5) 22(45.8) 8(26.6)
(years) 26-30 39(24.1) 8(22.2) 13(27.1) 12(25.0) 6(20.7) 22,485
31-35 33(20.5) 10(27.8) 9(18.8) 8(16.7) 6(20.7) (p=:096)
36-40 9( 5.6) 1( 2.8) 1( 2.1) 3( 6.3) 4(13.8)
41 < 15( 9.4) - 7(14.6) 3( 6.3) 5(17.2)
Educational status diploma 142(88.2) 33(91.7) 38(79.2) 43(89.6) 28(96.6) 6.210
bachelor < 19(11.8) 3( 8.3) 10(20.8) 5(10.4) I( 3.4) (p=102)
Marital status single 92(56.8) 26(72.2) 24(49.0) 32(62.5) 12(41.4) 8.156
married 70(43.2) 10(27.8) 25(51.0) 18(37.5) 17(58.6) (p=043)
Positions staff 138(85.2) 31(86.1) 41(83.7) 42(87.5) 24(82.8) 0452
head < 24(14.8) 5(13.9) 8(16.3) 6(12.5) 5(17.2) (p=929)
Departments medical 40(25.2) 10(28.6) 15(30.6) 11(23.4) 4(14.3)
surgical 41(25.8) 7(20.0) 13(26.5) 7(14.9) 14(50.0) 20,184
OBGY 26(16.4) 8(22.9) 7(14.3) 6(12.8) 5(17.9) (p=.064)
mixed unit 25(15.7) 3( 8.6) 6(12.2) 13(27.7) 3(10.7) '
others 27(17.0) 7(20.0) 8(16.3) 10(21.3) 2(7.
Years of career >1 15( 9.7) 8(23.5) 3( 6.3) 3( 6.5) 1( 3.7)
1-2 33(21.3) 6(17.6) 8(16.7) 13(28.3) 6(22.2) 19.93]
3-4 25(16.1) 411.8) 8(16.7) 10(21.7) 3(11.1) (p=:068)
5.9 36(23.2) 6(17.6) 14(29.2) 12(26.1) 4(14.8)
10 < 46(29.7) 10(29.4) 15(31.3) 8(17.4) 13(48.1)
Total* 162(100.0) 36(22.2) 49(30.2) 48(29.6) 29(17.9)
Characteristics of operational beds 200 256 206 220
hospitals as of Jan. operational beds : total nurses 2.2:1 2.2:17 2.0:1° 3.1:1
2003 nursing care system F F(T)** F F
degree of a nursing management S 6 5 -
charge***
type of hospitals private public private public

* All is female
+: These hospitals have no nursing support persons

1246

** F(T): functional and team nursing care system
++: Means+SD=29.1116.51

*** This degree dose not apply to D hospital.

+++: MeanstSD=7.27+5.93
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{Table 2> The demographic characteristics of patients
Hospitals N(%) X2

Characteristics Total A B C D {p—value)

Gender male 68( 45.3) 11(35.5) 18(40.9) 23(52.3) 16(51.6) 2.909

female 82( 54.7) 20(64.5) 26(59.1) 21(47.7) 15(48.4) (p=.406)

Age(years) -19 9( 6.0 1( 3.2) 3( 6.8) 3( 6.8) 2( 6.3)

20-29 36( 24.0) 7(22.6) 7(15.9) 13(29.9) 9(29.0)
30-39 34( 22.7) 6(19.4) 10(22.7) 11(25.0) 7(22.6) 14.333
40-49 28( 18.7) 7(22.6) 8(18.2) 9(20.5) 4(12.9) (p=.707)
50-59 20( 13.3) 5(16.1) 8(18.2) 2( 4.5) 5(16.1)
60- (15.3) 5(16.2) 8(18.2) 6(13.7) 4(12.9)

Educational level < primary 17( 12.0) 7(22.6) 2( 5.1) 5(11.9) 3(10.0)
middle 19( 13.4) 3(9.7) 9(23.1) 4 9.5) 3(10.0) 11.158
high 63( 44.4) 13(41.9) 16(41.0) 17(40.5) 17(56.7) (p=.265)
>college 43( 30.3) 8(25.8) 12(30.8) 16(38.1) 7(23.3)

Marital status single 37( 25.7) 6(19.4) 7(17.5) 11(25.6) 13(43.3) 6.948
married 107( 74.3) 25(80.6) 33(82.5) 32(74.4) 17(56.7) (p=-074)

Monthly income(won) <99 6( 5.8) - 3( 9.1 2( 6.3) 1( 4.8)

100-199 34( 33.0) 7(41.2) 10(30.3) 10(31.3) 7(33.3) 4.347
200-299 27( 26.2) 3(17.6) 10(30.3) 7(21.9) 7(33.3) (p=.887)
300> 36( 35.0) 7(41.2) 10(30.3) 13(40.6) 6(28.6)

Duration of < 18 93( 67.4) 19(65.5) 24(61.5) 33(78.6) 17(60.7)

Hospitalization(days) ™ 19-29 14( 10.1) 4(13.8) 2( 5.1) 5(11.9) 3(10.7) 12.046
30-89 15( 10.9) 3(10.3) 4(10.3) 3(7.1) 5(17.9) (p=211)
90 < ( 11.6) 3(10.3) 9(23.1) 1( 2.4) 3(10.7)

Clinical Department medical 52( 34.7) 7(22.6) 24(54.5) 15(34.1) 6(19.4) 14.832
surgical 62( 41.3) 16(51.6) 10(22.7) 20(45.5) 16(51.6) ( 2'0%)
others 36( 24.0) 8(25.8) 10(22.7) 9(20.5) 9(29.0) =

Experiences using prior ves 83( 58.5) 18(58.1) 25(59.5) 23(57.5) 17(58.6) 0.037

nursmg ser\/lcc no 59( 41.5) 13(41.9) 17(40.5) 17(42.5) 12(41.4) (p=998)

Experlences usmg extra-J yes 48( 32.9) 10(33.3) 18(41.9) 12(28.6) 8(25.8) 2.630

do hospntals no 98( 67.1) 20(66.7) 25(58.1) 30(71.4) 23(74.2) (p=452)

Tota] 150(100.0) 31(20.7) 44(29.3) 44(29.3) 31(20.7)

+: Means£SD=40.12+16.93 ++: Means+SD=253.16£236.73

o1’go] 82(34.7%)°10 ™, Bk AR 40.124(216.93)0)
3L, 20, 30TH7E 36'H(24.0%), 348(22.7%)2.E 71 Hdt
e Hbgol i d(74.7%, 106%)0] &AL o, 71EA}
(74.3%, 10778)°191.0v, 4 Fo FUL 253.16 Te1(£236.73)
O, 300 WALl o]l AUt 36W(35.0%) 2.2 7wk
oh 71 B 39.88 Ql(x86.27)%, W= HI dLAF
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A3z 1525(218.56)A01 ATk #xke] gl Al A= 9%
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AL ok B o)9lef TR o] z7h
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SARA AYY {22 AR Aol vkt 839
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Cigt7t &3 K| 34(7), 20049 12¢

+++: Means+SD=39.88+86.27
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{Table 3> The differences of expectations(E) between two groups

, . . Mean(SD)/Rank

Items(Nursing service attributes) Patients NUrses t—value(p—value)
<Total> 5.58(0.98) 5.75(0.92) 1.586(0.114)
Tangibles 5.17(1.16)/5 5.60(1.07)/4 3.381(0.001)**
1. modern-looking equipment 5.35(1.42) 5.76(1.24) 2.726(0.007)**
2. visually appealing physical facilities 5.18(1.60) 5.81(1.39) 3.680(0.000)**
3. nurses' neat-appearance 5.14(1.56) 5.46(1.24) 2.007(0.046)*
4. visually appealing materials associated with nursing service 5.04(1.60) 5.37(1.28) 1.979(0.049)*
Reliability 5.79(0.98)/3 5.84(+0.98)/2 0.469(0.639)
5. promise to do something by certain time, nurses will do so 5.86(1.33) 5.78(1.15) -0.549(0.584)
6. show a sincere interest 5.98(1.22) 6.09(1.06) 0.825(0.410)
7. perform the service right the first time 5.87(1.27) 6.09(1.05) 1.707(0.089)
8. provide its services at the time 5.97(1.30) 5.89(1.10) -0.534(0.593)
9. error-free nursing service 5.28(1.58) 5.35(1.36) 0.398(0.691)
Responsiveness 5.85(1.34)/1 5.78(1.02)/3 -0.529(0.597)
10. telling exactly 5.85(1.46) 5.94(1.13) 0.658(0.511)
11. response to request promptly 6.23(3.67) 5.84(1.17) -1.325(0.186)
12. willingness to help 5.88(1.27) 5.85(1.15) -0.205(0.838)
13. respond even if nurses are too busy 5.44(1.39) 5.50(1.17) 0.388(0.698)
Assurance 5.84(1.07)12 5.94(1.01)1 0.902(0.368)
14. confidence 5.63(1.34) 5.94(1.10) 2.188(0.029)*
15. safety in transaction 5.97(1.25) 5.99(1.06) 0.109(0.914)
16. courteous 6.05(1.14) 5.85(1.14) -1.554(0.121)
17. sufficient medical knowledge 5.70(1.33) 6.00(1.09) 2.136(0.034)*
Empathy 5.25(1.18)/4 5.59(1.24)/5 2.653(0.008)**
18. individual attention 4.50(1.70) 5.02(1.36) 2.936(0.004)**
19. operating hours convenient to all customers 5.58(1.38) 5.48(1.05) -0.718(0.473)
20. personal attention 5.65(1.41) 5.88(1.25) 1.561(0.120)
21. having the customers' best interest at heart 5.21(1.43) 5.81(1.18) 4.022(0.000)**
22. understanding customers' specific needs 5.28(1.50) 5.73(1.20) 2.970(0.003)**
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{Table 4> The differences of perceived performance(P) between two groups

. ) ) M Rank
ltems(Nursing service attributes) . ean(SD)/Ran t-value(p—value)
Patients Nurses

<Total> 5.35(0.95) 4.83(0.87) -5.128(0.000)**

Tangibles 470(1.11)/5 4.35(1.14)/4 -2.766(0.006)**

1. modern-looking equipment 4.78(1.34) 4.46(1.09) -2.343(0.020)*

2. visually appealing physical facilities 4,73(1.47) 3.96(1.21) -4.957(0.000)**

3. nurses' neat-appearance 5.28(1.33) 4.77(1.05) -3.703(0.000)**

4. visually appealing materials associated with nursing service 3.97(1.69) 4.21(2.79) 0.917(0.360)

Reliability 5.51(1.10)/3 4.97(0.96)2 -4.569(0.000)**

5. promise to do something by certain time, nurses will do so 5.51(1.30) 4.90(1.06) -4.509(0.000)**

6. show a sincere interest 5.61(1.27) 5.14(1.07) -3.531(0.000)**

7. perform the service right the first time 5.52(1.31) 5.01(1.14) -3.646(0.000)**

8. provide its services at the time 5.59(1.27) 5.03(1.13) -4.044(0.000)**

9. error-free nursing service 5.32(1.47) 4.77(1.20) -3.578(0.000)**

Responsiveness 5.61(1.10)/2 4.86(1.05)/3 -6.160(0.000)**

10. telling exactly 5.55(1.39) 4.98(1.16) -3.922(0.000)**

1. response to request promptly 5.62(1.28) 4.89(1.13) -5.357(0.000)**

12. willingness to help 5.74(1.28) 4.94(1.25) -5.600(0.000)**

13. respond even if nurses are too busy 5.53(1.32) 4.63(1.17) -6.296(0.000)**

Assurance 5.70(1.07)/1 5.06(0.95)/1 -5.658(0.000)**

14. confidence 5.61(1.31) 4.94(1.09) -4.892(0.000)**

15. safety in transaction 5.75(1.19) 5.01(1.08) -5.733(0.000)**

16. courteous 5.88(1.20) 5.32(1.10) -4.256(0.000)**

17. sufficient medical knowledge 5.54(1.24) 4.94(1.06) -4.499(0.000)**

Empathy 5.23(1.08)/4 4.86(0.96)/3 -3.259(0.001)**

18. individual attention 4.60(1.49) 4.50(1.13) -0.643(0.521)

19. operating hours convenient to all customers 5.35(1.26) 4.60(1.09) -5.621(0.000)**

20. personal attention 5.53(1.24) 5.17(1.12) -2.689(0.008)**

21. having the customers' best interest at heart 5.29(1.25) 5.07(1.10) -1.641(0.102)

22. understanding customers' specific needs 5.36(1.37) 4.94(1.11) -2.911(0.004)**
TP NNHA BUE B 9 WHoR dRelA A4 23 L ol gaks ohg FEsl olal 5 6
HAE 7N2QolMe EAFCE FAstA gstrh webA F@elMe 49 AFE B3t SERVQUAL AFE 879
NsEdhs g2, A9 28 S04 #pt 234 B B 7l FF 5.58(x0.98), AZFE 535(x0.95) 0% H
AAE v 2 BsAuAE ATugty wrls Zow -0.22(+0.88)°1 AT Wrdel, kFAlE 7o) B X7 Ee] 7
Uebstor, 5 Adezte] 49 JaAArE o fAS 7t 5.75(£0.92), 4.83(x0.87)0.2, AJupR|zZtEFEo] HELFE(S

CHARIEC] 28 MH|A E(SERVQUAL score) E7}
Him

BRIz g d) gl AZ7he) Felal hEAu|A
4 BN ] ga 55 Ao BE FgA 7

TAHA AL o] Mulio] A Ylvleee 23EHA|

Ag EFHEA EE9om, SERVQUALAS Ed .0.92
(0842 theht, RhEAu g Aol g #ae) Fbk 3
B4k A% B0k £ A0 vehEo,

o
DAz A He #9834 Ae, I -0.03

CHatRl=2l ZE2MH[20) ofst 2IEE 3 X
HAS0] o2k Hiw
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<Table 5> The differences of the quality of nursing service(SERVQUAL score) between two groups

. . 4 Mean(SD)/Rank
I - —value{p—value
tems(Nursing service attributes) Pationts Nurses t—value(p—value)
<Total> -0.22(0.88) -0.92(0.84) -7.185(0.000)**
Tangibles -0.46(1.25)/5 -1.25(1.39)/5 -5.266(0.000)**
1. modern-tooking equipment -0.54(1.59) -1.30(1.35) -4.554(0.000)**
2. visually appealing physical facilities -0.47(1.82) -1.84(1.71) -6.819(0.000)**
3. nurses' neat-appearance 0.17(1.51) -0.69(1.45) -5.040(0.000)**
4, visually appealing materials associated with nursing service -1.07(2.00) -1.16(3.01) -0.305(0.761)
Reliability -0.28(1.00)/4 -0.87(0.90)/2 -0.522(0.000)**
5. promise to do something by certain time, nurses will do so -0.37(1.41) -0.88(1.16) -3.486(0.001)**
6. show a sincere interest -0.39(1.33) -0.94(1.06) -3.956(0.000)**
7. perform the service right the first time -0.36(1.38) -1.07(1.19) -4.937(0.000)**
8. provide its services at the time -0.39(1.37) -0.87(1.13) -3.337(0.001)**
9. error-free nursing service 0.08(1.51) -0.58(1.36) -4.027(0.000)**
Responsiveness -0.25(1.33)/3 -0.92(1.06)/4 -4.955(0.000)**
10. telling exactly -0.33(1.38) -0.96(1.26) -4.139(0.000)**
11. response to request promptly -0.61(3.72) -0.95(1.23) -1.086(0.278)
12. willingness to help -0.14(1.38) -0.92(1.38) -4.969(0.000)**
13. repond even if nurses are too busy 0.09(1.54) -0.89(1.16) -6.299(0.000)**
Assurance -0.13(1.09)2 -0.89(0.91)/3 -6.663(0.000)**
14. confidence -0.01(1.42) -1.00(1.17) -6.684(0.000)**
15. safety in transaction -0.22(1.33) -0.98(1.07) -5.541(0.000)**
16. courteous -0.16(1.33) -0.52(1.16) -2.551(0.011)*
17. sufficient medical knowledge -0.16(1.39) -1.06(1.06) -6.416(0.000)**
Empathy -0.03(1.13)/1 -0.74(0.99)/1 -5.948(0.000)**
18. individual attention 0.09(1.68) -0.53(1.27) -3.682(0.000)**
19. operating hours convenient to all customers -0.22(1.45) -0.89(0.99) -4.232(0.000)**
20. personal attention -0.11(1.33) -0.73(1.17) -4.372(0.000)**
21. having the customers' best interest at heart 0.07(1.45) -0.76(1.19) -5.481(0.000)**
22. understanding customers' specific needs 0.09(1.61) -0.80(1.22) -5.496(0.000)**
AAEe] VELE BT 573(:1.04), TFIARE 462(+095) Al WESe BEroe Auvdd 24 4h, 8% 9 1%
E 3AE i 8AE wiste] AAlEY e £ AR EF A 7Y ® AR R B5E ele 344
o i3t wEE v W o7 vEbthi=-7.949, p=0.000) 9 7

<Table 6>.

{Table 6> The difference of nursing service satisfaction
between two groups

Mean (SD) t—value(p—value)
Patients Nurses P
Nursing Serviee s o3 04y 462(0.95)  ~7.949(0.000)**

satisfaction

of et Azl 71EH—’F% EE}

A

o st HT%XV# 7} “i&?ﬂﬂ}
=0.636(p<.00)C.2 7% Egom, I tSe A
(r=0.628, p<0.001), ‘A4 (r=0.615, p<0.001y ¢°l&’i£} L
ALel Ae- \g_}_]l:g]_ 713 e 3zo] 9lE AL ‘p:]-)\]/d o]
)3 X Z4E0)9 2. (=0.550, p<0.001), 7 &< AlF
(r=0.550, p<0.001y, ‘¥ (r=0.530, p<0.001) o]3ic}

N 032

(Table 7> The correlations among the all variables in two groups

Nursing service Expectation

Perceived performance

satisfaction/Groups TAN REL RES ASS EMP TAN REL RES ASS EMP
/Patients .309%* 272%* 231** 288%* 299%* 534%* 628%* .636** 615%* S551%*
/Nurses 295%* 397** .362%* 383%* .369** 459%* 539%* 473** 550%* 530**

TAN: tangibles, REL: reliability, RES: responsiveness, ASS: assurance, EMP: empathy
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The Differences in Quality Perceptions, Expectations, Evaluation,
and Satisfaction for Nursing Service between Patients and Nurses:
Small-medium Sized General Hospitals

Kim, Jeong-Hee" - Lee, In-Sook®

1) Assistant Professor, Department of Nursing, Medical School, Cheju National University
2) Associate Professor, College of Nursing, Seoul National University

Purpose: This study was performed to give direction to quality improvement strategies of nursing services by
comparing the differences in quality perceptions and satisfaction for nursing services between patients and nurses
in small-medium sized general hospitals with 200 beds. Method: The subjects, who were 150 inpatients and 162
nurses of 4 general hospitals in a community, answered a self-report questionnaire with a SERVQUAL scale.
Result: There were differences between patients' and nurses' expectations and perceptions of nursing service and
satisfaction. In the service expectation, the highest factor was 'the responsiveness', and in the perceived
performance, the highest was the 'assurance'. In addition, overall patients' perceptions on nursing services showed
higher than nurses'. There were positive correlations among the expectations and perceptions on nursing service,
and satisfaction. The correlation between perception and satisfaction was higher than the correlation between
expectations and satisfaction. Conclusion: To improve the nursing service quality at small-medium hospitals,
strengthening the 'assurance' factor and improving the nursing service support system is needed. Also, this study
on nurses' perceived nursing service at small-medium sized hospitals should be duplicated.
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