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rice Personal
—— Factor

source: Zeithaml, V. A and M. J. Bitner(1996) Service Marketing

(Fig 1) Relationship between Perceived Service Quality and Consumer Satisfaction
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1. CHARRES ubsel

BadgRe] BFAPL 3442 20t M B
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H2E darl 4%E A7) 164822 56%E AA
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7187} 3.1%% AR e g ey
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59 wlgte] 42 .9%F AR &3 5 o]dellA 10 mIvt
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2 wka B AR EAEls 0|84 vt
25.1%. Aohrt 74.9%, 27} A FA=E Bt
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(Table 1).

(Table 1) General Demographic
characteristics of subjects
(N=191)

variables division frequency percent
Age above 20 75 39.3
above 29 62 32.5
above 40 39 20.4
above 50 15 3.1
Gender Male 84 44 .0
Female 107 56.0
Marital status Marriage 111 58.1
Single 74 38.7
Others 6 3.1
Educational Elementary 3 1.6
Background Middle school 9 4.7
High school 112 58.6
University 58 30.4
Graduate school 9 4.7
Experience 1~ below 5 years 82 429
5~ below 10 years 37 194
10~ below 15 years 27 14.1
15~ below 20 years 26 13.6
above 20 years 19 9.9
Income below 1000 17 8.9

(unit : 1000 ~ below 2000 108 56.5
1000won) 2000 ~ below 3000 55 28.8
3000 ~ below 4000 11 5.8

Number of 1~5 times 112 58.6

visiting 6~50 times 42 22.0

above 51 times 37 194

E;‘?irs‘f:;e Yes 48 251

. No 143 74.9
service
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EQ AL QA e FEMulAe] FEE FRES
dolr 7] 93l Fokr B4L HASIKTable 2).
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o] 2ol BF 43022 AY
wed 2o EARE n}]”z}cﬂ]?ﬂ
2 AFaol F¥ ¥FEo] FF 4.208 M
Aae Ao vkt #44 AdelMe
ZEAd W 22F AT 7S R n AlUF ki
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(Table 2) Perceived Importance for the 5 dimensional Nursing Services

Items Service Contents Mean SD
new equipment 4.38 0.70

nurse’s good appearance 4.24 0.68

Tangibility providing nursing service in good facilities 3.97 0.75
hygiene of nursing room 4.20 0.71

Mean 4.20 0.52

providing nursing service on time 4.15 0.73

giving concern client’s problems 4.30 0.67

Reliability providing dependable nursing care 4.09 0.72
accurately keeping client’s records 4.06 0.74

Mean 4.15 0.57

giving information about service time 3.98 0.82

providing immediate nursing service 4.20 0.65

Responsiveness willingly helping the client needs 4.07 0.73
immediately reacting to the client’s needs 3.98 0.73

Mean 4.06 0.58

givings trustable 412 0.81

givings assurance about reliable care 4.04 0.72

Assurance doing polite attitude 4.04 0.73
possessing nursing knowledge as performing own job 4.32 0.78

Mean 4.13 0.63

providing individual nursing care about personal concerns 3.57 0.84

understanding to the client’s needs 3.87 0.74

Empathy concerning about client’s interest at heart 3.98 0.72
operating hours to the client 3.93 0.76

Mean 3.84 0.66

woh el AeME zhaAle dAdReA A9
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2) 21248 ZEEAHI2 F(Table 3)

A7 FeAuls de 484 ALINE AL
wHE £% o tF FEo] -0.15(p=0.008)2 Vet
34 71 e Ala Ag JeiRn. 29T 94
o AAMF AQe] Hulzo] By AL -0.36(p=0.000)
o2 Ugz sldsh A\Ze] Aok EAHes foja
A ekt

A2y ALelN Hula e Aulz ABADe
F4 2ol -0.18(p=0.005)2 7 w2 HLE
Biglen, Eslsel dg RE FBo| -0.32
(p=0.000)2 7V W& W58 walrh 4o AA
4 xjgde] Az ELE -0.24(p=0.000)2 hehgta,

W xzte) Re BAHCE felahAl Yepct.

REERE R

B A AT FFEo]

2 AL ¥k

[
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el Fe] FE2 o] §
AZRMY 2 -0.03(p=0.00002 “Eist, A&
~0.22(p=0.001)¢] 718 @&
B3 AAA e AMulx 2

& A
ekl

-0.23(p=0.000)2 Jehn 7idiet Azte] A= BA
Hog folstA eyt
A4 AgeoiMe] Mu|x Aol A & EE ¢

A4g %

dE E AFe
ow, ‘tlazlelA
2 7h we Aulx AS Rgw, &

-0.11(p=0.000)2 e}
4zt AF 8ol -0.32(p=0.000)
Al AAR A

o] A¥l2 AL -0.25(p=0.000)2 JEetten 7l

A2t8AQE FAHR F7 AolE BAT.

Aol AL AMNAH oz 79t Rz} Aelr} 713

(Table 3) Expectation, Perception and Perceived Quality for Each Items of Nursing Services

Expectation Perception Percelyed
5 Items of Nursing Services Quality t P
(SD) (SD)
(P-E)
Tangibility
up-to date equipment 3.76(0.84) 3.33(0.89) -0.43 5.90 0.000
nurse’s good appearance 3.95(0.69) 3.80(0.69) -0.15 2.70 0.008
providing nursing service in good facilities 3.88(0.82) 3.37(0.89) -0.51 7.30 0.000
hygiene of nursing room 3.97(0.82) - 3.63(0.84) -0.34 5.15 0.000
Mean 3.89(0.67) 3.53(0.68) -0.36 6.87 0.000
Reliability
providing nursing service on time 3.91(0.79) 3.73(0.79) -0.18 2.87 0.005
giving concern client’s problems 3.97(0.81) 3.75(0.85) -0.22 3.30 0.001
providing dependable nursing care 3.95(0.81) 3.72(0.85) -0.23 3.43 0.001
accurately keeping client’s records 3.88(0.84) 3.56(0.89) -0.32 4.95 0.000
Mean 3.93(0.69) 3.69(0.71) -0.24 4.69 0.000
Responsiveness
giving information about service time 3.84(0.85) 3.54(0.92) -0.03 4.12 0.000
providing immediate nursing service 3.98(0.77) 3.76(0.90) -0.22 3.44 0.001
willingly helping the client needs 4.00(0.79) 3.81(0.84) -0.19 3.00 0.003
immediately reacting to the client’s needs 3.80(0.90) 3.62(0.94) -0.18 2.12 0.007
Mean 3.91(0.72) 3.68(0.79) -0.23 4.05 0.000
Assurance
givings trustable 3.93(0.85) 3.61(0.94) -0.32 4.35 0.000
givings assurance about reliable care 4.02(0.81) 3.79(0.83) -0.11 3.56 0.000
doing polite attitude 3.94(0.85) 3.75(0.92) -0.19 2.60 0.010
possessing nursing knowledge as performing own job  4.01(0.81) 3.77(0.86) -0.24 3.66 0.000
Mean 3.98(0.71) 3.73(0.79) -0.25 4.29 0.000
Empathy
providing individual nursing care about personal concerns  3.52(0.89) 3.44(1.00) -0.08 1.06 0.289
understanding to the client’s needs 3.74(0.84) 3.53(0.90) -0.21 3.38 0.001
concerning about client’s interest at heart 3.85(0.87) 3.65(0.93) -0.02 2.98 0.003
operating hours to the client 3 72(0 91) 3.49(0.95) -0.23 3.59 0.000
Mean 71(0.78) 3.53(0.86) ~-0.18 3.19 0.002
Total mean 3.881(0.646) 3.633(0.690) -0.252 5.309  0.000
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(Table 4 Consumer Satisfaction Score for Each Items of Nursing Services

Item Mean SD
How would you rate the quality of service you have received? 3.72 0.76
Did you get the kind of service you wanted? 3.63 0.86
To what extent has our program met your needs? 3.50 0.93
If a friend were in need of similar help would you recommend this program? 3.714 0.94
How satisfied are you with the amount of help you have received? 3.63 0.94
Have the services you received helped you to deal more effectively with your problems? 3.57 0.87
In an overall general sense, how satisfied are you with the service you have received? 3.71 0.90
If you were to seek help again, would you come back to cur program? 3.82 0.95

Mean 3.67 0.77
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(Table 5) The Relationship Between Perceived Nursing Services Quality and Consumer Satisfaction

Consumer Satisfaction

R? Adj-R? F P

Nursing Services Quality r= 0.461

0.229 0.208 10.959 0.000

(Table 6) The Effect of Each Dimensional Nursing Service Quality to the Consumer Satisfaction

level Variables Partial R® Model R? p A T P
1 Assurance 0.190 0.190 44 343 0.000 0.252 2.133 0.007
2 Empathy 0.028 0.218 26.256 0.000 0.244 2.609 0.010
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- Abstract -

A Study on the Consumers’
Expectation, Perception, Quality,
and Satisfaction with the
Industrial Nursing Services

Jung, Myun Sook™ - Youn, Mi Jin**

The purpose of this study was to analyze
consumers’ expectation, perception and satisfaction.
The subjects in this study were 200 employees
who were employed in a department store. They
experienced nursing services from the primary
care center at the department store.

The results were as follows:

1. The rank of perceived significance of

nursing services is tangibility, reliability,
assurance, responsiveness, and empathy,
respectively.

* Professor, Department of Nursing, Gyeongsang National
University.
Gyeongsang Institute of Health Science, Gerontological
Research Center

** Gyeongsang National University, Graduate school
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2. The rank of perceived service quality is
empathy, responsiveness, assurance, reliability,
and tangibility.

3. The rank of expectation and the rank of
perception about nursing services are same.
They are assurance, reliability. responsiveness,
tangibility, and empathy respectively.

4. The regression analysis, which related the
effect of perceived service quality to consumers’
satisfaction, had R2 value of 22.9%.

ALDAEEEI A #1278 A3E

From the above results, it can be concluded
that the higher consumers’ satisfaction can be
explained by the greater perceived service
quality.
Key words Expectation of Nursing services,
Perception of Nursing services,
Consumer satisfaction, SERVQUAL,
Nursing Marketing
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