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1. A2 ey

FeThe £55%0] PG AW P A4
o nusige] me} Wdel AR L Jlg Al 74
et AF Bel olEA Bo U Au2g wa
A she 277F FUEAHKim, Kim, 2000). #7}
SS71%e A9 X7t GND HA vle) uB
£ Bt 222 A9 @ £ 30g BB 2N &
29 FAE olFAn, REYo] 19774 BAHY A
Yol Solzk A 129 el A 2 oJruYs), I
5 5E% 2EFEY PB AREANY, I S)E
A2)2M9 o)z} Foz g 59 g A4 A
v 2] 877} §A3] F71 RAeltH(Yoon, 1995).

old® JBF8E FFAIY] AalN 15U Be W
AE9 A - 3302 Y7t SUEAT B9, ue
WA dose g, 223 Hael oadelhe n
Felng T B dE JEde) g3e Qs
A goted FAAY SEHR 71Ee) HY ¥R
A7) 4& 9%e FA =AU Lee, Lee, Jo & Sul,
1998). Ae AL} $48 e 2 39
€ 22 WISl W Aol sl ARE ol
& FEshe 7199 gz vk Rolnh. ol wet A
o] A Whel AFATe} 2ol $2i8 7 ok,

* 24 EgE

T RIS IE A

EF 989 i 2] Qlaje] AHal AlFel Ade]
A Aleke] Adoz Afsm 2 Re Fe] 2FA F
AellM 82 F402, oAleh F3, o&F A A
FHE AR, odildA BE HAE Wile AHo] opa}
A3t she Bged wsigan gich, AsHE A
B3 A8 oF A A8E 2E dEE %
3t gle Ro|tH(Park, 1995). &, 22718 QA
o2 9L VA= 93 P ele I oy £
A5tz FHIF[AY P ERY o au|2d] i@ w4
< 2FQ FHoz APAZT 95 BY FHE o]
Lo87]d A9 FRR ol83h= YRR WHAR
Relth(Cho, 2000).

ojg} Zo] wle] Wulelo] Folel wel A
Ju71e4de] ¥4 989 I AFFAZA Azt
BASN A A BN AE Bu 5@ § AP A
A wlgo ygMuAE W ¢ YU)1E 878
I ew(Yu, 2000) ©je{@ ol2le] W37t HAAH]
29| NS aFdhe H¥os dFE viAA 8 Ao
2 Addrh. g@xe gAY 987)E 9o ARBA
b 373 Fol Andned AIe ¢S v AW
£2 ¥ E FEEQ Aolgn duele 1 AAST Q'
o 4% FAHe FLY P 8i0P) wRejg
(Park, 1997).
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sjoftt Ju 82} FolA) 73 Y B W o
g g7 #AE FAm B98UE ol HE A,
Algsjol & Fort it} (Jang, 2000). 8249 {17l
A elgel A& Hrlshes £99 8A HEE 2i)e 9
& FFANA FAL] Zld, &7 2 x8AuAd g
A& Heehe 58T 7o) ojE FRE B}
o g8 FEAE B9 BYE AT 4F AMujz9] A
AE Bt B AYANY =5 F F Utk =
¢ 8 AEx ZAR J1Yov Brle) BRozw &
€34 249 + Uk (Park, 1997).

B2 UERE AR o8] NYPITE dmed
{Gu, Yoo, Lee & Son, 2000: Kim, & Kim.
2001: Park, Kim, Ko, Kim & Hong, 1999: Park,
1997: Kim & Kim, 2000: Lee, Lee, Jo & Sul,
1998: Park, Lee, Lee, Kim & Cho, 2000) =4
Ao @ANEE AT 4 BRI HY Aux
UEE, F - HYY NEE F P dFE ©Y
AR Aol ZA] FA 53 GAE TP AER
299 49 BAEE ez & 7= A9 gt
olel £ ddlAe 8A7t GA dEhg el Algehe
Mul2d] A3 HEPEE AL o U oaxy]
2E AFshe vl o A=E AZdnA e}

2. HTSH

£ A7E 9 BEpEed QaBAE BUA 2 Ba
g zA4staA TS 2 FAFQ 2Hg e
1) $49 Q4 ALBA VEES 2ARG.

2) BAe) BY $AFBY VEEES 2APTH

Lt

I. A7 &Y
1. AT o RRSE Wy

2 47 GA € HEEde) 20039 39 39%H
49 2471 EFHSE AT 4 sl 9% 81
g B4z gt A7 ddA EE hYesE A7
71t Bt B QY Rl 20%5 A& F 92
B AR AT A Bele 2EEMR
o §g 3 Z WE AIAE BH TRYHRZ T
o 97 ARE B d7EH d76] dg Admse
E ATEAI &S TR £ HY 2134} 39

A AL 383 R] 4148 A4z

ol 3 +HsIAct.
2. 47 =3

B A7 AR Aula BE 23 23E Yy
(2000)9] ¥WY VEE SAHETE £ -8g3ld B
d7™ol ML Mujx wEe F 2483ew ©
34 Hx9 =72 (Cronbach’ Alpha= .768), A%
FEoz 188Ye] AAAY TE=9 (Cronbach
Alpha= .722) 6282l WAY¥E WEE (Cronbach
" Alpha= .700)2 FEEHUD. AA VEZ HF5Ee
24~T724 28 AU VEZE 18~547%, HAYA
UExE 6~18F0W HAEF7t BE4E VERIL B

Aoz st
3. A& 24wy

Y ARE SPSSE ol 83t EHIAm, A
o AR 17 543 HY oA B 54e A
T AEER, AT A 54 we JF A
oY WUEme wAYy A wEE 34 o8 AR
Y 540l mhe 4 Ad wEms WA FVEE
£ X*test?h ttest ¥ ANOVAZ E4sigict.

m. A7 ot
1. 9T ChAxte o7 AsistE £4

A7 Q¥ AFEE By 4y dF §
1071 &&o 2 (Table 1)3 2t}

AdrE 9l 47.8% A7 52.2%Pew, gz
i+ 309 o8} 42.4%, 40~50t07} 35.9%9en, A&
AeeMe 71Eo]l 72.8%, ¥EL nFdm =]
38.0%%ct. FaE 715w 27.2%, B 22.8%, AF
& 9.8% woldem, AL itele) 69.6%% 2/39]
& A1, AFANERE &0l 50.0%%2 =
A7} 42.4% %) ATt

drddate] derIe 3} Z olide] 41.3%=2 4
Bion, deFEzE AE 449 At 79.3%, 2
3] o]do] 19.6%% 1, U9 A9 At 23 AL
7} 41.3%, °FEA A T A 37.0%, H$ 4=
it 19.6%%E 1Yt
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(Table 1) Sociodemographic Characteristics

of the Subject (n=92)
N(%)*
Gender male 44(47.8)
female 48(55.2)
Age(years) less than 30s 39(42.4)
40s-50s 33(35.9)
more than 60s 20(21.7)
Marital status married 67(72.8)
single 25(27.2)
Education primary 20(21.7)
junior high school 24(26.1)
high school 35(38.0)
college or over 13(14.1)
Religion Protestant 25(27.2)
Buddhist 21(22.8)
Catholic 9( 9.8)
other 37(40.2)
Occupation employee 64(69.6)
technician 9( 9.8)
commerce 8( 8.7
service job 6( 6.5)
government 5( 5.4)
employee
Residential area rural 46(50.0)
urban 39(42.4)
island etc. 7(7.6)
Admission period(days) less than 7 13(14.1)
8-14 15(16.3)
15-21 10(10.9)
22-28 16(17.4)
29 & over 38(41.3)
Admission frequency once 73(79.3)
twice & over 18(19.6)
anrtrl;:Stioc:ndltlons at very severe 18(19.6)
severe 38(41.3)
tolerable 34(317.0)
* excepted no responses
2. CiatXtel ¥WE ol8 2H &4

AR B o8 B Eqoze 9 2 &
¢ A3 5 77 B2o2 (Table 2)% 2o},

AP 3 AU 5 B M@ Folsinkn
STV TE 35.9%, RFolt 45.7%%2M FEER

= u)$ Hstn 9 FL 44.6%, REo|t}

48.9%% .
e Rl EAO] daixe vz getro)s) &
o3ttt S$&E Fol 41.3%, EBoltyt 45.7%%

o}, He Ailel digiae viad £4 Yvn $9d
o] 51.1%2 ol idoll ] WYAAlrL B3R
SH3AY. FAgLe viad ¥ 32.6%, B
Bolth 39.1%, ofltt 28.3%2 A #E 2T ul&g
EEXE 2yon, diF nssw 94 vlazd fsg
27.2% E-Eolth 34.8% ollth 38.0%2 Fag3tol
v e EHsittn SHE vl go] & Bou 4 ¥E
BER AR e, @9 #He Adel ZRegl
30.4%, B¥olt}h 39.1%, ot} 30.4%% o} 9Al A
P8 BT vzt

(Table 2) Hospital Utilization-related
Characteristics of the Subjects
Good Fair Poor
N(%) N(%) N(%)
33(35.9) 42(45.7) 17(18.5)
41(44.6) 45(48.9) 6(6.5)
38(41.3) 42(45.7) 12(13.0)
Hospital diet 16(17.4) 29(31.5) 47(51.1)
Parking lot 30(32.6) 36(39.1) 26(28.3)
Public transportation 25(27.2) 32(34.8) 35(38.0)

Hospital convenience  oga) 4y 3639 1) 28(30.4)
facilities

Admission procedure
Payment system
Sign board

3. tidxtel gl F=2

dradAt dehidel ded BRGME 42.4%
7} & ejErgozRy o=E ol LAY e
o, oz gighiddd g A13A gue] 33.7%,
A=A 234 28.3%, ALY 2 27.2% %R U
EPttK Table 3).

(Table 3> Admission Route of the Subject

(n=92)

N(%)
referred from other hospitals 39(42.4)
due to favorable reputation 31(33.7)
easy to access 26(28.3)
introduced by hospital staffs 25(27.2)
due to reliable medical staffs 21(22.8)
informed from mass media 13(14.1)
as university hospital personnels 4( 4.3)

4. AT UiYAlel W MeA GERT

AT 3R] MY M BETE (Table 49} 2t}
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AR Hul= HEEE 727 T 26~58% HAR
g 38.4+3.774 02 F3 oAUt ARYEERE
AHAY DEETF 208 ~4374 HUR FT 27.6£5.15
Folglx, ¥ 3 UEZE 64 ~157 W= BT
10.8+2.3973 ot

(Table 4) Patient Satisfaction on Hospital
Services

MzxSD Range
Total Patient Satisfaction 38.4£3.77 26-58
Human resources 27.615.15 20-43
Hospital environment-related 10.8¢2.39 6-15

A AL 255132 A 148 A4E

i

5. ol Aleats Mol o2 HE X XY A

UEE 24

S

AT ALEEE EAdol mE WY AF A A g
Z¥ (Table 5)9} 2t}

AEEE 9A 29.646.10%, dAF 25.815.64%0 =2
A7) o BEse Aoz Jelgt) (t = 9.63. p
= .003). 4L7IteIAE Yh713te] 25 oA 9
HETrb 28.746.05%, 2% vivto] 26.046.004 o8
(t = 4.404, p = .039) 4L7Izte] B} 71 dhAFA el
Al o BEF Aoz Jeiych I #ixke] w8

(Table 5) Hospital Human Resources-related Satisfaction according to Sociodemographic Characteristics

M+SD tor F p

Gender male 29.616.10 9.63 003
female 25.8+5.64

Education primary 25.7+5.08 1.802 153
junior high school 27.6%6.72
high school 27.616.15
college or over 30.7+5.89

Residential area urban city 28.616.21 2.425 .094
rural area 26.3+5.84
others 30.7+6.47

Administration period less than 14 days 26.0+6.00 4.404 .039
28.7¢6.05

more than 15 days

(Table 6> Hospital Human Resources-related Satisfaction according to Hospital

Utilization-related Characteristics

Mz=SD F P
Admission procedure easy to process 30.846.49 4215 .018
moderate 27.815.83
complicated 25.7+5.77
Payment system easy to process 31.6%6.37 5.106 .008
moderate 29.0+6.78
complicated 25.524 61
Sign board easy to follow 32.3+4.33 6.338 .003
moderate 28.14¢5.82
confused 25.6%6.16
Hospital diet good 29.7+5.15 7.373 .001
fair 26.215.91
poor 24.0£7.04
Parking lot easy to park 28.615.44 1.292 280
moderate 28.1£5.82
difficult to park 26.216.54
Public transportation easy to access 30.34¢5.35 9.992 .001
moderate 27.66.57
difficult to access 23.846.49
Hospital convenience convenient 30.1+5.58 8.869 .001
facilities moderate 28.5%6.10
inconvenient 24.0£5.16
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Hebde n8E 2o, FAAYEE TGN U
T BATel VIR 47} uok wRou olF B §
9 Aol & opIST}.

6. E¥ 0|8 Y EMo mE N XY NET

HY old BA B4 4 93 A UE=E
{Table 6)3} 2},

Y o8 #E B4 TN 3B F FAAEA g2
UER o]9de] BE FEoX ¥ HolE BYTh s}

Z we AFE B P2 HYBARY o] §o
Ache TolM 32.3:4.33F0l o EAHo] EF2Y
Arhe To] 25.6:6.16%°IUcH (F = 6.338, p =
.003). =& ¥eold #A 549 A Y 3 AEAo
7t € $Eo2E WA, dZnE ¢ ¥4 v "y
Aol & e FUchs 29 wEEE
29.7+5.158 10 FA RIe & 24.017.04
Hollm (F = 7.37, p = .001), FmFe] B}
the 2ellA 30.3:5.35%% W BHEPcks oA
23.8426.499) EIEUR(F = 9992, p =

{Table 7) Hospital Environment-related Satisfaction according to Sociodemographic Characteristics

M+SD tor F p
Gender male 11.0¢2.90 2.237 .138
female 10.2+2.75
Education primary 9.512.60 2.945 .037
junior high school 10.842.85
high school 10.4¢2.86
college or over 12.3+2.50
Admission period less than 14 days 10.0£2.70 2.718 .103
more than 15days 11.0£¢2.90
Patient conditions at very severe 10.04¢2.80 2.200 117
admission severe 11.3£2.92
tolerable 10.2+2.64

(Table 8) Hospital Environment-related Satisfaction according to Hospital

Utilization-relatedCharacteristics

: M+SD F p
Admission procedure easy to process 11.442.78 1.192 .309
moderate 10.7+2.75
complicated 10.1£2.97
Payment system easy to process 12.642.17 18.994 .001
moderate 9.5+2.61
complicated 9.2+2 45
Sign board easy to follow 12.7£1.95 8.047 .001
moderate 11.0+2.76
confused 9.4+2.69
Hospital diet good 11.9+2.16 5.753 .004
fair 10.6+3.14
poor 9.522.55
Parking lot easy to park 10.31+2.78 504 .606
moderate 10.9+2.92
difficult to park 10.5¢2.88
Public transportation easy to acess 12.5£2.47 23.011 .001
moderate 10.9+2.50
difficult to acess 8.3t1.94 )
Hospital convenience convenient 11.4+2.69 5.401 .006
facilities moderate 10.342.71
inconvenient 8.8+2.80
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.001), BE W #HYAHe] HePke ToMe
30.1£5.58% 0|1 EBWPrte M= 24.025.16%
ojltk (F = 8.869, p = .001). '
7. AT Atgstd EMof| e YA HAUYM AET

APAL A EAe wE WA%E PFHEe (Table
N E

WA g %52 o] g2 oA Eo %
=3 Aoz WEe 12.3:2.500ldx 2ZE 104
+2.86%, £F 9.5:2.604 28 JePtHF = 2.945, p
= .037). 2l Adee By, dedRE 2
F ol A7l ¥ oA elm 4 Al B}
A 2N BEETE B 52 A2q JeRgoy o
E 25 7% Aol oplit)

8. HAUOIZ X Y FHo| e HHEY VEX

YHelolg dat #d EAd wa P4y uERre
{Table 8>3} Zt}.

BAER VEEE TSy FAAME olfle 5
N FEA BE FoF Ao)lB RAY 73 B H
$E BQ PEL W4dy] &o] Bojdrhz FoA
12.6£2.174°I% 1 BH3vhe TellM & 9.242.457 ]
UHF = 18.994, p = .001). =% ¥4 <hl EX
TN e 44 12.7+1.968F 9.4+2.6940193 (F
= 8.047, p = .001), FaTdo] Hsrhs &
AME 12.5:2.47H, BH3tthe Lol 8.3£1.94%8 2.
2 (F = 23.011, p = .001) Al &5 BFAA AY
3% o]de] Aol RYT

V.= 9

B Bz 9Eze FFEANA BAe g &
T, AR Mulxd 3 JAE Adshe 838 =72
A olE Edle WYd 53 A Mvlxe F ¢4 2
#2Ael Helg A% 4F Azl A =Y & 7180l
A Eot. ¥ dFdME @2 9EEE WA Y 3§
AAHAY TExel Heolg  WARAS FHo= T
AABHE 9EE 2 PRI ZASA.

£ Q77 44 8 uighig ggsire Yge 94
47.8%, AR 52.2%% °l& AEFNZ Age] hEpy

A ta A A14d A4z

9 dgel o 2 Wt ofdg ¢ 7 ok a8y
AFP2 = 30U o]3} 42.4%, 40~50U 35.9% 2 W
g JHshs BxEe] IS 500 o3} niRE
£ AAEAY. o)A E AFAY T FHUHEEAYY
4% ez & Lee 5(1998)9 A7y $ive
AR - BHHY o] FYH S DS FI} AEAH
9] Park 5(2000)8] 94+, 8ANERE 248 59 QI
5o #F AAT (Park § 1999)8F M43 2%
ojth, THYUS e FxY AHL oB & e
2 Jeht(Park, 2000: Park, 1997) AAhdSelxd
Helg Z|#E Adshe Hgol ° wa A
g AgE 71 =007 ddEds o Has
I e Aoz AR

B A4 ABgEgEd o) 3AdME TAY 5
2te] ¥ ohE Aol gldley A4 AdE Aa e A
o] B4 4 =AAY 8% %Y HAoH, 447
b 229 o] FHiFE AR & B °|F®E 41.3%
2 veht fejuer IR HE d9dsd 1249
(Ministry of Health & Welfare Statistic, 1999)
A3 zolrt glen Park(1997)9] 20 of3t
25.3%% RA#E Zol7t YUt

2 A7 tidAle] wdol 8 SAddMe geEA
o} £3Ea, MR WEBolP L FAU BEong
3 §ET Rt 0%l del et WAl s
A FA gdon S8 diabl 51.1%2 s
Yol HdaAld g E0E Ay B2 Ao Yely
th HYdahe $xtel FW 548 meisol @ # o

2849 A% ¥ % T ojd sHe) gt BEHes

g3t iAol elwd uidme] AL, 27 2
FA 59 A =g Wgarte] UETo] gkg v
ANEZ (Kim, Kim, 2001) °l81& 89& 343 /A4
=ojof dtkn ARG EF FAFUNY B¥ e diFw
59 Held, Wde soaAde] gig ode FAY B
. v vsg A2 Jeided ol didi
Bl X7t dFnF olf FFANM xxR=E 20%
ol £85le Fo ] WL oJAAL

£ Aot ¥eEs 24 8 Z=7) e wdesg
i dolele AlSlAQ] WA wWRe] 76.1%E Vel
H Park, Kim, Ko, Kim, Hong(1998)-& wighi<l
g e Mulae] AEY, JBA, A BA, A}
A JAE/AE 73 HALE Heg A9 @ g8
ol ot Rudyct &, Mulx HEA, ABA, A
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2 gL FAse g gxle] A wt o
ZoA} g ¥ avlel ZAFem Y ARE o]
g3t AlEA AERA QA weh HAx L -
Hdg ARG T sk Aotk B dF9 AFM=
olm|x|7} W& Adshs ez 9PE Fe AL
2 Ugiytt. ole $EA 93 g 29 diEhds
ez @ A9 wriAe] At} Lee(1997)€
qgugle) A4 o) A=A, oaAlde Adig,
AL 4, Slgolee] P4, AsHEe tekst F AHAdT
gl Fo #F g7 F A9 A¥ BIAMulx,
F&43 24d, A8 7N, ARt EEALY) d,
AP Mgy 5o IHY 2o @Y A€o 82l
2z By ojeid de B dFdA diEgae A
e 89loz WA il QP A, W ARA
Q1 B34, AYAeR e A §F 2 Aol

E A3 ddze A dig HExdMe 3
544 wHAe] B 27.63 22 7 Az HFE B
v ud A g2 AFE vehich H4878E TS
TE 183 wdd 10.8480F 94 £ A= HFE
B9, 93 el tiF HEErt AA AFK2E ol
ol 9L e Aoz 2ZAE APATFE BE Lee
(1997)€ BA 9EE 9FE vAe 8902 oAt
o] &, gAte] Addide g FAHEE AHFPS
o, Park (1997)2 W4le] RFEFE Foled 74 8
2 RHo| orle} FAE KEojgtn FAMR, Morris
(1997 BANZe 717 F83 84E oAk TIAL
oto] uid#@A=tn %t Evans, Martin &
Winslow (1998)€ 4¥#xte] BExd] dTA2 F=
7HE S @ agle] aMulagta k. ¥
BAE0] 7ldshe AFAMulAY FEL VAl &S
Fe 3] HE, 33 oouig, A4AE
o} e Ex, A=ze] st dFH= Felul (Lee,
2002) ©12|¥ ZkEMH|A7t HFsta FEHA AF =
S o ¥ U A3 AY #H 9EEE ol AL
2 Atgdc. =3 olsige] B RS R4}
A g3eln gl viZe] 8x WS dig IdFeAE
FATIEL BYP3Atel 54 A ¥n ' SR
duh} A A2E F derk) o JAad A &
A BFo] g A Mg & dF A 972
£ A"9E F gler{(Jatulis, Bundek, Legorreta,
1997), Raper (1996)+ R3dZ¥ +3 TAgle] 4
A An FrAFel BARSZ sldgctn YWila

t}. E& Bredar t(2001) ol H4 2F Fd AA
22 HEE ZAMIM 73%7F S92 24 E
3 827} fihe Mulaz oAt A3AIZREEY o=
AEAFo] Adeducta Q). o2 gL AT
A BEEE Folv FA4F 843 W W JAAES
dFen el £ d7M AXAdel di HEHxrt
2+ 2t} 97t 99 ALE Bl A& AEA ned
oo} & Moz walc}

E 79 Q7 A 54 wE ¥ d93 A
UEEE A At 29.63 08 BVEE} F5
A EHt = 9.63, p = .003). A7} AR o
D& Aes zAME FAe Kim F (20000 Yu,
(2000), Park (1997)9] =Aldzel= gxjdv). EF
9712 159 ©]d ellx 28.7Ho2 ¢ 7Ito] 2
A B} BEE Aoz veEldt (t = 4.404, p
= .039). ¥Yd JLd8 A AL 4IT 2EHA A
golmz Nl At LT 82t #HY AFAL
e Bot 9EE9SLe oY AIAE IHE 5o
EXE FHHoz Hrt & & dBeY FAFes
% Q3o oRA IFE viHEAE § ¢ A= e
a7t gasic Algdt

A7 thdAte] WY o] 8 TA S4q) wE AFA
DEEE F2 F3H oolfle LE FEAM AU
AAQctn S TolA UE=Tt & Aoz Ve
o} 49da (F = 4.215, p = .018), &4zt (F
= 5.106, p = .008), ¢ FA W 8ol (F =
6.338, p = .003), WH¥HA (F = 7.373, p =
.001), WEnE £9 (F = 9.992, p = .001), #H4
Ul #He] A4 (F = 8.869, p = .001) Bo|ct. ¢=
TE Eol7] A% o8 X He Aldel did Bl
gesittn Atz €.

A7 WA AT AFEE S54g¢) wE yAeH
REcE gEo] & FiA WEEIF B2 o2 Y
EdtHF = 2.945, p = .037). Park (2000)9] %
Alella o] EE4E UETI) 2 oz Uehd
A3} gL Faelr},

AR AFEAH EAd wE WA 3 WEToMx
gA] B2 BE {3 Axyt Ut F94ER (F =
18.994, p = .001), <hHEAS] FE 8ol (F =
8.047, p = .001), B A} (F = 5753, p =
.004), WEa%E 99 HA (F = 23.001, p =
.001), Y W Hel Al Foltt (F = 5401, p =
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.006).

aFe] Hejyolvt g 87 WA, sy 4
=, Aol AT, AwkEQ] 87 gy 5& Aygdr
(Park, 1997)dME TETd] JFL njx)e Aoz
veldied B dFMT o 7hA ¥ o8 FH A
ate} A FoAt AEE Bol FE £ Ui
Aot Fabge] o] 8HE], AME Rt wA
7, YAl 52 AL HYE MdYse adde
o] §le AR sy AT #Hd W My
Zo] FHAME B o] Y& AOoE A o]
2 HAEAEH #EE A8 7 EWAENE st
AXZGE GEEE Foled BE A} S Aoz
g, ‘

EZ Morris (1997)€ TEE 23 =70 dig o
Fata gded FAUFHLE YA E dolM Fews
o]zl it EFo] EFEIItIn o ¢& AAEm A
23k &4-& PR3t l3, Sitzia (1999)& B& ¢
T BEdTEY A= ASEY g3dxrt dof
103 3fed 3R] ol FS HAE AL 21
ta itk ey o8 AHdx Epsta of2F 1
T ZAE ¥ 8% (feed back)7t HEAIAS)
Al Agslolof & Aoz AlRdr)

By Mujxd i3 BHEEE ARy ¢35l o
AR nEjAlE gobEgtth. EF o Ak oY #
ZAere Yoz sgoenz oixs ghoz Jc}
9 o2 23t veelet A4z

2oy e iy

R

ol

4

V.2 &

g8 879 W IF H5E A4t WY BAAA
olg AMula FFE A A3 gAY RE3 e
€ efsiof sk Al ¢ 3ok & d7E @2 3
9L ol &AM W2 o2 g o= Hx w
F3tn heAE dshr] Sstd Alzsiich €Al
UM 28718 A Fshe Mulzd t BEPE
£ ZUstd ¢ v dBAMu|2E AFsed ey
ARE AT Heltt. o] ATE st dighd
d 449 $U #AE gFez 20039 3€ 3¥FH 4
4 297K Fxstd AEAE wiFsl 929 ARE
FAHA.

ZApR G 2E ZAF ddate] Anta 543 B o]
€ BE 54, 39 QAR AMul2d DEHE BAS

29t 3 83 A) A 148 A4z

7 S sl AT £3¥E AsE SPSSE

ol 83l Azt on Uxty 5L Ao WEEE

UEhRZ gutd EA¢ W& QA9 HA8Hd

3 Sz dHedo] 43y X B4 wE QAR

7} BARAC W BEEE Xi-test? ANOVAR 2

AHalgon O Axs o5 2o

1. d7ddate] EAdA a7} 55.2%, 394 °l3st
42.4%, & & o3 dYd Fo] 41.3%%3n 9¥
Al BHEE FF5 ol HAE 7K ol 60.9%
A}

2. A7 ddAte] HY o8 FH 7 B F Y o8
Al g8 e Ad dgda S99 S adEA
44.6%, MNEA 41.3%, LY¥rE FA 35.9% T
£o Jehon Hg ol 8o] BH ke B3Ry
ga 2RE P2 we A 51.1%, WEuEF
38.0%, e WAl 30.4% o2 Jehth

3. A7 ddxel AT AHEEE 4o wE Az
o 3 TFZoMe F 548 wHHe] B 27.6
£6.14% % A¥AAE dA7t 29.616.10 (&t =
4.15, p = .003) oz YL7IztM e 25 o}
o] 28.7¢6.052 (F = 1.802. p =.039) H=%
7} frelskAl =Tt

4. A7 WA AT AREE 54 o W 87
#A PEFxoMe F 181 W HT 10.6
+2. 84402 g o] 12.3:2.5028 (F
= 2.945, p = .037) BE=7} f2l8HA &5t

5. A7 el He o4 B 54 o ALY
NETE 543 o HF 27.6:6.14F°1%0x F
3} F3t ol9el B FEA HsIAL FEHAD
I SEY A BHExrt 5& A3 JEhth
ARgEYa e QU544 30.856.49 (F = 4.215,
p = .018), 2} 31.626.37 (F = 5.106, p
=.008), HF2E F¢ 30.3+5.35 (F = 9.992,
p =.000) ¢ A wE 32.3:433 (F =
6.338, p = .003), ¥ He) A4 30.1+5.58 (F
= 8.869, p = .000) ¥ 44} 29.7+5.15 (F =
7.37, p = .001) TN DE=t FoIA &S
Aoz e

6. B ol§ FH HA BEAd wE HAMY BExE
Z 183 WHiol B 10.6+2.84 Joz J4d 55
2 sl 89l ojele) RE FEoA HesiAu
Adsgvin 28 oA HEZL & Aoz
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ehont AREE2e HY 4AL 11.442.69 (F

= 5401, p .006), A ¥+ 11.9:+2.16 (F

= 5753, p .004), dFa% + 12.622.17

(F = 18994, p = .000), ¥ #Ho A4

12.5¢2.47 (F = 23.011, p = .000)lA %=

7} froshA 22 Ao Jeidt

dedoz d =AAYGY dEEeS o8 ¥4
oA WY W JHAYe] dHF Nzt WAGH o
¥ DELE AR TS 22 FAFE ATk

Ha g QA xdE Bl i #x HHe FEL
¢ A=A B ol& Hld dFE nAe 8L
Ze QY %, FEER 34 4L EA, dF
2% Y, B U #el A Folth st > A5
g nEisled HY 844 /A foa B Aulo] o
¥ B BEEE Y 5 e AAen
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- Abstract -

Patients” Satisfaction with the
Services of University Hospitals in
Local Cities

Min Soon® + Kim, Jung Sul**

Introduction: This study was conducted to
investigate patients’ satisfaction with hospital
services at a university hospital in G city.
Methods: The subjects of this study were 92
inpatients and data were collected during the
period from March to April 2003. The research
tool used was a 24-item scale(Cronbach’ a=
.768) on patients’ satisfaction with two
subcategories of services: 18 items on hospital
human resources(a= .722) and 6 items on
hospital environment(a= .700). Data were
analyzed through x°-test, t-test and ANOVA
using SPSS/PC. Results: The level of patients’
satisfaction was 38.4+3,77 on hospital services,
27.626.14 on hospital human resources, and
10.842.39 on hospital environment on the
average. Satisfaction related to hospital human

resources was higher in male subjects (t =

* Chosun Nursing College
** Graduate School of Chonnam National University
(Corresponding author)
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4.15, p = .003) and in those who stayed longer
than 15 days (t= 4.404, p = .039) than the
others, and also higher in those who replied
that all items related to hospital facilities are
satisfactory except the parking lot. Satisfaction
related to hospital environment was significantly
higher in more educated subjects(F = 2.945, p
= 037) and in those who replied that all items

related to hospital facilities are satisfactory or
appropriate except the parking lot and
admission procedure. Conclusions: Length of
stay and the level of accessibility and
appropriateness of hospital facilities were found
to be factors that have significant effects on

patients’ satisfaction.

Patients’ satisfaction, Hospital
Hospital

Key words
human resources,
environment
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