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{Table 1> The General Characteristics of the

Patients (n=120)

Variable n %
Male 47 39.2

Sex
Female 72 608
None 8 6.7
Elementary 18 150
Education High School 33 215
University 53 41
Graduate and above 8 6.7
18~20 8 6.7
21~25 40 333
(Ageer> %~30 5 47
v 31~ 5 125
36 and above 7 58
100 below 6 5.0
I 101~150 30 250
gg%%qg oty 0 46 383
PPIWOIIONEL o1 ~250 28 233
251 and above 10 84
Adjournment b3 442
Convenience 21 175
Reason of hospital Large size 10 8.3
choice Recommendation 13 108
Excellent staff 18 150
Others 5 42
Medical 66 55.0
Adrmission. Ward Surgical 22 183
SO A oB/GY 23 192
Special Part 7 75

TtaegstsA) A9d Ale 35

A W3R} 477(30.2%), A} 7278 (608%)0. % A7)
Skek S T 53%(44.1%), TE 33 (Q275%) 02 A )
71.6%% R8-S Ak 982 26~304 507 (41.7%),
21~254) 40 (33.3%9) 2.2 20d] 44¢lo] tiREl Aoz e
o 364 o)del FdS-S THGS R Ve 9H
T A5 151~2007H 469(333%), 101~150%He 309
(25.09%), 201~2508H 287 (23.3%) <o & mttE ey ¥y
o4 Abfe X4 AT Aol B3E 2% 07 71 Baem,
u2ow olfe A 211 (175%), A8 $44 187
(15099 o2 Jeigth 99 ¥52 Y BF 6%
(55.09), AH-913} WE 237 (19.29%)2] o]tk
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2).

(Table 2) The patient’s expectation on Nursing

Service

Item M SD
equal treatment 434 68
attentively listen what patient says 409 82
credible nursing service 406 .70
response to request promptly 406 69
coordinate nursing service flexibly 403 72
sufficient medical knowledge 402 7B
sincere attitude 400 .74
kindliness & etiquette 400 72
personal attention 400 71
provide nursing service heartly 400 7B
dependable nurse’s promise 39 77
up-to-date equipment 399 83
accurate understand about patient’s need 399 .73
attitude that’s willing to help 398 72
supply explanation/material on health 39 76
answer even if they are too busy 3% 72
without any mistake in service 39 B
working environment arrangement/order 3% 86
nurse’s attractive appearance 38 B
safety in transaction 3789

Total 399 46
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Moz, 3T8~4344 Alold] #7< Uehlon, Byuz 7
F 71 Axrl =2 23 U de-0MV=439) Aoz
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At Aoz v Ao R yehd %fz}% ‘%7.&9;% g
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(Table 3) The patient’s perceived performance on
nursing service

Item M SD
nurse’s attractive appearance 3% 78
up-to-date equipment 352 &
working environment arrangement/order 347 &7
personal attention 314 &
sincere attitude 312 .73
attentively listen what patient says 311 74
dependable nurse’s promise 310 71
answer even if they are too busy 310 .76
response to request promptly 309 73
safety in transaction 309 73
sufficient medical knowledge 309 68
credible nursing service 307 66
coordinate nursing service flexibly 306 66
accurate understand about patient’s need 302 68
attitude that's willing to help 300 69
without any mistake in service 300 67
supply explanation/material on health 297 63
provide nursing service heartly 29% 18
kindliness & etiquette 291 B
equal treatment 291 11

Total 313 62

(Table 4) The patient’s willingness of reuse of

the hospital
Item M SD
Intention of revisit 311 18
Recommendation 312 80
Total 311 N
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(Table b) The Differences between the expectation(E) and perceived performance(P)

Item E P t D
equal treatment 434 291 -17.00 000
credible nursing service 406 307 -13.06 .000
kindliness & etiquette 400 291 -12.52 000
attitude that's willing to help 398 3.00 -12.11 000
without any mistake in service 394 3.00 -11.9%5 .000
supply explanation/material on health 3% 297 -11.93 000
provide nursing service heartly 400 296 -11.83 .000
coordinate nursing service flexibly 4.03 3.05 -11.73 .000
response to request promptly 405 3.09 -11.45 000
accurate understand about patient’s need 39 3.02 -11.23 000
sufficient medical knowledge 402 3.09 -11.08 .000
answer even if they are too busy 396 310 -11.07 .000
attentively listen what patient says 409 311 -11.06 .000
sincere attitude 4.00 312 -10.40 000
dependable nurse’s promise 39 310 -10.37 000
personal attention 400 314 -9.39 000
safety in transaction 378 3.09 =744 .000
up-to-date equipment 39 352 -6.97 000
working environment arrangement/order 3% 347 -4.80 .000
nurse’s attractive appearance 383 38 026 790

Total 399 313 -15.68 000

{Table 6> The Correlation of the expectation and the perceived performance and the willingness of

reuse
Expectation Performance-Perception Willingness of reuse
Expectation 1.000
Performance-Perception A3* 1.000
Willingness of reuse 37 89* 1.000
*n<.05
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b7t 9l dat E(M=378)9] Aoz et Influence of Internal Marketing Factors for the Nurse’s
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-Abstract-

Key words : nursing service, customer satisfaction

Customer satisfaction on the nursing services
- A relationship among the expectation and the
perceived performance and the willingness of reuse of

patients on the nursing services -

Jung, Won Suk™ - Yoon, Sook Hee™™

Purposes : The purpose of this study is to analyze the
correlation among Expectations, Performance-Perception,

Willingness of reuse of hospital.

Methods : The subjects of this study were 120 patients
who were admitted in the hospitals over 1 week in Pusan.
The data was collected by self-reporting questionnaires
from Oct. 16th, to Nov. 5th, 2001. The data were analysed
by SPSS/PC package using frequency, percentage, mean,

standard deviation, Pearson's correlation coefficient.

Results : The results were as follows;

1) The mean score of Expectation was 3 and over. The
highest item was ‘equal treatment’ and the lowest was
‘safety in transaction’.

2) The mean score of Performance-Perception was 4 and
under. The highest item was
appearance’ and the lowest was ‘equal treatment’,

‘nurse’  attractive
kindness and etiquette’.

3) The mean score of Willingness of reuse was 3.11.

4) There was a statistical significance of the difference
between Expectations and Performance-Perception.
The highest difference item was ‘equal treatment’, and
then the item was

environment arrangement/order’.

lowest  difference ‘working
5) There were statistically significant positive correlation
among Expectations, Performance-Perception, and
Willingness of reuse. The highest correlation was 0.89
between Performance-Perception and Willingness of
reuse.
Conclusions : Nursing managers have to develop nurse
training programs for improving of patient's performance

perception on nursing service.
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