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{Abstract>

A Methodological Approach on the Evaluation of Patient Satisfaction :
Focused on the Importance Performance Analysis(IPA)

Jae-San Park
Korea Health Industry Development Institute

The measurement and management of patient satisfaction has become one of the key
issues in the last two decades. Hospitals must thoroughly understand the needs of their
customers and design products and health services that meet and exceed their
expectations. The importance—performance analysis(IPA) is a widely used analytical
technique that vields strategies for managing customer satisfaction in a variety of
applications. TPA is a two-dimensional gnd based on customer-perceived importance of
quality attributes and attribute performance. Depending on the interplay of these two
dimensions, four strategies can be derived. The aim of this study is to develop the
management strategies for improving patient satisfaction in university hospitals using the
I-P analysis.

The attributes on mpatient service quality in 4 university hospitals was investigated
using the Martilla and James(1977)'s a mean adjusted I-P grid where the axes of the
grid cross at the average rating point of all items. The patient satisfaction questionnaires

were completed by 600 hospital inpatients. The main statistical methods are path analysis
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and IPA with SPSS 12.0 and AMOS 40 statistical softwares.

The two attributes, physician and medical service, administrative staff kindness
attributes position in first quadrant(Keep Up the Good domain). The nurse and nursing
service attributes position in second quadrant(Possible Overkill domain). The two
attributes, convenience of check-in service, facilities and physical environment position in
third quadrant(Low Priority domain). Finally the quality of inpatient service(food etc.)
attributes position in fourth qﬁadrant(Concentrate Here domain).

These findings show various implications on the development of strategies in
university hospitals in the future. It was determined that quality of inpatient service(food
etc.) need to concentrate more on investments. These investments include a taste, price,
proper provision of food service and quick response of pain management. A low priority
was given to investment in streamlining the check-in process of inpatient and hospital

facilities and physical environment in the long run.

Key Words - Importance Performance Analysis(IPA), Patient satisfaction, Service quality,
University hospital
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with Performance o _ .
‘ Low Priority Possible Overkill .. Performance
CISCE) (A4HA9)
ABAREH HAR-H
Not Important

Fig. 1. Importance-Performance Matrix
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(Table 1) Descriptive Statistics and Reliability on Inpatient Health Service Quality

Vanables Items  Mean SD Reliability 100 Score

Facilities and physical environment
Physician and medical service
Nurse and nursing service
Administrative staff kindness
Quality of inpatient service

3744 0606 07% 7483
463 054 0821 81.06
4148 0532 0.764 8297
3920 0527 0677 7841
3310 064 0715 66.21

[EEFE T A N S oS I S I SC RN N

Convenience of Check-in service 3793 0783 - .8
Patient privacy 3912 0639 - 7823
Qverall satisfaction 372 0655 - .24
Intention to revisit 338 08M - 719
Intention to recommend 3740 072 - 7479

coefficients)& ArEste] 2 &3ttt A, 53 HEg AR AHlA @5 10080 @
Astgint A, Mula FEEE s A4S F PCSI Impact 80l 273t A2EA S
THGE AR AZEAANN TE2E BRAF @l TFEA (Weight) B T8t 2%
A2 431590 YA 72t P49 E S g Fox A4E o489 CSI Score
T AEsith mAReE REE Agd FoL ATE X YFOE § HF PA

Mapping= 3Hith,

Al Al g (670 221)

(7]
20
O05%:58 8z 7 A2, SIAFEIZ AB|A (7] 291)
Ouim: 1008 & && ~ .
(§=100.0) o) A3, ZYE M|~ (374 Q1)
R [
(4=75.0) 3 ! An i Paeol :
(3=50.0) e esaeaa s o
(2=25.0) I
(1=0.00) Weighting

4 EF4] (Path Analysis)

B1. M4t¥ 0tE T (Overall Satisfaction)
C1. Ho|BYAl § £4 (Loyalty)
*CSiScore = (A x Wy} + (A x Wo) + (Ag x W) + (Ag x W) +overennnne (AnxWn) A: 2t TARRIE QIR G H(
9 BN, W: ZRT(MES B4
*Weight (713 X(=ZR%): M+E 72l =AMl 28 TEE Z2A$E gitato] sl &% HRAFI AR S
HFOR BUEUES)

Heby gtR o Fgk2 0Xs R2Y S48 1qE

FHUS- Yt 2 XE

Fig. 2. CSI(Customer Satisfaction Index) Score Calculation Method for the IPA
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A 473%2847)ET walth AFERE 604 ol¥el 307%E THE 5041 ~59A1
20.8%, 40~494 183% wolt}. &9 A4 uTo] U0%E M B FEO] 05%E
1 o woldlth €BFASE 2008H o1 ~3005H mlwo] 475%E Mg EHTE AR
e WAL, 9FAYG ARAT 9 Lolts e JEMAIGO] 33.3%0ISiTh
(Table 2) Sample Demographics
Characteristic No. %
Male 284 473
Gender Female 316 5.7
&0 76 127
20~29 39 65
30~39 66 110
Age 40~49 110 183
50~59 125 208
> 60 % 307
No education 62 103
Elementary School graduation % 160
Education Middle school graduation 123 205
High school graduation 204 40
University graduation 115 192
<990,000Won 24 40
1,000,000-1,990,000Won 144 240
Monthlv Tncome 2,000,000-2,990,000Won 25 475
v 3,000,000-3,990,000Won 123 205
> 4,000,000Won 21 35
NA 3 05
. Internal System 200 333
EMedlcal i Surgery System 200 333
‘ - OB/GY and Etc. 200 333
Total 600 1000
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2. AE2REM

mlo
Ofm

3t ZQ S (Importance) K& ALS

PCSI Impact 28E WEASE $4) 4% 459 pCSI4 9 98 A9 @ Q457

FYTE B8] At ZoRA H 2R (Path Emalyszs) & o] &3F3lT} Impact w40l

H 2EY ARAS %S 079 GgEE SR F (Importance A%z AHEHG
% ot 28 £454 ATAF 48 A4 2 299 B3009, 94 9 ARAA
(0.138), Zt3AF @ e A A0074), B 2 FAEA A JSE(OZOI, A48 4

028D, EFEEAY AP0, EAES 2 w1292 YeERdth 183 AW
WEE7) FAA]EAH0503), BRIAFATHO47D PIA= AT%E FAHLE F25H3
123

(Table 3) Effect of Inpatient Service Quality Dimensions on Patient Satisfaction

Path and Directions Path S'E CR o]
coefficients

Facilities and physical environment—Overall satisfaction(+)  0.065 0.037 1742 0082
Physician and medical service—Qverall satisfaction(+) 01 0.038 3721 0.000
Nurse and nursing service—Overall satisfaction{+) 0074 0.042 2000 005
Administrative staff kindness—Overall satisfaction(+) 0.201 0.042 5406 0.000
Quality of inpatient service(food)—Overall satisfaction(+)  0.281 003 781 0000
Convenience of Check~in service—Qverall satisfaction(+)  0.087 0.028 2.3% 0019

Patient privacy—Overall satisfaction{+) 0128 0035 3443 0001
Overall satisfaction—Intention to revisit(+) 0503 06 142% 0 0000
Overall satisfaction—Intention to recommend(+) 0477 0.046 13.259 0.000

*) p<0.05, *x} p<0.01

T8 AT AFE x2=16766(df=36, p-value=0.001), GFI=0.901 AGFI=0911, RMSR
=0042, NFI=0929, CFI=0931% Jebdth £& g8ole} & & gl 747be) 7152 336t
=2k pRoM 29 Mutael AT (Geodness of Fitye & TA7 Qv AoE #
12383

2) GFl(Goodness of Fit Index: 0.9 ©14h, AGFI{Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index: 0.9¢1’), RMSR(Root Mean
Square Residual: 0.05¢18H), NFINormed Fit Index: 09914, CFU(Comparative Fit Index: 090140l wh

7\1 o‘l-
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* Goodness of Fit Index: X?=167.66(df=36, p-value=0.001), GFI=0.901, AGFI=0.911, RMSR=0.042,
NFI=0929, CFI=0.931

¥ V1) Facilities and physical environment, V2) Physician and medical service, V3) Nurse and
nursing service, V4) Administrative staff kindness, V5) Quality of inpatient service, V6)
Convenience of Check-in service, V7) Patient privacy, V8) Overall satisfaction V9) Intention to
revisit, V10) Intention to recommend

Fig. 3. Results of Path Analysis on Inpatient Service Quality

3. U AMH{A0 ciet CSI Score

PCSI Impact 23] g3 ©2% AZAT gl 715§ Fojslo] 238 & @7
AA BET ghe Fato] ddMul Lo diF FRUEL g AFAGY UHERY A T
AP E BEAEA 2Qlo] R97HCE M A JERESH oA} 9 A Xu]A(81.06%),
P4 L Ay JIAE QA(784173), B4 £F © Wiy 2(7823%) ¢o& YEhgth
FLEY A4 ddNgd 4 °°1°1 BHE M wgoH, B 4 XMO@ AP 99l
(064), A 2 AgAEIA 2R11417), B4 £F 2 viE 221(1314) £2F YETE A
HA A FAAEER {éze} FLEE F39 1022 e F 459 %5‘*4 M -E
FUEE AFL(CSDE BI2FSE Yebgth
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(Table 4) Total CSI Score on Inpatient Service Quality
Classification Satisfaction . fmportance (A*D/100 Gl
(A) 6 score
Facilities and physical environment 7483 6.67 500
Physician and medical service 81.06 1417 1148
Nurse and nursing service 8297 760 6.30
Administrative staff kindness 7841 2064 16.18 .12
Quality of inpatient service 66.21 288 19.10
Convenience of Check-in service 5.8 893 6.78
Patient privacy 7823 13.14 1028

4, LUBRE MHIA To| THXION THEH PA 2

IPA ¥4 938 PCSI Impact 58 #4437 58 24749 AZA5(Path coefficients)
o 7}EX(Weights)E Fo8h6n, =3 w=E5 ¢S 100802 #4Fste] [PA Mapping
Gridg =285t X573 Y39 38& F99 (median) &AM, SRS 95
T 82XF), T2EY FArE BUYH)ONIH degde ddeR sjdsAse] UA
she AulA Aol dig) PA 7THE A48t A% AT 48 (Quadrant)F ol AlIAHE

V. High Importance | t I, High Importance
Low Satisfaction mpor:ance High Satisfaction
317
® ‘
662 : 289 ) ) 27 | Administrative
Quality (of lnpat‘el;t i staff kindness
service(food etc. ‘ .
217 5 784:206 Physician
and .
167 | 811:142 medical Experienced
; © service  Quality
612 662 712 765 7 g . 154812 862 (Satisfaction)

Convenience of 759:.89 ©

check-in service , Patient o Nurse and

749:67 © 67 - privacy nursing service
Facilities and physical 830:76
environment 17
. Low Importance il. Low Importance
Low Satisfaction High Satisfaction

Fig. 4. Importance-Performance Grid for Inpatient Service Quality
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A4 99: Concentrate Here)oll AXI% 5 H]2 Ao &4 daire &3 5
£ A% MulA WE3Ad (responsiveness) AT Z HAAo] g ztFoln HFH Held)
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