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{Abstract>

Factors affecting satisfaction in National Cancer
Screening Program

NarnHe Yoon*,™, Soonman Kwon™, Hoo-Yeon Lee*, Eun-Cheol Park®, Kui Son Choi*,
Min-Son Kwak*

*National Cancer Control Research Institute, National Cancer Center,
Gyeonggi—do, Republic of Korea, **Graduate School of Public Health, Seoul

National University

The objectives of this study were to evaluate the satisfaction of participants in
the National Cancer Screening Program(NCSP) and to identify factors affecting the
satisfaction. The telephone survey was conducted in July 2007 for the participants
who were screened by the NCSP from January through May 2007. Student's
t—tests and analysis of variance were performed first to determine if the mean
satisfaction score differed by the characteristics of study objects, followed by
multiple linear regression analyses to examine the factors affecting satisfaction.

Dependent variable was general satisfaction for the screening service, and three
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dimensions of independent variables — 'sociodemographic characteristics', 'screening
characteristics', and 'perceived service quality’ — were used for the empirical
analyses. Female, old—aged, less educated, Medicaid recipients, rural residents and
the participants with normal results were more likely to be satisfied with the
NCSP. The results of multiple regression analyses show that gender, age, location
of residence, type of screening units, and perceived quality of screening services
were significantly related to satisfaction. This study is meaningful as the first
attempt to measure participant satisfaction with the NCSP, and to identify factors
affecting the satisfaction. Among the identified factors, the NCSP needs to pay
attention to perceived quality of service, in particular, to improve the satisfaction.
This study is expected to contribute to raising the compliance rate and to improve
the quality of the NCSP.
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