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<Table 1> The demographic characteristics of subjects
Consumers(n = 253) Providers(n = 192)
Characteristics ltem n % Characteristics ltem n %
Age 18-25 years 48 19.0 Age <= 25 years 50 26.0
26-35 years 71 28.1 26-30 years 38 45.8
36-45 years 59 233 31-35 years 32 16.7
46-55 years 39 154 36-40 years 11 5.7
56-65 years 18 7.1 > 40 years 4 2.1
> 65 years 3 1.2 no answer 7 3.7
no answer 15 5.9
Educational <= middle school 35 13.8 Educational diploma degree(3 years) 168 87.5
level <= high school 116 45.8 level bachelor's degree(4 years) 15 7.8
<= university 85 33.6 >= master's degree 4 2.1
>= master's degree 6 43 no answer 5 2.6
no answer 11 13.6
Gender male 154 60.9 Position staff nurse 158 82.3
female 93 36.8 charge nurse 18 9.4
no answer 6 23 head nurse 11 5.7
no answer 5 2.6
Income <= 1,000,000 104 41.1 Period of work 1 - 3 years 55 28.6
(won/month) 1,010,000 - 2,000,000 84 332 (clinical experience) 4 - 6 years 57 29.7
2,010,000 - 3,000,000 38 15.0 7 - 9 years 34 17.7
>= 3,010,000 27 10.7 10 - 12 years 20 10.4
13 years 19 9.9
no answer 7 3.7
Hospital D hospital(K city) 85 33.6 Hospital D hospital(K city) 66 34
D hospital(P city) 83 32.8 D hospital(P city) 69 36
C hospital(B city) 85 33.6 C hospital(B  city) 57 30
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<Table 2> The nursing service perceived values and ranks by consumers (n=253)
Nursing service attributes Expectation Important Performance
Mean SD rank  Mean SD rank  Mean SD rank
up-to-date equipment/facilities 3.10 t 94 20 3.66 t1.23 15 292 £1.09 20
working environment arrangement/order 3.60 £ .99 4 3.72 t1.21 10 3.36 t1.16 7
nurses' clean and attractive appearance 3.57 £1.00 5 3.46 t1.17 20 3.33 t1.16 9
dependable nurses' promise 3.57 1£1.07 5 3.76 t1.26 7 3.33 t1.22 9
nurses' sincere attitude 3.65 t1.11 2 3.92 t1.25 1 3.46 1123 2
without any mistake in nursing service 3.11 1£1.02 19 3.54 t1.17 19 3.16 £1.20 18
provide explanation/materials on health 3.19 t1.14 18 3.63 t1.28 17 3.01 £1.30 19
response to the patient's needs promptly 3.43 t1.13 13 3.80 t1.25 5 3.37 t1.22 6
nurses' attitude that's willing to help 3.68 £1.09 1 3.76 t1.23 7 3.48 11.23 1
always answer even if nurses are too busy 3.42 t1.13 16 3.72 t1.22 10 3.27 t1.21 16
credible nursing service 3.51 £1.05 8 3.82 t1.22 2 3.42 t1.21 4
patients feel safe in relationship with nurses 3.51 £1.09 8 3.81 t1.24 4 3.32 11.23 11
nurses' kindness & good etiquette 3.65 11.08 2 3.80 t1.21 5 3.44 t1.25 3
nurses' sufficient medical knowledge 3.46 11.03 12 3.66 £1.20 15 3.19 t1.13 17
pay attention personally 3.55 1£1.07 7 3.74 t1.22 9 3.35 £1.20 8
coordinate nursing service flexibly 3.49 1£1.02 11 3.62 t1.18 18 3.30 £1.18 13
provide nursing service heartily 3.43 1£1.02 13 3.82 £1.20 2 3.32 t1.17 11
understand the patient's needs accurately 3.34 11.01 17 3.71 t1.23 12 3.30 t1.19 13
listen whatever patient says attentively 3.43 11.04 13 3.71 t1.22 12 3.30 t1.22 13
treat with equality 3.51 1£1.02 8 3.69 £1.27 14 3.38 t1.24 5
total 3.46 £1.05 3.72 t1.22 3.30 £1.20
<Table 3> The nursing service perceived values and ranks by providers (n=192)
Niisiig series ShbEs Expectation Important Performance
Mean SD rank ~ Mean SD rank ~ Mean SD rank
up-to-date equipment/facilities 3.09 t .89 20 3.71 t1.05 19 292 t 74 20
working environment arrangement/order 3.42 t 87 19 3.86 £ .99 18 3.20 t .76 19
nurses' clean and attractive appearance 3.65 t .89 11 3.71 t 82 19 3.42 t .70 15
dependable nurses' promise 3.72 t .87 4 4.02 t 91 10 3.39 t .75 18
nurses' sincere attitude 3.79 t .86 1 4.11 t 91 2 3.49 t 74 9
without any mistake in nursing service 3.45 t 84 18 3.92 £ .99 17 345 t .70 14
provide explanation/materials on health 3.55 t .89 17 4.05 t .89 6 3.40 t .82 17
response to the patient's needs promptly 3.73 t 86 3 4.11 t .87 2 3.47 .79 11
nurses' attitude that's willing to help 3.74 £ .90 2 4.06 t .87 4 3.51 t .82 6
always answer even if nurses are too busy 3.58 t .89 5 3.99 t 93 14 341 t .80 16
credible nursing service 3.68 t .81 5 4.16 £ .90 1 3.52 t .77 5
patients feel safe in relationship with nurses 3.66 t 82 9 4.06 t 94 4 3.58 .72 1
nurses' kindness & good etiquette 3.66 t 82 9 3.99 t 87 14 3.55 t 74 3
nurses' sufficient medical knowledge 3.60 t .75 15 4.04 t 91 8 3.47 t .68 11
pay attention personally 3.68 t 86 5 4.01 t .89 12 3.55 .77 3
coordinate nursing service flexibly 3.61 .79 14 3.96 t .80 16 3.50 .77 8
provide nursing service heartily 3.58 t 88 16 4.01 £ .90 10 3.49 t .81 9
understand the patient's needs accurately 3.62 t 82 13 4.02 £ .90 6 3.47 .77 11
listen whatever patient says attentively 3.67 t .90 8 4.05 t .92 8 3.51 .77 6
treat with equality 3.64 t 91 12 4.04 t .89 6 3.56 t 82 2
total 3.61 t 86 3.99 t 91 3.44 t .76
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<Table 4> The difference of the two groups on the expectation, importance and performance of the perceived nursing

service (scheffe<.05)
NUrsing services' group consumers(n=253) providers(n=192)
Mean SD F P Scheffe Mean SD F P Scheffe
Expectation 3.46 £1.05 3.61 1.86
Importance 3.72 +1.22 45,532 .000 I>E>P 3.99 .91 81.258 .000 >E>P
Performance 3.30 +1.20 3.44 .76
E : Expectation, I : Importance, P : Performance,

<Table 5> The perceived relationship by consumers among nursing service, general satisfaction and hospital revisiting

intent (n=253)
general satisfaction hospital revisiting intent
Nursing service attributes Exp Imp Per Exp Imp Per
p.C r P.C. r P.C. r P.C. r P.C. r P.C. r

up-to-date equipment/facilities 221%% 17 173%% 20 .263** 19 .027 17 .062 16  .055 20
working environment arrangement/order 276%*% 12 199*%*F 17 295%* 15  .080 11 .093 8 .109 17
nurses' clean and attractive appearance 249%*% 13 263*%F 5 266%* 18 .075 13 122 155% 7
dependable nurses' promise 277%% 10 256*%*% 7 358*%* 2 150% 2 185%* 1 117 15
nurses' sincere attitude 335%k 20 211% 14 328%F 9 197** 1 116 5 178*%* 1
without any mistake in nursing service 214%*% 18 .190*%* 19 .253** 20 .006 19 .087 11 .159* 6
provide explanation/materials on health 236%*% 16 .191*%F 18  .302** 14  .036 16  .055 18 121 14
response to the patient's needs promptly 243%% 14 200%*% 16 .287** 16 .082 9 071 14 124* 12
nurses' attitude that's willing to help 325%% 4 235%F 12 331 8 057 15 .091 9 .09 18
always answer even if nurses are too busy 316%* 5 243%F 10 334%* 7 092 8 077 13 122 13
credible nursing service 326%% 3 244*%*% 9 335% 6 .063 14 .083 12 117 15
patients feel safe in relationship with nurses 302%% 6 257% 6 .323*%* 10 .138* 3 .090 10 .165%* 4
nurses' kindness & good etiquette 201%% 7 287FF 2 350%* 1 .026 18 .099 6 .168%* 3
nurses' sufficient medical knowledge 347*%% 1 208*%* 15 274%* 17  .003 20 122 3 137 9
pay attention personally 286** 8  286%* 3 3l6** 11  .081 10 .059 17 133* 11
coordinate nursing service flexibly 237%% 15 277%F 4 349%* 4 ]32% 4 127% 2 136 10
provide nursing service heartily 277 10 299*%*F 1 346** 5 077 12 .069 15 173%* 2
understand the patient's needs accurately 279%% 9 256*%*F 7 313** 12 125% 5 098 7  .161%* 5
listen whatever patient says attentively A91%% 20 230%*% 13 .303** 13 .096 7 .050 19  .146* 8
treat with equality Jd96** 19 238*%* 11 358 2 101 6 .047 20 073 19

Exp : Expectation, Imp : Importance, Per : Performance,

P. C. : Pearson Correlation, r : rank, ¥ ip <. 05 **:p<.01
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<Table 6> The perceived relationship by providers among nursing service and general satisfaction and hospital

revisiting intent (n=192)
general satisfaction hospital revisiting intent
Nursing service attributes Exp Imp Per Exp Imp Per
P.C r P.C. r P.C. r P.C. r P.C r P.C. r
up-to-date equipment/facilities 124 20 .101 19 .158* 20 .053 17 .003 20 .017 19
working environment arrangement/order 176% 16 .155* 9 375%* 5 .136 4 .079 4 .092 12
nurses' clean and attractive appearance 272%* 7 135 16 .293** 16 .086 12 .074 6 .031 18
dependable nurses' promise 220%* 13 .147* 11 389%* 2 015 19 .033 14 044 15
nurses' sincere attitude 274*%* 6 .185* 5 384 3 003 20 .021 17 011 20
without any mistake in nursing service 168* 18 134 17 323** 11 .022 18 .042 10 .087 13
provide explanation/materials on health 249** 11 137 15 349*%* 9 .093 10 .136 3 .032 17
response to the patient's needs promptly AS1* 19 .143* 12 218** 19 .099 9 015 19  .176%* 2
nurses' attitude that's willing to help A75% 17 156% 10 227%*% 18 120 6 .029 16 .113 8
always answer even if nurses are too busy A78% 15 190** 4 256%* 8 .089 11 .038 12 .106 10
credible nursing service 271%* 8 106 18 379** 4 .085 13 .032 15 132 4
patients feel safe in relationship with nurses 259%* 9 .098 20 .359%* 6 .142 3 .053 8 .185* 1
nurses' kindness & good etiquette 205%% 3 195%* 3 3le** 13 .115 7 .049 9 .097 10
nurses' sufficient medical knowledge 318*¥* 2 175% 8 311** 14 075 14 016 18  .057 14
pay attention personally 219%* 14 237** 1 .323** 11 .168* 2 138 2 121 7
coordinate nursing service flexibly 240%* 12 201%* 2 273%F 17 127 5 075 5 129 5
provide nursing service heartily 284¥* 4 182% 7 A410%* 1 .057 16 .041 11 .144% 3
understand the patient's needs accurately 251*¥* 10 .138 14 357%* 7 .185% 1 .035 13 111 9
listen whatever patient says attentively 339%* 1 184* 6 295*%* 15 115 7 147* 1 .129 5
treat with equality 283** 5 139 13 332*%* 10 .075 14 .070 7 041 16
Exp : Expectation, Imp : Important, Per : Performance
P. C. : Pearson Correlation, r : rank, ¥ip <. 05 **:p<.01
<Table 7> The comparative analysis of the tools' reliability test(Consumers vs Providers)
Nursing service Consumers(n=253) Providers(n=192)
Corrected Alpha Correlated Alpha
factors attributes ltem — Total if Item Al(p;a ltem — Total if Item Al(p;a
Correlation Deleted Correlation  Deleted
up-to-date equipment/facilities .6797 9838 3078 9611
tangibility working environment arrangement/order 7951 .9830 .8684 .5780 9678 7199
nurses' clean and attractive appearance .8321 9827 7296 9558
dependable nurses' promise .8832 9822 7832 9551
o nurses' sincere attitude .8935 9821 .8023 9548
reliability without any mistake in nursing service 7892 os30 M 6195 o952 BB
provide explanation/materials on health 7427 9835 .6740 9566
response to the patient's needs promptly .8583 9824 7040 9561
responsiveness nurses' attitude that's willing to help .8988 9821 9361 7262 9558 .8479
always answer even if nurses are too busy .8795 9823 7325 9557
778 Cjstztests| x| 33(6), 20039 102
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<Table 7> The comparative analysis of the tools' reliability test(Consumers vs Providers)(continued)

Nursing service Consumers(n = 253) Providers(n = 192)
Corrected Alpha Correlated Alpha
factors attributes ltem — Total if Item Al(p;a ltem — Total if Item Al(p;a
Correlation Deleted Correlation  Deleted
credible nursing service 9035 9821 .8069 9547
patients feel safe in relationship with nurses 9028 9821 7594 9554
assurance nurses' kindness & good etiquette 8972 osa1 76 7685 9ss3 876
nurses' sufficient medical knowledge .8439 9826 7181 9560
pay attention personally .8934 9821 7698 9552
coordinate nursing service flexibly .9002 9821 7553 9554
provide nursing service heartily .8947 9821 .8041 9547
empathy understand the patient's needs accurately .8951 9821 9647 .8044 9548 I181
listen whatever patient says attentively .8927 9821 7647 9553
treat with equality .8568 9825 .6967 9562
total 9833 9581
oh BN me A AEEs 2nlarh 9833, AFAE 5714 AAS] Aol AR Durbin-Watson A
96812 -~ A Uebgom zh gle] thgh EAoM e & AH|AR= 1.962, AlFAR= 1.9147F vhe} 7 et Kol zb
A fE 8684 AEA 9043, WA 9361, WAY  Jlgue] 99 A9 g Aew vehdeh Jdd dAg
9376, B 64T LhebgaL ATAE F94Y 7199, A1) S 7 AN 2l me) A9 AL AurEel
A 8325, WA 8479, B4 8756, 3] 91812 EE WS 26%, AleAs 79 A9 577 el gk
T 57HA @Rl BaFellA A vkt & 25.5% FAIACE oo Ardshks AR yelEth

o AN A SHETE] Bl Eel digk Ak o AHA A SAEF £879 vl
S7o] TAERES A Qo] Aukd wEel tla) 74X (SEVQUAL vs SERVPERF)
E WAE glsh] SaE AN S 3]7ARA A <Table 8> ARl A SHETRES f8Adel diE Blw - 2% A
1} ) = <Table 9>2} 7t}
<Table 8> Comparative analysis of the tool's construct validity test(Consumers vs Providers)
nUrsing service Consumers(n=253) Providers(n=192)
fagtors Unstandardized Standardized t Unstandardized Standardized t
Coefficients B  Coefficients B Coefficients B  Coefficients B .
Tangibility 339 156 1.818 .070 301 150 1.727 .086
Reliability 260 134 1.077 283 724 378 2.732 .007
Responsiveness 107 .059 476 635 -421 -.248 -2.252 .025
Assurance 2.981E-02 016 .089 930 234 124 852 .396
Empathy 401 209 1.393 165 213 118 825 410
(Constant) 808 1.872 .062 937 2.049 .042
F = 18.030 Signif F = .000 F = 14.145 Signif F = .000

Multiple R = .525 R Square = .260

Multiple R = .524 R Square = .255

{Table 9> The comparative analysis of the tools' usefulness(SERVQUAL vs SERVPERF)

Consumers(n=253)

Providers(n=192)

Nursing service attributes SERVPERF SERVQUAL SERVPERF SERVQUAL
P. C. rank P. C. rank P. C. rank P. C. rank
up-to-date equipment/facilities 263%* 19 .080 8 158* 20 .007 20
working environment arrangement/order 205%* 15 .057 13 S5 5 154% 1
nurses' clean and attractive appearance 266%* 18 .050 15 203%* 16 .045 14
dependable nurses' promise 358%* 2 113 4 .389%* 2 118 2
nurses' sincere attitude .328%* 9 .024 20 384%* 3 .059 10
Cistzt= 83| x| 33(6), 2003 10€ 779
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<Table 9> The comparative analysis of the tools' usefulness(SERVQUAL vs SERVPERF)(continued)

Consumers(n=253)

Providers(n=192)

Nursing service attributes SERVPERF SERVQUAL SERVPERF SERVQUAL
P. C. rank P. C. rank P. C. rank P. C. rank
without any mistake in nursing service 253%* 20 .069 10 323%* 11 .095 4
provide explanation/materials on health .302%* 14 .104 7 .349%* 9 .074 13
response to the patient's needs promptly 287** 16 .058 12 218%* 19 .051 16
nurses' attitude that's willing to help 331%* 8 .040 18 LT 18 .033 12
always answer even if nurses are too busy .334%* .036 19 256%* 8 .056 6
credible nursing service 335%* 6 .050 15 379%* 4 .088 11
patients feel safe in relationship with nurses 323%* 10 .055 14 359%* 6 .057 19
nurses' kindness & good etiquette 359 1 .109 5 316%* 13 .011 15
nurses' sufficient medical knowledge 274%* 17 .044 17 S TIEE 14 .041 8
pay attention personally 316%* 11 .060 11 323%* 11 .078 17
coordinate nursing service flexibly .349%* 4 .145% 2 273%* 17 .024 3
provide nursing service heartily 346%* 5 .106 6 A10%* 1 .100 7
understand the patient's needs accurately 313%* 12 .072 9 ST 7 .081 5
listen whatever patient says attentively 313%* 13 .134* 3 205%* 15 .092 18
treat with equality .358%* 2 186** 1 SR 10 .014 9
P. C. : Pearson Correlation, ¥ ip < 05 **:p<.01
AA AR ke Auls A2 Fsel Ak A SERVQUAL %79 Z4upiael B4 uhize] NG 3t
A wEahe AE ML BT F8Y oRE S5 BN A, B Auune 4ol selsh
SERVPERFol A= 2labsl AlgAh w7k BE haauls 24ela] A e 7ke] Aolrh 29ahi] ehh, bl AR5
§780] kAl wkhal weo] gl Zlow yEistou (4 S sezie dArtidaeel Vidy ge, dabidEs
1)) ks AulA AR ste] oAl ek gk A EEHA] dethe e & 5 3ASiTk olR A= TdE
Aol wkEle]  PAR  ETY SeAs =AE= A3 Aol wlg] &AsljoF dttl= #|eHJoo, 2001; Lee, 2002)
SERVQUALOIIA =, 2nlaks JEeAHIAE &84 A = off Hla) ARgell EARel SAsk= Wl st adA
el &, A oloplE Y, S destAl o e & 5 Stk
olgh= 37HA &Aduke, AleAs F A 2y olee ZFE AR 29 AkAQl wEvie] pAlo| s AnAh) AF
B 25 SARE AuEel B phele] Gl R Ak BRE EANAT FHSE Qi 74 S450] Aukd
o A7, Q WET e WAL e Aoz AZe} wr e
S48 QEAuAE ANEe WS FAASE E
= W) G Sow AR, Teht A8AN e A
ol§ Smei= A Wlo] g Ao Ueht Awdow
AEANIze) O ATOEAE] AZHe Bl dnh Al e ATElEths avla AgolErhs TE PEAEs
FARE 2R AAl Zldehs ARt o w2 71dE 2o Rt ol aMuart TP 50, aMus

Shu Aela mE 4EAns S8 dEd o 2
AzkEIgen] e} A ATVRTL e A A
Aol o 2 Algsta dvkar Azbshs Ao w yYEhEth &

WAk ATALY oleld AZHolis MRATIIE Ao
A7}Z(Bond & Thomas, 1991; Greeneich, 1993; Hassison,
1995; Lee, 1999, 2000; Lim & Kim, 2000; Peter, 1995), A{H]
25 A7) Sl e olelst Azl E Q1A Etojof g

ok 53] iﬂlzw AR Azuritta Aztal= AR 2l
=l E* AT Azt ARl el AgAs 1
Aolg QAeti AES] BFE Azte ada) A% W
ore 74 ’3}—05'0}: & 7o)t}
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el oe AEE AR Zlsh Avel quls F2
of obrdl FHE FA XSIth= A Z|(Babakus & Boller,
1992)3} AP =nt AL2-3}el= A|QHCronin & Taylor, 1992;
Cronin, 1994)°]] oa] APHQl ks 73 AAIEA
T} AAMAT, AB|RR= 9833, A|l@Ab= 96810] sl 7
TS A= e AT EXRTH(Babakus & Boller, 1992; Joo,
2001; Lee, 1999; Lim & Kim, 2000; Yoo, 1996) <0 =4
ugton =95 FAShs 7 ZF eclel digk Ak
AA] AB|ARe) AlFAL T AHdelA] BF oule- A vsith
ST PAEEER] e ARkl wEe] dAE
Flshs BA ol =75 FASkE 57 Q]9 HnkAQl
e ok AgEe AR R o3k Zo® yehdth
o] w2 AL AFelA 2R 26%, AlEAR=
255%0] BAZ Adeed, ok ge AL AR
Lee(2000)2] A7-A¥}el AB|AF 29.27%, A|FAF 15.93%2] A
2oL} Joo(2001)2] 29.80%, Y00(1996)2] 27.99%, Hughes-
Lind & Navarro(1990)2] 22.99%9} BlwdF wj, H]53F 4250)
o e} £E P4 G 29150 Fuse de
o Awee w egue ug see diel ¢ 4
SltHBagozzi, 1984; Yoon & Suh, 1998). W& Aozl &
7F ZEA R Ao EEel EAITE AW S
Aol =AI7E e Wgshs Zow, & = E o]gd i
S0l AEA R Hushs s AWYS dA7me] Z oAl
L dFsialel Tl o8 ST taAu|AaE kAl
WY 2L EoRE HE UEAY #AY X Aoy o F
et getslr] AsiMe 248 AWS deR de F
o teksta AU A7 Al@E ALY confirmatory factor
analysis ‘§dto] =70 TAEIEEE UA] W Elsjof

o
2
° x 4 =&

3 AH)lA RS =AE= SERVPERF T7t (A3-7]d)2]
oz AMula A =As= SERVQUALLETHU} 443
Aog vehgth &, A7 AN E AFsiRe] (4
7)) gro® Mula AE FA3eE B o|EAoR
Z1EUA] o]&e] oJste] BbFe & Ao AdAow
og] 7HA A AFEHQ FAE oA AT
% SERVPERFe] B3] 7HH3HA] o> Zlo® yehurh
SERVPERF E77} SERVQUAL EtHt}l A Ae|stdoz
T8ty AFAeEE {85 UL Ade ARAT=
AR|el= Ayo)7|E= sltiLee, 1998; Lee, 2001; Yoo, 1996).
Z121} SERVPERF7} -804 sy BE £7d0] A
WA ZA Al v 5ak A7) QlE 21 23] AH]
2 A FAe Ot o] WEEs "ol Zlow A7
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A Study of the Nursing Service Perceived by Consumers
and Providers, and the Tool that Measures Nursing Service*

Lee, Mi-Aie"

1) Assistant Professor, Department of Nursing, College of Medicine, Dongguk University

Purpose: This study was performed to measure the nursing service perceived value by consumer and providers,
and to investigate the relationship among nursing service, general satisfaction and hospital revisiting intent, and to
examinate the tools that measures nursing service's reliability, construct validity and usefulness. Method: The
questionnaire was developed and distributed to 300 patients and 210 nurses at three general hospitals. For data
analysis, SPSS/PC program was used. Result: The nursing service perceived value by providers is higher than that
by consumers. There are distinctive difference in the expectation, and importance and performance values of the
nursing service perceived. In examination of the relationship among nursing service, general satisfaction and
hospital revisiting intent, nursing service has a deep relationship with general satisfaction, but doesn't have
relationship with hospital revisiting intent. The tool that measures nursing service has a good reliability and
construct validity. In analysis on the usefulness between the tools, SERVPERF tool is more useful than
SERVQUAL tool. Conclusion: The nursing service perceived value by consumer is different that by providers,
and the tool that measures nursing service has a good reliability and construct validity. The SERVPERF tool is
more useful than SERVQUAL tool.
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