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ol 2AS] BRA A G3pisk AHEs 8RO THY
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e %

15008l .

s

= WEo]l 217} 267(16.4%), 25

e A= 319

(20.7%), Y BE 447(29.3%), Y C= 44(29.3%), 17

1 9 DE 317(20.7%)°] %l t<Table 2>.

(Table 1) The demographic characteristics of nurses and hospitals

A A &

Hospitals N(%) S
Characteristi Total A B c D (p—value)
Age 225 65(40.4) 17(47.2) 18(37.5) 22(45.8) 8(26.6)

(years)" 26-30 39(24.1) 8(22.2) 13(27.1) 12(25.0) 6(20.7) 485
31-35 33(20.5) 10(27.8) 9(18.8) 8(16.7) 6(20.7) (p=.096)
36-40 9( 5.6) 1( 2.8) 1( 2.1) 3( 6.3) 4(13.8) '
41= 15( 9.4) - 7(14.6) 3( 6.3) 5(17.2)

Educational status diploma 142(88.2) 33(91.7) 38(79.2) 43(89.6) 28(96.6) 6.210
bachelor = 19(11.8) 3( 8.3) 10(20.8) 5(10.4) 1( 3.4) (p=102)

Marital status single 92(56.8) 26(72.2) 24(49.0) 32(62.5) 12(41.4) 8.156
married 70(43.2) 10(27.8) 25(51.0) 18(37.5) 17(58.6) (p=.043)

Positions staff 138(85.2) 31(86.1) 41(83.7) 42(87.5) 24(82.8) 0.452
head= 24(14.8) 5(13.9) 8(16.3) 6(12.5) 5(17.2) (p=929)

Departments medical 40(25.2) 10(28.6) 15(30.6) 11(23.4) 4(14.3)
surgical 41(25.8) 7(20.0) 13(26.5) 7(14.9) 14(50.0) 20.184
OBGY 26(16.4) 8(22.9) 7(14.3) 6(12.8) 5(17.9) (p=.064)
mixed unit 25(15.7) 3( 8.6) 6(12.2) 13(27.7) 3(10.7) '
others 27(17.0) 7(20.0) 8(16.3) 10(21.3) 2( 7.1)

Years of career >1 15( 9.7) 8(23.5) 3( 6.3) 3( 6.5) 1( 3.7)
1-2 33(21.3) 6(17.6) 8(16.7) 13(28.3) 6(22.2) 19.931
34 25(16.1) 4(11.8) 8(16.7) 10(21.7) 3(11.1) (p=.068)
5-9 36(23.2) 6(17.6) 14(29.2) 12(26.1) 4(14.8) '
10 = 46(29.7) 10(29.4) 15(31.3) 8(17.4) 13(48.1)

Total* 162(100.0) 36(22.2) 49(30.2) 48(29.6) 29(17.9)

Characteristics of operational beds 200 256 206 220

hospitals as of Jan. operational beds : total nurses 22:1 22:1° 2.0:1° 3.1:1

2003 nursing care system F F(T)** F F
degree of a nursing management 5 6 5 -

charge***
type of hospitals private public private public
* All is female ** F(T): functional and team nursing care system  *** This degree dose not apply to D hospital.

+: These hospitals have no nursing support persons ++: MeanstSD=29.11+6.51

1246

ch

+++: MeanstSD=7.2715.93

SIS EIE|X| 34(7), 2004 12€



ofy
B>
ol
o
0
o
e
o
riok
Pl
o
B
fol
=

o| ZESMH|A0 CHEE 7|cHot X|2f & EIRt TR X|0]

(Table 2> The demographic characteristics of patients

Hospitals N(%) X
Characteristics Total A B C D (p—value)
Gender male 68( 45.3) 11(35.5) 18(40.9) 23(52.3) 16(51.6) 2.909

female 82( 54.7) 20(64.5) 26(59.1) 21(47.7) 15(48.4) (p=406)
Age(years)” -19 9( 6.0) 1( 3.2) 3( 6.8) 3( 6.8) 2( 6.5)
20-29 36( 24.0) 7(22.6) 7(15.9) 13(29.5) 9(29.0)
30-39 34( 22.7) 6(19.4) 10(22.7) 11(25.0) 7(22.6) 14.333
40-49 28( 18.7) 7(22.6) 8(18.2) 9(20.5) 4(12.9) (p=707)
50-59 20( 13.3) 5(16.1) 8(18.2) 2( 4.5) 5(16.1)
60- 23( 15.3) 5(16.2) 8(18.2) 6(13.7) 4(12.9)
Educational level = primary 17( 12.0) 7(22.6) 2( 5.1) 5(11.9) 3(10.0)
middle 19( 13.4) 3(9.7) 9(23.1) 4( 9.5) 3(10.0) 11.158
high 63( 44.4) 13(41.9) 16(41.0) 17(40.5) 17(56.7) (p=265)
=college 43( 30.3) 8(25.8) 12(30.8) 16(38.1) 7(23.3)
Marital status single 37( 25.7) 6(19.4) 7(17.5) 11(25.6) 13(43.3) 6.948
married 107( 74.3) 25(80.6) 33(82.5) 32(74.4) 17(56.7) (p=074)
Monthly income(won) =99 6( 5.8) - 3( 9.1) 2( 6.3) 1( 4.8)
100-199 34( 33.0) 7(41.2) 10(30.3) 10(31.3) 7(33.3) 4.347
200-299 27( 26.2) 3(17.6) 10(30.3) 7(21.9) 7(33.3) (p=887)
300= 36( 35.0) 7(41.2) 10(30.3) 13(40.6) 6(28.6)
Duration of <18 93( 67.4) 19(65.5) 24(61.5) 33(78.6) 17(60.7)
Hospitalization(days) 19-29 14( 10.1) 4(13.8) 2( 5.1) 5(11.9) 3(10.7) 12.046
30-89 15( 10.9) 3(10.3) 4(10.3) 3( 7.1) 5(17.9) (p=211)
90 = 16( 11.6) 3(10.3) 9(23.1) 1( 2.4) 3(10.7)
Clinical Department medical 52( 34.7) 7(22.6) 24(54.5) 15(34.1) 6(19.4) 14832
surgical 62( 41.3) 16(51.6) 10(22.7) 20(45.5) 16(51.6) ( _ 096)
others 36( 24.0) 8(25.8) 10(22.7) 9(20.5) 9(29.0) P
Experiences using prior yes 83( 58.5) 18(58.1) 25(59.5) 23(57.5) 17(58.6) 0.037
nursing service no 59( 41.5) 13(41.9) 17(40.5) 17(42.5) 12(41.4) (p=998)
Experiences using extra-J.  yes 48( 32.9) 10(33.3) 18(41.9) 12(28.6) 8(25.8) 2.630
do hospitals no 98( 67.1) 20(66.7) 25(58.1) 30(71.4) 23(74.2) (p=452)
Total 150(100.0) 31(20.7) 44(29.3) 44(29.3) 31(20.7)

+: Meanst SD=40.12+16.93 ++: MeanstSD=253.16+236.73 +++: Meanst SD=39.88+86.27

ojAdo] 821 (54.7%)0190 0, Hat AFL 40.1241(116.93)°] WS o] gk Aol viste] {Tk7E 98%(67.1%), UTH7H
9131, 20, 30Ui7} 36'8(24.0%), 34'8(22.7%) 0% 7} Wk} 48'3(32.9%)°] It

A2 Fkrol i (74.7%, 106%8)0] 11EAt o)), 7]&A} oidAke] dnt SAE e Aols: ERlsy] 95t
(74.3%, 107'8)°1l e, 4 B 9> 253.16 7H(£236.73) X AL & A3, BAFoE o3 AolF Hole 54
°2, 300 vHT) o]Akel LU} 368(35.0%) 0% Y wSk S5Cel=n

oh QM1 BE 3988 AES62NE, AT BT AU
Q1 189 o)sz S1elR BAVH 93BOTANE T Bgkow]
VN oY YA} 169(116%)E A3t ARk ol
VIE ol Qesue W QAU 2775
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(£150.40)0]%10m, o5 Alejgt ymx] A= H o AFAMBA TdeEE)e 24T 2y o7 @S Alest
A 1525 18.56)Udelqlt). gkake] |l Al Xgvb= 93 UmA Bgeeld teAbEe] ZldieEo]l H o E2 ZloR
AZE 627(41.3%), WIAZE 527(34.7%), ZIEHAIZE 368 UebsttE Ht 7l $AF 5.58(10.98), AR 575
(24.0%) Z=0]glom, A} T WY ol9le] thE W9 (#0.92)0131 01}, ol FAFCE {F Aol= §ISIH

<Table 3>.
Al SAEE AEEd, Jddiake] Ae, WEeAd ol

SAuA ARe FFE B AR 4ol Yt 83
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(Table 3) The differences of expectations &) between two groups

. . . Mean (SD)/Rank
Items(Nursing service attributes) Pationts Nurses t—value(p—value)
<Total> 5.58(0.98) 5.75(0.92) 1.586(0.114)

Tangibles 5.17(1.16)/5 5.60(1.07)/4 3.381(0.001)**

1. modern-looking equipment 5.35(1.42) 5.76(1.24) 2.726(0.007)**

2. visually appealing physical facilities 5.18(1.60) 5.81(1.39) 3.680(0.000)**

3. nurses' neat-appearance 5.14(1.56) 5.46(1.24) 2.007(0.046)*

4. visually appealing materials associated with nursing service 5.04(1.60) 5.37(1.28) 1.979(0.049)*

Reliability 5.79(0.98)/3 5.84(+ 0.98)/2 0.469(0.639)

5. promise to do something by certain time, nurses will do so 5.86(1.33) 5.78(1.15) -0.549(0.584)

6. show a sincere interest 5.98(1.22) 6.09(1.06) 0.825(0.410)

7. perform the service right the first time 5.87(1.27) 6.09(1.05) 1.707(0.089)

8. provide its services at the time 5.97(1.30) 5.89(1.10) -0.534(0.593)

9. error-free nursing service 5.28(1.58) 5.35(1.36) 0.398(0.691)

Responsiveness 5.85(1.34)/1 5.78(1.02)/3 -0.529(0.597)

10. telling exactly 5.85(1.46) 5.94(1.13) 0.658(0.511)

11. response to request promptly 6.23(3.67) 5.84(1.17) -1.325(0.186)

12. willingness to help 5.88(1.27) 5.85(1.15) -0.205(0.838)

13. respond even if nurses are too busy 5.44(1.39) 5.50(1.17) 0.388(0.698)

Assurance 5.84(1.07)/2 5.94(1.01)/1 0.902(0.368)

14. confidence 5.63(1.34) 5.94(1.10) 2.188(0.029)*

15. safety in transaction 5.97(1.25) 5.99(1.06) 0.109(0.914)

16. courteous 6.05(1.14) 5.85(1.14) -1.554(0.121)

17. sufficient medical knowledge 5.70(1.33) 6.00(1.09) 2.136(0.034)*

Empathy 5.25(1.18)/4 5.59(1.24)/5 2.653(0.008)**

18. individual attention 4.50(1.70) 5.02(1.36) 2.936(0.004)**

19. operating hours convenient to all customers 5.58(1.38) 5.48(1.05) -0.718(0.473)

20. personal attention 5.65(1.41) 5.88(1.25) 1.561(0.120)

21. having the customers' best interest at heart 5.21(1.43) 5.81(1.18) 4.022(0.000)**

22. understanding customers' specific needs 5.28(1.50) 5.73(1.20) 2.970(0.003)**
585 13HE 7P =kaL, 1 tel FAA, AFA, 33, o] s Bu o xskorn, £ dleee <=9
G3A Folglon, 7HEAb= FAIA0] 5.94(:1.01)F 7H 5 Apo] 7} Ssith
=L, AEA, e, #8433 ol ARlA &

A AR nla Ak, [T T FEelAw o A=) ZtEAu] e gk A7 +E(P) Ml

AR Fogt Aot gle Zo® YERHTHE3381, AA AT AF A 2] g A7 FEP)e] A, AA
p=0.001; t=2.653, p=0.008). FAA o2 |34’ drjzl Hog Ak A7t 7o) FAF Kok 9 E9ow, o):
717y ] AR(t=2.726, p=0.007), FFeAM]ATE AR E = EAAORE F3FAcHt=-5.128, p=0.000)<Table 4> AJH]*~
F2 (3680, p=0.000), THPsta V= @R ST duind, At 49 g O] 5.70(£1.07) 2.
(£2.007, p=0.046), K7] F2 FEAHA ARG FHE 2 7P =%a, o ve] WAL 2EAL Tl R
(1.979, p=0.049) 3}, I  ‘BPgAtelAl S = F 9 4 welglon, EAks gk %/\POVH g o
v A7 E(t=2.188, p=0.029), T3] THAAL # 506 (10.95)°% 7P #okal, NHA, WeA FHAAE, F
(52936, P=0.004), PO gl dde 71 4" w=olglth A el diste F Ad 3 vlwEs 3
(4.022, p=0.000), thg=te] k= nlE AekspAl ols) a3, BE sl 8t h3AF B Aol § %
(£2.970, p=0.003)" 5 w=&olA Aol FAE Kk AfH] o Ao YERFOM(t=-6.160 ~-2.766, p=0.006"0.000), 3]
2Rl B e R0% btk 2 fEanlzel Ul WA A9 7k 2 Aol7t SIsieki—6.160, p-0.000).
@ % QU] AAA EEe BAA0E Rl A PEEE W] & BEAUA hIBART TR A
o Gigloth RBAN BAY S BEAES 7] RE RGN B AdgEe] 15k wrk  wgov)
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(Table 4 The differences of perceived performance®) between two groups

, . . Mean (SD)/Rank
Items (Nursing service attributes) Pationts Nrsos t—value(p—value)
<Total> 5.35(0.95) 4.83(0.87) -5.128(0.000)**

Tangibles 4.70(1.11)/5 4.35(1.14)/4 -2.766(0.006)**

1. modern-looking equipment 4.78(1.34) 4.46(1.09) -2.343(0.020)*

2. visually appealing physical facilities 4.73(1.47) 3.96(1.21) -4.957(0.000)**

3. nurses' neat-appearance 5.28(1.33) 4.77(1.05) -3.703(0.000)**

4. visually appealing materials associated with nursing service 3.97(1.69) 4.21(2.79) 0.917(0.360)

Reliability 5.51(1.10)/3 4.97(0.96)/2 -4.569(0.000)**

5. promise to do something by certain time, nurses will do so 5.51(1.30) 4.90(1.06) -4.509(0.000)**

6. show a sincere interest 5.61(1.27) 5.14(1.07) -3.531(0.000)**

7. perform the service right the first time 5.52(1.31) 5.01(1.14) -3.646(0.000)**

8. provide its services at the time 5.59(1.27) 5.03(1.13) -4.044(0.000)**

9. error-free nursing service 5.32(1.47) 4.77(1.20) -3.578(0.000)**

Responsiveness 5.61(1.10)/2 4.86(1.05)/3 -6.160(0.000)**

10. telling exactly 5.55(1.39) 4.98(1.16) -3.922(0.000)**

11. response to request promptly 5.62(1.28) 4.89(1.13) -5.357(0.000)**

12. willingness to help 5.74(1.28) 4.94(1.25) -5.600(0.000)**

13. respond even if nurses are too busy 5.53(1.32) 4.63(1.17) -6.296(0.000)**

Assurance 5.70(1.07)/1 5.06(0.95)/1 -5.658(0.000)**

14. confidence 5.61(1.31) 4.94(1.09) -4.892(0.000)**

15. safety in transaction 5.75(1.19) 5.01(1.08) -5.733(0.000)**

16. courteous 5.88(1.20) 5.32(1.10) -4.256(0.000)**

17. sufficient medical knowledge 5.54(1.24) 4.94(1.06) -4.499(0.000)**

Empathy 5.23(1.08)/4 4.86(0.96)/3 -3.259(0.001)**

18. individual attention 4.60(1.49) 4.50(1.13) -0.643(0.521)

19. operating hours convenient to all customers 5.35(1.26) 4.60(1.09) -5.621(0.000)**

20. personal attention 5.53(1.24) 5.17(1.12) -2.689(0.008)**

21. having the customers' best interest at heart 5.29(1.25) 5.07(1.10) -1.641(0.102)

22. understanding customers' specific needs 5.36(1.37) 4.94(1.11) -2.911(0.004)**
TR UIAQ IS Bl B o R ol Az E 9 ‘ZPPJ Hah= wE e olsl’ & 67h
HIe 1eQAE BAHCE RS Atk med  Eaeldr o) A4F ReTh SERVQUAL 4t @l
Ndgzahs gel Ao BE S Bt it kA9 Al E SS8E098) AZEE 535109508 Bt
AAE o B2 S -0.22(20.88)01E Hbdoll, e A= 7|t 9 X2z o] Zh

H|

QAEAIze] g A D AR Aolel ZHEAwIA
A YA IR Aok A BE AL RE 2N 1)
B A% 420 Aad AY AR 2d3
2ae] 59 gk M o=
e ST MY
2ol FolE opAel edel Wl Al B

o= WA IS 7189 el g Q)

o
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7} 575(£0.92), 4.83(10.87)0.2, AJFA|Z4Fo] HEFFHS
e z2HskA Fskgled, SERVQUALASE &3k -0.92
(10.89)% e, 7tau|A~9 Ao thEk skxke] Hrpt zh
AR A B § F2 A0F YETh

A A Ae S9E ke A, Tl -0.03
@FlL)ez 7B =, 1 o gaAA, WA

9 welgen, RY Rl B A A w}
A3 3

O:

t&xt=2

S MHIA T3t UEE U A
HaSel ABa

Hlw
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(Table 5) The differences of the quality of nursing service SERVQUAL score) between two groups

, . . Mean (SD)/Rank
Items (Nursing service attributes) Pationts Nurses t—value(p—value)

<Total> -0.22(0.88) -0.92(0.84) -7.185(0.000)**
Tangibles -0.46(1.25)/5 -1.25(1.39)/5 -5.266(0.000)**
1. modern-looking equipment -0.54(1.59) -1.30(1.35) -4.554(0.000)**
2. visually appealing physical facilities -0.47(1.82) -1.84(1.71) -6.819(0.000)**
3. nurses' neat-appearance 0.17(1.51) -0.69(1.45) -5.040(0.000)**
4. visually appealing materials associated with nursing service -1.07(2.00) -1.16(3.01) -0.305(0.761)

Reliability -0.28(1.00)/4 -0.87(0.90)/2 -0.522(0.000)**
5. promise to do something by certain time, nurses will do so -0.37(1.41) -0.88(1.16) -3.486(0.001)**
6. show a sincere interest -0.39(1.33) -0.94(1.06) -3.956(0.000)**
7. perform the service right the first time -0.36(1.38) -1.07(1.19) -4.937(0.000)**
8. provide its services at the time -0.39(1.37) -0.87(1.13) -3.337(0.001)**
9. error-free nursing service 0.08(1.51) -0.58(1.36) -4.027(0.000)**
Responsiveness -0.25(1.33)/3 -0.92(1.06)/4 -4.955(0.000)**
10. telling exactly -0.33(1.38) -0.96(1.26) -4.139(0.000)**
11. response to request promptly -0.61(3.72) -0.95(1.23) -1.086(0.278)

12. willingness to help -0.14(1.38) -0.92(1.38) -4.969(0.000)**
13. repond even if nurses are too busy 0.09(1.54) -0.89(1.16) -6.299(0.000)**
Assurance -0.13(1.09)/2 -0.89(0.91)/3 -6.663(0.000)**
14. confidence -0.01(1.42) -1.00(1.17) -6.684(0.000)**
15. safety in transaction -0.22(1.33) -0.98(1.07) -5.541(0.000)**
16. courteous -0.16(1.33) -0.52(1.16) -2.551(0.011)*
17. sufficient medical knowledge -0.16(1.39) -1.06(1.06) -6.416(0.000)**
Empathy -0.03(1.13)/1 -0.74(0.99)/1 -5.948(0.000)**
18. individual attention 0.09(1.68) -0.53(1.27) -3.682(0.000)**
19. operating hours convenient to all customers -0.22(1.45) -0.89(0.99) -4.232(0.000)**
20. personal attention -0.11(1.33) -0.73(1.17) -4.372(0.000)**
21. having the customers' best interest at heart 0.07(1.45) -0.76(1.19) -5.481(0.000)**
22. understanding customers' specific needs 0.09(1.61) -0.80(1.22) -5.496(0.000)**

AL HELE i 5.73(21.04), 7FSAFE 4.62(20.95)
2 SAPE ol }~ 1 Hlato] 2459 7 AH| A 423
o tEt WEES} B e A o7 LERITHE=-7.949, p=0.000)
<Table 6>.

(Table ¢) The difference of nursing service satisfaction
between two groups

Mean(SD)
Patients Nurses

t—value(p—value)

Nursing service

_ ok
satisfaction 5.73(1.04) 4.62(0.95) 7.949(0.000)

r=0.636(p<.001) 2.2 7%

(r=0.628, p<0.001)’

Abel B wESEeL Mg W
tfgh A Zp0] 9.0 (1=0.550, p<0001) 1 gee Al
(1=0.550, p<0.001)’

(Table 7) The correlations among the all variables in two groups

(i
olo
o
2
4

o |o

%‘3 o

O
=N

‘3214 (=0,

10
A=A
ot
o

LPA(r=0.530, p<0.001)’ Z=o]ich.

LR T<Table 7. 8]
A Z5Eate] AR}
on, 1 dge WY
15, p<0.001) 2=0]it}k. 745
do] gl e A

3

=
-

Nursing service Expectation Perceived performance
satisfaction/Groups TAN REL RES ASS EMP TAN REL RES ASS EMP
/Patients .309** 272%* 231%* 288** 209%* 534%* 628%* .636%* 615%* 551%*
/Nurses 205%* 397%** 362%* 383** 369%* 459%* 539%* 473%* 550%* 530%*

TAN: tangibles, REL: reliability, RES: responsiveness, ASS: assurance, EMP: empathy
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4 FehHel QASIKIQ} 2kl ZESAHIA ChEE Jlchet XIZE & Bytet BIEE xjo|

2 AT s 5 JAEAES 43 Pl 1T 22
sk Qlom, ool Wy Mel okt B 2007k AF sk
o, 30, 4007 T e 0w ekt ol 149 H4
o] ojgolg AHE FEA% AH(Hong, et al, 2002)°A4
of/do] WdrT ¥ B, A% teldE 25-34417F 7 B
Qs ke Asieinh e @ o daEe] w9l
A olg AFAF AA A 33% FFOE, o= Hong
£0002)9) BTAG £9] Wele) JABATL A JADA
o) 1% 541 76 W3l v e Holgleh et B

1o
o

T T g AEnke] obd oY RE EFe WHHolE-
o ¥ ARolge s TASNT, daAEel 19 lanAe
54& sk Sle Aoz Azt o) HeAkEe A
G 314 ool AAl widAe] 36%, Wt A E 7274
Zzoz 59 ol AR} 53%E A= S Lee(2003)
AT A=l H]’3P°1 T E=9kom, 719 B ek
EAC wE B U3 el fest AfolE YERA
Qork BE TAb O RAE 09 At Aol wols
EXL2 919lom, Korean Clinical Nurse Association (2002)2]

WA Anh wwsha, A o WASe 54 gAde
= 45 B Bl A, L 2ATY o

= 3 2l
A7} §lo} AEst vlas olE¢), 43 WY BF V)
A s AMsk da g, ® s
g3t Stk Hash WA AeE, 7heRzlgo] A
A5g Aol A 7hgAfn| 2Tt xﬂ*h QoH, 43t 9
AP T TS S-6ewoldke A, agla AYo
9}

°]

aHsl} S Bl A9 el $UAL A

A9 ERels S 0 71Ul de J 58
nes, & 7ol g waAsel SHol 49 ATES o
4 BdEelY B grrlaEa tE 9ol & A7

o] AIE dutslel=t] AsHdo] QS Ao 7 AT

AR A VS vlwdt 2y, LAt 4¢-
AJo), 7¥EAFe] A= SAAS] spAF =gkt kxfe)
A AT 7] W AuA Tgiezoe] Solsk wjolrt
Aoz YEhgon, 3 £AE 2= G384 2y’
2ol7} 9= Ao Ueht=t], ol 3tel 7HEARSC)
Mz JlelEe] thErks pdsEs dA# ol
(Moon & Lee, 2002; Lee, 2000, 2001). 7 Heztof] o]k

O

o E
oo

é
22 0 o
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A ke &2 WA, WA, FaIAolglen, olF
HEEA > 3Ake] 7o) 7P oA E (FEALSl 7
zpo) 7k YA ke EHAdoldnk whebA] WHEA3e] Al&shAl 1H
JARAE ATFAY FA 2] e T s
S Zsletthd An|2e] ok %7% =4 F Ug AR
A7FE tHLee, 2001).

b AT EAo diS JdleS s whdel, 21&5%
BEAus Ay, 7140 RokE, ket eE e
QA T Eel disiAe 2318 #Ake] )ulgEe] hEAL

9 A Jebed vl e S R

e T s Azl giEiAE 7IuE woel sk, 1heAt
Al wREESE 17HA AR E 7)tEkA] SerthE Lee(2002)
o] Adel dAF Fow AziErk gy o] Ze Aif=
o= el Aol Agnlgl 2§ A FRelA JdgE
o] 7ME ¥i, 3 FEeA P W FES BHAl Lee,
Choi, Kang¥@} Cho(2000)2] 4+ Azfel= AFEFE zol7) Q)
T Aow, ol F A7 1k i Hd E A7 o=
zfolef| A 7]QlEl Zlolth F Lee 5(2000) 172 tdAb=2
7371 Aqel AT 430087 TPEe] A/ TR Al ofHst
AolGlont, AT A, T A 200 A FRe] 43 F
el lest sAEolgith T A9 6

5

£

o thEEo] 200 WA bRl R E ST 70l
T FAE Ao, gRleluf Al o] Fg Ao
(Park, 2001). webA 2 Ao Y S HA RAA
ojuf Al T L FRHEZ LYW A TE ol &S
A7F e 2jARge] vlgte] drjH o A3V el
TR FEelA Zdiesoe] vk Zlow Az & A

oA FFARY & Bl RS FA A el st

v}

o e welshy, sHeln 2eH
39 @39 ofelg o AuAoR LEAVY B4

olA Tzt e B B FRe ANAE AR
ZN

offaL, olell At My AlFARR] FFAF B ] wigk
7ol v Zlo R Azben:
A R Ao u el tigk A e, s B

Aael FASHA 79 Be E@elA XPOVP B
= Ao yeigtsd o] e da 5t e} koAl 3t
of Aulzel tigk A 7o)zt Stk AelM ¥ A=
X8k Zo]ltHLee, 2001, 2003). 12} B A3 Az}, 3
Aze] A7t o] bEAR By g3, ol FEALY
Appe] 2k By o 2 Zlow vehd ¥ dysd
= ul$ Aolst Zlo|githLee, 2001, 2003) AFPATEo]
SERVQUAL HT = 57 HLZ ARSI, 2 A+ Ui o
AEE A FFo] FTFHEY 711—%@% 2ol 7}
W Aoz AztElo] e vluE o, ol §ldd
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2bs0] AA AFE FEAu| 2 diste] AUAl =4 3 A, AdAde g, ARJMALS Bds 5 AsAES AT
7b Aol Bk 7hSARY] ARAlEe] 7hEAR|Ae] tigh A Ao R 7] Fod & Qe ko] 97511, kA 5
7} o] A3 AFrse] vlgte] W] Wit w AZEh < 3T F Sl odd A T UABAES ddeRE @
= 2 AT gy 7EAES A9 BRE ZEeAMu|A £ FupAge] 223 Zlow PZErtiMoon & Lee, 2002).
gt ArlEo] AR S AHIAE AFskA] ZRTkL A DA A FItelA tdAE B ABlA A7
etk s & vk webA 73AF ALY ks EE o] e 2 Eatel &9 = 7P7<1L Zew
Fol oist VS w2 qhdel, AA AlEE e Eltor, sk 7heA BF A el uidk )
2ol digto] 7rFAE AAlEo] AUAA WA H7EsE o] el 7F 78 =3k, A A g sk :LE*H] T
Ogk 35 AP Zesh, tE A9 $4 A Ael A5, WA BrelA 7)ol wol AtjFom A|7brs
5, Ao R SAFES] AulAa ARl w2 The] of o] zpo|7h AR gobd TP A & HHow Uk A
o NEATE Fed Jlojtk 28 FRATLHE i og gZtETy B3 St Grtehe heAulAs A o]
o7 3 A ATzl Histe] B A7 g 7tsAREO] DoAY g Bok o FA UEREd], ole S =@
AFehz FSAnA o] ARE 9 9wgE Thsde Al = AYPAF=3 Hlwste] oz @ 5AKe A7}
A = A ol RS 2hEAH| A HTtel] glofA T F7llA 71| Aer Aztdn) B3 ole 2 AT
- Fositk sfukshd ISAE ApAlo] ek T A H A AdelA Ztfps Birhs AZbpaso] 9l AakAvt
Aol @& F7tE svk 259 9Eo] Fostta 7St A3, A RMEETF A MR Hoh o 52 A
A ko, gAtelA AR ARIAE AFE F fla R o] Sl Aor AAETh S sk AAZRl 7h5g
Ao r A Aol gt HrE 9 RSEr} st ] ) Foll tig @2 Hrke dsAu|zed gish RSEE W
Fo|thMoon & Lee, 2002). U, & 3o mEr R Qlsle] kM)A X7 FmofA ub

TS A A oisk AulAs 7Y o] vt & AFE Hola, AF o]Zlo] 2t Au|A Ae| st BrtE
AZ 3 aelskd, did tsAkEe] Ae, 3 1E5e A et Aoz Azt
ot AERdEo] AFshs vhekst aAu|Ag g ShH ZhSAulA ST SR AddA EAleA,
& TEe oY AEWAY 25 Fske] ojv] g1 oY) A 9 SAF B S AE|A el 7P o] Qle
i Zoll, zpAlEo] AFsHAl F FsAqu| el thgk 7 chgrao] EAS I OISITE Lee(2002)8] Aol mEH, FSAH]
FTHMoon & Lee, 2002). & & A7 thdt=o] AlF3t 2 AS FA717] Sleke]l SERVQUAL 57t %2 54,
DSAp| A o] AAE BE ThsEe AR & gle S nw3d A=A Ao Frke A
u, A 2R ?%tﬁc’loi/ﬂ, Ao FEe ATERAATREE woR MuAE Agele Akl 53
B ol ISAAAAY 115y T dAA oEeoR Aoln], P IZAPE AMA o R wEste] AT &
=S 7ldrE v AElA Xﬂ%l%é T $lol, ARe 7 kil siglek o]e FatH E AFelAE T TEAIAY
&l tfgk Ao RFErt W, AAl Aple] Al ARG A YA HEAE £o2 AuAE 4
& Au) 2ol gt X)) wgkE Ao AztEh Wi sket= deo] gnpzlolH, 53] F3AE $AAoR A3t
of, A= AFAQ AR} AYPor I AH| Ao gt sh= Zlo] a4 itk z8u & AT gt 25l
7o) sgrom waba Ao AT 7hsAu| e A 7P Aol B ZoE ke TR dgET A
st A2t o]l =9kd FoR RQIth AA Korean e B WobA 71 atorh AQE ZlolH, FAT oAl
Clinical Nurse Association(2002)o]] w29, £ I5to] Al = T3 FHEY EAEE §40] o, [FEA AE
A5 AT E TS 5, 65 HOE HA] U E AT okl MY U s ALAATE FAEolot BT £4
si7lde eddE W e HFE Qo] RE3E AHoloh 1 Tk FAFol AAFSR FAplA AMu|AE F S-S
ST A9 AUl FEHAY ExAe] Het HiA(Lee & yafor & Zlojth webA A W 7EFAF Bl Tl
Kim, 2003)e] w2 dnt HoAES 18 24 2 1y # T2 =AR T A Aol a7t §lNla, i
ol tigh =wte] =31, FARI ks An|A AlFs g U™ A9 pEAN A SR P B wo] e FRIA
A Zrofe] ANahd, I AP ESE WSl weba oy}, xke] TtfrEo] P HoWA L ThsARe] Tdf
oAbzl 1A & R ARl AL RE 2t o] 7] 7} aolE HolX gk WS Aslshe dEe] 9 &
2 AAR] MUIAE AT T 7] HEiAE TSAFEClA 4 Aoz Azbgnt wek K3 Aee Ex9 s
7)Aol a ARAR] wKE AAEH, FAlo FEZE] N AP BE AGFEA BE S 2o otk §34
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The Differences in Quality Perceptions, Expectations, Evaluation,
and Satisfaction for Nursing Service between Patients and Nurses:

1) Assistant Professor, Department of Nursing, Medical School, Cheju National University
2) Associate Professor, College of Nursing, Seoul National University
Purpose: This study was performed to give direction to quality improvement strategies of nursing services by
comparing the differences in quality perceptions and satisfaction for nursing services between patients and nurses
in small-medium sized general hospitals with 200 beds. Method: The subjects, who were 150 inpatients and 162
nurses of 4 general hospitals in a community, answered a self-report questionnaire with a SERVQUAL scale.
factor was 'the responsiveness', and in the perceived

Result: There were differences between patients' and nurses' expectations and perceptions of nursing service and
highest

satisfaction. In the service expectation, the

performance, the highest was the 'assurance'. In addition, overall patients' perceptions on nursing services showed
higher than nurses'. There were positive correlations among the expectations and perceptions on nursing service,
and satisfaction. The correlation between perception and satisfaction was higher than the correlation between
expectations and satisfaction. Conclusion: To improve the nursing service quality at small-medium hospitals,

strengthening the 'assurance' factor and improving the nursing service support system is needed. Also, this study
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on nurses' perceived nursing service at small-medium sized hospitals should be duplicated.
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