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A& Aol 1438(5257%), o140 1217 (44.49%)0] %0
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{Table 1) Demographic characteristics of nursing

service consumers (n=272)
.. Percentage
Characteristics Item Frequency
(%)
male 143 52.57
Gender female 121 44.49
no answer 8 2.9
>24 37 13.60
25~30 5 20.22
31~35 R 12.87
Age 36~40 41 15.07
(vears) 41~45 18 667
46~50 36 13.24
bl< 38 13.97
no answer 12 441
<elementary school 2 0.73
middle school 19 6.99
Bdcation high school 116 42.65
university 108 39.71
>graduate school 12 441
no answer 15 551
=1,000,000 25 9.19
1,010,000~2,000,000 & 3L.25
Income 2,010,000~3,000,000 57 20.96
(won/month)  3,010,000~4,000,000 13 478
4010,000< 20 7.35
no answer 72 26.47
A hospital(K city) 44 16.18
B hospital(G city) 46 16.91
. C hospital(U city) 43 15.81
Hospital . .
D hospital(B city) 46 16.91
E hospital(B city) 49 18.01
F hospital(P city) 44 16.18
- A 1008 9 olakrtk 25 (9.19%), 101~2009F

Alole &

301~400%F ¢ Alol=
A= 201(7.359%)0] 1L

2N

12

2) Al 3018 54
E

/32 <Table 2> #Zt}.

94

(31.25%), 201~300%F 1 Alel= 577(20.96%),
1379 (4.78%) 01 4017+ ¢ o] 4ke] 49
TSt 729 (26.47%) 01 ek
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(Table 3) Level of consumers perceived nursing

for hospital use (n=272) service satisfaction, medical service
satisfaction and hospital revisiting in-
.. Percentage
Characteristics Item Frequency %) tent (n=272)
0
Visiting expe- yes 211 7157 Mean +SD
rience of other no 8 17.65 nursing service satisfaction 511 +1.32
hospitals N0 answer 13 478 medical service satisfaction 466 +141
>1 103 3787 hospital revisiting intent 435 +161
2~3 72 26.47
Number of
the visiting 2 2 882 ok T Welo] Qltke AR 130MUrE Ry
hospitels 6~1 4 L47 2 12674632002 ‘opth 2 wslsdon 168(6.88%) &
o= 2 ad B84 ke w2l olel el Mz T2 64790 A
110 answer o7 2.9 7} AN, 250,190 2 ok, 52 (19,129
Average num- - ; B 18T olgzlo] S, FB(LI0%)E ghol A, 118(404%6)
ber of the vis- 411 : lfg 5;2; ol Aol QolA, 18H (662968 ‘olo] M, 67
iting hospitals 7 6 2‘21 (1324%) 7IeF = Halgom 56 (2022%) SHetA &
< . .
(by month) no answer 78 28.67 R
Regular visit- Eg fg ;g 3) AL Azt 748 2 QA Ad) 0@ P
no X
ing hospital B Aol g%
no answer 16 5.88
2L AZshe e 9 o gA a2 ek w3 15
ff"r? distance ;Z 22;‘; o 39l Aolg ool tak WFghe <Table 33} 2ok
e ‘ 7L AZFR A2l TE ANAQ) 9 78 o
excellent medical 52 1912 ~
Reason of member Aol Zhaxu 27t 511(21.32), dEA U 2T 466(:141) 02
aregllar o rice 3 110 et e Alolg o A(+161)% e
visiting hospi— .
al acquaintance 11 404
converience of use 18 6.62 2. ol7etd al Heo|RelE EMof| W2 215 U 9|2 A
the others 36 13.24 A0 CHE ok
no answer 55 20.22

AAEA A7 ol9le) B HYE BRI HHo| 9]
2 Bv AR 2A19(T7571%)] ‘2t¥u teslg
R (1765%) ‘odtk 2 tdatd om 135 4.7%)E §
P4 Soic WEEE AEo] A= B4y 5 B AF
= Ul olstE ©@e ARRE 103%(37.87%), 2~37 729
(26.479%), 4~57)| 2478 (8.82%), 6~T71 48(1.47%), 87 o]k
2 g3 AR 129(44.1%), T8 5 57H(20.96%)°] 31.0.7
A B PR 2 B A5 13 vglelgla 98k Al
& 381(13.9%), 1~33) 140 (51.47%), 4~63] 108(3.68%), 7
3] oo wik Al 67(2.21%), T3 H2 T8 (2867%)
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AH|Zke] Q1781 54 gl Wdol 83E S uhE 1w

AH|2d ek BET o g A H] A gl TS <Table 4>

o 2t}

ZFa A 2o th3l koM 2nAe) et B4 F 2
2 gzl o]z} W=l (F=4580, p=001), a, b, ¢, d, B
Aol AHALE0] ¢ f, HE] AHAEET: ZFaA H 2] g
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(Table 4) Consumers’ characteristics on the nursing service satisfaction and medical service satisfaction

(n=272)
Nursing service satisfaction Medical service satisfaction
Characteristics Item
Mean *SD  F/t (p) Scheffe Mean *SD  F/t (p) Scheffe
Gender o mele O19 B e e A8 I o 1m)
b. female 508 +1.19 450 +13
a >24 500 +1.27 449 +141
b. 26~30 506 +1.31 466 +1.43
c. 31~3b 520 #1.13 466 +1.35
Agelyears) d. 36~40 537 +113 .945(.463) 463 +1.15 618(.716)
e. 41~45 571 +153 500 +1.54
f. 46~50 494 +143 465 +1.50
g. <bl 506 +145 503 +147
a. <elementary school 400 + .00 350 .71
b. middle school 559 +1.00 559 £1.12 2672(.033)*
Education c. high school 527 +138 1537(192) 474 14 b>a ¢ d e
d. university 502 +1.20 455 134
e. >graduate school 481 +1.89 428 *1.79
a. >1,000,000 511 +1.22 481 +1.39
Iroome b. 1,000,001 ~2,000,000 523 +1.27 472 +1.34
(wor/month) ¢. 2,000,001 ~3,000,000 504 +1.25 .203(.936) 460 +1.16 .132(971)
d. 3,000,001 ~4,000,000 515 +146 477 +1.74
e. 4,000,001 < 522 +148 472 +181
a. A hospital(K city) 567 +1.14 490 +1.30
b. B hospital(G city) 510 +1.39 424 +162
Hospital c. C hospital(U city) 511 +1.04 4580(001)** 460 +1.27 2528(.030)*
d. D hospital(B city) 550 #1.24 a, b, ¢ d >e f 520 #159 d>a b,c e f
e. E hospital B city) 456 +1.29 468 +1.14
f. F hospital(P city) 481 +150 440 +1.42
Visiting e}fpeﬁence of  a yes 511 +1.31 719(397) 467 +1.38 280
other hospitals b. no 528 +1.34 472 153
a. >2 516 +1.38 48 +1.37
Number of the b. 21~40 501 +1.22 452 +1.32
visiting hospital c. 41~60 483 +127 .609(657) 430 +143 1.921(108)
d. 6.1~80 500 + .82 350 +1.29
e 81< 550 +#1.58 500 +149
a >1 544 +1.29 511 +1.33
Average number of b. 1~3 511 £126 2.712(046)F 462 £1.34 5777(.001)**
the visiting(by month)  c¢. 4~6 450 +151 d >4 b, ¢ 350 1207 ad>bc
d 7< 620 +.34 62 +.34
Rﬁgu‘lar visiting a. yes 510 +142 224(79) 477 +150 SR0(416)
hospital b. no 513 +1.26 453 +1.35
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characteristics on the nursing service satisfaction and medical service satisfaction

(continued) (n=272)
Nursing service satisfaction Medical service satisfaction
Characteristics Item
Mean *SD  F/t (p) Scheffe Mean *SD  F/t (p) Scheffe
a. at a short distance 506 +1.32 454 +1.36
b. big size 548 +1.24 496 +1.64
Reason of a regular vis— C. excellent‘medical member 498 +149 471 +161
iting hospital d a low pn‘ce 467 + 58 .622(712) 400 00 422(864)
e. an acquaintance 527 +142 432 +140
f. convenience of use 541 +1.28 488 +1.32
g. the other 529 +151 471 +147
*p<0B, Fp< 0L, ***<000
FAH| 2] g M AN QA B4 T e, a2 g 2 gl g gk
3teln Azl 2olE By, SHEeF=2672 p=033) & 677(p=000), Hg AolE == 570(p=.000)2] AAAA
o S¢S v S ARERY M ad B JF UebEth B3 8 E A e T2 3 Ao]§ o=
g Tl ok, WA e(F= 2528 p=030) d M A& o 60(p=000)8] HH)e AAHAVL de ASE vERh
| 450l a b, ¢ e f, B AUASRT AU 2 ] FHFAAIL EE] WiEe] o] 50| AvAe] HY Aol g
g o] gtk Ee AnAEe] Wl gdE SAdXe Eol niAe dIFE Fs] YA FARAE AAEAC
LT HALE Fpaafnto] o ApolE Hyed W
£ ¢ Wy 13 ke s HEdle AlET 78 ol RS 4. ZtEAH|A0l CHet BHEO| o2 Au|Ad| Cist oiE U
© ARl 1~687 RS Agsin dadisd 0 el Kol ool ojxls P
g gl Ekth
1) ZraAul 2] tigh o] S gAfr| A ek s 8
3. 2H|XPE X|Zsts ZHEAME|A| CHEF BHE 2|2 A{H| B Aeold gmd mAT Fg
A0l CHEt HE, ¥ Aol oz=7he] 2A| ra A H 2o gk ghEo] o GAH| ) dfgk T 4 HY
Alolg e d] nAe YEFs Dol ] Y& AAF F AR
LA A ZEE e A2 g gk R AH|Ad AFE <Table 6>3 2tk

Eeers LI B I I e
46.9% 243k Hg%
o5 AR 4

AgAH 2 g g
T 325% ddslt) |
Uehe Durbin-Watson kS

{Table 5) Correlation among nursing service satisfaction, medical service satisfaction and hospital re-

visiting intent

(n=272)

nursing service satisfaction medical service satisfaction

hospital revisiting intent

nursing service satisfaction .
medical service satisfaction BTTC000)***

hospital revisiting intent 570(.000)***

630(.000)***

*p<05, **p<01, ***<000
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{Table 6) The influence of nursing service satisfaction on medical service satisfaction, hospital revisit-

ing intent (n=272)

dependable variable medical service satisfaction hospital revisiting intent
independable variable B g p B g t p
(constant) 962 3.692 .000 1.283 3.833 .000
nursing service satisfaction 125 677 14676 .000*** 697 570 10986 .000***
ANOVA F=215.3%5 Signif F=.000"** F=120.692 Signif F=.000"**
model summary D-W=1.749 R*=459 D-W=2045 R*=3%

D-W: Durbin-Watson
*p< 0B, **p<.01, ***<.000

(Table 7) The influence of medical service sat-
isfaction on hospital revisiting intent
(n=272)

dependable variable hogpital revisiting intent

independable variable B B t p
(constant) 1.241 4844

000***
medical service satisfaction .772 680 14695 .000%**

ANOVA F=215929  Signif F=.000***
model summary D-W=2014 R*-.462

D-W : Durbin-Watson

*p< 0B, **p<.01, ***<.000

(Table 8) The influence of nursing service sat-
isfaction and medical service sat-
isfaction on hospital revisiting intent

(n=272)

dependable variable hospital revisiting intent

independable variable B B t D

(constant) 130 2757 006
nursing service satisfaction .268 237 3997  .000
medical service satisfaction 584 552  9.328 .000

ANOVA F=145.33  Signif F=.000***
model summary D-W=2062 R*=540

D-W : Durbin-Watson

*p< 0B, **p<.01, ***<.000
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Perceived consumers satisfaction with nursing and
medical service and hospital revisiting intent

Lee, Mi Aie* - Kim, In Hong™ - Baek, Seol Hyong™

Purpose: This study is performed to measure the level of
nursing and medical service satisfaction according to con-
sumer’s demographic and hospital using behavior character—
istics, and investigate the relationship among the nursing
service satisfaction and the medical service satisfaction and
the hospital revisiting intent.

Method: The questionnaire is distributed to 300 patients
at the six general hospitals in provincial city, Korea. For
data analysis, SPSS/PC program is used.

Result: The characteristics of consumer’s demographics
and hospitals using behavior that make difference in nursing
and medical service satisfaction are education, the average
number of the visiting(by month) and hospitals. Nursing
service satisfaction correlated with medical service sat-
isfaction(r=.677) and hospital revisiting intent(=570), and
medical service satisfaction correlated with hospital revisit-
ing intent(r=680). Nursing service satisfaction explained
medical service satisfaction(45.9%) and hospital revisiting
mtent(32.5%), and medical service satisfaction explained
hospital revisiting intent(54%6).

Conclusion: It is concluded that education, the average
number of the visiting(by month) and hospitals make differ-
ence in nursing and medical service satisfaction, and there
are very close relationship among nursing service sat-—
isfaction and medical service satisfaction and hospital re-
visiting intent. Nursing service is a very important factor to
improve medical service satisfaction and hospital revisiting
intent.

*Department of Nursing, College of Medicine, Dongguk

University





