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<Table 1> The perceived nursing service quality and hospital revisiting intent by subjects

. 2.98(.003)**
1.49 4.61 +83 -1.96(.051)

H+

_ Hospital Revisitng Intent _

: Sitil 483
* <05 ** <.005 wx <001

(Table 2> The difference of subject’s characteristics on hospital revisiting intent(Patients vs Nurses)

£1.56 Male
1144 (794 Gender Female 461 +83
+1.55 > 30 4.59 +.84
+1.32 186 Age 31 - 40 4.62 +.77 1.401
£143  (503)  (years) 41 - 50 495 164 (243)
+1.60 51 < 5.50 +71
+1.54 .
i 1153 e diploma degree(A) 4.65 +84 4339
Education 144 (477) Education bachelor degree(B) 4.39 +75  (014)*
: . ’ master degree <(C) 5.15 +67 B<C
+1.86 .
+1.21 staft nurse(A) N
Income +1.34 |21 y charge nurse(B) j;i ;22 3.436
) +1.35 Position head nurse(C) (.017)*
(won/ (:206) : 479 £69
o +1.84 V middle 540 142 A<D
+1.80 managert <(D) ’ o
+1.34 A hospital 4.51 +.79
+1.55 2.939 B hospital 4.39 +.94
LA (O C hospital 481  +84 186
: : 146 AD > D hospital 4.80 +.83 (.102)
 Ehospital@®) 462  £135 BCEF E hospital 463 +76
_ FhospitalF) . 429 %165 F hospital 456  +.78

‘HRI : Hospltal Revisiting Intent ¥ <05 *FF <005 R <001

=2
@
}oTI
1o
Yol

|x| 35(7), 2005 12@ 1213



kel Wl Aol Smrt E9kort olF 7t Aol FAA
o7 {3t AdTHt=-1.96, p=.051).

HH MoIE 20 HEE nlxl= SHoil et
BRIt ZEsARZES| Hlw

o A g 2ITALY BAJo] wE MY Aol g 9 Ao

B Ao)g e dia] AolE UEliE A 71EAt
o) EAE Holely] 98 AAIS t-test, One-Way ANOVA,
Scheffe-test®] ZA = <Table 2>¢} 2t}

#2e] 544 F B Aolg e Aolg vehie 54
& dglolgl= gEMog A D WHHo| B, C E, F ¥R}
Aol LTt Fo8kA t] EITHF=2.939, p=.013).

ABA B T B4 Aol AEst Aot e B4
EFEH R, BSFEAAE AR ol 2 AL
ek AXARD Aolg nrt A o E3ke
(F=4.339, p=.014), 2= 57 Bl oldo] dwt 7h
IAERET AlolE JE7F fYsAl o EdThE=3.436,
p=017).

<T:

o] Aol B 7]’%‘!“ =] 2] 8o D}wilﬂ BAg
d Aol g dEE 3.6% HE3
B Aolg Axe 17%Z AWEne
=174, p<.004), D o] Molg oJxe] 1.9%E HHEAUTKHB
=154, p<.004). 81 o] R IAYS HAT A
Durbin-Watson®] 2.167% Y& o] 3AERHL 27339 9

glo] glo] frojg Aoz FEI
5k Afele a&FEd A9 7 gt 3
Aol g 22FE 33% AWl FAbehe] XAt H
7+

AHol4 2w 1.8%E HHIH A(P=-.148, p<.003) L4} 7135

e e

AL e Aol o WY Aolg 9Ed 15%E 2N
THB=-.135, p<.003). ©] ¥ AL AHe A3}, Durbin-
Watson& 1658, F-AFA4(VIF)E 1.0882 uhgl o] 34
2y 9 Aoy tEEAde Al fle AL
| gich
Hel Mol 2= PEE nikle AsAMulas E
o §R9 ALY ZEAHIA A S D gclef thg
1T
3aps} AP Adshe raAEls A £47 891 3
T A 2t AgapelE 4% A <Table 4>9F 224,
AEAAE FASE 2074 4 T 137HACA EAte
TEAZRE] RA)ZEAbold vERG D 57EA] 291 FellAde RA
4e Ag YuA 471 eglelA EAALE fodt A7t
zpo)7h vrebsTt
AT A sk 7@/\1&% AL AHA 3.70(£.82), BA
4 3.65(.96), WA 3.61(+.84), A
%aki o Aua Ao A A4E £4
l%
z

5 AET AT FF 9 AANE PF(3.841.97), ‘Y

(3.33£.91), ‘FE2 AEoA 13 AFE3

DEA AZbehe hEAE Z2 AFEA 3.86(+.51), ¥
A 3.86(+.53), ¥HeA 3.79(x.53), BAFA 3.79(+.55), +¥3
3.56(+.53) w22 FRIL LFAHA do] A A4E £4
B2 A TAE AT (4.041.58), ‘BAE dAHoR F

oF 7l A& HF(3.96+
& 2 A4 2REA
Y55 AT E(3.48+.66),
) €09tk

S (3.97+.63)F F&E Algte] F
63) wolglom A A4E S4F
27(3.23+.81), ‘oPFE vhE FA]
‘Frael FEe ket FAEAF (35171

jal

i.‘l

i

o xpol THEARTEY] S AH| A A S gelo] ¥
Aolg ool nlAE dgFel] e nlw

<{Table 3> The influence of the subject’'s characteristics on hospital revisiting intent

1 <.001

CHgrzrS eS| x| 35(7), 20054 128



<Table 4> The perceived difference of nursing service quality(Patients vs Nurses)

3.25(+1.02) 3.77(+.66) 6.885(.000)***
333(+ 91) 3.51(£71) 2.534(.012)*
3.33(x .96) 3.23(.81) 1.225(.221)
3.80(x .93) 3.73(+.64) 968(.334)
3.43(x 79) 3.56(+.53) 2.294(.023)*
3.75(x 93) 3.85(£.65) 1.637(.103)
361(+ .96) 3.86(+.68) 3.503(.001)**
3742 96) 3.94(+.60) 2.936(.004y%*
3.71(x 87) 3.78(1.69) 1.039(.300)
3.70(: .82) 3.86(+.51) 2.719(.007)**
problems of pt's room 3.44(+ 99) 3.88(+.76) 5.763(.000)***
: 3.70(£ .99) 3.84(x.67) 2.173(.031)*
ately Venf if too much busy 3.46(+ .99) 3.48(+.66) .154(.878)
t cofrect time 3.84(x 97) 3.96(+.63) 1.702(.090)
' 3.61(x .84) 3.79(+.53) 2.959(.003)**
3.82(: .86) 3.61(+.64) 3.382(.001)**
3.51£1.07) 3.79(.74) 3.400(.001)**
reliable nursmg care 3.64(+ .87) 3.84(+.62) 2.740(.007)**
Providing nur ~thh a-'sense of ‘duty 3.70(+ .96) 3.91(£.76) 2.620(.009)**
Assurance e 367(+ 85) 3.79(+.55) 1.817(070)
Understanding ¢ &inducing emotional comfort 3.60(+ .99) 3.79(+.63) 2.648(.009)**
Respecting pt o : 371(: .94) 3.97(+.63) 3.679(.000)***
Listening pt's - complaints 3.63(+ 93) 4.04(+.58) 6.051(.000)y***
Prowdmgmurggs & 3.56(+ .97) 3.65(£.73) 1.061(.290)
Empathy =~ 3.65(x .96) 3.86(+.53) 3.737(.000)*+*
* p<.05 **p<01 wxp 001
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<Table 5> The correlation between nursing service quality and hospital revisiting intent

01 *** p<001, r : Pearson's Correlation oefﬁcienf

<Table 6> The nursing service quality's influence on hospital revisiting intent(Patients vs Nurses)

* p< 05 ** p< 01 *** p<00l

Ab 377+ 46)2 T A 7h| BAFOR #98 Azkxlolv} Lee(2001)S] A7Az} FA] §Hre] o Ao A8k 200
ZA5tA = 0l(=2.98, p<.003), olEi3t Aap= F=e] A AP gk ol ko] Y 6318 UAOR 3 Kim¥ Lee(2004)<)]
of AAsHE 30084 ol FEHE 3XE ddoex A7dzel dx)ske Az olF ATelA TIANE FAR
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A Comparative Study of how Subjects' Characteristics
and Nursing Service Quality Influence on Hospital Revisiting Intent
between Patients and Nurses

Lee, Mi-Aie"

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

Purpose: This study was aimed to examine how subjects' characteristics and nursing service quality influence
hospital revisiting intent, to compare perceptions of patients with those of nurses. Method: The questionnaire was
developed and distributed to 300 patients and nurses at six general hospitals in a provincial city, Korea. For data
analysis, the SPSS/PC program was used. Result: The nursing service quality's scores of patients is 3.61, that of
nurses is 3.77, and there is a significant difference. The hospital revisiting intent's score of patients is 4.84, that of
nurses is 4.61, and there are no significant differences. In subjects' characteristics, patients perceive that the
hospital is the only different factor, and place hospital revisiting intent at 3.6%. Nurses perceive that education
level and position are different factors, and place hospital revisiting intent at 3.3%. In nursing service quality,
patients perceive that 2 attributes explain hospital revisiting intent at 17.8% and 2 factors explain it at 16.5%;
whereas, nurses perceive that 2 attributes explain hospital revisiting intent at 15.3% and 3 factors explain it at
12.2%. Conclusion: There are perception gaps between consumers and providers. So nursing and hospital managers
must recognize these facts and provide various marketing strategies to overcome them.
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