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PET-CT study of satisfaction with health services inspector

Suman Kang”, Kapsik Kim™

Department of Radiation Oncology, Kosin University Gospel Hospital*,
Department of nuclear medicine, Kosin University Gospel Hospital**
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Abstract

This study was focused to the effects of cancer patient's perceived quality of medical service upon
satisfaction as a customer who have been stressed to face the death. we established research model between
medical service quality and customer satisfaction, and build up 4 hypotheses between tangibility, expertise,
credibility, responsiveness and customer satisfaction. 220 responses were used to analyzed with multiple
regression analysis by SPSS for Windows 14.0K. All 4 hypotheses were accepted. Among 4 independent
variables tangibility was most effective to customer satisfaction as coefficient—0.298, and next expertise was
as coefficient 0.237. From the results we suggested the implications as follows; first, the medical institute
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have to develop medical service based on tangibility, expertise, credibility, responsiveness. Second, such

services might bring higher customer satisfaction. Third, the patient satisfaction may lead to extend its own

life. Fourth, the hospital also may survive long against the competitive environment with such services.

Key Words: medical service quality, tangibility, expertise, credibility, responsiveness, customer satisfaction
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Table 1. responsiveness characteristic

A 2R = Aol tigh Aotk

(£ 3] dl=d

Measurement contents

Chuck’s Table 3. credibility

-The receipt was kind.

-To send the reply which is sufficient
about question

-To solve you requirement well.

Has the interest which is prudent

respon )
sivene kindness to seem.
. When the mistake occurs in business,

quickly, to control.

.| wants was active in the service
where.

-To explain a prosecuting attorney
process wel |

Measurement contents

Chuck's

-The prosecuting attorney receipt
process was simple.

-The prosecuting attorney process
uses, was convenient.

WNants will be able to inspect at
the time when prosecuting attorney.
Mhile inspects treatment of the
patient and respects a health to
endeavor, s thought that is.

5 points,
and

Chuck credib

ility

5 points,
and
Chuck

Table 2. expertise

4.3.4 %34
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Measurement contents

Table 4. Tangible
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The staffs are familiarizing a
business enough.

-The staffs are having the
capability which is
professional .

Believing about inspection
result, gives.

-Thinks that prosecuting attorney
accurately is doing.

-Thinks that there is a business
transaction ability.

expertise

Chuck's
Measurement item Chuck's
Prepares the up-to-date equipment
- | which is modern. 5 points,
Tangi . ) .
5 points, ble ‘The waiting room environment is good. and
and -The test room environment is good. Chuck
Chuck ‘The staffs appearance concluded.
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Table 5. Factor Analysis of measurement tool
Research Measurement Ingredient Interco
Concepts I tems 1 2 3 4 5 mmuni ty
responsiveness 1 0.831 | 0.18 | 0.191 | 0.314 | 0.1%6 0.885
responsivenes responsiveness 2 | 0.762 | 0.318 | 0.248 | 0.181 | 0.248 0.838
s responsiveness 3 | 0.630 | 0.431 | 0.371 | 0.110 | 0.323 0.83%
responsiveness 4 | 0.701 | 0.374 | 0.317 | 0.103 | 0.244 0.801
expertise 1 0.387 | 0.700 | 0.235 | 0.257 | 0.244 0.821
expertise 2 0.405 | 0.673 | 0.173 | 0.269 | 0.304 0.812
expertise
expertise 3 0.268 | 0.781 | 0.303 | 0.218 | 0.203 0.863
expertise 4 0.229 | 0.766 | 0.262 | 0.332 | 0.232 0.873
credibility 1 0.391 | 0.252 | 0.701 | 0.259 | 0.159 0.799
credibility credibility 2 0.239 | 0.29 | 0.790 | 0.2 | 0.29 0.877
credibility 3 | 0.230 | 0.216 | 0.729 | 0.264 | 0.308 0.7%
Tangible 1 0.217 | 0.378 | 0.280 | 0.682 | 0.182 0.767
Tangible Tangible 2 0.100 | 0.172 | 0.172 | 0.806 | 0.393 0.872
Tangible 3 0.313 | 0.282 | 0.284| 0.726 | 0.130 0.803
Satisfaction 1 0.320 | 0.366 | 0.3%4 | 0.318 | 0.613 0.825
Satisfaction Satisfaction 2 0.341 | 0.269 | 0.274 | 0.276 | 0.7%4 0.908
Reuse 1 0.247 | 0.330 | 0.289 | 0.358 | 0.671 0.832
Eigenvalues 3.2%6 | 3.369 | 2.687 | 2.588 | 2.269
Bunsanbi (%) 19.386 | 19.818 | 15.805 | 15.225 | 13.345
Cumulative Bunsanbi (%) 19.386 | 39.204 | 55.009 | 70.233 | 83.578
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Table 6. Factor Analysis of measurement tool
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Table 7. credibility evaluation of measurement tool
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variable e possibility =@
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Fig. 2. Test of hypothesis result
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