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The Impact of Hospital Selection Factors between Internal and External

Customers on Hospital Image

Hyun Sook Lee

Department of Health Administration, Yonsei University, Seoul, Korea

Background: The purpose of this study is to grasp the factors forming hospital image and to measure evaluation of internal and ex-

ternal customers towards hospital choice factors.

Methods: This study is based 4 types of choice factor such as physical, human, accessibility, and connection. Data were assessed us-
ing 98 patients and 96 internal employees who work at A general hospital in Seoul and 116 patients and 97 internal employees at B
general hospital in Chunkcheongbuk-do. Data were collected with self-administered questionnaires from February 17 to April 29 in
2012 and analyzed SPSS ver. 18.0 by using frequency, t-test, analysis of variance, correlation, and multiple regression.

Results: The results of this study show that factors affecting hospital image is significant different between internal and external
customers of hospital A and B. Expecially the finding of this study will be applied to improve connection factors in administrative

department of hospital for hospital image.

Conclusion: This study presents primary data for correct decision making to authorities of local hospitals that have concern about

marketing strategy for hospital image.

Keywords: Hospital evaluation; Hospital selection factors; Hospital image; Internal and external customers
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LeeHS ¢ The Impact of Hospital Selection Factors between Customers on Hospital Image

Table 1. Results of reliability analysis for measurement contents

A Hospital B Hospital

Variable Factors Contents Internal External Internal External

Cronbach ot

Independent  Physical Parking facilities 084 0.82 073 0.78
High-tech medical equipment and machine
Convenient facilities
Comfortable and clean hospital environment
Human Doctor's kindness (intimacy, politeness, explanation in detail) 0.83 0.80 087 0.83

Nurse's kindness
Staff's kindness
Professional of medical service (a lot of experience, ability, career)

Accessibility Reasonable cost 0.66 0.82 0.68 0.68
Short waiting time
Proximity from house or office
Convenient hospital location or transportation

Dependent  Connection Hospital homepage 0.56 092 0.74 0.75

Hospital advertisement or brochure
Experienced person’s recommendation (friends, relatives, neighbors)
Personal experience

Hospitalimage ~ Hospital reputation (broadcasting or newspaper) 083 0.80 0.88 0.82
External medical personnel’s celebrity and fame
High contribution of community
Positioning of the first hospital in district

Table 2. Demographic characteristics of respondents L 147(14.5%) 220|190t} Sk} 2 T o] ARL: 877(90.7%)0] T
Characerstic Atiospral BHospial B8 Bk ER 4F0 2 QAR o] 529(54.2%),
Internal  External Internal  External 7 A7V 179H(17.7%), Q) 57] SRS 79H(7.3%), 7| 5-Z0] 31 (3.1%)
Gender Male 63(64.9) 72(62.1) 44(458) 36(36.8) O]ME]—- _‘13]_1__ 9’]‘1‘—17-2]4—/] Ao gz ]_7], 36tﬂ(36 8%), qu]___ 62
Female 34(35.1) 44(37.9) 52(54.2) 62(63.2)
H(63.2%)°. o, A5 ola}7| 449 %) 2
Age (yr) <29 5(52)  46(397)  14(145) 44(449) 5(63 jfi fﬂ‘f’b; o° - ZSH [ol7} 445 (44.9%) 2.2
3039 68(70.0) 30(259) 28(292) 17(173) 7P w2 EES B, 50 R 40 o/do] 377(37.8%),
>40 24(247) 40(344)  54(56.3) 37(37.8) 30-394)7} 17Eﬂ(17 3%)0|3ic} SR} = gk £ oA 497
Education <High school 7(7.2) 53 (45.6) 6(6.3)  47(48.0) (50.0%), 1 =9 010}7]. 47‘11(48%) =1 q—}:/].u—r,]_ 2oz
> University 90(92.8) 63(54.4) 90(93.7) 51(52.0) Slo
= 22“‘ 22.4%), ¥t 7 10] 2075(20.4%), AYFH7
Group Administratorship ~ 90(92.8) 52(54.2) ore] (U 0, #el - 7lE ol m (20.4%), A7t
Nurse 5(52) 17(17.7) 1974(19.4%), A E-Zo] 15%(15.3%), A} ¢0] 87H(8.2%) 0.5 T1=
Medical technician ~ 2/(2.1) 10(104) IS HYh
Others 17(17.7)
Prf)fessmn. 22(19.0) 15(15.3) ——DFX]-_J 715;(4 = ‘]0” tq-E tﬂ%]o]u]ZM] EHK]— Z]—O]  Tuble 3
Private business 21(181) 8(82) oH =
Homemaker 15(12.9) 19(19.4) ek o714 ok i eoln] A= HUAE A Fa81A st
Student 25(21.6) 22(22.4) AL E 01 7013 0 2 HQolu]z|E ¢IX|H| El= AL w3
Others 13(11.2) 14(14.3) o} B U . ]E 1 700] AW, oein, ke, A Za} 2] whet
Total 97(100.0) 116(100.0)  96(100.0) 98(100.0) A= B eloju]xol] 20|z glolc). 31 ARle] LRI AS. 5l
Values are presented as number (%). 3 120 whaA] Zol7 lolA] TEsk 2ol T TS
FeBEY ‘41%'—517“4 B FAF44745.8%), o Ab= 527 o] HouAI7E Bl il a2 Aflof whef 2jo)7} )
(420,02 viehiton, e dodf ool sedse 022 7k on Shel WRIoIIAE ] 1ot A0 b o
B E2 WS HOAL AR 30-394]7 287(29.2%), 20| o} = SAIK = F2sI3ict
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Table 3. Hospital image of demographic characteristics

o AHospital B Hospital
Characteristic
Internal customer F/t External customer F/t Internal customer F/t External customer F/t

Gender 029 0.17 048 045

Male 353+0.55 2.83+0.60 2.90+0.68 2.89+051

Female 357+0.56 2.85+0.63 2.84+0.63 2.95+0.64
Age (yr) 1.47 0.41 1.31 0.73

<29 363+043 277061 3.08+0.85 290+0.59

30-39 348+0.59 2.86+0.70 297+0.69 2.85+0.59

>40 3.69+047 2.88+0.54 2.78+0.59 3.03+0.62
Education 0.61 0.69 1.00

<High school 382+024 2.78* 2.88+062 3.04+081 2.98+0.63

> University 352+0.56 2.81+0.60 2.85+0.64 2.86+0.57
Gruop 4.90%* 0.89

Administrator 359+051 2.90+0.68

Nurse 2.85+0.70 263+057

Medical technician 3.25+1.06 2.89+0.63
Occupation 2.37%

Administrator 290+0.34 290+051

Profession 247+067 297+051

Private business 2.85+0.66 3.06+0.66

Homemaker 2.74+059 266+0.64

Student 3.33+051 3.00+0.60
Total 97(100.0) 116(100.0) 96(100.0) 98(100.0)
Values are presented as mean + standard deviation or number (%).
*p<0.05. **p<0.01. ***p<0.001.
3. WalMe0l0] 1t 3 Bl R azle] WeAE Aol Bk ol% 201283,

B ATolA ALgE 7 ST 09150 WEd BRUAE 24 80078, BeA 29w m@&ﬂem&s&wmm
CF3 Zeh(Tables 4, 5). AH U} B ] - 2f331240) 7} 4] EHME%%@Q%&@Q&W%%@RBMEﬂ
Ae gl g g Awan, Be ggle Aehoag] A 2913 AR, B4 RAQ6DOE 1H 8218 A9
s} o|=717), 912 a9l oR7le] A4, AZALE Bele] 7 iﬁwwﬂ1ﬂ+%mq%%?4ﬁwﬂﬂﬁMﬂ
TS BE A WSk ST M2 aQloii Agele ) Aseh el Bl o) - ojR el o]l onze) B
B2 BYe] o)L gelAel Akl e, Age]  (9no] iaAe] B sHErHES A U 49
oAl gl Helg ele] 914, Bygle] thrnzte
Aol Agake] A 0 & Hrkstylek ol gt H7HE e e 4. HEo|O|X|of] FEE 0lXl= UEM
o[u|x|9] F7}E A HH, ABYO HHIAL 2= X19] te]4] Hofu]Rjof FeFS v Ao & ke HaEake] At
Q1 Az} i, SR mAe Aol 2 Vg ol Wb A W ChEETR A ATH: Table 63} 2t} B4 B2l 2
stgom, B W - R AL AYofA A AR Bzt QL A 89l A 82, A4 891 7o) A = B Y]
HYS 7P =o] B7kskoir W - etazgte] % fojsiar Wk E et Yash= Ao

gk WUAE ol Hhe A, gl a2 ekt i Agold AR we] el sueia 9l
A a9l 7= Bl 2916.47), 214 216,30, A2 2216.29) E%lﬁ%Aﬁ%QHV’ © AT 2918 Aslekn 1 £
A 821(2.82) wolefar Bk 1e]ar QR Ao Wl S| LA, AEYO] F e A 8RS A Q|stal A
821 H7k= Q14 221G 01) EEW 301(2 98), /g 821278),  7hgl= AR UEiyT
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LeeHS ¢ The Impact of Hospital Selection Factors between Customers on Hospital Image

Table 4. Descriptive statistics of measurement contents

Table 5. Descriptive statistics of measurement factors

AHospital B Hospital A Hospital B Hospital
Contents Factors
Internal ~ External Internal External Internal External Internal External
Parking facilities 335075 271+0.78 256+084 240+087 Physical 347+055 2.98+058 2.70+£0.56 2.71+059
High-tech medical equipment ~ 3.73+049 3.13+070 3.11+063 293+0.63 Human 3.31+£042 3.01+049 2.83+0.58 3.04+060
Convenient facilities 328+075 300+073 242+079 267+082 Accessibility 2.82+0.56 2.78+052 2.78+054 261+061
Comfortable hospital 352+066 3.09+067 269+0.73 286+0.70 Connection 3.25+0.55 2.70+059 263+0.54 2.71+062
environment Hospital image 356+053  2.84+061 2.88+062 291+060
Doctor’s kindness 305074 291070 271+068 3.06+0.76 i
) Values are presented as mean + standard deviation.
Nurse's kindness 328+064 301+065 280+067 3.06+0.70
Staffs kindness 321058 301067 271075 288+072 Table 6. Results of correlation and multiple regression
Professional of medical service  3.70+0.54 3.12+053 3.11+063 3.16+0.77 :
Reasonable cost 316076 272+0.74 2.92+068 2.82+0.69 Categorles - Factors r PINF Rl
Short waiting time 250+094 275:086 259083 240:085 AHospital:intemal customer _ Physical 059 032(009™
Proximity from house or office ~ 290+076 2774081 298+066 265+0.97 GILIED lere WG
Convenient hospital location or  262+081 288+078 265:082 257+087 Accessibiliy 010 013008
fransportation Connection 0.56*** 0.40 (0.09)***
Hospital homepage 308+076 257077 2474072 259+085 R 049
Hospital advertisement or 299+082 261+079 239+067 250+083 F 20696
brochure A Hospital: external customer ~ Physical -0.08 -0.20(0.10)
Experienced person’s 343+£066 277075 278+074 2.86+0.81 Human 0.16 0.21(0.12)
recommendation Accessibility ~ -0.02 -0.13(0.11)
Personal experience 348+058 285+074 290+075 291+0.77 Connection 0.34%** 0.34(0.09**
Hospital reputation 367+£053 272+0.72 269+070 280+0.73 R? 017
Medical personnel's celebrity ~ 3.68+0.59 2.84+0.76 2.86+073 2.82+0.76 F 5.225%*%
and fame B Hospital: internal customer Physical 0.61%** 0.15(0.12)
High contribution of community  3.31+0.74 294+0.77 276+078 278+0.79 Wi 0.68%** 0.38(0.12)**
P(.J:E.OST:.E of the first hospital ~ 3.56+0.74 2.84+082 3.14+0.75 327+0.68 Accessibility 0.58%** 0.17(0.12)
Connection 0.62*** 0.24(0.12)*
Values are presented as mean + standard deviation. R 053
F 256547
A 8Rl Brhe A 800390 FH2 FFE miAl= Aoz B Hospital: external customer  Physical 0.49*** 0.04(0.11)
UFERst ] 1e]al B WA o] s el Brk= Q14 & Human 056***  029(0.10)*
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