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Effect of Healthcare Quality on Recommended Intention in Vietham A Hospital
Focusing on Customer Satisfaction Mediated Effects

Kim Bo-Ha"-Hwang Mi-Kung®:-Lee Won-Jae'?

YDep. of Public Health, Gachon University Graduate School
2 Dep. of Health and Medical Administration, Tongwon University
Y Dep. of Medical Management, Gachon University

Abstract This study aims to analyze the quality and satisfaction of healthcare perceived by patients using hospitals and to
provide basic data necessary for expanding and settling Vietnamese healthcare services by analyzing the impact on recom-
mendation intentions, The research method selected one hospital in Vietham and collected data from patients using the
hospital and used a total of 286 effective samples as data for hypothesis verification, The research model and hypothesis
verification were analyzed with the statistical data from SPSS and AMOS. The findings show that, first, tangibility, accessi-
bility, and reliability all have a positive effect on the quality of healthcare. Second, it has been shown that only accessi-
bility among the quality of healthcare has a positive effect on recommendation intentions. Third, customer satisfaction has
been shown to have a positive effect on recommendation intentions, Fourth, when looking at the mediating effect, reli-
ability among the quality of healthcare was shown as a full-mediated effect, but accessibility was shown to have a partial
mediating effect and tangibility to have no mediating effect. Contact management is important because customer sat-
isfaction is highly regarded when customers feel positive emotions at the interface from the provision of convenience fa-
cilities that support medical services to the reduction of waiting time for patients, employees kindness, treatment, medi-
cation, and inspection, It is also confirmed that the demand for convenient and rapid use of hospitals is increasing in
Vietnam. In addition, if customer satisfaction is increased through friendly medical staff's response, the intention of recom-
mendation will be even greater,

Key Words : Customer Satisfaction, Healthcare Quality, Recommendation Intention, Hospital, Vietnam
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Table 1, General characteristics of study
characteristics N % characteristics N %
Ward A 148(51.7) age 30 or younger 49(17.1)
H 138(48.3) 31~40 60(21.0)
gender male 53(18.5) 41~50 77(26.9)
female 233(81.5) 51~60 57(19.9)
academic background junior high or lower 85(29.7 61 or older 43(15.0)
high school 123(43.0) Number of treatments Beginnings 109(38.1)
junior college 34(11.9) 24 135(47.2)
graduate
University graduate - .
or higher 44(15.4) 5 or higher 42(14.7)
. . the person who
occupation agriculture 83(29.0) fluenced myself 83(29.0)
office job 16(5.6) family 2709.4)
engineer 1(0.3) relatives 14(4.9)
student 10(3.5) friends 29(10.1)
homemaker 18(6.3) a local hospital doctor 128(44.8)
public officer 2709.4) etc, 5(1.7)
soldier 2(0.7) Average Monthly 2million or lower 62(21.7)
Income
not employed 69(24.1) 2million~4million 51(17.8)
etc. 60(21.0) 4million~6million 58(20.3)
Hospitalization history yes 58(20.3) 6million~8million 58(20.3)
for the past year.
no 228(79.7) 8million or higher 57(19.9)
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Table 2, Exploratory Factors Analysis of Healthcare Quality Properties

indicator questionnaire factors note
1 2 3
Q2 0.775
Tangibility Q4 0.757
Q6 0.747
Q20 0.831
Q22 0.806
Q21 0.792
Accessibility Q_16 0.789
Q.18 0.780
Q19 0.776
Q17 0.758
Q_13 0.896
Reliability Q14 0.864
Q_15 0.718
factors Tangibility Accessibility Reliability
Figen Value 10.736 2.447 1.405
% of Variance 48.799 11.120 59.920
Cumulative % 48.799 59.920 06.307

KMO / Bartlett

0.926(p=0.000), °=4902.613, dE231
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Table 3, Conceptual Reliability and Feasibility Analysis Results for the Overall Model

N Measurement Standard fit Standard p ’ CR A oo a
ltems Error
Q6 0.841 - _ .
Tangibility 3 Q4 0.857 0.061 16,391 0.869 0.639 0.868
Q2 0.791 0.058 14,946
Q18 0.722 - - .
Q17 0.776 0.058 12,848
Q16 0.777 0.062 15.058
Accessibility 7 Q_19 0.780 0.068 12,922 e 0.929 0.653 0.922
Q20 0.886 0.054 14.619
Q21 0.846 0.059 14,046
Q22 0.856 0.051 14.090 -
Q15 0.767 - - _
Reliability 3 Q14 0.937 17.399 . 0.914 0.781 0.909
Q13 0.937 17.403

CMIN=664.809(cl=240, p=0.000), #>/(Q)=2.770),
RMR=0,020, GFI=0.869, AGFI=0,804, CFI=0,939, NFI=0,909, IFI=0,940, TLI=0,920, RMSEA=0,056

pvalue : **p(0.001

Table 4. Number of correlations between variables

Tangibility Accessibility Reliability Customer Satisfaction Recommended Intention
Tangibility 1
Accessibility 0.556" 1
Reliability 0.565 " 0.434" 1
Customer Satisfaction 0.503" 0.602" 0.503" 1
Recommended Intention 0.453" 0.587" 0.447" 0.778 1
pvalue : **p(0,001
3. g7 7t2 838 2 FAA %‘é*é, LA, Al=/do] aAgkEreof (+)
b SEAEA Eg0] HANEEG 2usEd] mas O T 1A Aolohe /e AEE A, A%}
G5 AVNEEI} ZAO T nH At C.R.ZF& Z+ZF 0,151 1,995, 0.409¢} 5996, 0.2281}
3.7100.82 4 {94~ p<0.05, p<0.001, p<0.001% X%
o] A7t= Table 5, Fig. 20)|4] Hi= vfe} o] Q7 AH| e Qe
Table 5, Path Coefficient Analysis Results
Hypothesis Path Estimate CR. Adoption status
H1-1 Tangibility 0.151 1.995* adoption
H1-2 Accessibility — Customer Satisfaction 0.409 5,996 adoption
H1-3 Reliability 0.228 3,710 adoption
H2-1 Tangibility -0.021 -0.352 rejection
H2-2 Accessibility - Recommended Intention 0.226 3.970%* adoption
H2-3 Reliability 0.033 0.0664 rejection
H3 Customer Satisfaction - Recommended Intention 0.637 13.013"* adoption
pvalue = "p(0.05, "p(0.01, p<0.001
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Fig. 2. Path Coefficient Analysis Results Model
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Table 6, Mediated Effects Analysis Results
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Hypothesis Path direct indlirect

total indirect o-value result Verification

Tangibility
— customer
H4-1 satisfaction -0.024 0.110
— Recommended
Intention
Accessibility
— customer
H4-2 satisfaction 0.211** 0.244
— Recommended
Intention
Reliability
— customer
H4-3 satisfaction 0.042 0.188
— Recommended
Intention

0.086 0.132 none mediation rejection

artial
0.455 0.001* p o adoption
mediation

0.230 0.003** full mediation adoption

pvalue : *p(0.01
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