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Comparative Analysis of Models for Measuring Consumer Satisfaction
in Health Care Organization
Sunhee Lee, Woo-Huyn Cho®, Kui-Son Choi, Myungguen Kang
Department of Preventive Medicine, Medical College of Ewha Womans University;
Departiment of Preventive Medicine, Medical College of Yonsei University"
Objectives : The SERVQUAL scale is based on gap theory, which  intention were measured.
suggests the difference between consumers’ expectations and the Resuits : Compared with the SERVQUAL scale, the Non-Diff and
quality of the medical service actually received. However, problems in -~ SERVPERF scales better explained the observed variations in
the implementation of the SERVQUAL scale have been identified by ~ consumer satisfaction(SERVQUAL, R?=0.29; Non-Diff, R?=0.51;
several researchers. Some researchers have proposed a simple = SERVPERF, R*=0.48) and purchase intention(SERVQUAL, R*=0.22;
performance-based measure (SERVPERF) or an expectation-  Non-Diff, R*=0.33; SERVPERF, R*=0.34).
controlled performance-based measure(Non-Diff) as alternatives to the Conclusion : The major conclusion from our study is that the Non-
SERVQUAL scale. On the basis of the theoretical concems discussed,  Diff and SERVPERF scales are more efficient in assessing consumer
we examined the capability of each of the three scales(SERVQUAL,  satisfaction than the SERVQUAL scale. Therefore we suggest that
Non-Diff, SERVPERF) to explain variations in consumer satisfaction. consumer satisfaction be measured by the Non-Diff or SEVPERF
Methods : Data was gathered from a self-administered  scales.
questionnaire in a 430 bed hospital. Questionnaires evaluating medical
services were distributed to 180 ambulatory patients . A total of 167 Korean J Prev Med 2001;34(1):55-60
usable questionnaires were gathered. The questionnaire was
composed of 10 expectation, petformance and expectation-controlied ~ Key Words: Consumer satisfaction, SERVPERF, Non-Diff,
performance items. In addition, overall satisfaction and purchase SERVQUAL
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Figure 1. The research framework.

Table 1. Social demographic characteristics of the respondents

Variable Category Frequency(%)
Gender Male 90( 53.9)
Female 77( 46.1)
Age(years) 0 - 29 years 73( 43.7)
30 - 39 years 41( 24.6)
40 - 49 years 28( 16.8)
250 years 25( 15.0)
Education level Primary 5 30
Middle 12( 74)
High 39( 23.9)
>College 107( 65.7)
Monthly Household Income(Won) <2,000,000 58( 36.0)
2,000,000 - 4,000,000 84( 52.2)
>4,000,000 19( 11.8)
Total 167(100.0)
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Table 2. Satisfaction score by SERVQUAL, Non-Diff and SERVPERF

SERVQUAL* Non-Dift* SERVPERF'
(mean+SD) (mean+SD) (mean+SD)
Tangibles -0.25+£1.02 6.18+0.94 6.2610.87
Hospital appears neat -0.04+1.17 6.43+1.00 6.47+1.00
Hospital s physical facilities are visually appealing 0.52+153 593+1.34 6.02+£1.28
Reliability -0.60+1.39 5.87+1.27 5.70+£1.38
provide its services at the time it promises to do so -049+1.69 5.89+1.51 5.78+1.60
Employees are sympathetic and assuring 0.71£1.75 5.83+1.51 5.62+154
Responsiveness . -031£1.31 5.89+1.21 " 586+1.22
Patients receive promptly services -0.22+1.64 5.88+1.54 5.78+1.57
Doctors are always willing to explain to patients -0.40+1.55 591+142 593+£141
Assurance -0.46+1.50 5.85+1.16 575+1.24
Doctors are knowledgeable -0.70+1.70 5.75+1.38 5.56+144
Doctors are polite -0.17+1.75 5.96+1.37 6.00+1.34
Empathy -0.39+1.55 5.86+1.32 5.75+1.34
Employees give patients personal attention -0.37+1.82 585+141 5.78+1.40
patients best interests at heart -041+1.62 5.89+1.40 572£1.52
*6 < (pre) < 6(RF7E ESE HEE ATt 29) tlus EUE ~ 7o wE
Table 3. Correlation of SERVQUAL, SERVPERF, Non-Diff, Overall satisfaction, and Purchase intention
SERVQUAL* Non-Diff* SERVPERF* Overall Sat.* Purchase Int.*
SERVQUAL 1.00
Non-Diff 0.44 1.00
SERVPERF 0.51 0.89 1.00
Overall Sat. 045 0.66 0.66 1.00
Purchase Int. 0.34 052 0.59 0.72 1.00
*P<0.001
Table 4. Multiple regression analysis for overall satisfaction
SERVQUAL Non-Diff SERVPERF
B t-value B t-value B t-value
Tangibles 0.097 1.225 0.001 0.021 0.035 0.486
Reliability 0.183 2.572% 0.172 2.076* 0.208 2.967+*
Responsiveness -0.031 0432 0.186 2.535* 0.050 0.655
Assurances 0.109 1.810 0.104 1.345 -0.047 0519
Empathy 0.071 1.221 0.119 1.604 0.295 3.268**
R*(Adj-R?) 0.25(0.21) 0.49(0.46) 0.48(0.45)
F-value 5.67%** 15.99%+* 15.20%**

* P<0.05 ; #* P<0.01 ; *** P <0.001
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Table 5. Multiple regression analysis for purchase intentions
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SERVQUAL Non-Diff SERVPERF

8 t-value B t-value B t-value
Tangibles 0.054 0.498 0.112 1.033 0.026 0.250
Reliability 0.163 1.687 0.167 1.338 0252 2.512%*
Responsiveness -0.059 -0.600 0.164 1.489 0.090 0.820
Assurances 0223 2.724% 0.090 0.775 0.181 1.387
Empathy -0.007 -0.091 0.064 0.577 0.071 0.553

R*(Adj-R) 0.16(0.11) 0.29(0.25) 0.35(0.31)
F-value 3.28%* 6.77** 9.09%***

* P<0.05 ; ** P<0.01 ; *** P <0.001

Table 6. The significance of R? from regression analysis

Overall Satisfaction

Purchase Intentions

(Z-value) (Z-value)
SERVPERF vs. SERVQUAL 2.63%* 2.25*
SERVPERF vs. Non-Diff 0.18 0.71
Non-Diff vs. SERVQUAL 2.80%* 1.54

*P<0.05 ; ** P<0.01
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