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Rendering quality service is a key to survival and success today. There is a gap between the quality
rendered by service provider and quality required by patient, which needs to be measured. Service quality
can be described in terms of (i) objective characteristics such as service time, wait time etc. that can be
easily quantified and (ii) perceptual characteristics of the patients, which includes various dimensions of
service quality. In this paper, we are evaluating the requirements of Health Care Services as perceived by
patients by developing a Questionnaire for measuring Service Quality on the basis of a hypothesized

2015 model. The responses will be evaluated using Factor Analysis to assess whether the factors identified in
the model are significantly influencing Service Quality in Hospitals and to develop aworking model which
can aso be used for developing necessary manageria strategies for achieving the ultimate objectives of

Patient Satisfaction.
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INTRODUCTION

In India not only quantity of health services and infrastructure,
but also the quality of both is poor (Seema Joshi 2005). With
populations getting afflicted with diseases that require
enormous resources for treatment — cum — care, with managed
health care till in primitive stages, service quality in hospitals
has captured the attention of researchers and practitioners alike.

Choosing the correct healthcare hospital is always a challenge
for patients and they do it taking a number of factors into
consideration. They make the choice based on who they expect
will cure their health problems, will not harm them in any way,
will give relief in minimum time and will not cost too much
money. Ensuring service quality is beneficial not only for the
patients but for the healthcare professional as well. Patients
who perceive they are content with the service that they have
been provided will be the biggest advertisers for the healthcare
hospital. They would praise the hospital, would go to the
hospital again in future and would also be willing to pay a price
premium for the services and equally important recommend to
others. It is common knowledge today that retention of patients
is much more profitable than attracting new patients. Attracting
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new patients is always many folds expensive than retaining
existing patients.

If we look at the other side, patient dissatisfaction can lead to
big losses for a hospital. It is because one dissatisfied patient
does not mean loss of just one patient but the negative word of
mouth would lead to many more patients being apprehensive
and trying out other hospitals. Therefore healthcare providers
have a lot to gain if they can understand their patients’
expectations, which would lead them to serve their patients
better and also build long-term relationships with them. This
requires them to make a conscious attempt in this direction.
They must also appreciate the fact that with increasing
modernization and education levels in society, the expectations
of patients from healthcare providers is constantly growing and
becoming much more challenging.

It should also be understood that patients look not just at the
doctors and the related staff while reviewing service quality in
their mind but look for cues and signals that are redolent of the
quality of treatment they are likely to receive from a service
provider. Surrogate indicators of service quality like
appearance of the dtaff, the aesthetics of the hospital,
relationship with doctors and nurses etc may be utilized by
patients to assess the efficaciousness of the service provider.
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Secondary literature studied while developing the hypothesised
model: In the book Delivering Quality Service (Valarie A.
Zeithaml, A Parasuraman & Leonard Berry 1990), the authors
used focus groups of four service sectors: retail banking, credit
cards, securities brokerage and product repair & maintenance,
to determine the criteria used by customers in judging service
quality. Ten general criteria or dimensions are: (i) Tangibles,
(ii) Reliability, (iii) Responsiveness, (iv) Competence, (V)
Courtesy, (vi) Credibility, (vii) Security, (viii) Access, (ix)
Communication, & (x) Understanding Customer.

Building on the conceptua definition of service quality and the
ten evaluative dimensions, the authors (Valarie A. Zeithaml, A
Parasuraman & Leonard Berry 1990) embarked on a
quantitative research resulting in a parsimonious instrument
(SERVQUAL). The various statistical analysis conducted in
constructing SERVQUAL revealed correlation amongst the last
seven dimensions listed above. The dimensions defined in
SERVQUAL ae as follows. Tangibles, Reliability,
Responsiveness, Assurance, & Empathy. The entire approach
was formulated on the tenet that customers entertain
expectations of performances on the service dimensions,
observe performance and later form performance perceptions.
The authors defined service quality as the degree of
discrepancy between customers’ normative expectations from
the service providers and their perceptions of the service
performance.

The point worth debating (G.S. Sureshchandar 2001) here is
that the comprehensiveness of the 22-item scale proposed by
Parasuraman et al. (1988) in addressing the critical dimensions
of service quality is in question, for the simple reason that a
careful examination of the scale items divulges that the items at
large, focus on the human aspects of service delivery and the
remaining on the tangibles of service (like the effect of
atmospherics, design and décor elements, appearance of
equipment, employee dress, etc.).

In healthcare research, the quality of healthcare has been
defined as the “ability to achieve desirable objectives using
legitimate means” (Donabedian 1988) where the desirable
objectives imply an achievable state of health. The population
today is much more aware about health care needs and has a
view about what it expects towards quality healthcare for the
amount of resources it spends. It is also corroborated by certain
studies. While acknowledging the fact that patients are not as
qualified as doctors in accessing technical quality, some
authors purport that patients can distinguish between personal
and professional aspects of quality (Brody et al.1989).

Kirsh and Reeder (1969) also report that patient judgments of
professional quality are well correlated with professional
assessments of care. Therefore previous research has
demonstrated that patients are good judges of service quality.
The core service portrays the ‘CONTENT’ of a service. “What’
is delivered is as substantial as ‘how’ it is delivered. Schneider
and Bowen (1995) clarified that many a time managers become
so involved with all the procedures, processes and contexts for
service, that they tend to overlook that there is also something
called the ‘core service’. Rust and Oliver (1994) defined the
service product as whatever service ‘features’ that is offered.

The service delivery represents the ‘HOW'’ of a service. It has
two distinct and disparate features: (i) Human element of
service delivery, which has been effectively addressed by the
SERVQUAL. (ii) The processes, procedures, systems and
technology that would make service seamlessness one. The
second aspect is as crucial as the first one. Patients would
always like and expect the service delivery processes to be
perfectly standardized, streamlined and simplified so that they
could receive the service without any hasses, hiccups or
undesired / inordinate questioning by the service providers.

Social responsibility helps an organization to lead as a
corporate citizen in encouraging ethical behaviour in
everything it does. This critical factor has seldom found a place
in the quality management literature, even though it does come
into picture in the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award
Criteria  (Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award
Guidelines, 1998) under the heading ‘Company responsibility
and citizenship’. A study conducted by ‘Consumer Reports’ on
consumers of non-Banking financials (Zemke & Schaaf, 1990)
found that one of the predominant consumer concern on service
quality was: ‘Equal treatment tempered by pragmatism,
stemming from the belief that everyone, big or small, should be
treated the same’. They were also concerned about getting good
service at areasonable price, but not at the expense of quality.

The point which merits articulating here is that an organization
cannot count only on financial performance to survive in this
ever-changing scenario of global competition, but also has a
responsibility to the society in which it exists. Albeit this
feature sounds highly abstract and intangible, it does contribute
to the formation of the quality perceptions by patients. A
hospital institution that provides free medicine to needy ones
would certainly be adored and appreciated by the patients.
These subtle, but nevertheless forceful, elements send strong
signals towards improving the hospital’s image and goodwill
and consequently influencing the patients’ overall evaluation of
service quality and their loyalty to the hospital.

On the basis of the above secondary literature survey related to
Service Quality, it is postulated by the authors of this paper,
that service quality in hospitals is based essentialy on the
following eight dimensions for Service Quality (i) Tangibles,
(i) Reliability, (iii) Responsiveness, (iv) Assurance, (V)
Empathy, (vi) Service Product, (vii) Socia Responsibility, &
(viii) Service Delivery (Prajapati,B.A., Kachwala, T.T. 2006)

Hypothesised Service Quality Model for Hospitals: The
Service Quality model is defined here as the representation of
the system that is constructed to study some aspects of that
system or the system as a whole (Donald R Cooper, Pamela
Schindler, 2003). It represents the phenomenon through the use
of analogy. It describes the behaviour of elements in a system
where theory is inadequate. The hypothesis is that each of the
eight factors listed in the model are individually & jointly
influencing Service Quality in Hospitals. The factors are
interrelated, therefore interdependence of the factors is
assumed. Refer model drawing below and the dimensions
defined in the Service Quality Model for Hospitals are as
follows: (a) (Operational definition of the terms) (b) Tangibles
(Fecilities), (c) Reliability, (d) Responsiveness (Timeliness),
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(e) Assurance, (f) Service product (outcome of service/core
service), (g) Social responsibility and (i) Service delivery
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Method of collecting the data: The interrogation /

communication method of study has been followed. The data
has been collected using personal & impersonal means. The
collected data has resulted from self-administered or self-
reported instruments personally delivered.

The Time dimension: The study is cross sectional as it is
carried out once and represents a snapshot of one point in time.

Designing the Questionnaire for Service Quality
Management: Service quality evaluation of “Hospitals” was
carried out using a self-administered questionnaire. It was left
to the respondents to complete this instrument. The initial
inputs for SQM questionnaire have been obtained from
SERVQUAL and other related literatures of Service Quality.
All statements were phrased positively as suggested by PZB
(Parasuraman, Zeithaml & Berry 1994). The first level inputs
for the design of the questionnaire were the variables /
dimensions defined in the Service Quality Model. These inputs
were translated in the form of questions, which were submitted
to functional experts for critica comments and content
validation. Comments were invited from Dr. R. R.
Bhattacharya MD Cardio, Raj Hospital, Ranchi, Dr. R K
Acharya Nephorologist, Raj Hospital, Ranchi, Dr. Priya Dey
Jagjivan Ram Railway Hospital, Mumbai Central & Dr. D
Shome Metropolitan Heart I nstitute, Ghatkopar, Mumbai.

The nature of measurement: (Donald R Cooper, Pamela
Schindler, 2003) It consists of assigning numbers to empirical
statements in compliance with a set of rules. We select a
statement, develop a set of mapping (assigning) rules (guides)
and apply the mapping rule to each observation of the
statement. The goal of measurement is to provide the highest
quality, lowest error data for testing hypothesis. Interval scale
data (or equa interval scale) have the power of nominal &
ordinal scale data plus the concept of equality of interval scale.

Responses of the items were obtained on a seven-point Likert
scale with anchors 1 “‘Not essential” & 7 ‘Absolutely essential’.
It consists of statements that express either a favorable or

unfavorable attitude towards the variable of interest. The
respondent is asked to agree or disagree with each statement.
This scale produces interval data. When a scale is interval, we
use the arithmetic mean as a measure of central tendency,
standard deviation as a measure of dispersion, correlation
coefficient for measuring the degree of association & t-tests for
testing of hypothesis.

Format of the Questionnaire: The Questionnaire has three
partsA,B& C

Part A is designed to assess a scale of relative importance of
the eight factorsidentified for SQM. The patients were asked to
allocate 100 points for the factors according to the importance
of the features. On the basis of the responses, the average score
for each of the factors can be developed. In the order of the
average score, the most important factor and the least important
factor can be identified. From the compiled data, the
percentage of responses that have considered a particular factor
most important & on similar lines, a factor considered the least
important could also be obtained.

Part B is the heart of the Questionnaire. It is designed to
evaluate whether each of the 41 statements & eight factors
compiled from 41 statements based on hypothesised Service
Quality model are individually and jointly, significantly
influencing Service Quality. The respondents have marked on
Likert scale 1-7. These 41 statements evaluate the 8 factors of
Service Quality. The patients were asked to mark a number that
truly reflect their feelings regarding Hospitals for all the 41
statements. Each of the factors & statements could be checked
for statistical significance using t test.

Part C of the questionnaire is designed for validation of the
model adequacy. The content validity is the extent to which it
provides adequate coverage of the investigative questions
under study. Determination of the content validity is
judgmental. The objective of Part C isto assess any other factor
(service specific factors) influencing service quality, other than
the eight factors already listed in Part A & Part B.

Actual Data Analysis was based on 84 Responses and the
respondents have been from patients of different Hospitals
predominantly in Mumbai. The following are the summary
analysis of the three parts of the Questionnaire;

Part A of the Questionnaire

Table 1 Response Average, Rank, Std Deviation, Coeff of Variance
Fart A of the Questionnaire

Features |Responses (Paints) Response Response | Stantard |Coefficient
1 ? 83 84 | Average  Rank | Deviation | of War

1 1B 10 10 30 15.06 1 721 4750
2 a 12 12 1 12.86 4 5.21 4048
3 1 3 10 ] 184 5 373 14
4 15 i 13 ] 13.50 3 4.36 T2
] 13 i 15 ] 1162 3 4.98 4281
b 16 18 10 10 14.70 2 766 2214
7 16 18 20 1 1034 7 4 .Gl 43107
g I 18 10 1 9.58 B 393 1.07

Surr 107 100 100 100 107

mexirmLm 16 18 20 30

mininum ] il 10 5
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The average response for Factor 1 i.e. Tangibles (average
response 15.06/100) & Factor 6 i.e. Service Product (average
response 14.7/100) are the maximum. This means that the
patients are identifying an excellent Hospital with the Hospital
that offers neat & hygienic conditions, proper physica
facilities, equipments and other patient requirements like
Ambulances, stretchers etc. along with dedicated, competent,
trained & knowledgeable Doctors, nurses and other staff of the
hospitals along with state of the art diagnostic equipments like
MRI, CT Scan. In fact 38% (32/84) of the respondents have
identified factor 1 as the most important (Table 2) and an
overwhelming 43% (36/84) of the respondents have identified
factor 6 as the most important

Table 2

Table 2 Most Important Factor
Features |Responses (Maximurm) Most Important
1 2 83 84 Mumber  |Percertage
1 1 1 32 38
2 26 31
3 9 11
4 24 29
a 14 17
6 <] <] 36 43
7 7 7 7 16 19
g g 9 11
g4 M. A7

On the other hand, relatively, the least important factors are
Factor 8 i.e. Service Delivery (average response 9.58/100) &
Factor 7 i.e. Sociad Responsibility (average response
10.84/100). This means that the patients are not identifying an
excellent Hospital with simplified procedures & processes,
grievance procedures, & reasonable charges, equitable
treatment, & extent to which it leads as a corporate citizen.
57% (48/84) of the respondents have identified service
processes as the least important factor (Table 3), & 43%
(36/84) of the respondents have identified socia responsibility
as the least important factor

Table3
Table 3 Least Important Factor
Features |Responses (Minimum) Least Important
1 Z 83 84 |[Mumber |Percertage
1 1 19 23
2 2 24 29
3 3 3 30 36
4 4 4 21 25
A 5 5 29 35
A 5 23 2
7 36 13
g g 18 57
g4 M. A

The coefficient of variance (Table 1) shows that there isawide
variation (between 31 and 52) amongst the responses for al the
eight factors. It means that the standard deviation is between
31% and 52% of it Arithmetic Mean.

We have therefore to exercise caution while interpreting the
results of Part A. In conclusion, Part A only serves to identify
the relative importance of the eight factors of Service Quality
for Hospitals

Part B of the Questionnaire: Analysis of the individua 41
Statements

Tahle 4
Indivizlual statement (Arerage, Stasdard Davist on &t stat stics)
Part B comprising of 41 statement responses on Likerl Scale

Stataments Fespansas iSrar1-7)

Response IMadel 1 7 a3 B | Average |std devn [t statistic
b | 4 f f f £.27 1.00 2188
b 2 7 B B 4 67 1.0£ 121
b 3 B 7 7 5 568 153 12,05
] B 3 7 1 5 5.85 1.09 15.49
ke 5 7 B 3 B 6.01 1.02 1300
b 6 B 3 3 1 5.86 1.15 1477
b7 7 3 7 5 & 5.80 | 53 1278
HE ] 7 B a 4 5.93 1.1 14.60
be 1 7 7 1 5 5.60 075 31.67
[ 2 7 7 fi f 67 089 2233
b1l 3 7 B 7 i 5.93 1.09 13.67
b2 : 7 7 7 5 581 1.02 17.10
b3 5 3 7 f 4 5.95 107 15,65
bd b 3 4 ) i 5.33 0.96 2225
3 7 B 2 5 6 549 172 7E4
b’ i 5 3 3 [ 564 120 1256
by 1 3 ‘ 3 5 0.4 13 1720
bR 2 7 7 1 A FRns [ 11 1575
b0 3 3 3 3 3 5.29 083 2505
20 z / ‘ 3 [ B2 1.4 (BN
i A 3 7 f 1 Fam [ im 17253
b2 B 4 7 4 5 £.02 126 1471
b23 7 5 f 5 4 5.80 1.1¢ 14.47
h2d4 i 5 G B b 5.94 1.m 17.61
b25 1 B 7 3 1 67 1.03 1332
b2 2 5 3 f 5 530 | 50 TEE
b7 K] il 7 5 i 563 1.30 11.53
b28 2 7 7 7 7 £.08 1.00 1763
b9 5 7 f 7 5 5.85 120 14.12
h30 B 3 B 7 i 562 1.28 11.60
b31 7 B 3 3 6 5.80 1.12 1475
b32 & 7 7 3 7 574 135 1176
h33 1 5 7 a ) 625 0483 2218
b34 2 B 7 3 6 5.58 076 31.00
[ f 3 7 3 f 5.52 077 3112
3B i 5 7 B i 5.29 1.0£ 22
b37 1 B 5 3 5 563 116 1525
b0 0 7 G 1 [ GE7 129 11.02
b4 1 3 ‘ ) ] o i 1.4 ]
haf R 7 7 f A P Rma [ nos 17
b 5 7 3 5 5 5.33 085 2501

" EE

As could have been expected, the distribution of responses for
desired expectations was skewed towards higher scores with all
means ranging between ‘5.3 — 6.6” on a scale of ‘1 — 7°. The
average for al the 41 statements has been obtained. From
these, it can be observed that statements b9, b14, b19, b34, b35,
b36 & b4l (Response questions) have the highest average
scores. They relate to Hospital maintaining neat & hygienic
conditions, providing modernized services like CT Scan, MRI
Scan, providing prompt & timely service to patients, providing
error free records / prescriptions & test reports, providing
gualified & competent Doctors, willingness to take action
during emergency & providing competent & dedicated team of
nurses and supporting staff. The patient community regards
them as important for Service Quality in Hospitals. These are
the discriminating factors that characterize a good Hospital. It
can be clearly observed that expectations are based on the
differences that exist in current Hospitals. It is a major
challenge for the Hospitals to provide in particular a competent
team of Doctors, Nurses & supporting staff.

In addition, ‘standard deviation’ & ‘t statistic’ for all the 41
statements have been obtained. The standard deviations for all
the 41 statements are small (ranging between 0.75-1.74). This
means that there is consistency in the 84 responses for al the
41 statements. This makes it possible for us to perform detailed
statistical analysis on Part B of the questionnaire (unlike what
was observed in Part A of the questionnaire which showed
large variation in the responses). The ‘t statistic’ values indicate
that for all the 41 statements there is a significant difference
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between the actual observed mean & the expected mean of ‘4’.
This is an indication that for al the 41 statements, the
difference between actual mean and expected mean vaue is
significant. All the 41 statements can be regarded important for
Service Quality in Hospitals.

Analysis of the Eight Factors

Talle s Eariaiear of eail 1 5F33
Futas Prcacses Faze” -l Fillas s
$5 [ L[| BN Nem s | s& |
litma| £8 | B |50 |3 P N )
I | EX | EDN |5 FA L N )
I R N B N )
L L e T S I N 5
5 | BED | EE) |30 [ 4% T B
3 Lbbm] EOC [ ED) [ 3B [ED G 0RO | Y
P i BRI ES |Sa Y 0% |0 D
1 D] B B |50 (A T T A N
vd fgwn| B B[S EF N A R A

For each of the hypothesized eight factors (Tangibles,
Reliability, Responsiveness, Assurance, Empathy, Service
product, Social responsibility & Service Delivery), the ‘mean’,
‘standard deviation’ and ‘t statistic’ has been calculated.

The mean values for all the eight factors are high (5.72-6.12 on
a scale of 1-7). Thisis a clear indication that the hypothesized
eight factors of Service Quality are important. The standard
deviations for the eight factors are small, indicating consistency
in the responses over the eight factors. Finaly, for each of the
eight factors the ‘t value’ (16 - 31.91) is datistically
significant. Therefore we conclude that each of the eight factors
is individually significantly influencing Service Quality in
Hospitals.

Also for the combined effect, the value for t is significant. We
conclude that the joint influence of all the eight factors together
(based on al the 41 statements) is statistically significant.

Correlation Analysis. There is a moderate degree to high
degree of positive correlation (Karl Pearson’s Correlation
Coefficient values between 0.4 & 0.733) between the eight
factors. This means that the factors are inter related &
interdependent.

Tahle 6

Camelation Tabla for correlation between 8 factars

fertmn FetiZmn | fet3mn | fendmn | fetrmn | fenbon | fetZn | fendinn
fortmn | 000
fomdmn | 0632 120
fomdmn | 050 0547 | 100
fordmn | 0676 036 | 0631 | 1000
fordmn | 0661 059 | 0GR | 073 | (00
fowbmn | DM 0220 | 0441 | 0563 | OB | 1000
forfmn | 0406 046 | 068 | 0400 | 0%9 | (271 | 000
fomdmn | 0BS8 025 | 0GB | 0592 | 0DFA9 | CAI7 | 0639 | 1000

Factor Analysis: The dimensionality of Service Quality Model
was examined using factor analysis based on the individual 41
statements of Part B of the questionnaire and the reliability of

the subsequent factor structures was then tested for internal
consistency of the grouping of the items.

Kaiser — Meyer — Olkin measure of sampling adequacy index is
0.735, which indicates that factor analysis is appropriate for the
given data set.

Bartlett’s test of Sphericity chi-square statistics is 2099, which
would mean the 41 statements are correlated and hence as
concluded in KMO, factor analysis is appropriate for the given
data set. Using Principal Component Analysis (PCA) extraction
method with Varimax rotation, it can be observed that on the
basic category level, 12 factors have been extracted which
explains 73.96% of the tota variance in the responses on
Service Quality. Factor 12 is asingle statement and is therefore
dropped from the analysis. The remaining 11 extracted factors
are labeled as. Assurance & Empathy, Competence &
Tangibles, Innovativeness, Service Delivery, Ethics, Social
Responsibility, Reliability, Responsiveness, Credibility, Core
Services, & Service Content.

Table ¥
Luadig o S alarmr s be e o caspane s e g Facbn Bnalys s SPES versiv 10
Factor |Facor Hame 0n [Med  |Varlable Included In the facter Joeding |96 Coabszh
Az
[ Variancn 5t |enrel o ap
t 4 plainad) aim
H [ Asgurance = 5 |Empogees nEfH o | ae bendly = L T =1
& Empathy = 3 (= will hase star dardized canca aczess k=T
= 3 (B2 willuacessnd 4aeds of patied kT
E T (R ill g v vk ez sor drions k=0
X | 4 |Empogees nEH« | g frusethy )
r: Compeience 32 |ER-illivsisl onera e roots e I I R | ¥
C# will have e ed rovosr
fi Tanyibles ] TR EE ]
B[ 5 [ER-wilhaek coaled docors ]
Fi Inncvatlveness | 30 | 3 |Ea-willestit ziresicr ir ot o semices ot I R i
bl 2 [Fa- will e A zewives like Fie ngics sz vp 3 eallacin T
H Nenvice [elivery | T PRl b Froaseapeang as g oty R
= 3 [ER- wllhav ehieothe pracedires e procagcas Szt
- aill egue 193l lwedbs sk o astiart
F Ethice T3 [millaa asedbo rpecvasar 3 dancae: O e =1
M| 7 |ER-illperoe chics coadut k43
I3 Social S| 7 |E#-willpeos de Swiliies & szreczs ol rzazongal cheves | 2BZ2 ) 2 07
Resporsibiliy | 6 | 3 |EX- il eabance tackacle gizal sepabifitv b sers at znt oA
Fr Reliability i 2 |Congoyees AT e | disg 3y g0s e v onczrt ciuty CEO 4 0o
q 4 [Respect o Seploges in 25 willin sillcnfcee i pedw | ZEET
Ernp ugees nE&H o | oumrn cals o b2 palenl
3 [wher sesices wil be parfimac _h
ehe pat el F2s g alam Faswill sare 3
] 2 [sirearziceasic sntag - TR
H Hespansheness | 3 5 [ER-wllpee de acsanzalz amalosze 3l 11e rs dess I T
13 B illaeses o willing o Fala ke paiers LR
Fo Cradibiliny B2 B ill dolheat 14 zerice rid tha sl 1 rme & g D me B E R | -
0 3 |Empogeeir B2 il g ancera Sirely sodice ]
Fil  [Corc Services | 41 3 [Ef- willhaa eodieszee |zar of T aezs R - i
0| 3 |EE-aillhase sezos o5
2] 4 |Cinpogees nCHe | B
Fi1  |Sewice Cuntenl | 2 S [ERmwillpros de 4 car g olsar o EL A
2 S [Es—willpros de v ddermised sen e like MS1 30300 Zita
Fi2 - i 4 [E=- aill hase w:flirg es cf 2rplovze far o ok actior £k

Crenbach’s alpha |fer all 41 statements| = 0.9312
Cratzraerz wity oacir 3 vale les [aar 25 agez bzer copaec

with loading greater than 0.5 have been considered for
identifying the latent factors. It apparently appears that
patient’s expectations distinguish eleven service quality factors.

Cronbach’s alpha (for all 41 statements) = 0.9312 which is very
high, suggesting high internal reliability of the scales for the 41
statements of the questionnaire. On similar lines, Cronbach’s
alpha for the 11 extracted factors lie between 0.605 and 0.82
indicating medium to high internal reliability of the scales for
each of these 11 factors.

Part C of the Questionnaire
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Table 8
Part C of the Questionnaire
Factors considered most important

Tangibles 48
Reliahility 3
Fesponsiveness 10
Assurance 26
Empathy 16
Senice Product 7
=ocial Hespaonsibility 25
senvice Delivery 4

The two most important factors emerging are Service Product
& Tangibles. These results are in line with Part A & Part B of
the questionnaire. It can be observed from the results that, there
are no other emerging factors other than the factors
hypothesized for the Service Quality Model. We conclude that
the theoretical model is sufficient for Hospitals.

Theoretical & Research Conclusions. The Research findings
are based on the factor analysis results that have been generated
using SPSS software as mentioned above.

Practical Working Model for SQM-Hospital: A comparison of
the extracted factors (tested & validated) with the theoretical
factors (based on secondary research) reveals a close similarity
between the two models. The following observations relate to
the comparison of the two models based on factor analysis
results in the order of ‘Percentage Variance explained’.

Factor 1. The factor ‘Assurance & Empathy’ comprises of 5
statements and explains 9.293% of the variance. Cronbach’s
alpha value is 0.818, which means high internal reliability of
the scales. It emphasizes on (i) resolving amicably patient’s
problem, (i) minimum service delivery time, (iii)
understanding specific needs of patients, (iv) maintaining neat
& hygienic conditions, (v) honest & trustworthy employees.

Factor 2: The factor ‘Competence & Tangibles’ comprises of 3
statements and explains 7.4% of the variance. Cronbach’s alpha
value is 0.769, which means high internal reliability of the
scales. It emphasizes on (i) providing error free records,
prescriptions and reports, (ii) providing sufficient number of
equipments like ventilators, pace makers, (iii) providing
qualified & competent Doctors.

Factor 3: The factor ‘Innovativeness’ comprises of 2
statements and explains 6.66% of the variance. Cronbach’s
alphavalue is 0.684, which means moderate internal reliability
of the scales. It emphasizes on (i) innovating activities like
tracking patient databases, (ii) providing home services like
sampl e collection for test.

Factor 4. The factor ‘Service Delivery’ comprises of 2
statements and explains 6.536% of the variance. Cronbach’s
alphavalue is 0.678, which means moderate internal reliability
of the scales. It emphasizes on (i) housekeeping as a priority &
of high order, (ii) effective grievances procedures & processes.

Factor 5: The factor ‘Ethics’ comprises of 2 statements and
explains 6.343% of the variance. Cronbach’s alpha value is
0.691, which means high internal reliability of the scales. It
emphasizes on (i) feedback from patients to improve service
standards, (ii) promoting ethical conduct.

Factor 6: The factor ‘Social Responsibility’ comprises of 2
statements and explains 6.091% of the variance. Cronbach’s
alpha value is 0.637, which means moderate internal reliability
of the scales. It emphasizes on (i) providing facilities &
services at reasonable charges, (ii) enhancing human &
technological capability to serve patients.

Factor 7: The factor ‘Reliability’ comprises of 4 statements
and explains 5.972% of the variance. Cronbach’s alpha value is
0.634, which means moderate internal reliability of the scales.
It emphasizes on (i) displaying a positive moment of truth, (ii)
instilling confidence in patients, (iii) communicating exact
duration of test reports & operations, (iv) showing sincere
interest in solving patients problems.

Factor 8: The factor ‘Responsiveness’ comprises of 2
statements and explains 5.745% of the variance. Cronbach’s
alpha value is 0.748, which means high internal reliability of
the scales. It emphasizes on (i) providing hospitable employee
at the front desk, (ii) willingness of employees to help patients.

Factor 9: The factor ‘Credibility’ comprises of 2 statements
and explains 5.721% of the variance. Cronbach’s alpha value is
0.668, which means moderate internal reliability of the scales.
It emphasizes on (i) delivering service right the first time &
every time, (ii) giving prompt & timely service to patients.

Factor 10: The factor ‘Core Services’ comprises of 3
statements and explains 5.697% of the variance. Cronbach’s
alpha value is 0.718, which means high internal reliability of
the scales. It emphasizes on (i) providing dedicated &
competent team of nurses, (ii) giving adequate service every
time, (iii) providing knowledgeable & competent employees to
answer patient’s queries.

Factor 11: The factor ‘Service Content’ comprises of 2
statements and explains 5.235% of the variance. Cronbach’s
alpha value is 0.605, which means moderate internal reliability
of the scales. It emphasizes on (i) providing range of services
like hospital pharmacy, proper diagnostic facilities, (ii)
providing modernized services like CT Scan & MRI Scan.

Concluding Comments. The paper tries to explain important
factors for patient satisfaction for Hospitals. All the factors are
important for the patient but to retain and acquire patients what
is important are discriminating factors. Today the patients are
losing confidence in some hospitals because of poor medical
treatment, unnecessary test prescribed by the doctors &
negligence of hospital staff. It becomes imperative for the
service provider in Hospitals to lay greater emphasis on
“patient touch” quality management rather than ‘high tech
process touch’ quality management.

As emphasized earlier, the management should focus on the
discriminating factors. They relate to the following:
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1. Hospita maintaining neat & hygienic conditions;
because the patients have contagious diseases. It is
extremely important that hospital management give
utmost importance to cleanliness & hygiene.

2. Providing modernized serviceslike CT Scan, MRI Scan;
because of the complexity in the diagnosis of patients
particularly before operations and other complex
treatment.

3. Providing prompt & timely service to patients; because
of the discomfort the patient experience during
recovery, there is always a solace & comfort feeling by
the patient when heis attended by the hospital staff.

4. Providing error free records / prescriptions & test
reports; which are very important both for diagnosis of
treatment and recovery from ailments. The implications
of improper test reports & prescriptions could be
dangerous for the patients.

5. Providing qualified & competent Doctors; this is at the
heart of patient recovery. It is common knowledge that
competent Doctors make the most complex of ailments
look trivial and easy curable. This is the reason that
many decisions on hospital selection is taken on the
basis of the available panel of Competent Doctors.

6. Providing staff that is willing to take action during
emergency; because the time factor is critical in many
situations of recovery. Hospitals that have competent &
knowledgeable staff to act under emergency conditions
arerated high by the patients.

7.  Providing competent & dedicated team of nurses and
supporting staff; because nurses & supporting staff
spend the maximum time with the patients. They are the
lifelines for the patients. Their recovery from ailments
does depend heavily on the services made available
from nurses and supporting staff.

The patient community regards them as important for Service
Quality in Hospitals. These are the discriminating factors that
characterize a good Hospital. The working model along with
the original model obtained using secondary research for SQM-
Hospital is given in Table 9. Comparing them, we can observe
that there is a close similarity between the hypothesized model
and the emerging model based on factor analysis. We can
conclude that the hypothesized model for Service Quality based
on secondary research is adequate for Hospitals.

Table9

Service Quality in Hospitals Factor Analysis Summary Results

Comparison of SQM Dimensions (in order of Factor Analysis)
SQM Dimensions generated SQM Dimension based on

specifically for Hospitals from Secondary Research for
Factor Analysis General Service Sector

Factor 1  Assurance & Empathy Factor 4 Assurance
Factor 5 Empathy

Factor 2 Competence & Tangibles  Factor 1 Tangibles

Factor 3 Innovativeness - -

Factor 4 Service Delivery Factor 8 Service Delivery

Factor 5 Ethics - -

Factor 6  Socia Responsibility Factor 7 Socia Responsibility

Factor 7 Reliability Factor 2 Reliability

Factor 8 Responsiveness Factor 3 Responsiveness

Factor 9 Credibility - -

Factor 10 Core Services Factor 6 Service Product

Factor 11 Service Content Factor 6 Service Product

The Implications of this Study: (i) This study has unearthed
critical congtituents of Service Quality from Patient point of
view. It has advanced a framework for better understanding of
‘Service Quality’. (ii) The study is an attempt to stimulate the
service quality revolution that is taking place at a phenomenal
pace. The study relates to developing a model that could form
the foundation for patient perceived Service Quality. (iii)
Measuring service quality is avery complex task because of the
peculiarities embodied in the service product itself. The study
has made an attempt to measure Service Quality from patient’s
point of view (SQM), by identifying the dominant factorsin the
Quality Management Practices for Service Industries and
developing an instrument (Questionnaire) to quantify these
factors. This is essential because quality does not improve
unless it is measured. The model will help the service provider
to know how the patient would assess the service. This would
automatically result in achieving greater level of success in
imparting Quality Services. (iv)The proposed Service Quality
Model provides the service sector with a diagnostic tool to
evaluate and control the Service Quality from the patient
satisfaction perspective. In order to manage a service
effectively, its main quality factors need to be evaluated.(v)
The dimensions (factors) identified in the model provide a
holistic framework for SQM implementation in service
organizations. It portrays the relationships between the various
dimensions in order to help researchers and practitioners in
understanding the intricacies of the dimensions in the service
ambience. There are number of factors that are an intricate part
of the service quality. However, it is very difficult to study
them separately as they are inter-related and there is a very thin
line separating the factors. This model goes a long way in
helping researchers and practitioners to look at the factors
separately and study them. (vi) The study stresses on the fact
that it is not only important just to identify the dimensions but
also to quantify them so that service quality is measurable. This
is because unless something is quantified, it is very difficult to
identify which dimension is more important than the other and
the degree of importance that separates the different
dimensions. If al the dimensions were of equal importance
then there would not be any need to study them separately. (vii)
The model when applied can help in systemizing, standardizing
and streamlining the service delivery process. It is beneficial
for acompany or institution to compare (benchmark) its service
process with the best in the industry (industry norms) and also
with what the customers need. Thus by a careful examination
of this model the company or institution service provider can
make relevant changes in its processes that can go a long way
in streamlining and standardizing its processes to make them
comparable or even better than the general industry standards.

The limitations of the study: (i) The basic theme of the Service
Quality Model addresses the quality issues of the service sector
as a whole. However, the study has been confined to only one
sector of Hospital due to time constraints and practical
difficulties. (ii) The population being studied involves an
ongoing process that makes listing or counting every element
in the population impossible. A strictly random selection
procedure cannot be used because full listing of the population
is impossible. The respondents for the study have been
obtained as per convenience of availability. Therefore the
sample drawn is not a truly random sample. However, care has
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been exercised to select the respondents independently and thus
avoid a selection bias as far as possible. (iii) The SQM model is
based on patient’s expectations of an excellent service
organization on the basis of a conventional scale. These
expectations are not necessarily predictable & robust. In an
ongoing business of monitoring and improving service quality,
one must assess simultaneously expectations and perceptions to
obtain the gaps in service quality. (iv) The study has been
conducted predominantly in just one city of the country and the
results of the same, if conducted in some other part of the
country may vary. This is because the perceptions and needs of
the patients may be different in different areas of the country. It
is because a country like India has culturally and economically
very diverse areas. The level of education, the different cultures
and the economic disparity leads to different perceptions
among the patients. The difference is too significant to be
ignored. (v) The study has been conducted in India and the
same study if done in some other economy may throw up other
factors and dimensions of varying degree of importance. Thisis
because a country like USA or a European country has a
population whose perceptions have developed over a period of
time by the kind of opportunities, resources and services, which
they are accustomed to and consider as a regular feature of
service. For the Indian population the same features may be a
new experience. What may be considered a luxury in India can
be considered a necessity in those countries? Thus whether this
model can be used in those economies is another pertinent
question. (vi) Some of the responses that were generated were
not spontaneous responses because the instrument had been
given to the respondents and they had time to think and fill the
guestionnaires. Face to face interviews were not possible dueto
practical constraints. It is believed that spontaneous responses
are very close to the truth although a lot depends on the skill of
question design. Respondents with time to think do tend to
answer the questions diplomatically. Thus the fact that some
responses, athough a small number, may not be completely
true cannot be ignored.
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