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Improving Patients’ Perception of the Quality of Nursing Services
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Purpose: This descriptive study aimed to identify the effects of purposeful and timely nursing rounds on patients'
perception of the quality of nursing services and nurses' perception of nursing rounds. Methods: Intentional nursing
rounds were conducted by communicating patients’ questions on pain, position, pump, potty, and possessions. A total
of 144 nurses and 149 patients participated, and data were collected using self-report questionnaires. The independent
t-test, 2 test, and Wilcoxon’s rank-sum test were used to analyze the data with SPSS version 24.0. Resuilts: Although
intentional nursing rounds improved the nurses’ perception of nursing rounds, there was no significant difference. The
nurses’ benefit had the lowest score (3.36), and the benefit of communication with patients had the highest score (3.79).
Intentional nursing rounds significantly improved the patients’ perception of the quality of nursing services in the
intervention group. Among the factors of empathy (Z=4.98, p<.001) related to the quality of nursing services as
perceived by the patient, assurance (Z=5.50, p<.001), reliability (Z=4.43, p<.001), and responsiveness (Z=5.02,
p<.001) significantly increased. Conclusion: Intentional nursing rounds positively affected patients’ perception of the
quality of nursing service. It is important to improve intentional nursing rounds to enhance nurses’ perceptions of them.
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Table 1. Differences in the General Characteristics of Nurses between the two Groups (N=144)
Total Cont. Exp.
Variables Categories (n=144) (n=71) (n=73) Xort [4
n (%) orM*SD n (%) or MtSD n (%) or M£SD
Gender M 3(21) 342 0 (0.0 117+
F 141 (97.9) 68 (95.8) 73 (100.0)
Age (yr) <25 37 (25.7) 16 (22.5) 21 (28.8) 0.77 .679
25~< 30 71 (49.3) 36 (50.7) 35 (47.9)
>30 36 (25.0) 19 (26.8) 17 (23.3)
27.4+3.7 27.3%3.5 27.4%4.0 0.05 .960
Marital status Married 21 (14.6) 12 (16.9) 9 (12.3) 0.60 437
Unmarried 123 (85,4) 59 (83.1) 64 (87.7)
Education Diploma 11 (7.6) 9(12.7) 2(2.7) .082*
Bachelor 124 (86.1) 58 (81.7) 66 (90.5)
> Master 9(6.3) 4 (5.6) 5 (6.8)
Department Medical ward 74 (51.4) 36 (50.6) 38 (52.0) 214 544
Surgical ward 36 (25.0) 19 (26.8) 17 (23.3)
Nursing care service ward 17 (11.8) 6 (8.5) 11 (15.1)
Intensive care unit 17 (11.8) 10 (14.1) 7(9.6)
Clinical carriers <12 31 (21.5) 15 (21.1) 16 (21.9) 0.51 918
(month) 12~<36 37 (25.7) 19 (26.8) 18 (24.7)
36~<60 26 (18.1) 14 (19.7) 12 (16.4)
>60 50 (34.7) 23 (32.4) 27 (37.0)
49.92+43.14 47.35+41.16 52.49+45.11 0.71 A77
Resident caregiver Yes 48 (33.3) 23 (32.4) 25 (34.2) 0.06 814
None 96 (66.7) 8 (67.6) 48 (65.8)
Knowledge of Yes 46 (31.9) 1 (29.6) 25 (34.2) 0.36 .548
5Ps rounds None 98 (68.1) 50 (70.4) 48 (65.8)
Keeping protocol Yes 63 (43.8) 3 (46.5) 30 (41.1) 0.42 515
None 81 (56.2) 8 (53.5) 43 (58.9)
Intention using Yes 127 (88.2) 63 (88.7) 64 (87.7) 0.04 .844
protocol None 17 (11.8) 8 (11.3) 9(12.3)
Number of patients <6 54 (37.5) 26 (36.6) 28 (38.4) 0.77 .682
in charge 6~<13 75 (52.1) 39 (54.9) 38 (49.3)
>13 15 (10.4) 6 (8.5) 9(12.3)
9.231+5.16 8.861+4.08 9.5916.03 0.85 .398

Nursing rounds interval (hour)

Day 1 62 (43.1) 30 (42.2) 32 (43.8) 0.12 943
2 67 (46.5) 34 (37.9) 33 (45.2)
>3 15 (10.4) 7(9.9) 8 (11.0)
1.69%0.71 1.70%0.72 1.6840.70 0.16 872
Evening 1 53 (36.8) 27 (38.0) 26 (35.6) 0.11 949
2 79 (54.9) 38 (53.5) 41 (56.2)
>3 12 (8.3) 6(8.5) 6(8.2)
1.7440.67 1.7240.66 1.7540.68 0.31 754
Night 1 4(28) 2(28) 2(2.7) 0.95 622
2 116 (80.5) 55 (77.5) 61 (83.6)
>3 24 (16.7) 14 (19.7) 10 (13.7)
2.2040.60 2.2440.64 2164055 0.75 454

*Fisher's exact test; Cont.=Control group; Exp.=Experimental group; M=Mean; SD=Standard deviation.
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Table 2. Differences in the General Characteristics of Patients between the two Groups (N=149)
Total (n=149) Cont. (n=74) Exp. (n=75)
Variables Categories Tt p
n(%)orMxSD n (%) or M£SD n (%) or M£SD
Gender M 52 (34.9) 28 (37.8) 24 (32.0) 0.56 455
F 97 (65.1) 46 (62.2) 51 (68.0)
Age (yr) <30 15 (10.1) 9(12.2) 6 (8.0) 4.54 208
30~<50 42 (28.2) 16 (21.6) 26 (34.7)
50~<70 71 (47.6) 40 (54.0) 31 (41.3)
>70 21 (14.1) 9(12.2) 12 (16.0)
545+15.9 55.5+15.9 53.6£15.7 0.71 477
Department Oncology 24 (16.1) 4 (18.9) 10 (13.3) 0.97 915
Internal medicine 28 (18.8) 3 (17.6) 15 (20.0)
Obstetrics gynecology 20 (13.4) 10 (13.5) 10 (13.3)
Surgery 49 (32.9) 4 (32.4) 25 (33.4)
Hematology 28 (18.8) 3 (17.6) 15 (20.0)
Admission purpose Treatment 140 (94.0) 69 (93.2) 71 (94.7) .678*
Diagnosis 4(2.7) 3(41) 1(1.3)
Both 5(3.3) 2(2.7) 3 (4.0)
Experience of Yes 112 (75.2) 54 (73.0) 58 (77.3) 0.38 .538
nursing service None 37 (24.8) 20 (27.0) 17 (22.7)
Experience in Yes 62 (41.6) 31 (41.9) 31 (41.3) 0.01 .945
admission None 87 (58.4) 43 (58.1) 44 (58.7)
Living together Alone 20 (13.4) 5(6.8) 15 (20.0) 0.82*
Spouse 52 (35.0) 29 (39.1) 23 (30.7)
Families 75 (50.3) 39 (52.7) 36 (48.0)
Friends or relatives 2(1.3) 1(1.4) 1(1.3)
Income <200 35 (23.5) 17 (23.0) 18 (24.0) 1.38 710
(10,000 won) 201~500 72 (48.3) 39 (52.7) 33 (44.0)
501~800 28 (18.8) 12 (16.2) 16 (21.3)
>800 14 (9.4) 6 (8.1) 8 (10.7)
Nurse's Yes 132 (88.6) 63 (85.1) 69 (92.0) 1.74 188
self-introduction No 17 (11.4) 11 (14.9) 6 (8.0
Hospitalization 3~5 64 (43.0) (43.2) 32 (42.7) 0.06 999
period (day) 6~10 31 (20.8) 5(20.3) 16 (21.3)
11~20 28 (18.8) 4 (18.9) 14 (18.7)
>20 26 (17.4) 3 (17.6) 13 (17.3)
12.331+12.44 12.514+13.10 12.154+11.85 0.18 .858

*Fisher's exact test ; Cont.=Control group; Exp.=Experimental group; M=Mean; SD=Standard deviation.
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Table 3. The Effect of Intentional Nursing Rounds on Nurses’ Perception of Nursing Rounds (N=144)

Perceived nursing rounds

Variables Groups Pre Post Post-Pre t (p)
M=SD M=SD M=£SD
Performance of INR Cont. (n=71) 3.40+0.44 3.38+0.42 -0.02£0.29 0.63 (.532)
Exp. (n=73) 3.40£0.46 3.4610.43 0.06+0.31 1.37 (.171)
tor Z* (p) 0.63 (.532)* 1.37 (171)* 1.60 (.109)

Nurses' perception of INR

Communication Cont. (n=71) 3.62+0.35 3.7340.40 0.10%0.30 2.98 (.004)
Exp. (n=73) 3.68+0.36 3.7940.35 0.1140.28 3.42 (.001)
tor Z* (p) 2.98 (.004) 3.42 (.001) 0.16 (.875)

Nurse benefits Cont. (n=71) 3.10+0.50 3174047 0.0740.30 2.10 (.035)
Exp. (n=73) 3.19+0.46 3.36%0.42 0.1740.39 3.59 (<.001)
t or Z* (p) 2.10 (.035)* 3.59 (< .001)* 1.29 (.196)

Patient benefits Cont. (n=71) 3.60+0.51 3.6140.50 0.0240.36 0.55 (.582)
Exp. (n=73) 3.67+0.50 3.7740.49 0.10+0.41 2.36 (.018)

t or Z* (p) 0.55 (.582)* 2.36 (.018)* 1.49 (.139)

Total Cont. (n=71) 3.47+0.36 3524038 0.05+0.21 2.24 (.028)
Exp. (n=73) 3.52+0.36 3644033 0.1140.26 3.74 (< .001)
tor Z* (p) 224 (.028) 3.74 (<.001) 1.60 (.109)

Cont.=Control group; Exp.=Experimental group; INR=Intentional nursing rounds; M=Mean; SD=Standard deviation; *Wilcoxon's rank-sum test.

Table 4. The Effect of Intentional Nursing Rounds on Patients’ Perception of Nursing Service quality (N=149)
Perceived nursing service quality
Variables Groups Pre Post Post-Pre Z*ort (p)
M=SD MzSD M=£SD

Tangibility Cont. (n=74) 4.07£0.65 4.09+0.68 0.02+0.50 0.37 (.709)
Exp. (n=75) 413+0.61 433+0.67 0.2040.51 3.24 (.001)
Z* (p) 0.37 (.709) 3.24 (.001) 1.89 (.058)

Reliability Cont. (n=74) 4.50+0.48 4.37%0.56 0.14£0.33 3.39 (.001)
Exp. (n=75) 4.45%+0.57 4.6310.45 0.18+0.57 2.59 (.009)
Z* (p) 3.39 (.001) 2.59 (.009) 443 (<.001)

Responsiveness Cont. (n=74) 4.31£0.55 4.21+0.60 0.10+0.51 1.57 (.117)
Exp. (n=75) 4254058 4.60+0.49 0.36+0.47 5.33 (<.001)
Z* (p) 157 (117) 5.33 (<.001) 5.02 (<.001)

Assurance Cont. (n=74) 4471047 4.41+0.53 -0.06£0.36 1.43 (.153)
Exp. (n=75) 4424053 4.69+0.44 0.28+0.41 4.99 (<.001)
Z* (p) 1.43 (.153) 4.99 (<.001) 5.50 (<.001)

Empathy Cont. (n=74) 4334057 4.30+0.59 -0.03+0.40 0.57 (.566)
Exp. (n=75) 4.32+0.65 4.721+0.45 0.40£0.56 5.09 (<.001)
Z* (p) 0.57 (.566) 5.09 (<.001) 4.98 (<.001)

Total Cont. (n=74) 4.34+0.46 4.27+0.51 -0.06%0.26 1.71 (0.88)
Exp. (n=75) 4.31+0.51 4.59+0.43 0.28+0.35 6.11 (<.001)
Z* (p) 1.71 (.088) 6.11 (<.001) 5.99 (<.001)

Cont.=Control group; Exp.=Experimental group; M=Mean; SD=Standard deviation; *Wilcoxon's rank-sum test.
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Table 5. The Effect of Nurses’ Self-Introduction on Patients’ Perception of Nursing Service Quality (N=149)
Nurse's self-introduction
Variables Total Yes (n=132) No (n=17) t p
M=SD M=SD M=SD
Tangibility 4.10%0.63 4.28+0.64 3.66%0.75 3.66 <.001
Reliability 4.48+0.53 4.56+0.49 4.04+0.54 4.02 <.001
Responsiveness 4.28+0.56 4.47+0.55 3.94+0.63 3.64 <.001
Assurance 4.44+0.50 4.6110.46 4.071+0.63 4.35 <.001
Empathy 4.33+0.61 4.57+0.53 4.01£0.50 4.08 <.001
Total 4.3210.48 4.5010.46 3.9510.52 4.57 <.001

M=Mean; SD=Standard deviation.
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