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The Effects of Quality of Care, Image, Role Performance Perceived by
Community Residents on Medical Service Satisfaction to Public Hospitals
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Background: This study aims to explore the effects of quality of care, image, and role performance perceived by community resi-

dents on medical service satisfaction to public hospitals.

Methods: The subjects of this study were selected in the community residents around 39 district public hospitals. The questionnaire
were included 4 factors and 16 items. The data were collected utilizing call-interview by a survey company.

Results: The community satisfaction was positively correlated with quality of care, image, and role performance of public hospitals
(p<0.001). As the results of multiple logistic regression, the significant variables of community satisfaction were quality of care (odds
ratio [OR], 1.353; 95% confidence interval [Cl], 1.211 to 1.511), image (OR, 1.487; 95% Cl, 1.280 to 1.727), role performance (OR, 1.240;
95% Cl, 1.085 to 1.416) among subjects having use experience of public hospitals. The significant variables of community satisfac-
tion were quality of care (OR, 1.240; 95% Cl, 1.175 to 1.309), image (OR, 1.328;95% Cl, 1.232 to 1.432), age (OR, 3.051; 95% Cl, 1.385 to
6.724), monthly incomes (OR, 0.420; 95% Cl, 0.198 to 0.892) among subjects not-having use experience of public hospitals.
Conclusion: Public hospitals have to effort to improve image and satisfaction of community through providing quality of care, and
role performance. It is possible to support them by the central and local government.

Keywords: Quality of care; Image; Role performance; Community satisfaction; Public hospitals
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Table 1. Factor analysis of awareness of community (mean + standard deviation)

Variable Category F1 F2 F3 Reliability
Awareness of community (41.02+10.44) 0.938
Quality of care (19.07 +5.00) Convenience of use 0.567 0.393 0.128 0.876
Kind of medical staff 0643 041 0.092
Clean facilities 0.683 0.285 0.049
Excellent medical skill 0.758 0.189 0.188
The newest medical equipments and facilities 0719 0.091 0.256
Satisfaction of treatment results 0.720 0.165 0.259
Image (13.17+3.57) Trust 0.267 0.732 0.129 0.841
History 0.139 0.709 0.120
Public character 0.247 0.735 0221
Vitality 0.360 0579 0.293
Role performance (9.20+2.98) Medical service for vulnerable population 0.158 0.030 0.775 0.807
Public health-service corresponding community needs 0.166 0.269 0.741
Acceptance of community opinion 0.224 0.292 0.704
Eigenvalue 3196 2548 2.005
% of variance 24583 19.598 15.420
Cumulative % 24,583 44181 59.601
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Table 2. Differences of demographic characteristics and community satisfaction of respondents between having or not-having use experience

of public hospitals

; Use experience”
Variable Category Total - - X2 pvalue
Having Not-having
Gender Male 1,047 (49.9) 355(16.9) 692 (33.0) 0.949 0.330
Female 1,053 (50.1) 336(16.0) 717 (34.1)
Age (yr) 20-29 251(12.0) 43(2.1) 208(9.9) 57.029 0.000
30-39 233(11.1) 59(2.8) 174(8.3)
40-49 382(182) 124 (5.9) 258(12.3)
50-59 538 (25.6) 177 (8.4) 361(17.2)
>60 696 (33.1) 288(13.7) 408(19.4)
Education Under elementary school 389(19.4) 181(9.0) 208(10.4) 60.359 0.000
Middle school 299(15.0) 104(5.2) 195(9.8)
High school 653 (32.6) 210(10.5) 443(22.1)
Over university 661(33.0) 155(7.7) 506 (25.3)
Occupation Agriculture 247 (12.0) 124(6.0) 123(6.0) 67.372 0.000
Private business 203(9.9) 61(3.0) 142(6.9)
White collar 216(10.5) 54(2.6) 162(7.9)
Blue collar 73(3.5) 18(09) 55(2.6)
Specialized job 59(2.9) 18(0.9) 41(2.0)
House wife 658(31.9) 209(10.1) 449(21.8)
Student 188(9.1) 33(1.6) 155(7.5)
No occupied 416(20.2) 156 (7.6) 260(12.6)
Medical security Health insurance 1,926(95.1) 607 (30.0) 1,319(65.1) 32.542 0.000
Medical care type 1 64(3.2) 40(2.0) 24(12)
Medical care type 2 35(1.7) 18(0.9) 17(0.8)
Monthly income (/41,000) <500 262(16.5) 115(7.2) 147(9.3) 31.901 0.000
500-1,000 176 (11.1) 68(4.3) 108(6.8)
1,000-2,000 313(197) 112(7.0) 201(12.7)
2,000-3,000 312(19.7) 9%(5.9) 218(13.8)
3,001-4,000 254(16.0) 62(3.9) 192(12.1)
4,000-5,000 133(8.4) 33(2.1) 100 (6.3)
>5,000 137(8.6) 41(2.6) 96 (6.0)
Health state Very bad 44.(2.1) 24(1.1) 20(1.0) 36.575 0.000
Bad 323(15.4) 139(6.6) 184(8.8)
Moderate 723 (34.4) 242 (11.5) 481(22.9)
Good 729(34.7) 217(10.3) 512 (24.4)
Very good 281(134) 69(3.3) 212(10.1)
Community satisfaction Quality of care 19.01+5.0 20.45+5.05 18.38+4.82 881" 0.000
Image 131736 14.09+3.60 12.72+3.48 -8.46" 0.000
Role performance 9.20+30 9.65+3.13 8.98+2.87 477 0.000
Satisfaction 940+293 10.26+2.98 8.98+282 965 0.000

Values are presented as number (%) or mean + standard deviation. No responses were excluded.
*Use experience means whether the subject visits or not as a inpatients or outpatient at public hospitals in recent one year. 'Z-value.
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Table 3. Differences in quality of care, image, role performance, and satisfaction by demographic characteristics of respondents

Variable Category Quality of care (30) Role performance (15) Image (20) Satisfaction (15)
Gender Male 19.36+4.93 9.36+299 13.39+352 949+297
Female 18.78+5.05 9.05+2.95 12.95+3.62 9.32+290
t(p-value) 2.65(0.008) 2.32(0.020) 2.82(0.005) 1.34(0.182)
Age (yr) 20-29 19.46+4.43 9.18+2.35 13.01+3.06 9.74+269
30-39 16.62+4.37 783274 11.16+3.40 8.15+268
40-49 17.40+4.62 8.46+2.90 11.93+3.40 849+2.79
50-59 19.29+5.06 940+3.00 13.45+3.62 942+3.02
>60 2047+498 994+304 14.37+3.34 10.19+2.83
F(pvalue) 41.37(0.000) 30.29(0.000) 55.64 (0.000) 35.27(0.000)
Education Under elementary school 20.82+5.30 10.00+3.00 14.40+3.45 10.38+2.83
Middle school 20.13+4.92 969+3.11 14.43+3.33 10.18+2.90
High school 18.42+4.69 895+2.88 12.74+350 897+285
Over university 18.06+4.79 8.75+287 12.28+3.43 8.90+2.86
F(p-value) 26.36/(0.000) 13.96 (0.000) 35.58(0.000) 25.63(0.000)
Occupation Agriculture 20.38+4.83 9.96+2.94 14.45+3.40 10.20+2.86
Private business 18.01+4.83 9.01+3.07 12.57+3.60 8.83+293
White collar 17.68+4.87 857+281 11.65+3.77 8.33+296
Blue collar 17.86+5.12 8.73+£2.82 12.56+3.07 8.84+259
Specialized job 18.39+4.03 944+270 12.49+2.64 9.17+255
House wife 1851+5.10 8.89+3.11 12.85+3.67 9.16+291
Student 19.78+4.23 921+235 13.12+2.92 9.94+263
No occupied 20.36+4.94 972+3.02 14.23+3.33 10.09+2.90
F(pvalue) 11.33(0.000) 6.08(0.000) 16.10(0.000) 11.99(0.000)
Medical security Health insurance 18.92+4.95 9.14+297 13.06+3.57 9.33+291
Medical care type 1 21.17+5.75 10.14+3.35 14.78+3.86 10.67+3.06
Medical care type 2 19.82+5.77 9.67+3.56 13.82+3.79 9.31+345
X: (pvalue) 14.28(0.001) 6.79(0.034) 15.14(0.001) 12.64(0.002)
Monthly income (/¥10,000) <500 20.71£5.10 10.06+2.92 14.54+3.38 10.38+2.89
500-1,000 2049+4.29 10.06+2.97 14.37+3.21 998+277
1,000-2,000 19.17+£4.87 9.15+289 13.47+3.40 957+289
2,000-3,000 18.01+4.92 8.77+£2.99 12.38+3.62 8.88+2.84
3,001-4,000 17.93+4.30 8.70+2.86 1211313 858+2.76
4,000-5,000 17.81+5.00 8.72+297 12.11+3.56 852+3.02
>5,000 17.96+4.44 8.68+2.72 12.00+3.49 8.93+264
F(p-value) 13.032 (0.000) 8.235(0.000) 19.400 (0.000) 12.946 (0.000)
Use experience (in recent 1year)  Having 20.45+5.05 965+3.13 14.09+3.60 10.26+2.98
Not-having 18.38+4.82 8.98+2.87 12.72+3.48 8.98+2.82
Z (pvalue) -8.81(0.000) -4.77(0.000) -8.46 (0.000) -9.65(0.000)
Health state Very bad 19.09+6.19 8.63+3.56 12.38+4.77 8.80+3.71
Bad 19.88+5.03 955+3.10 14.14+353 10.06+2.83
Moderate 1865+5.14 912294 12.89+3.59 9.09+3.02
Good 18.95+4.75 9.08+293 13.03+3.38 942+2.77
Very good 19.48+4.89 941292 13.26+3.69 953+£2.97
F(p-value) 7.34(0.000) 355(0.014) 7.66(0.000) 6.26(0.000)

Values are presented as mean + standard deviation. No responses were excluded.
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Table 4. Pearson’s correlation of satisfaction, quality of care, image, and role performance

Classification Factors Satisfaction Quality of care Image Role performance
Having use experience Satisfaction 1
Quality of care 0.767 1
Image 0.755 0.752 1
Role performance 0.527 0519 0.541 1
Not-having use experience Satisfaction 1
Quality of care 0.687 1
Image 0.653 0.645 1
Role performance 0.463 0.496 0.528 1
p<0.001. All factors were signified.
(OR, 1.353;95% CI, 1.211 to 1.511). 3 Z-a-H¥-2- 0]-835F AF 0| Table 5. Logistic regression results for community satisfaction of sub-
Q) A S o] Q1o ZZHY oAt B LA T EHY jects having and not-having use experience of public hospitals
Hﬂlioﬂ W5 e I'SHH S A0R 14—15]— 1:} (OR, 1.487; Classification Variable Category qu ratio_
- o . (95% confidence interval)
95% CI, 1.280 to 1.727). 3 T—%‘%‘%E Olﬂﬂ Aol U= : :
= _ o _ I Having use Quality of care 1.353(1.211-1.511)
0] QIA8= 33U 0 24 9] AE4=gof thgt WS 7} 3= experience
oaE %Jg % A 2of nkES) 3HE-0 124 =& Ao & UE) Image 1.487(1.280-1.727)
STHOR, 1. 95% CI, 1.085 to 1.416). zoledper(forrlna;nce 1?312 :2)3?3;2;3
ender (male | 719-3.
S0z Fot H Q]S 0]835F Adlo] 9= Xk B3
e °H TeEUS o8 ARl fle Hds 24 Age (yr) 2029 6910 (0.640-74.590)
23 FFHY ThEEol| JFS vAl= folgt agle 2= Os 30-39 1420(0.3495.770)
o] 2 ‘oju]r], ‘A ‘Wt Y290l Ao 2 ek} st T 40-49 1.362(0.429-4.324)
= = = 50-59 0.586 (0.222-1.545
WS o3t Aol gl thaRISo] e ol2e] ol & - e
o Z 20 o -
S5 55U AH| Ao TS SRS 12vf w2 S0 B e Education Under elementary 0.658(0.176-2.451)
THOR, 1.240; 95% CI, 1.175 to 1.309). 3|5 332 o]-&3t school
AT sl Al S W 5 e
igh scho J 665-4.
A RS P Z3) o DS
Y Aol B 82 1 3HH 2 Lo B LRt Over university Referent
(OR, 1.328;95% CI, 1.232 to 1.432). 3l &3-S o] 83t FE Occupation 1.198(0.411-3491)
o] gl djakate] Aol 2007k 0thet ] mate] FF Y A Rl

Ao k=S 3R 3.0 =& 7210 & YERGTHOR, 3.051; 95%
CI, 1.385 to 6.724). S 318 €& 0832 ZHol ghz A
L =9]o] 4-5ulut o] T 01-;(].7]- 513}11:1]— & oA ?l tjAkARk
] sto] 3334 Afulso] I 2L sew e A0 1
EPJTHOR, 0.420; 95% CI, 0.198 to 0.892).
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1.508(0.211-10.802)
2697 (0.216-33.712)

Medical security  Health insurance

Medical care type 1

Medical care type 2 Referent
Health state Very bad 0.794 (0.090-7.005)
Bad 0.795(0.180-3.503)
Moderate 1.056 (0.285-3.905)
Good 1.648(0.444-6.118)
Vlery good Referent
Monthly incomes <500 2.069(0.337-12.693)
(/¥#1,000)
500-1,000 0.433(0.082-2.288)
1,000-2,000 0.509(0.115-2.258)
2,000-3,000 0.557(0.130-2.382)
3,001-4,000 0.758(0.164-3.505)
4,000-5,000 0.899(0.157-5.143)
>5,000 Referent

(Continued to the next page)
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Table 5. Continued
Classification Variable Category (95% cogf(ijgerr?éfinterval)
Not-having use  Quality of care 1.240(1.175-1.309)
experience
Image 1.328(1.232-1.432)
Role performance 1.040(0.967-1.118)
Gender (male) 0.763(0.526-1.107)
Age (yr) 20-29 3.051(1.385-6.724)
30-39 1.866 (0.931-3.739)
40-49 1.411(0.763-2.608)
50-59 1.412 (0.817-2.440)
>60 Referent
Education Under elementary 1.073(0.500-2.304)
school
Middle school 0.703(0.362-1.367)
High school 0.820(0.535-1.256)
Over university Referent
Occupation 1.058 (0.602-1.858)
(occupied)

2.407 (0.402-14.424)
3.326(0.312-35.441)

Medical security  Health insurance
Medical care type 1

Medical care type 2 Referent
Health state Very bad 1.170(0.159-8.589)
Bad 1.830(0.851-3.936)
Moderate 1.361(0.767-2.415)
Good 1.225(0.702-2.137)
Very good Referent
Monthly incomes <500 0.898(0.364-2.217)
(/¥1,000)
500-1,000 0.759(0.313-1.840)
1,000-2,000 1.128(0.545-2.335)
2,000-3,000 0.686 (0.349-1.347)
3,001-4,000 0.609(0.313-1.184)
4,000-5,000 0.420(0.198-0.892)
>5,000 Referent
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