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<Abstract>

This study looks at priorities in managing public hospitals by figuring out categories needed to
examine the quality of each hospital. In order to analyze priorities and relative importance of valuation
indicator in Seoul municipal hospitals, surveys were sent via e-mail to medical professionals who have
participated in evaluation of municipal hospitals. The analytic hierarchy process (AHP) was conducted
using the Expert Choice 11.5 program. The results show that “providing public service” is considered to
be the most important category for all kinds of public hospitals, followed by ‘improving the quality of
medical care, ‘hospital management and governance, and ‘efficient hospital management.” The
importance of ‘hospital management and governance’ and ‘efficient hospital management’ is different
depending on the types of hospitals, but the importance of ‘providing public service’ and ‘improving
the quality of care’ remains the same regardless of the types of hospitals. Based on these results, the
study comes to a conclusion that public hospitals should place high value on certain categories and
their management purposes should differ depending on their specific fields and characteristics. This

study will help furthering discussions on the identity and roles of public hospitals.
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<Table 1> Classification of Seoul municipal hospitals

7] 9% HLEEAY AAE XS Wt
YNy, AEHY, JARAY I fPoE
TR A 60084 ol FRE 7}
A ARYAoZA FEIAL ST F Uk ¥
S AN U P, ARYUL 5
Y Aol AZe FHoE Aund $Fem
AHAE AT BAe Do, BAYAL A
IS Ao s W AT Y

Classification Hospital Name Operation Type Function of hospital L\%zr;ssed
Major public hospitals which ~ Seoul Medlca! Center Special ) Acute general hospital 623(30)
Lead could lead other public (Branch hospital) corporation
Heoi;p?tra\ hospitals by suggesting an G
standard model with more Boramae Medical Center onsignment Acute general hospital 787
than 600 inpatient beds operation
Consianment Acute general hospital
Seoul Dongbu Hospital g. centered to vulnerable 200
operation )
population
Direct Specialized treatment and
Seoul Child Hospital rehabilitation for disabled 295
management
children
‘ ‘ i Seoul Eunpyeong Direct Specialized treatment for 305
Public hospitals offering Hospital management a mental patient
Specialized medical service that are o
Hospital centered to particular groups ) Direct Speuah_zed trgatment for
or diseases Seoul Sebuk Hospital a infectious diseases & 510
management L )
geriatric patient
Seoul Bukbu Hospital Conswgnment Specghz_ed trgatment for 200
operation a geriatric patient
Seoul Seonam Hospital Conswgnment Speaahz_ed treatment for 350
operation a geriatric patient
Seoul Dental Hospital Consignment Dental treatment for _
for the Disabled operation disabled patient
Seoul Yongin Mental Consignment Specialized treatment for 1480
Hospital operation a mental patient
PUb”P mental hospitals Seoul Baekam Mental Consignment Specialized treatment for 206
Mental offering care for the ) Hospital operation a mental patient
Hospital vulnerable population with . o
Pl chronic psychological Seoul Cheukweong Conswgnment Specialized treatment for 273
illnesses Mental Hospital operation a mental patient
Seoul Koyang Mental Consignment Specialized treatment for 299
Hospital operation a mental patient
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<Table 2> Hierarchy structure of evaluation model by hospital type

Valuation indicator

Domain Specifics Standards Leader Specialized Mental
Hospital  Hospital Hospital
Leadership and 1.1 Leadership of the management N v v
| Hospital ~ hospital policies 1.2 Development of hospitals” macro—policy direction N N N
Policies and 1.3 Ethical management v v N
Governance  Governance 1.4 Patients’ right and information provision v v v
1.5 Cooperation among other public institutions v v v
2.1 Team formation and activities for public health Y Y Y
Performance for care
public health care 2.2 Assessment and improvement plans of public Y y, Y
health care plans
Particination in bubii 2.3 Care performance for Medical Aid patients v Vv v
articipation In PUDIC "5 s vice for health promotion hospitals v N
I Publi health care policies et e ;
. Publicness by Seoul City 2.5 ll\/Iandatory vaccination and volunteer activities o J J
medical treatments
2.6 Medical system development for infectious
' diseases v v v
Medical care safety :
net 2.7 Assessment and improvement plans of emergency J
medical centers
2.8 Medical support activities for vulnerable patients v v v
o 3.1 Administrative costs per employee v v v
Administration . .
3.2 Personnel expenses ratio compared to medical J Y J
efficiency revenues
lll. Hospital 3.3 Efforts to reduce costs N v N
Management Medical care 3.4 Hospital bed occupancy rate v v v
Efficiency performance 3.5 Change in number of patients per staff Vv N v
3.6 Change in ratio of medical expenditure to
Enzlsgcgmjm medical revenue v v v
9 3.7 Change in current balance ratio v v v
4.1 Organization for medical institutions certification Y . Y
Quality of medical teams
service 4.2 Management and plans for medical institutions Y, v v
certifications
4.3 Appropriateness of hospitalization
V. expenses and length of stay 1'3_4'5, A ‘/‘/ 77777777777777
\mprovgment Appropriateness of 4.4 Appropriateness of inpatient ppropriateness
of Medical ! of mental v v
. medical treatment treatments )
Service - hospital
Quality 45 Appropriateness of the drug reimbursement Y J
reimbursement
, 4.6 Survey results of patient satisfaction and
Cu;tomgrs improvement plan v v
satisfaction and i7S T —— 4 "
brand image .7 Survey results of brand image and improvemen Y Y Y

plan
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<Figure 1> Relative importance of four evaluation domains according to hospitals types
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