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The application of Yaahp software in medical service quality evaluation
PAN Hongmei
(School of Management, Shanghai University of Engineering Science, Shanghai 201620, China)

[ Abstract] Under the background of medical reform, the quality of medical service is becoming more and more important, which
is the key to the survival and development of hospitals. How to evaluate the quality of medical service quantitatively, so as to reflect
and adjust the quality of medical service intuitively is one of the research topics. This paper uses AHP method and Delphi method
combined with computer software to construct an evaluation model, and formulates a set of evaluation index system of service
quality of medical institutions, which is operable and can basically meet the needs of medical service quality evaluation at the present
stage. The research fruits can be used as a tool for the related functional departments and medical institutions to manage and make

decisions on the quality of medical services.
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Tab. 2 Comparisons of factors at criteria level under general target

level
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Tab. 3  Comparisons of various factors under service capability
criteria
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Tab. 4 Comparisons of various factors under service efficiency
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Fig. 1 Evaluation model of medical service quality JAUCH
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Tab. 6 Average random consistency index
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Tab. 7 Weight table of service quality evaluation in medical institutions

Hbr2 HET 2 & FHEN 2 & AT B AR JZURSHER
By AL IR 5 I Ik 55 fiE 0.6 B 0.088 2 0.052 9 7
1IN/ 0.156 9 0.094 1 5
INEIN 0.271 7 0.163 0 2
e A B 0.483 2 0.289 9 1
IR 55 0% 0.2 H¥EH o5 0.081 0 0.016 2 11
9o PR JR e U B 0.154 7 0.030 9 9
SRR R 0.287 9 0.057 6
B BB H 0.476 5 0.095 3 4
ik 55 o it 0.2 ToRF ARG % 0.054 3 0.010 9 12
W TFARP LA 0.054 3 0.010 9 12
HBEAET AL 0.134 8 0.027 0 10
[ e e R 0.241 6 0.048 3 8
2R ARE 0.515 2 0.103 0 3

(FFEEE 192 1)



