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Study on Experience Evaluation of Community Medical and Health Services
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ABSTRACT: This study builds a service participants’ experience evaluation model for community health services from
the perspective of service design, in order to understand the attention of service recipients to service elements in the ex-
perience process. So that it can provide a reference for the practice of service designers and decision makers to improve
the experience of service recipients in community health services. Semantic Difference method is used to analyze the re-
lationship between touch points, service elements and subjective feelings of service participants. And the experience
evaluation index system of service experience for community health services is constructed according to the analysis re-
sults of principal component factors. The independent sample T test was used to explore the cognitive differences of ser-
vice experience of different age groups in the importance of each evaluation index. Finally, the Analytic Hierarchy Proc-
ess is used to calculate the weights of each indicator, so as to improve the community health service experience evaluation
model. The study constructs a community health service experience evaluation model including 17 specific indicators, and
finds that service recipients of different ages only have significant differences in the perceived importance of the two
evaluation indicators, and the overall difference was small. By combing the relevant items that affect the experience of
service recipients, the experience evaluation model of community health services is constructed, which can provide a
theoretical basis for improving the community health service experience.
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Fig.1 General process and touch points of community health services
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Tab.1 Experts’ scoring results on community health services experience evaluation items
—— b SHDEMEFT S (1~5) ZHEHEEMET S (1~5)
iR S 12 28 38 W WEE 12 2% 39 B L
AN AR EI TR FRBAER FER R 4 5 4 4333 0577 4 5 4 4333 0.577
=55 N 5 vk R fSE) 5 5 5 5000 0.000 5 5 5 5.000 0.000
& 55 AR TRAE L BATWISER IAEMTEN 5 5 4 4667 0577 4 5 4 4333 0577
5= £ )3 199 5T AL A% 1 5 5 5 5.000 0.000 4 5 5 4.667 0.577
5 BBk B4 {5 ) EAERR RS 4 5 5 4667 0577 4 5 4 4333 0577
LRG0 AT HER MREAERED) WM SR 4 4 4 4.000 0.000 4 5 4 4333 0.577
RS . BB ASRAT IO AR i F 5 4 5 4667 0.577 5 5 5 5.000 0.000
R
73 [B) 4 SR 1) A B TRAELIY A HE) 4 4 4 4000 0.000 4 5 4 4333 0.577
FEA e i 58 A7 B 1% SEEM 4 5 4 4333 0577 4 5 4 4333 0.577
WA ANIEFESE Wz B 5 5 4 4667 0577 5 5 4 4677 0.577
DAEENENERE  JTTHMN HHMW 4 5 3 4.000 1.000 3 5 4 4 1.000
EAIRKERWFEEE BE=R FER 5 4 4 4333 0577 5 4 4 4333 0.577
YT PR R BiRK TR Y 5 5 5 5000 0.000 4 3 5 4.000 1.000
T S 2 VLR B R am e R 1Y FEAN ) 5 5 4 4667 0577 5 5 5 5.000 0.000
Fy g &Yk wrin s EIHmY Seitm 5 5 4 4667 0577 4 5 4 4333 0.577
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2 b AT A CIE-3il CIEA) 5 5 5 5.000 0.000 4 5 4 4333 0.577
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TRIT R AR TeR PER eIl 5 5 5 5000 0.000 5 5 5 5.000 0.000
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P A A e it JERLRY ESrq i) 3 5 4 4000 1.000 4 5 4 4333 0577
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Wi 55 5 2 B A BB REm 3 5 4 4.000 1.000 4 5 5 4667 0.577
iTRVRE S e Fr) TR EAE) 4 5 5 4667 0.577 4 5 5  4.667 0.577
LR B LA 5 5 4 4667 0577 3 5 4 4.000 1.000
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Tab.2 Results of perceptual vocabulary screening and random arrangement
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Tab.3 Basic information of the participants of
the semantic differential method
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Tab.4 Results of total variance interpretation in semantic factor analysis
o B U AL S A - 75 Al TieHe i 5 #il

it mEAG BR% Mt EAS ER% Mt rEAS BR%
1 11.847 53.850 53.850 11.847 53.850 53.850 4.593 20.877 20.877
2 2.014 9.157 63.007 2.014 9.157 63.007 4.537 20.624 41.501
3 1.649 7.494 70.501 1.649 7.494 70.501 3.944 17.928 59.428
4 1.158 5.263 75.764 1.158 5.263 75.764 3.594 16.336 75.764
5 0.932 4.238 80.003
6 0.676 3.073 83.075
7 0.646 2.936 86.012
8 0.579 2.634 88.645
9 0.495 2.249 90.894
10 0.431 1.957 92.851
11 0.365 1.661 94.512
12 0.279 1.267 95.780
13 0.225 1.023 96.803
14 0.162 0.735 97.537
15 0.140 0.638 98.176
16 0.113 0.515 98.690
17 0.109 0.496 99.187
18 0.089 0.404 99.591
19 0.046 0.207 99.798
20 0.031 0.141 99.939
21 0.009 0.041 99.980
22 0.004 0.020 100.000
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Tab.5 Rotating component matrix Tab.6 Hierarchical division of community health
- service experience evaluation indicators
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Tab.7 Basic information of participants in the experiment
of perceptual importance of various evaluation indicators
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Fig.2 Mean value distribution of perceptual importance
scores of various evaluation indicators
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Fig.3 Hierarchical model of community health service experience evaluation
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Tab.8 Basic information of participants of
analytic hierarchy process
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Tab.9 The example of analytic hierarchy process importance pairwise comparison matrix
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Tab.10 Evaluation results of five participants on each criterion and indicator

2 A 4 B 1 B 2 P 3 B 4 iR 5 LA E

BEEKER 0.450 0.500 0.042 0.279 0.109 0.276
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Tab.11 Community health service experience evaluation model
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3 S 58 it I 308 1 ) 4 0.175 0.046

o 24ty A 0.513 0.134
BARRIERE ot 0213 0.262 0.056
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Tab.12 Total ranking of community health
service experience evaluation indicators
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