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A Study on the Factors Influencing the Satisfaction of Certification and
Support Policy of Innovative Pharmaceutical Companies : Focusing on
the policy formation process variables
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Abstract Innovative pharmaceutical company certification * support policies have been implemented since 2012. This
study was conducted to identify the perceptions of stakeholders and related experts on the formation process and
policy satisfaction of this policy, and to identify factors that explain policy satisfaction. The survey was conducted
by e-mail and facsimile of the pharmaceutical companies, universities, and government - affiliated research institutes.
The effective response rate was 38.4% (61/159). As a result of the cross-sectional survey, the perception of policy
necessity was the most positive among the policy formation process, and all the other stages and perception of policy
satisfaction were at the medium level. As a result of examining the influential factors related to the variables of the
respondents' personal variables and the policy formation process, it is confirmed that the factors that have the greatest
influence on the policy satisfaction are the perception of the performance of the certified company. Also, perceptions
of appropriateness and follow - up ability were similar in magnitude of impact on policy satisfaction. This study can
be used as a basic data to systematically and effectively improve the certification and support policies of innovative
pharmaceutical companies based on the consumer's perception. However, due to limitations such as being carried out
at the beginning of policy implementation, verification and supplementation are necessary through further research.
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Measure
value

5-point
scale

Neither agree or disagree=3,

Variables

Disagree=2,

L,

Table 1. Summary of measure values
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= Policy awareness
s Age
» Working year
« Workplace setting Unnovative or others)
« Job relevance Y

Agenda setting step |

» Policy Needs

] A

Decision making step N4
\

« Feasibility
» Reconcilability \
= Rationality N

« Democracy
= Equity
quity /]

1 /

Recognition of

Implementation step ;

the policy
process factors

« Professionality /o

= Relationship with organizations / i

» Adequacy /
= Problem-solving (correction and revision) /
= Problem-selving (certification management) ;

| /

Effectiveness assessment step ;

Fig. 1. Study model

» Enforcement effect (certification adequacy) /
= Enforcement effect (performance
effectiveness)

= Policy Satisfaction

(unit: person, %)

Table 2. Respondent characteristics
Category Total Proportion (%)
Roughly-informed 14 23.0
Policy awareness Only know the main contents 19 31.1
Well-informed 28 45.9
Total 61 100.0
20s 0 0.0
30s 9 14.8
40s 28 45.9
Age
50s 21 34.4
60s 3 4.9
Total 61 100.0
<5 5 8.2
5< and <10 7 11.5
10< and <15 19 31.1
Working year 15< and <20 9 14.8
20< 19 31.1
non-response 2 3.3
Total 59 100.0
Innovative pharma company 27 44.2
Non-innovative pharma 10 16.4
Workplace setting Others University 10 34 16.4 55.7
Government-affiliated research institute 14 23.0
Total 61 100.0
In charge 6 9.8
Partially charge 29 47.5
Job relevance Been in charge 5 8.2
Not relevant 21 34.4
Total 61 100.0
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Table 3. Recognition of the policy process and policy satisfaction
(unit: person, 5 point scales)

Innovative Co. The Others Total
Constructs Variables median median median Mann-Whitney’s U
n (min-max) n (min-max) n (min-max)
‘;‘ggﬁl‘g Policy Needs (1) % | s@s) |29] 55 |s5] 509 270.000""
Feasibility (2) | 3@5 |29 3025 |55 305 417.500
Reconcilability (3) 26| 3@5 |29 3024 |55 305 394.500
]?Tf;fj;"; Rationality (4) 26 325 |29 3235 |55] 39 388.500
Democracy (5) 26| 3@5 |2 305 |55 305 342.000
Equity (6) 26| 3@5 |2 305 |55 305 424.000
Professionality (7) 2| 305 |2 305 |55 305 417.500
Relationship with organizations (8) 26 4 (2-5) 29 3 (2-5) 55 3 (2-5) 339.000
Adequacy (9) | 3@5 |29 325 |55 305 419.500
mplementation Problem-solving 26| 3@5 |29] 304 |[55] 305 418.500
(correction and revision) (10) :
(o0 mﬁcfi{gglfg‘;gg‘;%nt) an 2% | 35025 |29] 3025 |s55] 309 260.000"
Effectiveness Certification adequacy (12) 26 4 (2-5) 29 3 (1-5) 55 3 (1-5) 251.000"
assessment Performance effectiveness (13) 26 3 (1-5) 29 3 (1-4) 55 3 (1-5) 337.000
Policy satisfaction (14) | 3@s5 |29 304 |[s55] 305 421.500

“p< .01, "p< .001
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g wole ek $ue wlwek Az A den UM AASI:
(U=270.000, p<.001) ‘3% A L T AFHY oY AR I =714~ 2699] FUAAE B, thFE
(U=260.000, p<.01), ¢1Z A AA(U=251.000, p<0l)ell A TAE 2RI A3} Avgis b VIFEAEE L
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Table 4. Linear correlation of major variables

A (2) 3) O] 5 (6 (7 (®) © a0 db a2 a3 a4
[ONE
2 |.233 1
(3) |.256* 352%% |1
“4 |277* A432%F1.605%* |1
5) |.316* 336 |.596%* | 734%% ||
6) |.237 263% |.336%* | 453%% | 354%% ]
(7 |.174 278% 1.550%* | 450%*% | 413%* | 326* 1
®) |.220 210 .300%* ATO** | 4T75%k | 403%F | 548%* 1]
9 |.200 323% |556%* | 458%% | SIIRE | 474%% | 606%* | .556%*% |1
(10) |.231 AS3RE | 564%* | 6ATHE | 520%F | 367 | L672%* | 574%% | 507%* |1
(11) |.330* 392%% | 505%* | 500%*% | 456%* | 3T71** | 556%* | 659%* | 563** | .505** |1
(12) |.262* 269*% 1.308* AS4x* 43T | 247 AATEEL615%F | 441%% | 389%F | T714%* 1]
(13) |.019 .143 A30%% | 453%* | 270% .290%* SLIT7RE | 485%* | 466%*F | S15%F | 558*%* | 430%* |1
(14) |.213 379%* 1.390** | 338** | 183 182 A445%% | 389%* | 608** | 415%F | 606%* |.384** | 642%* |1
p< .05, “p< .01
Table 5. The effect of perception of policy process on policy satisfaction
B S.E. B t Tolerance VIF
Constant .689 495 1.394
Feasibility (2) 176 120 167 1.460 .624 1.604
Decision o
Making Reconcilability (3) -.108 .162 -.095 -.668 404 2477
Rationality (4) -114 126 -128 -909 412 2429
Professionality (7) -.102 144 -.100 -709 410 2.439
Relationship with organizations (8) -322 202 =257 -1.590 312 3.203
Adequacy (9) 473 .148 428 3.205" 458 2.185
Implementation Probl i
oemsovng 093 | 194 082 479 276 3618
(correction and revision) (10)
Problem-solving A6 | 166 426 2515° 284 3520
(certification management) (11)
Effectiveness Certification adequacy (12) -.088 120 -.103 -736 414 2.416
Assessment Performance effectiveness (13) 447 121 455 3.679" 534 1.872
Response variable : Policy Satisfaction (14)
Durbin-Watson (D) = 2.260
F=7.843, p<.001, R>=.641 (Adjusted R*=.559)
p< .05, “p< .01, "p< .001
4, vz 2 A8 ek 1 oM AL A, AT HAx 5 AFEY §
2, A5 Al teir= A A 2ol 2
o A 201293 E) AFek iz AN A o) Sy gl wel FEA o2 WAt
T R A ARG S AR s A Mol Wl 9 AAF I Wl M=o
3 f22abo) 2 MR AlSpIQ) B BA Uis W A s Qe AWE A7) Aol Wel Fol AARER|
PEANTE A A GUAT PPOT ANS Qg vAE welo] ATk o= AAERS]Y o
2A1I3) SlA Aol tsl T Aol HEE Qs
AAFYNE T BATALA DAL AALLA Ao} oa| Attt o] o} e AP A
9 uAe 4ol g MY, T HE  fro] 9ge uAthe dFAsels B Anic
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