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Abstract The purpose of this study is to confirm the effectiveness of the evaluation of long-term
care insurance visiting care service institutions for the elderly from the user's point of view. To this
end, data from a survey of 266 users collected through allocation sampling by region(14 cities and
counties) in Jeollabuk-do and public data from 47 institutions were combined and analyzed using
a multi-layered model. The main research results are as follows. First, among the five evaluation
areas, the higher the score in the 'Rights‘Responsibility’ area, which is to give users a sense of
rights and respect users, the higher the service quality and satisfaction. Second, among the five
evaluation areas, the Rights-Responsibility’ area had an effect on loyalty. In addition, it was found
that the 'Outcome’ area for satisfaction with institutions and employees and changes in users had
an effect on loyalty. Third, it was found that 'Institutional Management', 'Environment-Safety’,
‘Process' did not affect service quality, satisfaction, and loyalty. Based on these results, it is
proposed to reorganize the evaluation scale that users can recognize and that is faithful to the
purpose.
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Fig. 1. Research Model
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Table 1. General Characteristics of Service Users
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Table 2. General Characteristics of the Institution

(N=47)
Variables N %
City 17 36.2
Region
County 30 63.8
Non-Profit | 31 66.0
Institutional Characteristics
Profit 16 34.0
>19 13 27.7
20-39 14 29.8
Number of Workers
40-59 9 19.1
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o Male 66 | 24.8 AT HEL Ht 72.61(SD=17.26) £4=2 YE
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Female 200 | 75.2 q- 0].1:__ 20164 H]—‘:‘_Q_OE X%—;’- uﬂ-_,-,l- %]Eq Z|olo 78 4
269 14 | 53 A 37A-0bA 84474, 718 77.64, FoATA
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90 < 35 13.2 01:7]' u-_g /\ZO]_’ HE’]‘ 0374‘7]—"1%03‘1% QFZ} L':‘—sig
No Education 118 | 444 202 I E3t $7-2Fd 93 FoAlE
Elementary School Graduation 86 | 323 _\4‘14 ] 7]_:_]— 7} u=17\]—7]- /RJ—]:H _j' og = 7/-]\ og L]-ql}d-q-
Education Middle School Graduation 28 10.5
Elementary School Graduation | 27 | 102 Table 3. Characteristics of Major Variables
College Graduate or Higher 7 2.7
o Living Alone 132 | 296 :/anéble.zs l N M SD Minimum | Maximum
amily Type nstitutiona
Living Together 134 | 604 Management 77.83 | 9.44 48 100
Poor Health 194 | 72.9 Environmental-Safety 79.92 | 17.36 43 100
Health Normal Health 56 | 21.1 Rights-Responsibility | 266 | 81.04 | 8.89 65 100
Good Health 16 6.0 Process 72.61 | 17.26 38 97
Low 14 | 419 Outcome 97.05 | 4.69 78 100
Economic Normal 131 49.2 Service Quality 424 | 50 1 5
High 21 7.9 Satisfaction 47 (422 | .69 1 5
Loyalty 402 | 64 1 5
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Table 4. Null Model

Service Quality

Coef. | SE. | Coef. | SE. | Coef. | SE.

Satisfaction Loyalty

Fixed-effect

_cons 67.425| 874 | 4244 | 064 |12.137| .154
Random Estimate| S.E. |Estimate| S.E. |Estimate| S.E.
—effects

Level 2 23.309 | 6.785 | .089 .035 .558 159
Level 1 39.228 | 3.682 | .385 .035 | 1.859 | .080
ICC 372 .073 188 .064 .082 .045
Log B B B
Likelihood 894.404 266.388 550.930
LR-test 80.75™ 2547 6.60"

" p<L.05, " p<.01, ™ p<.001
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Table 5. Research Model Analysis

Service
Variables Quality
Coef. | SE. | Coef. | SE.| Coef. | SE.

Satisfaction Loyalty

Fixed-effect

_cons 5028™ | 5.332 | 2.809" | 1.257 | 2.621™"|3.061
Gender(Male) -.674 | 1.152 | -.148 | .112| -.166 | .326
Age 046 | .055 | -.001 |.005| .002 |.015
Education 269 | 490 | 014 |.046| .176 |.134

Leve -

1 |Family Type e | 76 | - 062 | 084| 391 | 243

(Living Alone)
Health -1.149'| =517 | -.098" | .049| -.029 | .138
Economic -.892 | -526 | .003 |.050| -.170 |.147
Number of -016 | .013 | -.000 | .001 | -.005"| .002
Workers
Region(City) 904 | 1.717 | 141 | 130| 405 | 314
Institutional
Characteristics | .684 | 1.5665 | .051 |.114| -.334 | .263
(Non-Profit)

Level |Institutional
2 |Management
Environmental

-5637 | .884 | -.005 |.007| -.017 |.017

1.123 | 1.030 | .000 |.004| .008 |.010

-Safety

Rights 12 800"| 931 |.027"" | .007| 045" | 018
-Responsibility

Process -1.625] 1.313 | -.003 | .005| .001 |.013
Outcome 952 | 682 | -.003|.011| .055" |.028

Random-effects
Level 2 3.528 .652 188
Level 1 6.164 290 612




HRQRAMHIA 7|2 TWIIo| guk ¢ 018X BEIM 156

(Continued...)
Table 5. Research Model Analysis

Service . .
Variables Quality Satisfaction Loyalty
Coef. | S.E. | Coef. | SE.| Coef. | SE.

Log likelihood -881.931 -256.051 | -536.937
Model |[Wald X2 30.05" 25.58" 36.93™
Fit  |LR-test 27.85™ 5.58" 00

Pseudo R’ 32 42 42
" p<L.05, " p<.01, " p<.001
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