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Comparative Study of User Recognition Using
Computer System among Hospital Employees

Yong Soon Kim ', Jee Won Park ' and Hune Cho?

Department of Nursing, Ajou University School of Medicine'
Department of Diagnostic Radiology, Ajou University School of Medicine’

A survey of user experience of a hospital computer system was analyzed. Experience with computerized
hospital information system implemented at A University hospital was investigated to evaluate user satisfaction,
expectation and recognition with computer system among doctors, nurses and other hospital personnel. The
purpose of this study is to find a better way to use computers in hospital in order to improve clinical care

and patient management.

The survey analysis shows user satisfaction to range from 2.40 to 2.96 on a five point scale. The ability
to use the system is 2.98 - 3.13, and job applicability index is 2.82 ~3.13 on the same five point scale. Hospital
employees in general show in favor of computer but the performance was about average according to the
analysis. Doctor’s performance was expected to be critical, yet found to be unsatisfactory relative to their

primary role in the hospital.

Therefore, collaborative development of a computer information system may facilitate the task of
implementing hospital computerization within a short period of time. The study concludes that only systematic
user training and education in using computers can improve computerized information management for patient
care. In addition, interdepartmental collaboration is important to facilitate integration of hospital information

system.
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Fig. 1. Conceptual framework for study.
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Table 1. Comparison of anxiety score using computer
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Table 2. Comparison of effective recognition score using
computer system

Anxiety score Significance
Category eff. recog. score Significance
Mean * Standard deviation F value p value Group
Mean + Standard deviation F value p value
Nurse 224+ .37 9117 4033
Doctor 2.17+.47 Nurse 3.13+.3] 10.658 .000
HGP* 2.17+.36 Doctor 282+ .44
HGP 3.06+.36
a: Hospital general personnel
Table 3. List of highly achieved effective recognition score items
Rank Nurse Doctor HGP
I Better job performance (3.61) Better job opportunity 3.67) Better job performance (3.75)
2 Good hospital image (3.60) Better job performance (3.58) Good hospital image (3.58)
3 Better record readability (3.49) Good hospital image (3.44) Job quality upgrade (3.54)
4 Job quality upgrade (3.48) Job quality upgrade (3.33) More computer availability  (3.49)
5 Job handling speed-up (3.47) Less duplicate record keeping (3.28) Data accuracy (3.39)

() : Mean score on a five point scale
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Table 4. Comparison of satisfaction score using computer
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Table 5. List of highly achieved satisfaction scored items
Rank Nurse Doctor HGP
1 Better job performance (3.71) Better job opportunity (3.70) Better job performance (3.75)
2 Good hospital image (3.62) Better job performance (3.44) Good hospital image (3.62)
3 Creativity (3.48) Good hospital image (3.14) Job quality upgrade (3.55)
4 Job quality upgrade (3.44) Cost-effectiveness 3.09 More computer availability  (3.44)
5 Better job opportunity  (3.39) Patient privacy (3.02) Better job opportunity (3.41)
( ) : Mean score on a five point scale
Table 6. Statistical analysis of effective recognition score VS satisfaction score
eff.recog.score satis. score difference
Group Significance®
M=*SD M=SD M+SD
Nurse 3.13£ .31 295+.32 .18+.35 Paired t=5.03 p=.000
Doctor 2.82+.44 240+ .48 42+.52 Paired t=5.40 p=-000
HGP 3.06+.36 2.96+.39 1043 Paired t=2.44 p=.017

a: using paired t-test
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Table 7. List of highly differentiated items between expected effectiveness and true user satisfaction

Rank Nurse Doctor HGP
1 Less paper work (.59) Less work load (.93) Reduction of communication delay (.71)
2 Quality service 37 Less paper work (.88) Less interdepartmental communication (.49)
3 Letter patient care (.51) Quality service (.87) Less paper work (.40)
4 Effective time mgmt. (.46) Letter job handling (.80) Letter patient care (.39
5 Less duplicate record (.40) Patient privacy (.80) Job simplification (.38)

() : Effective recognition score - Satisfaction score

Table 8. Comparison of performance evaluation using com-

puter
Performance score Significance
Group
Mean = Standard deviation F value p value
Nurse 2.98+.53 1.3637 2578
Doctor 3.13x.76
HGP 311+.63
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Table 9. Correlation between computer anxiety, effectiv re-

congnition, satisfaction, performance evaluation
score
Anxiety Effective Satisfaction
score  recognition score  score
Effective recognition —.2062
score (.002)
Satisfaction score —.1987 4416
(.002) (.000)
Performance score —.3819 —.0370 .1010
(.000) (.575) (.125)
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