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The empowerment of patients in making their own choices of healthcare providers is a trend that will 4.75 3125

continue into the foreseeable future. Various hospital evaluations have proliferated in recent years to .S. . 4.25 4 3 90.3

meet this growing consumer demand for ‘transparency’ of information to guide healthcare choices. D 25 2.25 1 .
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et Underlying this movement is the two-fold premise that the safety and quality of care can be assessed Dr Foster ' 425 4375 4
using various quality measures and clinical indicators and further, that consumers can and will use the ACHS X 4 425 5
information appropriately. Moving towards this goal, several efforts focusing most notably on hospital bill The Joint Commission ¥ 375 3 5

sizes and clinical outcomes have been carried out in Singapore. Elaboration of this system would be

benefited by learning from the experience of other systems internationally.
Table 2. Quantification of assessment factors based on information from Table 1. A ‘degree of

Aims of Study impact’ factor is calculated by averaging the influence on patient behaviour and policy change.
The goal is to analyse the different methods utilised in various developed countries, and their subsequent A more evidence-based assessment method received a higher score under ‘evidence vs.
effects upon hospital performance and policy as well as public behaviour. opinion’. The inter-rater variability as measured by average standard deviation between all

ratings was 0.48.
Methods used
Search and analysis of publicly available information on accreditation and ranking methods used, provider

and consumer responses to these efforts, as well as media coverage of these issues were conducted. Evidence-

based
Subsequently, evaluations of the effect of each method on patient behaviour and policy change were

scored independently by the first two authors on a 1-5 scale and averaged to give an overall degree of
impact score. While there are many ways to review the assessor, only ‘degree of impact’ and ‘evidence
vs. opinion-based’ were considered in this study. The Joint

Commission ACHS

A wide range of accreditation and rating methods exist with varying degrees of independence from
government health authorities and ability to influence behaviour. High ratings did not necessarily change
consumer behaviour although a positive report from well-regarded bodies brings with it other benefits
such as prestige and enhanced recruiting power. Lack of accreditation however, was observed to be a
potent lever in effecting both policy change and patient behaviour. Whether such efforts translate into

improved clinical outcomes is uncertain and analyses have suggested that such efforts may have Low impact S News

detrimental effects, such as discouraging disclosure and cherry-picking of patients.
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