FignEEsE 20198 8 H H2sE 41
+388- Shanghai Journal of Stomatology Vol.28 No.4 August, 2019

I Z M FEREE O R ET RES S TN P aI N AR

RATHE | R RS MR R 2 TR AR
(1L L s Biiake BEasak, 2. BeERr, i 200001)

(] B A9 TN LAZ BRI B A HEmh Y S R BOBa B8] | ) R By Bl i A v 27 5V, iR AR
Tl VR R T BT B A SCER bR , 3 SR M ROBRBE | T 258 bt o A e TR A, M T Eh Ak
FHk 2 FARRU BB AR AN L9857 10 IR B 36 Be 2 72 IHB R ks R 7 Bl Ao, S8R Ak 2016—
2017 AFBE L E RN, 283 HROR BOBHE R R B 15 Hh 25 & SRR B D 5390 84.92 . 83.41,86.99 A1 81.98,
BRBEREREARTTR ST RO R AT, 18 IRICRBULRER WU S e i =97 B 255 7K1, TR H L RHEE
B 4 o b A o] S A AR D Y S A
(KR DAREAE B o LR a
[RE42KS] R856.78 [SCHEEFRRED] A DOL: 10.19439/j.5j0s.2019.04.010

Evaluation of dental medical quality based on efficacy coefficient model QIAN Cheng-hui', HUANG Ling', XU
Hong —zhen', BAI Li-ming', ZHU Jing’, CHEN Dong'. (I.Department of Medical Affairs, 2.Department of Infection
Management, Shanghai Stomatological Hospital. Shanghai 200001, China)

[Abstract] PURPOSE: To evaluate the dental quality comprehensively by data model of efficacy coefficient based on the
principle of multi—objective programming. METHODS: The correlation index of dental medical quality was selected by
Delphi method, while the index weight was determined by the scale of the analytic hierarchy process. Then efficacy
coefficient method was used to evaluate the dental quality of Shanghai Stomatological Hospital in a certain period.
RESULTS: During the period of 2016-2017, the D value of the efficiency coefficient was 84.92, 83.41, 86.99 and 81.98,
respectively, which demonstrated that the overall quality of the hospital was in good condition. CONCLUSIONS: The

efficiency coefficient method can objectively reflect the comprehensive level of medical quality, which can provide a strong

support for comprehensive evaluation and control of the quality of dental hospital.
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Table 1 The main indexes of medical quality during 2016 to 2017
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Table 2 Efficacy coefficient of medical quality during 2016 to 2017
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