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Agenda 

• Why is this important? 
• Examples of review sites 
• Some challenges 

– Barriers to access 
– Volume of reviews 
– Quality of reviews 
– Supporting information seekers 

• Towards better information 



Why is the subject of online reviews important? 

• Focus on personalisation 
• People who fund their own care 
• Experience good 
• Gravity of the decision 
• Provider quality 





EXAMPLES 
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International examples 

www.agedcareguide.com.au 
Australia 

www.zorgkaartnederland.nl 
Netherlands 

www.senioradvisor.com 
USA 



BARRIERS TO ACCESS 



Daily computer use by age group, 2006 and 2013 (UK) 

Source: ONS, 2013 



The ‘second digital divide’ 

Source: Eurostat, 2013 



Is this a generational issue? 

• Cognitive and physical 
impairment? 

 
• >8 million people 

have difficulties with 
standard keyboard 
and screen  

 (Foley et al, 2005) 



VOLUME OF REVIEWS 



Volume of Reviews 

• Wisdom of Crowds (Surowiecki, 2004) 
• Soliciting reviews 

– Reviews of 1 in 1,300 purchases of Harry Potter book on 
Amazon (Spool, 2009) 

– 70% of doctors without reviews across 33 sites (Lagu et 
al, 2010) 

• Motivation of reviewers (Sundaram et al, 1998) 
– Positive (product involvement, altruism, self-

enhancement, help the company) 
– Negative (vengeance, anxiety reduction, altruism, seek 

advice) 





Challenges in social care 

• ‘Throughput’ 
– Small providers, low turnover 

• Capacity to review 
• Access to computers 
• Surrogate reviews 
• Fear of reprisal – the need for anonymity 



QUALITY OF REVIEWS 



Quality of Reviews 

• Challenges of assessing quality (Malley and 
Fernández, 2010) 
– Different every time 
– Co-production, a two-way process 
– Different preferences 

• Judging quality of clinical care problematic 
(Chang et al, 2006, Greaves et al, 2012) 



Source: The Guardian 23/9/13 



Source:  
BBC News, 18/3/14  



Gaming the System – perverse incentives 

• For providers  
– To post or solicit positive reviews 
– To suppress negative reviews 
– To post negative reviews about providers 

• For review websites 
– To generate high volumes 
 

 
 



Generating positive reviews 



SUPPORTING INFORMATION SEEKERS 



Supporting Information Seekers 

• People place more trust in reviews than 
statistical information (Ubel et al, 2001) 

• Source credibility (Hovland & Weiss, 1951) 
– Verifying source 
– Patients and users only? 

• People chose a nursing home using quality 
dimensions they could easily observe and 
evaluate (Pesis-Katz et al, 2013)  

 
 



Source Credibility 

• Is this person like 
me? (or my wife 
or father…?) 
 

• Personal 
preferences 

 
 

 
 



Verification of reviewers 



Sample Care Home (40 beds) 

• 15 websites searched  
– 9 reviews across 6 sites (8 positive, 1 negative) 

• ...does not meet all CQC standards (2013) 
– But only 5/15 sites highlight this 
– 1 site shows old CQC 3* rating 

• Staff member jailed for wilful neglect in 2011 



TOWARDS BETTER INFORMATION 



Fixing reviews 

• One site – or many? 
• Who should aggregate information? 

– And how? 

• Which providers? 
• Industry best practice 

– To reduce or indicate bias 
– To reduce perverse incentives to game system 
– To verify sources 



Verified reviewers (customers only) 



Consumer Protection  



Food for thought 

• Online feedback is happening  
• User and carer reviews are important 
• However, needs to consider specific needs of 

information seekers 
– Integrate with other channels (including face-to-face) 
– Facilitate ‘peer-to-peer’ communication  

• Improve complaints and whistleblowing processes 
• Use by professionals? 

 
 



Further research 

• QORU study underway to: 
– Review current initiatives 
– Explore early experiences with volume and 

publication 
– Review early feedback and links to quality and best 

practice 



More information 

• TRIGG, L. 2013. Using Online Reviews in Social 
Care. Social Policy & Administration  

• TRIGG, L. 2012. Using Online Reviews in Social 
Care.  PSSRU Discussion Paper 2836  
(www.pssru.ac.uk/pdf/DP-2836-Online-Reviews.pdf) 

 

http://www.pssru.ac.uk/pdf/DP-2836-Online-Reviews.pdf


The research on which this presentation is based 
was funded by the Department of Health and 
undertaken by researchers at the Quality and 
Outcomes of person- centred care Research Unit.  
The views expressed here are those of the author 
and are not necessarily shared by any individual, 
government department or agency. 
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