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Abstract

Introduction: The persistent fragmentation of home healthcare reflects inadequate coordination between care
providers. Still, while factors at the system (e.g., regulations) and organisational (e.g., work environment) levels
crucially influence homecare organisation, coordination and ultimately quality, knowledge of these factors and their
relationships in homecare settings remains limited.

Objectives: This study has three aims: [1] to explore how system-level regulations lead to disparities between
homecare agencies’ structures, processes and work environments; [2] to explore how system- and organisation-level
factors affect agency-level homecare coordination; and [3] to explore how agency-level care coordination is related
to patient-level quality of care.

Design and methods: This study focuses on a national multi-center cross-sectional survey in Swiss homecare
settings. It will target 100 homecare agencies, their employees and clients for recruitment, with data collection
period planned from January to June 2021. We will assess regulations and financing mechanisms (via public
records), agency characteristics (via agency questionnaire data) and homecare employees’ working environments
and coordination activities, as well as staff- and patient-level perceptions of coordination and quality of care (via
questionnaires for homecare employees, clients and informal caregivers). All collected data will be subjected to
descriptive and multi-level analyses.

Discussion: The first results are expected by December 2021. Knowledge of factors linked to quality of care is
essential to plan and implement quality improvement strategies. This study will help to identify modifiable factors
at multiple health system levels that might serve as access points to improve coordination and quality of care.
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© The Author(s). 2021 Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License,
which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as you give
appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if
changes were made. The images or other third party material in this article are included in the article's Creative Commons
licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in the article's Creative Commons
licence and your intended use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain
permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.
The Creative Commons Public Domain Dedication waiver (http://creativecommons.org/publicdomain/zero/1.0/) applies to the
data made available in this article, unless otherwise stated in a credit line to the data.

* Correspondence: franziska.zuniga@unibas.ch
1Nursing Science, Department of Public Health, University of Basel,
Bernoullistrasse 28, CH-4056 Basel, Switzerland
Full list of author information is available at the end of the article

Möckli et al. BMC Health Services Research          (2021) 21:306 
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-021-06294-7

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1186/s12913-021-06294-7&domain=pdf
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8844-4903
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/publicdomain/zero/1.0/
mailto:franziska.zuniga@unibas.ch


Introduction
In 2018, for the first time in history, persons aged 65
years or older outnumbered children under five globally.
Demographic aging will continue for some time: by
2050, in Northern North America and Europe, one per-
son in four is expected to be 65 years or older [1]. By
that time, current estimates indicate that the global
population of older old persons (≥ 80 years) will have
climbed from its 2019 level of 143 million to 426 mil-
lion— nearly 300% the current fig [1].
As age rises, so do the prevalence of chronic condi-

tions and multimorbidity (which affect more than 50%
of those over 65), forcing many persons to become long-
term care dependent [2–4]. Even when care-dependent,
though, most prefer to live in their own homes as long
as possible [4, 5]; and homecare is normally a cost-
effective alternative to inpatient or residential care [6].
Therefore, care is shifting progressively from institu-
tional to homecare settings [4, 7].
In Switzerland, homecare encompasses services deliv-

ered in the patient’s own home for the purpose of pro-
moting, maintaining, or restoring health or minimizing
the effects of illness and disability [8]. In 2017, Swiss
homecare agencies provided services to over 350′000 cli-
ents, almost all (99%) of whom received long-term care;
70% were over 65 years of age [9]. As the population of
people in that age range is growing, homecare has re-
cently become the fastest-growing segment of Switzer-
land’s healthcare sector [6, 9]. Over the decade starting
in 2021, keeping pace with projected care requirements
will require a 57% increase in trained care providers
[10].
Although health systems are being adapted to

strengthen primary care and meet the complex long-
term care needs of clients, the current focus on acute
care hampers providers’ ability to keep pace with these
increases in demand [6, 11]. The main reason for this
shortfall is the fragmentation of healthcare delivery, with
inadequate information flow leading to inefficient coord-
ination and collaboration [11, 12]. This lack of care co-
ordination also poses a major challenge to the quality of
homecare services, as it can lead to negative client out-
comes (e.g., health deterioration), unnecessary or incor-
rect treatment and wasted resources (e.g., duplication of
diagnostic tests) [6, 7, 13–15]. McDonald, Sundaram
et al. [16] define care coordination as "the deliberate
organization of patient care activities between two or
more participants (including the patient) involved in a
patient’s care to facilitate the appropriate delivery of
health care services. Organizing care involves the mar-
shaling of personnel and other resources needed to carry
out all required patient care activities, and is often man-
aged by the exchange of information among participants
responsible for different aspects of care" (p.41).

Viewed as a process, care coordination is most neces-
sary to manage all transitions between care providers,
thereby bridging any gaps between the client and the
health care system. These might involve changes between
individual professionals, teams or settings, or any other
points when changes in client care are necessary [17, 18].

Care coordination in homecare
Although homecare is interdependent with other care ser-
vices, and homecare workers typically collaborate with
various care providers (e.g., informal caregivers, general
practitioners, social workers) [13, 19], homecare coordin-
ation is often provided on an unstructured and voluntary
basis by homecare workers [13, 20]. In addition, care co-
ordination in homecare is more challenging than in insti-
tutional settings (e.g., hospitals) [13, 21]. Homecare is
non-continuous (e.g., with daily or weekly visits) and often
augments the efforts of informal caregivers. Combined
with relatively rare physician contact and a rather high ad-
ministrative burden per hour of contact—especially for re-
imbursement—these characteristics limit homecare
workers’ ability to ensure necessary care [21–23].
Lack of care coordination in homecare also hampers

healthcare delivery in other ways. Baker, Flintoft et al. [24]
found that, in homecare, medication-related adverse
events were mostly related to inconsistent care coordin-
ation. Clients also attributed issues such as conflicting care
plans or medication mismanagement to a general lack of
reliable care coordination [25]. And 33% of healthcare pa-
tients experience primary care coordination gaps, includ-
ing conflicting information, lack of availability of tests or
records, or uninformed healthcare providers [26].
On the other hand, compared to homecare clients re-

ceiving usual long-term care, those receiving specifically
coordinated care report reduced pain, better cognitive
functionality and increased participation in activities of
daily living [27]. And in Spain, recent healthcare reforms
both subsidized homecare and introduced care coordin-
ation programs, which significantly reduced homecare
clients hospital admissions [28].

Factors associated with coordination in homecare
When elaborating factors associated with care coordin-
ation, the entire health system must be taken into con-
sideration [13, 29, 30]. In developing our conceptual
framework, as recommended by the WHO, one of our
first steps was to divide the health care system into three
distinct levels (the macro, meso, and micro levels) [29].
The macro level is where government and policy deci-
sions are made; the meso level includes organizations
such as homecare agencies; and the micro level is where
client-care worker interactions occur [29]. Failure of care
coordination can occur on each of these levels. The im-
plementation of accurate strategies to enhance

Möckli et al. BMC Health Services Research          (2021) 21:306 Page 2 of 14



coordination first requires the identification of factors
associated with coordination across all three system
levels, as these are all interdependent [31].
As a second step, we incorporated Donabedian’s model

of quality, which specifies three categories of quality: struc-
ture quality, process quality and outcome quality. Structure
deals with the characteristics of the care provision setting,
process includes all relevant tasks performed by profes-
sionals or clients, and outcome refers to those tasks’ effects
or impacts on clients [32]. Finally, in order to establish the
framework’s content (cf. Figure 1), we searched the litera-
ture for factors associated with care coordination and/or
outcome quality, including homecare expert opinions. The
following sections present the results of that search.

Macro level – structure quality
At the macro level, we identified three structural aspects
with impacts on coordination and quality of care: workforce
availability, regulations and geographic characteristics.
Regarding workforce availability, together with a

general nursing shortage, a constant increase in demand
for staff and a lack of interest among younger nurses re-
garding homecare can lead not only to a severe lack of
qualified staff, but also to a range of corresponding is-
sues, especially regarding quality of care [33–36].
Governance varies widely between and within countries

[13]. Governments steer homecare by setting regulations

such as quality standards, client co-payments and eligibil-
ity criteria for homecare service use [13]. Poorly designed
national (macro-level) legislation can unintentionally dam-
age homecare workers’ work environments, leading indir-
ectly to cuts in quality of care and its coordination, or
directly to care coordination deterioration [37, 38].
Macro-level policies also affect the meso level with respect
to working hours, full versus part-time work, and employ-
ment conditions and opportunities [39].
As a macro-level tool to influence structural quality,

regulation affects both structure and process quality at the
meso and micro levels. One example of unsuccessful
macro-level policy occurred in Canada, where healthcare
restructuring has led to heavier homecare workloads and
increasingly complex cases (i.e., unstable clients with un-
predictable outcomes), causing many nurses to feel over-
worked and generally stressed [40]. Rudoler, Peckham
et al. [38] highlighted a number of these primary care re-
forms’ unintended effects (e.g., ineffective incentives, fail-
ure to connect sectors/organizations) that hamper
progress towards coordinated care. Additionally, Norman,
Wade et al. [37] found that patients’ out-of-pocket costs
and eligibility criteria were major barriers to coordination.
Regarding geographic characteristics, two systematic

reviews found more problems in rural than in urban re-
gions concerning meso-level factors such as trouble fill-
ing job vacancies, overloading of local professionals,

Fig. 1 Conceptual framework
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longer travel times between clients and insufficient avail-
ability of resources, e.g., inadequate equipment and facil-
ities. Consequences included reductions in the quality of
care (particularly individuals not receiving the care they
needed) [41, 42]. However, city dwellers did not necessarily
fare better. Smith, Anderson et al. [43] found that, com-
pared to homecare agencies in rural locations, those in
urban locations in the U.S. actually tended to score lower
regarding clinical outcome measures and client experience.
From a macro-level perspective, failures of care coordin-

ation become apparent when fragmentation of health ser-
vices (e.g., missing, redundant or simply wrong service
provision) results in clients suffering adverse clinical inci-
dents [17]. However, to date little information is available on
how the macro-level factors influence either the meso-level
operation of homecare agencies or the micro-level coordin-
ation of their services with those of other care providers.

Meso level – structure quality
In our model, meso-level structure quality applies to ser-
vice provision, financing and workforce, the work envir-
onment and the characteristics of homecare agencies’
clients and employees.
Considering service provision, Dalby and Hirdes [44]

found that homecare agencies serving smaller popula-
tions achieved higher overall quality of care. Also, clients
who received their first homecare visits during weekends
were more likely to suffer adverse events, e.g., injuries
from falls, wound infections and medication errors.
However, regular weekend visits by homecare workers
were associated with a decrease in such events [45].
As for financing, how homecare agencies are financed

appears to play an important role in relation to care co-
ordination, as coordination requires time and personnel
[46]. Studies in the U.S. indicate that financing models
had an impact, with for-profit agencies scoring lower on
overall quality measures [47, 48] and showing higher
risks of client rehospitalization [47, 49] than non-profit
agencies. In Canada, fixed multi-year service agreements
resulted in understaffing and increased workload [40].
Regarding the workforce, Smith, Anderson et al. [43]

found that agencies with higher numbers of homecare
aides per 100 visits scored lower on clinical outcome
measures and client experience. Furthermore, higher
proportions of licensed practical nurses and nurse aides,
as opposed to registered nurses, were associated with
lower care quality and higher hospitalization rates [48].
As for the work environment, one study found that, in

homecare workers’ view, a reduced workload, frequent
team meetings and increased management and supervi-
sion time were crucial elements for good care coordin-
ation [50]. Similarly, Swedish study in homecare
assistant nurses found that work environment character-
istics such as transformational leadership, peer support

and job control correlated with higher quality of care
[51]; a U.S. study among homecare nurses found associa-
tions between better organizational support and higher
overall care quality, fewer medication errors and less un-
controlled pain [52]; and a scoping review identified sev-
eral meso-level factors, such as peer support, role clarity,
manageable workload and collaboration that influence
optimal homecare nursing [40].
Other studies have shown that client characteristics

such as age, co-morbidities, gender (inconclusive in
which direction), depression, cognitive and functional
impairment, low client compliance and living alone in-
crease the risk for adverse events at home [15, 53] and
were associated with higher rehospitalization rates [54].
Studies on employee characteristics are scarce. How-

ever, one found nonsignificant relationships between
homecare employee characteristics such as age and job
tenure with adverse events [45].
We were unable to identify any relevant studies focus-

ing on the various meso-level elements of structural
quality in relation to micro-level care coordination.

Meso level – process quality
In constructing our conceptual framework, for meso-
level processes we differentiated those at the agency level
from those at the staff level. The agency level includes
resource and time allocation, financial tasks, and work-
force recruitment and training; the staff level includes
care and coordination activities.
One US study named adequate resource and time allo-

cation factors such as opportunities to interact and com-
municate intra- and inter-professionally, as instrumental
to the improvement of homecare nursing [40], including
reduction of hospital readmission rates [55]. Nevertheless,
a qualitative US study found that homecare nurses often
had difficulty accessing medical information, leading to
the use of more time than allocated [56]. The same study
reported that homecare nurses commonly had to make
care decisions based on the observations of nursing assis-
tants, who have less education and training, while more
and more tasks are assigned to them [56]. In addition,
agencies assigning smaller numbers of cases to each case
manager performed better regarding overall quality of care
[44]. While supporting evidence is currently scarce, this
strongly suggests that time and other resources for effect-
ive information exchange and care planning are important
factors for care coordination [46].
Regarding homecare agencies’ financial tasks, enab-

ling and incentivizing them to cover care coordination
expenses is fundamental. Where problems with payment
occur, they have the opposite effect [27, 46]. To date, we
have not found any studies exploring how care quality
or care coordination is affected by homecare agencies’ fi-
nancial tasks, e.g., seeking reimbursement, determining
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or negotiating the amount of time billable to health in-
surers, or the planning or realization of cost saving
measures.
Concerning workforce recruitment and training, a

qualitative study reported that a trained and available
workforce is essential for sustainable care coordination;
therefore hiring and retaining workers are also vital con-
cerns [46]. Furthermore, qualitative studies have found
that knowledge of the system and the necessary roles and
responsibilities is an important element of effective care
coordination [18, 57]. According to the scoping review of
Masotti, McColl et al. [15], low team experience, training
and knowledge, as well as inadequate patient monitoring/
assessments, were frequently reported as factors contrib-
uting to adverse events in homecare. As a result, training
opportunities were seen as crucial for care coordination
by homecare workers [50]. However, to our knowledge,
no studies have yet explored these various elements’ asso-
ciations with care coordination in the homecare setting.
A deeper understanding of the process of care is cru-

cial to determine necessary care coordination activities.
These include assessing needs, defining goals, proactively
planning care, and monitoring and responding to change
[17, 57]. To effectively coordinate care, a qualitative
study found that care workers need both to understand
their clients (e.g., details of their conditions, needs and
preferences) and to empower them (e.g., how to use
health services, manage their health) [18]. Each of these
reflects a step in the process of care.
In our model, coordination activities can be under-

stood as those undertaken by participating care pro-
viders in managing dependencies [58]. Identified
activities include establishing accountability or negotiat-
ing responsibilities, communicating and facilitating tran-
sitions with the various care providers, linking
community resources and aligning resources with client
needs [17]. A recent US homecare study found that the
most common coordination activities are follow-up with
clients, assistance in completing applications and
provision of service referrals [37]. Another is communi-
cation. A scoping review found communication issues
the most commonly reported factors related to adverse
events [15]. More specifically, the absence of standard-
ized communication between team members has been
strongly associated with medication-related events [24].
From a meso-level point of view, care coordination gaps

become apparent when clients are directed to inappropri-
ate health services or experience negative health outcomes
due to inadequate handover or information exchange [17].

Micro level – process quality
In our model, care coordination denotes “effective man-
agement of dependencies between subtasks, resources
(e.g. equipment, tools, etc.) and people” [58]. To achieve

overall care goals, care coordination focusses on facilitating
high quality care provision across multiple providers to
meet the client’s needs and preferences [17]. Therefore,
our framework presents coordination as a micro-level
driver of process quality. On this level, care coordination
failures often highlight additional efforts clients or informal
caregivers have to make to ensure information flow or to
meet care needs during transitions, i.e., shifts in responsi-
bility [17]. If both macro- and meso-level factors facilitate
(micro-level) care coordination, improvements can be ex-
pected not only in coordination but in care outcomes.

Micro level – outcome quality
Campbell, Roland et al. [59] define quality of care as a
measure of individuals’ ability to “access the health struc-
tures and processes of care which they need and … [the
extent to which] the care received is effective” (p.1614).
With successful care coordination, higher quality of care
can be achieved, e.g., in terms of reduced hospitalizations,
improved clinical outcomes and higher levels of client sat-
isfaction [60]. A study in the primary care setting showed
that enhanced care coordination reduces the likelihood of
hospitalizations or emergency room visits [26]. However,
the specific association between care coordination and
quality of care in the homecare setting remains unclear.
Considering the interplay between the micro, meso and

macro health system levels, a system-wide overview is use-
ful in evaluating or planning strategies to enhance coord-
ination and improve quality of care. Detailed knowledge
of how a system is performing makes it possible to select
targets both for quality improvement and for investment
[14]. Therefore, it is essential to explore how the three sys-
tem levels interact. Although a number of qualitative stud-
ies have explored coordination-related factors, to our
knowledge, very few quantitative studies have assessed
macro- and meso-level factors’ associations with care co-
ordination. To develop and implement successful strat-
egies to improve care coordination, knowledge of these
relationships on every level is essential.

Methods
Aim
As little is known about the dynamic interplay between
macro-, meso- and micro-level factors regarding care co-
ordination and, in the end, quality of care in homecare,
the following overall aims will be pursued:

(1) to explore how macro-level factors are associated
with (meso level) homecare agency structures and
processes;

(2) to explore macro- and meso-level factors’ associa-
tions with (micro level) care coordination; and

(3) to explore care coordination’s associations with
(micro level) quality of care.
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Study design and setting
The proposed study is a national multi-center cross-
sectional survey in the Swiss homecare setting.
Of Switzerland’s 1020 homecare agencies, 577 are

non-profit and 443 for-profit agencies [9]. Non-profit
agencies care for roughly 80% of all homecare clients.
They are larger on average than their for-profit counter-
parts, with an average of 31 full-time-equivalent staff
(FTEs), versus 9 for for-profit agencies [9]. Many home-
care employees work part-time, with a mean employ-
ment rate of 45% in 2017 [9].
Homecare in Switzerland is funded by three sources:

1) the mandatory health insurance system; 2) client
copayments; and 3) public funding of residual costs. De-
pending on the nursing tasks performed, insurers pay an
hourly amount specified by the federal government [61].
The 26 Cantons of the Swiss Confederation, which have
a relatively high degree of autonomy regarding health-
care decisions, are responsible for regulating client
copayments and public funding. In some cantons, no
copayments are required; in others clients pay up to 20%
of the health insurance expenditures and up to a max-
imum of 15.95 CHF (approximately 15 Euro) per day of
homecare services as defined by the federal government
[61]. Requirements for and the extent of public funding
also differ considerably between cantons [62].

Sample
Our sample will consist of homecare agencies, including
their homecare workers, their clients, and the clients’ in-
formal caregivers. For this purpose, a three-stage sam-
pling procedure will be carried out.
First, we will use a stratified random sample of homecare

agencies. Agencies will be pooled in the seven geographic
regions used by the Swiss Federal Statistical Office [63] and
stratified for each of those regions according to their profit
status (non-profit/ for-profit). Only agencies with ten or
more salaried employees will be included. Self-employed
homecare nurses will be excluded. A formal power analysis
is difficult in this context as many parameters, e.g., cluster
effects of coordination outcomes, are unknown. For a
multilevel analysis where the interest is mostly focused on
fixed parameters, at least 30 groups of at least 30 individ-
uals will be necessary for reliable results [64]. If there are
strong interests in cross-level interaction, the number of
groups should be larger—roughly 50 groups of 20 individ-
uals per group. Our interest will be in cross-level interac-
tions (aims 1 and 2) and fixed parameters (aim 3). The
target sample size will be 107 homecare agencies, with 15%
of the total sample size in each geographic region being
non-profit and 15% for-profit agencies. Regarding home-
care agency sizes in Switzerland, 50% of non-profit and
75% of for-profit ones represent fewer than ten FTE posi-
tions. Considering an average employment rate of 45%,

excluding agencies with fewer than 30 employees would
leave fewer than 50%. To overcome this problem, despite
our knowledge that reducing the minimum number of
FTEs would weaken the study’s statistical power, we have
chosen to include agencies with a minimum of ten
employees.
Second, all homecare workers within each of the par-

ticipating agencies who fulfill the following criteria will be
invited to participate: 1) aged 18 years or older; 2)
employed by the participating agency for at least 3
months; and 3) able to understand written German,
French or Italian. With a mean of 44 homecare workers
per agency and a response rate of 60%, we expect to
achieve a sample size of approximately 3060 participants.
Third, within each of the participating agencies, 50

homecare clients (and their informal caregivers) will be
randomly selected and invited to participate in our ques-
tionnaire survey. For agencies with fewer than 50 clients,
all clients will be invited. Only clients aged ≥60 years
and receiving nursing care will be included. We antici-
pate that roughly 30% of participating agencies will have
fewer than 50 clients. Assuming a mean of 32 homecare
clients per agency, a response rate of 30% would result
in a final sample size of 1113 participants. For each par-
ticipating client, a relative who accompanies him or her
in everyday life is also invited to fill out the question-
naire for informal caregivers. If half of all invited clients
pass on the questionnaire to their informal caregiver,
with a 30% response rate, we expect a final sample size
of roughly 550 participants.

Instruments and measurements
To answer our research questions, data will be gathered
from various sources. Figure 2 gives an overview of the
measurements planned for the different levels. Question-
naires were iteratively developed in close collaboration
with stakeholders (e.g., homecare nurse experts, man-
agers, clients and their informal caregivers, homecare as-
sociations and political representatives). As a first step,
an overview of existing scales measuring the different el-
ements of interest was created. As well as focus group
interviews with homecare workers, clients and informal
caregivers, various group discussions and individual in-
terviews were conducted with diverse stakeholders to
discuss the questionnaires’ key content and possible
scales. Our decisions of which items to include and
which scales to use were based on the research group’s
discussions of the interviews’ results. The four question-
naires were developed first in German, then translated
into French and Italian. Validated translations were used
when possible. The entire questionnaires were then
back-translated into German and checked for inconsist-
encies, which were then discussed with bilingual local
homecare workers (i.e., managers, nurses), clients and
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informal caregivers, then linguistically adjusted if neces-
sary. After translation, using cognitive interviews, the
questionnaires were pretested in each of Switzerland’s
three language regions.
For an overview of the variables measured at each

level, see Table 1 (below).

Macro level – structure quality
For structure quality on the macro level, three separate
data sources will be used: 1) the websites of the cantons;
2) direct contact with cantons/municipalities; and 3) an
agency questionnaire.
For each participating agency, data on public funding

and reimbursement regulations will be collected, includ-
ing those concerning client copayments [61] and residual
financing, which must be provided either by cantons, by
municipalities or by both. We will also collect data on the
apportionment of residual financing, requirements for re-
imbursement (e.g., operating licenses, service agreements,
cost calculation standards, required assessment tools) and
methods of financing (e.g., shortfall warranty, paid hours
of performance, standard vs. total costs). Geographic

characteristics such as population size, numbers of physi-
cians, pharmacies and hospitals will be recorded as appro-
priate. To assess workforce availability, we will ask agency
managers about their perceptions regarding challenges to
recruitment of qualified nursing personnel.

Meso level – structure quality
For meso-level structure quality, three data sources will
be used: 1) an agency questionnaire; 2) an employee
questionnaire; and 3) electronic homecare client data.
For service provision, we will include agency size (num-

ber of FTEs, total hours of care provided in 2020), range of
services and availability of services. Financing will be classi-
fied according to profit/non-profit status, percentage of fi-
nancial contributions from all contributors and service
agreements with cantons or municipalities. Regarding the
workforce, we will assess the number of salaried employees
at the time of data collection and the staff turnover rate.
We will also measure staffing and skill mix, which are eval-
uated according to the percentage of the total number of
care workers who are registered nurses, and the number of
registered nurse visits per 50 home visits.

Fig. 2 Measurements used for the three system levels
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The work environment will be measured with validated
instruments (e.g., the Safety Attitude Questionnaire [65,
66], Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire [67]), and
several self-developed scales and items. Table 1 (below)
provides an overview of the variables; Appendix A pro-
vides detailed information on the employee questionnaire
measurements and scales (see Additional file 1).
Client characteristics will be assessed using data extracted

from the homecare agency database ADUA (Administrative
Daten und Anfrage (translation: “administrative data and
query”)): year of birth (to calculate age), gender, living situ-
ation, place of care, minutes of professional care per visit,
service intervals, types of services and whether services are
covered by health insurance. Additional information, such
as prior hospitalizations and the client’s care needs (e.g.,
regular / palliative / psychiatric) will be assessed to deduce
client profiles (% of clients receiving regular care, etc.).
Employee characteristics, including age, gender, em-

ployment rate and experience, will also be assessed.

Meso level – process quality
Meso-level process quality will be gauged via three data
sources: 1) an agency questionnaire; 2) an employee
questionnaire; and 3) a client questionnaire.
Resource and time allocation data include variables such

as the organization of the last three working days, regular
intra- and/or interprofessional case discussions and/or team
meetings, communication technologies currently in place,
use of a planning system based on a reference person, and
number of cases per nurse. For financing tasks, we will in-
clude criteria for reimbursement, settlement of conflicts
with health insurance companies and municipalities regard-
ing the financing of services, experienced cost pressure, the
amount of time and costs not billable to health insurance,
and planning and/or realization of cost-saving measures.
Regarding workforce recruitment and training, we will as-
sess the presence of nurses with case responsibilities / case
managers / care managers (persons responsible and contact
persons for individual clients regarding the care process or
problems), as well as any provision by agencies of care
worker training. We will also assess the presence of stan-
dards, checklists and guidelines for selected procedures and
the availability of clear task/role descriptions.
On the staff level, evaluating the process of care includes

questionnaire items asking whether interprofessional care
goals and treatment plans are set, evaluated and adapted
involving clients. Regarding coordination activities, from
the employee perspective we will measure communication
[68], accountability, predictability, common perspectives
[69] and familiarity with the healthcare system. From the
client perspective, we will assess communication between
providers and clients [70] as well as coordination of home-
care agencies [71] and the extent to which homecare
nurses take up coordinator roles [72]. For detailed

information regarding the measures in the client question-
naire, see Appendix B (see Additional file 1).

Micro level – process quality
To measure process quality on the micro level, three dif-
ferent data sources will be necessary: 1) an employee
questionnaire; 2) a client questionnaire; and 3) a ques-
tionnaire for informal caregivers.
To measure coordination from the employee perspec-

tive, we will assess the alignment of work within the care
team, the alignment of client care with nominated pro-
viders (e.g., hospitals, general practitioners) and selected
types of care coordination gap. Since we have been un-
able to locate any scales to measure care coordination as
per our definition, all necessary scales have been devel-
oped by the authors; for details see Appendix A [see
Additional file 1]. From the clients’ and informal care-
givers’ perspectives, we will assess the perceived overall
care coordination [71] and role clarity as well as care co-
ordination between settings [72]. Detailed information
about the measures in the informal caregiver question-
naire can be found in Appendix C (see Additional file 1).

Micro level – outcome quality
As suggested by Hanefeld, Powell-Jackson et al. [73], we will
employ three separate approaches to our development of a
comprehensive understanding of the quality of care deliv-
ered, i.e., not only clinical indicators but also client and care
provider perceptions must be assessed and compared. Re-
garding provider perceptions, studies have indicated very
strong correlations between nurse-sensitive quality measures
(e.g., falls, pain) and nurse-reported quality in hospitals
(overall rating of the quality of patient care) [74, 75]. There-
fore, they will be included in the first of our micro-
level outcome quality measures, i.e., our employee
questionnaire. In all, four data sources will be used:
1) an employee questionnaire; 2) a client question-
naire; 3) a questionnaire for informal caregivers and
4) health insurer billing data.
One approach to measuring outcome quality is via

employees’ perceptions of quality of care, i.e., by asking
them to rate their perception of the overall quality of cli-
ent care (e.g., “On a scale of 1 to 10, with 1 representing
“very low quality” and 10 representing “very high quality,
” how do you rate the quality of client care in your own
homecare agency?” [75]). A second approach is to assess
the quality of care perceived by clients and their infor-
mal caregivers, i.e., asking them to rate the overall qual-
ity of homecare they have received [70] as well as other
health care service utilization by clients, such as their
number of hospitalizations, emergency room visits and
doctor visits (general practitioners and specialists) [76].
Our third approach is to obtain anonymized billing data
from a sample of health insurance companies. These
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Table 1 Overview of the variables measured at each level

Topic Level Domain Variable

Structure quality Macro Workforce availability Recruitment situation for nursing and care staff

Regulations Reimbursement regulations (health insurance, client co-payments, residual
financing and methods of financing)

Requirements for and content of an operating license

Requirements for and content of a service agreement

Requirements for reimbursement

Geographic characteristic Catchment area (rural, suburban, urban)

Agency’s service area (population size, numbers of physicians, pharmacies
and hospitals)

Meso Service provision Number of full-time equivalent posts

Total number of clients and hours of care provided in 2020

Range of service (e.g., nursing care, domestic tasks, meal service, specialized
care)

Availability of services (e.g., only by day, day and night, on the weekend)

Financing Profit status (non-profit, for-profit)

Percentage of financial contributions from different contributors (e.g., health
insurance, client, canton/municipalities)

Obligation to supply or service agreement with municipalities and cantons

Workforce Numbers of full-time equivalent positions differentiated according to
educational background

Turnover rate

Staffing and skill mix (percentage of RNs and number of visits conducted by
RNs within the last 50 visits)

Work environment Leadership

Perceived staffing

Teamwork

Workload

Overtime

Predictability

Role clarity

Role conflicts

Social support

Sense of community

Client characteristics Age

Gender

Living situation (e.g., alone / with partner / with children)

Type of services used (nursing care, domestic services or both)

Service intervals (daily / weekly / monthly)

Services covered by health insurance

Place of care (e.g., apartment, house)

Minutes of professional care per visit

Prior hospitalizations

Care needs (e.g., regular / palliative / psychiatric)

Employee characteristics Age

Gender

Employment percentage
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allow accurate calculation of the number of un-
planned hospitalizations, visits to the emergency de-
partment and visits to the general practitioner over
the last 12 months.
Table 1. Overview of the variables measured at each level.

Data collection
Data collection will take place from January 2021 until
June 2021. Before data collection begins, each agency
will choose a contact person who will be responsible for
internal distribution of the questionnaires to the

Table 1 Overview of the variables measured at each level (Continued)

Topic Level Domain Variable

Experience in their profession

Experience in their current homecare agency

Job / position

Country of education

Educational background

Process quality Meso Resources and time allocation Organization of the last seven working days (e.g., number of nurses,
number of visits, travel times, amount and type of services, time for
coordinative and administrative work)

Intra- and/ or interprofessional case discussions and/or team meetings

Communication channels/technologies in place

Planning according to a reference person system
Number of cases for which each nurse is responsible

Financial tasks Requirements for reimbursement

Conflicts with health insurance companies and municipalities pertaining
to the financing of services

Experienced cost pressure

Time and costs not billable to health insurance

Planning or realization of cost saving measures.

Workforce recruitment and training Presence of nurses with case responsibilities / case managers / care managers

Provision of care worker training (e.g., regarding service availability,
interprofessional care coordination)

Presence of standards, checklists and guidelines for selected procedures
(e.g., medication management, wound therapy, emergency situations)

Clear task/role descriptions

Process of care Presence of interprofessional care goals

Evaluation and adaption of care and treatment plans

Coordination activities Communication and information exchange

Communication channels used

Accountability, predictability, common perspective

Familiarity with the healthcare system

Communication between providers and clients (client perspective)

Extent of coordinator role of homecare nurses (client perspective)

Coordination through homecare agency (client perspective)

Micro Coordination Alignment of work within the care team

Alignment of client care with nominated providers

Care coordination gaps (from employee and client perspective)

Overall rating of coordination (from client and relative perspective)

Role clarity and coordination between settings (from client perspective)

Outcome quality Micro Quality of care Rating of care provided by the agency (from employee, client and relative
perspective)

Health care service use

RN registered nurse
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employees, clients and informal caregivers. At least 2
months in advance, that person will be informed in de-
tail about the data collection procedure. Each agency will
be given 9 weeks to fill out the questionnaires.
The agency questionnaire will be delivered as an inter-

active pdf document and filled out by the management.
Employees will receive paper-based questionnaires, each
containing a return envelope addressed directly to the
Institute of Nursing Science (INS). By preventing the
collection of questionnaires by agencies, this will ensure
confidential treatment of data. In line with data protec-
tion requirements, paper-based questionnaires will be
distributed by homecare agencies to selected clients and
their informal caregivers. The research team will support
one person from the administration of each agency in
randomly selecting clients without requiring access to
client information. Every envelope will contain two
questionnaires, one for the client and one for their rela-
tive/informal caregiver, and two prepaid return enve-
lopes addressed to the Institute of Nursing Science
(INS). Again, this is to avoid the collection of question-
naires by agencies. The clients are asked to give the rela-
tive questionnaire to the person who supports them in
their daily life. To minimize response bias, homecare
workers will be informed that they are not allowed to fill
out the questionnaires with clients. Support by relatives
is possible. We will send a request to each agency con-
tact person for the participating homecare clients’ rele-
vant ADUA data. These will have to be exported and
transmitted to the INS in anonymized and aggregated
format. We will also request the relevant billing-related
information from each participating insurer. Again, we
will instruct them fully regarding the appropriate data
handling procedures, including the use of an encrypted
data transmission platform.

Patient and public involvement
To enhance the quality of this research, we will fol-
low the INVOLVE standards as guidelines to work
with public and patient involvement [77–79]. A stake-
holder group, including representatives of various
fields, e.g., research, practice, politics and professional
associations, as well as a client, has been established
to provide input and support throughout the study.
In addition, clients, informal caregivers and homecare
workers will be invited to discuss various aspects of
the research process (e.g., questionnaire development
and layout, design of information material, reporting
and visualization of the result).

Data analysis
Statistical analyses will be conducted using the R ver-
sion 3.X statistics programming environment [80].
First, data will be assessed for plausibility. Descriptive

statistics will then be computed to summarize fre-
quencies and percentages or means/medians with
standard deviations/IQRs as appropriate. Data will be
checked for missing values, floor and ceiling effects,
normal distribution, and outliers. Items with more
than 90% agreement or more than 5% missing answers
will be checked for subgroup differences (e.g., profes-
sional background, professional experience, age). To
assess the internal structure or inter-item consistency
(e.g., Cronbach’s α), psychometric analyses will be per-
formed on all scales used. Depending on the data
quality, appropriate strategies for handling missing
data (e.g., multiple imputation) will be incorporated.
To explore relationships between the different levels,

we will begin by assembling clusters of homecare agen-
cies with similar policies / funding mechanisms. In a sec-
ond step, we will use multiple regression analyses to
investigate the associations between macro-level regula-
tory factors and meso-level homecare agency structures
or processes (aim 1). To examine which regulatory fac-
tors on the macro and organizational factors on the
meso level are linked with micro-level coordination (aim
2), and which connect coordination to quality of care
(aim 3), we will use multilevel analyses.
After completion of this research project, the data will

be stored for 10 years in CSV format in the Information
Technology Services (ITS) department of the University
of Basel. For metadata, including the description of the
document, the study, the variables and the files, the Data
Documentation Initiative (DDI) standard, an inter-
national standard for describing observational data, will
be applied [81]. Metadata will be stored in an xml file.
Due to the sensitive and confidential nature of the
agency, employee, client and relative data, non-
disclosure agreements will be signed. None of our col-
lected data will be openly accessible; however, with the
consent and assistance of the principal investigator, re-
use of the anonymous materials will be possible.

Discussion
As the proposed study will be the first national survey to
explore macro-, meso- and micro-level factors influen-
cing coordination and quality of care in the Swiss home-
care setting, it will provide valuable insights into this
increasingly important branch of healthcare. In addition
to gaining the first insights at this level into homecare
quality in Switzerland, we expect to identify factors re-
lated to coordination and quality in homecare on every
level of the health care system. This knowledge will help
to develop and implement targeted strategies to enhance
coordination. This research project’s first results are ex-
pected by the end of 2021. All study results will be pub-
lished in peer reviewed journals.
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One notable weakness of this research project is its
cross-sectional design, which does not allow inference of
causal relationships. However, as this is an explorative
project with a representative sample, it is possible to
make generalized statements about factors related to
quality of care and coordination. Additionally, our study
design removes any opportunity of us to control the en-
vironment while participants complete their question-
naires, and could increase recall bias. However, it is
hoped that supplying a pre-stamped envelope for client
and employee questionnaires will minimize the pressure
towards social desirability bias.
The results of this project will support policy makers

and homecare administrators in developing coordination
interventions in homecare settings across Switzerland. In
addition to improving need-oriented care provision, this
study’s findings regarding increased coordination of the
various service providers’ activities will very likely help
reduce resource waste. Equally importantly, they provide
a firm foundation upon which to develop a range of
interventional, implementation science and quality im-
provement projects in homecare.

Abbreviations
ADUA: Administrative Daten und Anfrage (translation: “administrative data
and query”); CHF: Swiss Francs; FTE: Full-time-equivalent; RN: Registered
nurse

Supplementary Information
The online version contains supplementary material available at https://doi.
org/10.1186/s12913-021-06294-7.

Additional file 1. Questionnaire measurements. Description of
employee, client and relative questionnaire measurements.

Acknowledgements
We would like to thank Chris Shultis for editing this paper.

Authors’ contributions
All authors have contributed to the conception and design of the study. NM
conceptualised the study in consultation with FZ, MS, RF, CM, SP, MW and
CS. NM designed the study and wrote the manuscript in collaboration with
FZ and MS. RF, CM, SP and MW contributed to the design of the study and
refined it. All authors contributed to refinement of the manuscript and have
critically revised and approved the final version.

Funding
This project is funded by the Stiftung Pflegewissenschaft Schweiz (Nursing
Science Foundation Switzerland) and the Ebnet Stiftung (Ebnet Foundation)
and has been independently peer reviewed by the Stiftung
Pflegewissenschaft Schweiz (Nursing Science Foundation Switzerland).

Availability of data and materials
The datasets used and/or analyzed during the current study are available
from the corresponding author on reasonable request.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
We obtained declarations of no objection [Req- 2020-00110] from the ethics
committees of the cantons in which the participating homecare agencies
are located, with the Ethics Committee of Northwestern and Central

Switzerland (EKNZ) as the leading ethics committee. Moreover, informed
written consent will be obtained from all participating homecare agencies;
and we are currently concluding a data protection agreement with every
participating health insurance company. As the client data are routinely col-
lected and anonymized, no informed consent from clients is needed. The
questionnaire’s first page will inform clients, informal caregivers and home-
care employees about the voluntary nature of participation and data confi-
dentiality, and will explain that returning the completed questionnaires will
be considered as informed consent. The Institute of Nursing Science ensures
strictly confidential treatment of all agency, employee, client and relative
data. As this is an observational study, the risk that this research project en-
tails for clients, informal caregivers, homecare employees and homecare
agencies can be considered minimal [82].

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Author details
1Nursing Science, Department of Public Health, University of Basel,
Bernoullistrasse 28, CH-4056 Basel, Switzerland. 2Nursing Research Unit,
Inselspital Bern, Freiburgstrasse 18, CH-3010 Bern, Switzerland. 3Department
of Pharmaceutical Sciences, Clinical Pharmacy & Epidemiology, c/o University
Hospital Basel, Spitalstrasse 26, CH-4031 Basel, Switzerland. 4Institute of
Primary Health Care (BIHAM), University of Bern, Mittelstrasse 43, CH-3012
Bern, Switzerland. 5University of Applied Sciences and Arts of Western
Switzerland, School of Nursing, Route des Arsenaux 16a, CH-1700 Fribourg,
Switzerland. 6Centre for Primary Health Care, University of Basel, Rheinstrasse
26, CH-4410 Liestal, Switzerland. 7Institute for Business and Regional
Economics IBR, Lucerne University, Zentralstrasse 9, CH-6002 Luzern,
Switzerland. 8serdaly&ankers snc, Route de Florissant 210, CH-1231 Conches,
Switzerland.

Received: 10 March 2021 Accepted: 18 March 2021

References
1. World Population Prospects 2019 [press release]. United Nations

Department of Global Communications, Monday, 17 June 2019.
2. Nguyen H, Manolova G, Daskalopoulou C, Vitoratou S, Prince M, Prina AM.

Prevalence of multimorbidity in community settings: A systematic review
and meta-analysis of observational studies. J Comorb. 2019;9:
2235042x19870934. https://doi.org/10.1177/2235042x19870934.

3. Koller D, Schön G, Schäfer I, Glaeske G, van den Bussche H, Hansen H.
Multimorbidity and long-term care dependency—a five-year follow-up.
BMC Geriatr. 2014;14(1):70. https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2318-14-70.

4. OECD. Health at a glance 2017: OECD indicators. Paris: OECD Publishing;
2017.

5. Gillsjö C, Schwartz-Barcott D, von Post I. Home: the place the older adult
can not imagine living without. BMC Geriatr. 2011;11(1):10. https://doi.org/1
0.1186/1471-2318-11-10.

6. OECD. Caring for Quality in Health: Lessons Learnt from 15 Reviews of
Health Care Quality, OECD Reviews of Health Care Quality. Paris: OECD
Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264267787-en; 2017.

7. Institute for Healthcare Improvement. Patient Safety in the Home
Assessment of Issues, Challenges, and Opportunities. Institute for Healthcare
Improvement (IHI); 2017.

8. Mosby. Mosby's Dictionary of Medicine, Nursing & Health Professions. 9 ed.
St. Louis, MI: Elsevier- Health Science Division; 2009. 2048 p.

9. Bundesamt für Statistik. Hilfe und Pflege zu Hause. Switzerland: BFS aktuell;
2017.

10. Merçay C, Burla L, Widmer M. Gesundheitspersonal in der Schweiz.
Bestandesaufnahme und Prognosen bis 2030 (Obsan Bericht 71). Neuchâtel:
Schweizerisches Gesundheitsobservatorium; 2016.

11. De Vliegher K, Aertgeerts B, Declercq A, Milisen K, Sermeus W, Moons P.
Shifting care from hospital to home: a qualitative study. Prim Health Care.
2015;25:9.

Möckli et al. BMC Health Services Research          (2021) 21:306 Page 12 of 14

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-021-06294-7
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-021-06294-7
https://doi.org/10.1177/2235042x19870934
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2318-14-70
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2318-11-10
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2318-11-10
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264267787-en;


12. Institute of Medicine Committee on Quality of Health Care in America.
Crossing the Quality Chasm: A New Health System for the 21st Century.
Washington (DC): National Academies Press (US); 2001.

13. Genet N, Boerma W, Kroneman M, Hutchinson A, Saltman RB, editors. Home
care across Europe: current structure and future challenges. Copenhagen:
World Health Organization; 2012.

14. World Health Organization. Quality of care: a process for making strategic
choices in health systems. Geneva: World Health Organization; 2006.

15. Masotti P, McColl MA, Green M. Adverse events experienced by homecare
patients: a scoping review of the literature. Int J Qual Health Care. 2010;
22(2):115–25. https://doi.org/10.1093/intqhc/mzq003.

16. McDonald KM, Sundaram V, Bravata DM, Lewis R, Lin N, Kraft SA, et al.
Closing the Quality Gap: A Critical Analysis of Quality Improvement
Strategies (Vol. 7: Care Coordination). Rockville (MD): Agency for Healthcare
Research and Quality (US); 2007 2007.

17. McDonald KM, Schultz EM, Albin L, Pineda N, Lonhart J, Sundaram V, et al.
Care coordination atlas version 4 (prepared by Stanford University under
subcontract to American Institutes for Research on contract no. HHSA290–
2010-00005I). AHRQ publication no. 14–0037- EF. Agency for Healthcare
Research and Quality: Rockville; 2014 June.

18. Izumi S, Barfield PA, Basin B, Mood L, Neunzert C, Tadesse R, Bradley KJ,
Tanner CA. Care coordination: identifying and connecting the most
appropriate care to the patients. Res Nurs Health. 2018;41(1):49–56. https://
doi.org/10.1002/nur.21843.

19. National Research Council. Health Care Comes Home: The Human Factors.
Committee on the Role of Human Factors in Home Health Care, Board on
Human-Systems Integration, Division of Behavioral and Social Sciences and
Education. Washington, DC: The National Academies Press; 2011.

20. Genet N, Boerma W, Kringos D, Bouman A, Francke A, Fagerstrom C, et al.
Home care in Europe: a systematic literature review. BMC Health Serv Res.
2011;11(1):207. https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-11-207.

21. Ellenbecker CH, Samia L, Cushman MJ, Alster K. Patient safety and quality in
home health care. In: Hughes R.G., editor. Patient Safety and Quality: An
Evidence-Based Handbook for Nurses. Rockville (MD): Agency for Healthcare
Research and Quality (US); 2008.

22. Flynn L, Deatrick JA. Home care nurses' descriptions of important agency
attributes. J Nurs Scholarsh. 2003;35(4):385–90. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.154
7-5069.2003.00385.x.

23. Lotfi Fatemi N, Karimi Moonaghi H, Heydari A. Perceived Challenges Faced
by Nurses in Home Health Care Setting: A Qualitative Study. Int J
Community Based Nurs Midwifery. 2019;7(2):118–27. https://doi.org/10.304
76/IJCBNM.2019.44883.

24. Baker GR, Flintoft V, Wojtak A, Blais R. Contributing causes to adverse events in
home care and potential interventions to reduce their incidence. Healthc
Manage Forum. 2018;31(5):178–85. https://doi.org/10.1177/0840470418782261.

25. Higgins PS, Shugrue N, Ruiz K, Robison J. Medicare and Medicaid users speak
out about their health care: the real, the ideal, and how to get there. Popul
Health Manag. 2015;18(2):123–30. https://doi.org/10.1089/pop.2014.0056.

26. Penm J, MacKinnon NJ, Strakowski SM, Ying J, Doty MM. Minding the gap:
factors associated with primary care coordination of adults in 11 countries.
Ann Fam Med. 2017;15(2):113–9. https://doi.org/10.1370/afm.2028.

27. Marek KD, Popejoy L, Petroski G, Rantz M. Nurse care coordination in
community-based long-term care. J Nurs Scholarsh. 2006;38(1):80–6. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1547-5069.2006.00081.x.

28. Costa-Font J, Jimenez-Martin S, Vilaplana C. Does long-term care
subsidization reduce hospital admissions and utilization? J Health Econ.
2018;58:43–66. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhealeco.2018.01.002.

29. World Health Organization. Inovative care for chronic conditions: building
blocks for action. Geneva: World Health Organization; 2002.

30. World Health Organization. Continuity and coordination of care: a practice
brief to support implementation of the WHO Framework on integrated
people-centred health services: Licence: CC BY-NC-SA 3.0 IGO.; 2018.

31. Gardner K, Yen L, Banfield M, Gillespie J, McRae I, Wells R. From coordinated
care trials to medicare locals: what difference does changing the policy
driver from efficiency to quality make for coordinating care? Int J Qual
Health Care. 2013;25(1):50–7. https://doi.org/10.1093/intqhc/mzs069.

32. Donabedian A. The quality of care: how can it be assessed? JAMA. 1988;
260(12):1743–8. https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.1988.03410120089033.

33. Marć M, Bartosiewicz A, Burzyńska J, Chmiel Z, Januszewicz P. A nursing
shortage – a prospect of global and local policies. Int Nurs Rev. 2019;66(1):
9–16. https://doi.org/10.1111/inr.12473.

34. van Iersel M, Latour CHM, de Vos R, Kirschner PA. Scholte op Reimer WJM.
Nursing students’ perceptions of community care and other areas of
nursing practice – a review of the literature. Int J Nurs Stud. 2016;61:1–19.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2016.05.011.

35. Lobsiger M, Kägi W. Analyse der Strukturerhebung und Berechnung von
Knappheitsindikatoren zum Gesundheitspersonal (Obsan Dossier 53).
Neuchâtel: Schweizerisches Gesundheitsobservatorium; 2016.

36. Eurofound. More and better jobs in home-care services. Luxembourg:
Publications Office of the European Union; 2013.

37. Norman GJ, Wade AJ, Morris AM, Slaboda JC. Home and community-based
services coordination for homebound older adults in home-based primary
care. BMC Geriatr. 2018;18(1):241. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12877-018-0931-z.

38. Rudoler D, Peckham A, Grudniewicz A, Marchildon G. Coordinating primary
care services: a case of policy layering. Health Policy. 2019;123(2):215–21.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2018.12.002.

39. Meagher G, Szebehely M, Mears J. How institutions matter for job
characteristics, quality and experiences: a comparison of home care work
for older people in Australia and Sweden. Work Employ Soc. 2016;30(5):731–
49. https://doi.org/10.1177/0950017015625601.

40. Ganann R, Weeres A, Lam A, Chung H, Valaitis R. Optimization of home care
nurses in Canada: a scoping review. Health Soc Care Community. 2019;
27(5):e604–e21. https://doi.org/10.1111/hsc.12797.

41. Weinhold I, Gurtner S. Understanding shortages of sufficient health care in
rural areas. Health Policy. 2014;118(2):201–14. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hea
lthpol.2014.07.018.

42. Barrett A, Terry DR, Le Q, Hoang H. Factors influencing community nursing
roles and health service provision in rural areas: a review of literature.
Contemp Nurse. 2016;52(1):119–35. https://doi.org/10.1080/10376178.201
6.1198234.

43. Smith LM, Anderson WL, Lines LM, Pronier C, Thornburg V, Butler JP,
Teichman L, Dean-Whittaker D, Goldstein E. Patient experience and process
measures of quality of care at home health agencies: factors associated
with high performance. Home Health Care Serv Q. 2017;36(1):29–45. https://
doi.org/10.1080/01621424.2017.1320698.

44. Dalby DM, Hirdes JP. The relationship between agency characteristics and
quality of home care. Home Health Care Serv Q. 2008;27(1):59–74. https://
doi.org/10.1300/J027v27n01_04.

45. Feldman PH, Bridges J, Peng T. Team structure and adverse events in home
health care. Med Care. 2007;45(6):553–61. https://doi.org/10.1097/MLR.0b013
e31803bb49c.

46. Williams MD, Asiedu GB, Finnie D, Neely C, Egginton J, Finney Rutten LJ,
Jacobson RM. Sustainable care coordination: a qualitative study of primary
care provider, administrator, and insurer perspectives. BMC Health Serv Res.
2019;19(1):92. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-019-3916-5.

47. Cabin W, Himmelstein DU, Siman ML, Woolhandler S. For-profit medicare
home health agencies' costs appear higher and quality appears lower
compared to nonprofit agencies. Health Aff (Millwood). 2014;33(8):1460–5.
https://doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.2014.0307.

48. Dick AW, Murray MT, Chastain AM, Madigan EA, Sorbero M, Stone PW, et al.
Measuring Quality in Home Healthcare. J Am Geriatr Soc. 2019;0(0). doi:
https://doi.org/10.1111/jgs.15963

49. Decker FH. Profit status of home health care agencies and the risk of
hospitalization. Popul Health Manag. 2011;14(4):199–204. https://doi.org/10.1
089/pop.2010.0051.

50. Navaie-Waliser M, Lincoln P, Karuturi M, Reisch K. Increasing job satisfaction,
quality care, and coordination in home health. J Nurs Adm. 2004;34(2):88–
92. https://doi.org/10.1097/00005110-200402000-00007.

51. Westerberg K, Tafvelin S. The importance of leadership style and
psychosocial work environment to staff-assessed quality of care:
implications for home help services. Health Soc Care Community. 2014;
22(5):461–8. https://doi.org/10.1111/hsc.12084.

52. Flynn L. Extending work environment research into home health settings.
West J Nurs Res. 2007;29(2):200–12. https://doi.org/10.1177/0193945906292554.

53. Sears NA, Blais R, Spinks M, Paré M, Baker GR. Associations between patient
factors and adverse events in the home care setting: a secondary data
analysis of two canadian adverse event studies. BMC Health Serv Res. 2017;
17(1):400. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-017-2351-8.

54. Rönneikkö JK, Mäkelä M, Jämsen ER, Huhtala H, Finne-Soveri H, Noro A,
Valvanne JN. Predictors for unplanned hospitalization of new home
care clients. J Am Geriatr Soc. 2017;65(2):407–14. https://doi.org/10.1111/
jgs.14486.

Möckli et al. BMC Health Services Research          (2021) 21:306 Page 13 of 14

https://doi.org/10.1093/intqhc/mzq003
https://doi.org/10.1002/nur.21843
https://doi.org/10.1002/nur.21843
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-11-207
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1547-5069.2003.00385.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1547-5069.2003.00385.x
https://doi.org/10.30476/IJCBNM.2019.44883
https://doi.org/10.30476/IJCBNM.2019.44883
https://doi.org/10.1177/0840470418782261
https://doi.org/10.1089/pop.2014.0056
https://doi.org/10.1370/afm.2028
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1547-5069.2006.00081.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1547-5069.2006.00081.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhealeco.2018.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1093/intqhc/mzs069
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.1988.03410120089033
https://doi.org/10.1111/inr.12473
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2016.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12877-018-0931-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2018.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0950017015625601
https://doi.org/10.1111/hsc.12797
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2014.07.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2014.07.018
https://doi.org/10.1080/10376178.2016.1198234
https://doi.org/10.1080/10376178.2016.1198234
https://doi.org/10.1080/01621424.2017.1320698
https://doi.org/10.1080/01621424.2017.1320698
https://doi.org/10.1300/J027v27n01_04
https://doi.org/10.1300/J027v27n01_04
https://doi.org/10.1097/MLR.0b013e31803bb49c
https://doi.org/10.1097/MLR.0b013e31803bb49c
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-019-3916-5
https://doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.2014.0307
https://doi.org/10.1111/jgs.15963
https://doi.org/10.1089/pop.2010.0051
https://doi.org/10.1089/pop.2010.0051
https://doi.org/10.1097/00005110-200402000-00007
https://doi.org/10.1111/hsc.12084
https://doi.org/10.1177/0193945906292554
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-017-2351-8
https://doi.org/10.1111/jgs.14486
https://doi.org/10.1111/jgs.14486


55. Tuso P, Watson HL, Garofalo-Wright L, Lindsay G, Jackson A, Taitano M, et al.
Complex case conferences associated with reduced hospital admissions for
high-risk patients with multiple comorbidities. Perm J. 2014;18(1):38–42.
https://doi.org/10.7812/tpp/13-062.

56. Norlyk A, Deleuran CL, Martinsen B. Struggles with infrastructures of
information concerning hospital-to-home transitions. Br J Community Nurs.
2019;25(1):10–5. https://doi.org/10.12968/bjcn.2020.25.1.10.

57. Chen A, Brown R, Archibald N, Aliotta S, Fox P. Best practices in coordinated
care. Princeton: Mathematica Policy Research, Inc; 2000.

58. Espinosa JA, Lerch FJ, Kraut RE. Explicit versus implicit coordination
mechanisms and task dependencies: One size does not fit all. In: Salas E,
Fiore SM, editors. Team cognition: Understanding the factors that drive
process and performance: American Psychological Association; 2002. p.
107–29.

59. Campbell SM, Roland MO, Buetow SA. Defining quality of care. Soc Sci Med.
2000;51(11):1611–25. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0277-9536(00)00057-5.

60. Camicia M, Chamberlain B, Finnie RR, Nalle M, Lindeke LL, Lorenz L, Hain D,
Haney KD, Campbell-Heider N, Pecenka-Johnson K, Jones T, Parker-Guyton
N', Brydges G, Briggs WT, Cisco MC, Haney C, McMenamin P. The value of
nursing care coordination: a white paper of the American Nurses
Association. Nurs Outlook. 2013;61(6):490–501. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
outlook.2013.10.006.

61. Eidgenössisches Departement des Innern (EDI). Verordnung des EDI über
Leistungen in der obligatorischen Krankenpflegeversicherung 2019
[Available from: https://www.admin.ch/opc/de/classified-compilation/1
9950275/index.html.

62. Reck M. Spitex zwischen Staat und Markt. Göttingen D: Hogrefe; 2015.
63. Bundesamt für Statistik. Grossregionen und Kantone der Schweiz.

Neuchâtel: Bundesamt für Statistik; 2000.
64. Hox J. Multilevel analysis: techniques and applications. New York: Routledge;

2010. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203852279.
65. Sexton JB, Helmreich RL, Neilands TB, Rowan K, Vella K, Boyden J, Roberts

PR, Thomas EJ. The safety attitudes questionnaire: psychometric properties,
benchmarking data, and emerging research. BMC Health Serv Res. 2006;6(1):
44. https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-6-44.

66. Zimmermann N, Küng K, Sereika SM, Engberg S, Sexton B, Schwendimann
R. Assessing the safety attitudes questionnaire (SAQ), German language
version in Swiss university hospitals - a validation study. BMC Health Serv
Res. 2013;13(1):347. https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-13-347.

67. Burr H, Berthelsen H, Moncada S, Nübling M, Dupret E, Demiral Y, Oudyk J,
Kristensen TS, Llorens C, Navarro A, Lincke HJ, Bocéréan C, Sahan C, Smith P,
Pohrt A, international COPSOQ Network. The third version of the
Copenhagen psychosocial questionnaire. Saf Health Work. 2019;10(4):482–
503. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.shaw.2019.10.002.

68. Schroder C, Medves J, Paterson M, Byrnes V, Chapman C, O'Riordan A,
Pichora D, Kelly C. Development and pilot testing of the collaborative
practice assessment tool. J Interprof Care. 2011;25(3):189–95. https://doi.
org/10.3109/13561820.2010.532620.

69. Thomas CL, Spitzmüller C, Amspoker AB, Modi V, Tran T, Naik AD, Woodard
LC, Auron A, Hysong SJ. A systematic literature review of instruments to
measure coordination. J Healthc Manag. 2018;63(3):e1–e18. https://doi.org/1
0.1097/jhm-d-16-00025.

70. Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality. CAHPS Home Health Care
Survey. Rockville: Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality; 2018.

71. McGuiness C, Sibthorpe B. Development and initial validation of a measure
of coordination of health care. Int J Qual Health Care. 2003;15(4):309–18.
https://doi.org/10.1093/intqhc/mzg043.

72. Haggerty JL, Roberge D, Freeman GK, Beaulieu C, Bréton M. Validation of a
generic measure of continuity of care: when patients encounter several
clinicians. Ann Fam Med. 2012;10(5):443–51. https://doi.org/10.1370/afm.1378.

73. Hanefeld J, Powell-Jackson T, Balabanova D. Understanding and measuring
quality of care: dealing with complexity. Bull World Health Organ. 2017;
95(5):368. https://doi.org/10.2471/BLT.16.179309.

74. McHugh MD, Stimpfel AW. Nurse reported quality of care: a measure of
hospital quality. Res Nurs Health. 2012;35(6):566–75. https://doi.org/10.1002/
nur.21503.

75. Stalpers D, Kieft R, van der Linden D, Kaljouw MJ, Schuurmans MJ.
Concordance between nurse-reported quality of care and quality of care as
publicly reported by nurse-sensitive indicators. BMC Health Serv Res. 2016;
16(1):120. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-016-1372-z.

76. Bundesamt für Statistik. Schweizerische Gesundheitsbefragung 2017 -
Telefonischer und schriftlicher Fragebogen. Neuchâtel: Bundesamt für
Statistik.; 2019.

77. INVOLVE. National Standards for public involvement in research. National
Institute for Health Research: UK; 2019.

78. Gray-Burrows KA, Willis TA, Foy R, Rathfelder M, Bland P, Chin A, Hodgson S,
Ibegbuna G, Prestwich G, Samuel K, Wood L, Yaqoob F, McEachan RRC. Role
of patient and public involvement in implementation research: a consensus
study. BMJ Qual Saf. 2018;27(10):858–64. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjqs-201
7-006954.

79. Bombard Y, Baker GR, Orlando E, Fancott C, Bhatia P, Casalino S, Onate K,
Denis JL, Pomey MP. Engaging patients to improve quality of care: a
systematic review. Implement Sci. 2018;13(1):98. https://doi.org/10.1186/s13
012-018-0784-z.

80. R Development Core team. R: a language and environment for statistical
computing. Vienna: R Foundation for statistical Computing; 2018.

81. Zenk-Möltgen W. Metadaten und die Data Documentation Initiative (DDI).
In: R. Altenhöner, Oellers C, editors. Langzeitarchivierung von
Forschungsdaten: Standards und disziplinspezifische Lösungen. Berlin:
Scivero Verl. https://nbn-resolving.org/urn:nbn:de:0168-ssoar-46679-8; 2012.
p. 111–26.

82. World Medical Association. World Medical Association Declaration of
Helsinki. Ethical principles for medical research involving human subjects.
Bull World Health Organ. 2001;79(4):373–4.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affiliations.

Möckli et al. BMC Health Services Research          (2021) 21:306 Page 14 of 14

https://doi.org/10.7812/tpp/13-062
https://doi.org/10.12968/bjcn.2020.25.1.10
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0277-9536(00)00057-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.outlook.2013.10.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.outlook.2013.10.006
https://www.admin.ch/opc/de/classified-compilation/19950275/index.html
https://www.admin.ch/opc/de/classified-compilation/19950275/index.html
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203852279
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-6-44
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-13-347
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.shaw.2019.10.002
https://doi.org/10.3109/13561820.2010.532620
https://doi.org/10.3109/13561820.2010.532620
https://doi.org/10.1097/jhm-d-16-00025
https://doi.org/10.1097/jhm-d-16-00025
https://doi.org/10.1093/intqhc/mzg043
https://doi.org/10.1370/afm.1378
https://doi.org/10.2471/BLT.16.179309
https://doi.org/10.1002/nur.21503
https://doi.org/10.1002/nur.21503
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-016-1372-z
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjqs-2017-006954
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjqs-2017-006954
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13012-018-0784-z
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13012-018-0784-z
https://nbn-resolving.org/urn:nbn:de:0168-ssoar-46679-8;

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Objectives
	Design and methods
	Discussion

	Introduction
	Care coordination in homecare
	Factors associated with coordination in homecare
	Macro level – structure quality
	Meso level – structure quality
	Meso level – process quality
	Micro level – process quality
	Micro level – outcome quality


	Methods
	Aim
	Study design and setting
	Sample
	Instruments and measurements
	Macro level – structure quality
	Meso level – structure quality
	Meso level – process quality
	Micro level – process quality
	Micro level – outcome quality

	Data collection
	Patient and public involvement
	Data analysis

	Discussion
	Abbreviations
	Supplementary Information
	Acknowledgements
	Authors’ contributions
	Funding
	Availability of data and materials
	Declarations
	Ethics approval and consent to participate
	Consent for publication
	Competing interests
	Author details
	References
	Publisher’s Note

