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Abstract The purpose of this study was to induce continuing health screening of the examinees of the health
promotion centers by identifying reason of health screening, selection factors of health promotion -center,
satisfaction level for health promotion center and revisit intention for the examinees who have utilized the
health promotion centers of hospitals in Busan and also understanding the examinees' preferences. This study
has been conducted from 2 ,22.~4, 5. 2013 with the 892 examinees who had utilized the 10 medical institutes
in Busan. And the frequency, x’-test, t-test, ANOVA, logistic regression was analysed. The summary of the
study results is as follows. In terms of health screening type, those with office worker physical examination,
those with revisit had the highest frequency whereas the group with no disease and the group of being healthy
for subjective health condition had the highest frequency. As for the determination factors of health promotion
center, accessibility, partnership work, acquaintance recommendation was found to be the highest and followed.
And as for the satisfaction level of health promotion center, satisfaction level for accessibility and medical
check-up was found to be the highest with 3.59 points, and followed by satisfaction level for brand name,
facility, the economic cost. Finally, as for the revisit intention had the highest frequency. Based on the study
results above it would be necessary to establish a reasonable price structure in revitalizing promotion and
improving health program.
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Determination Factors and Satisfaction of Health Screening Center by Health Examination at Hospital
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(Table 1) General Characteristics of Respondents

[unit : person(%9)]
variahle N %

Trele 83 07

gender forrdle 49 503

> 141 158

BN 1% 162

age 0 2 %8

D % 72

0 < 3 160

. college < 410 460

educational Figh schodl 307 R9

beckgromnd e school> 1% 151

office - specialist R 22

sales - services iy 211

cooupetion housework 18 188

production technology & 96

student and ect. 109 122

_ A > &6 20
mncone

Jronth A0~2D 2 %8

(willion) 10~30 18 205
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400~49 107 120
50 < % 108
adop‘Flon & student R 24
physical check-up
health .
. office worker 5 B
type & physical examination )
comp.rehe'nswe % B4
examination
hedlth screening  primary 36 308
Visit type secondary 337 602
very healthy 98 5 4
ﬁ;l healthy 07 A4
not healthy Y 92
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Sese o an 774
total 2 1000
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Determination Factors and Satisfaction of Health Screening Center by Health Examination at Hospital

(Table 2) General Characteristics of Respondents by Choosing Factors of Health Screening Center at

Hospital [unit : person(%9)]

variable A B C D E F G H J K total X(p)

— nele @ 08 3 7 A8 B af @S &8 o & R

ferrele o 1S (& A W B @ T ) ad ald e
B> Wy b 50 (50 @B (A 28? (50 1S 0 @B add
S ad od af o @B ¥ ed & & b &Y b

e 0D e af B B @ & b o B o wd wl §E
TH w8 af B ol w8 E e & B - e Wb
0 < s 6 @ o b D o Wl
cocatio. = ab 15 B 8 & D e D B o B awd

ba&nkﬁm high school GY 08 (5 ad =B B af (9 <8%? 03 @b ) D
midde school = aw6¥ od 23 ) @¥ 8 a0 67 ad ol a0 add
offce  specialist ad oF (B (B @ B n B B - @B al
seles - services ¥ i @ ¥ @§ B @ W A b ad b

%ion " housevork ¥ 8 o ad @ el W el - e wdd omy
wodcton tehdoey——(g) - (38 (58 @B 0 - 47 18 (1 @¥  ad
student and ect. @y 0 2 4 @ i o) s 28 28 W wld
20 > ad 18 D B el D oF F B oF ad ol
2029 Wd 0F (D b @ aF 28 B b F @ b

;%%rg?% H0EH W af @b o @® B af @B B o @B Wl fg
404D a0 28 1 &F ¥ 0 ab oF C@d )
50 < s ) e ) al ¥ e o e )
option & stdent 7B (17 (&b (B @B (B 23 o) B 0wl add

Sg%lif}% office worker . on (38 (15 (7 wd @B ad o o A od ol T
Somprehesive (& o (B sy 28 9 ad B ad @8 ad)

Vit PATEY @8 2 @ S @y B B D o @B il g
PP ontay wh f 3 @ @S B W @ o @ ) o
very heslthy @b 08 6F § B W H E & o A o
P ey w6y 29 (& wl @B F ) & D - )
ot healthy s - w0 @ of 13 @l ad 2F (1 ol
PR (16%% (09 (4 (o <2&%§ wd (15w & 8 6w UG
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Aol gle Fetel Hlgte] §le JdeAE e
HAe7b A el 53, ¥4, 324, AU, A
A gl 8 FitoME o] fli= AddA vEE A
7t o B HeAasE RItHp<o5)

57| IFEE AZAME Y VEEE BHAE AR
FE M AFFTE LG50 FEEAGR) R =
& AFE By FosiA= ggkon roleje] 3
5o vE TH, HIA, AAUE, A R 8 BT
A FEEoA R HeUh B AYE BYY

(p<0p)<Table 3>.

3.4 AT MEt HF Y AHUFE oA}

AZNAERS BRI Al RS oJatol] gk Ao A
ERIA A ‘AR A7t Adrholl 56%, A8 At
UV = 44%2] AE Kol g SHAblA A
& A} vk FE oS Blon 304, 400, 50
o, 20dh, 60t 22 AR QAL A e A=l
w2t FfroJAke] vlgol ztolzt QAaL Aol §le
oAl do] e Fetol w3 HHANE ] AR
H]Eo] E=A e THp<.05).

AZVAEL AP SAbell 2k Aol A= A
a7l ke AR 97.0%E RS A4A) 8o
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AE A A

= SRk 30%ol Bk 4
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(Table 3) General Characteristics of Respondents by Satisfaction of Health Screening Center at

Hospital o9 - MESD
—— brand name of cost pronote accessihility heckup facility
358672 340807 317+606 350547 3594571 350+510
frele 356470 3304773 3156 358+5 3574581 350448
gender  ferle 36168 3404840 320+ 700 36051 361560 35152
t(p) 1.130(.259) 1.444(149) 1.453(.146) 993(.321) B75(.500) 643(520)
29> 351655 3.34+791 3.06+.615 353+ 549 3534566 344+ 541
1D 3.60+.654 3.37+.763 3.20+ 561 359+535 357+.558 349+ 458
20749 3.56+.664 342+ 833 324+ 898 3584535 357+.612 350+ 552
e 00 361674 3.40+.779 3.20+.653 358+.529 3.60+.559 350+.472
60 < 363£716 345+.793 310+.731 3.68+.602 3.68+536 358+519
F(p) 722(577) 382(.821) 1.971(097) 1.412(.228) 1.449(216) 1.323(.259)
college < 3.57+.686 341+.811 3.20+.641 3594539 3574577 3514524
educational Tigh schod 358+672 340+.781 3.13+.662 358+553 350+583 349+523
background e school > 3.66+.624 3.37+.862 318+.910 359+ 561 364+515 352+.498
F(p) 930(.395) 122(.885) 856(.425) 037(.964) 694(.500) 245(.783)
office - specialist 3574672 3.46+.792 3.20+.669 3654575 3672571 3584540
sales - services 3,66+ 678 3.40+.834 3.13+.891 362+.571 3.61+.596 3524515
. housework 3.61+.688 3.27+.803 3224614 3.48+.464 353+ 534 3.39+.446
ooeupation - ction technology 3:48+.650 3424789 310£.670 357+.565 344+ 628 347+520
student and ect. 351+.636 3.51+.800 3.12+.610 3.63+.567 3.59+532 3.55+.512
F(p) 1512(197) 2.572(.037) 899(.464) 3.787(,005) 3.664(,006) 4597(001)
20 > 356660 338+.834 3184798 356+539 357+558 348+ 510
A 200729 360,666 341+.791 318+.622 355+ 541 350+523 344+ 485
fncome 317209 3624625 343+.759 322+ 606 364+ 551 361+.561 352+ .489
(million) 400749 371+.669 343+.803 3.13+.689 3624552 373+.641 360+519
50 < 3424780 3.31+.862 3.00+.704 363+570 366+.612 356+576
F(p) 2.634(.033) 460(756) 609(656) 1180(318) 3767(006) 2.253(062)
adoption & student 4 - ’ -
b ched 358712 3.36+809 315+.816 3614570 354+.620 350+.550
health office worker . . -
health el vetion 3612642 3.38+.780 3.14+617 356+512 363+521 350+.459
type comprehensive o rqs n _
comprehens 3.58+.668 340+.815 3.17+.640 350+577 3504582 350+.528
F(p) 378(685) 2.300(.101) 2.280(.102) 975(378) 2.309(.100) 015(.985)
primary 3494664 S44ETTT 32065 360+53 350455 355449
V;;ﬁe secondary 3665+60 337486 315£70 358+5M 3504581 343518
) 12023(00D) 1638199 99(30) 0747 037 4050(044)
very healthy 3.50+.662 3.46+.802 3.23+ 697 3.65+537 364+574 355+ 505
bethy | hedlthy 358,684 3324777 3.12+.663 3504556 3534565 344+ 519
belief 1ot hedthy 3574693 3.35+.921 2.97+.758 355+.533 349+ 544 3.46+.476
F(p) 030(971) 2.866(.057) 6.352(.002) 7.376(.001) 4515(.011) 5.183(.006)
ves 358+.721 3.28+.793 3.11+.869 3504524 351+.581 340443
dsease o 359+.657 3.43+.808 319+.636 3.62+.551 3.61+.566 353+.524
tp) 031(.360) 5.993(.015) 1.982(.160) 7.717(.006) 4.793(.029) 11.796(.001)
. Spaix generdl 359, 703 333815 3,04 650 3.46+.524 356+.506 3.38+.467
medical hoapi
i‘y“sg““te general hoapital 3.58+.663 3.23+.804 3.21£.705 3.63+.548 3.60+.588 354+517
tp) 048(827) 2032(154) 1 9.600(.002) 15.618(.000) 480(.489) 15.233(.000)
* p<0.05
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(Table 4) General Characteristics of Respondents by Recommendation and Revisit Intention of

Health Screening Center at Hospital [unit : person(%9)]
recormmendation revisit  intention
variable X X
yes no no
[(RE6] (D] ves [BBOTO1 730))
e 253 21(47) ) £9%8) 14(32)
gender ferrdle £31(960) 180 40) Z6%) 436(97.1) 13( 29) 88
2 > 132(93.6) 9( 6.4) 137(97.2) 4 28)
ER) 143(986) 2( 14) 142(97.9) 3(2.1)
age 4749 215(97.3) 6(27)  13.73(.008) 217(98.2) 4 18) 4.861(.302)
0 233(96.3) 9( 37) 234(96.7) 8( 3.3)
60 < 130(90.9) 13( 9.1) 135(94.4) 8( 56)
) college < 399(97.3) 110 2.7 399(97.3) 110 2.7)
educational . _ _
o o ligh school 328(94.5) 19(55)  5508(.064) 336(96.8) 110 3.2) 00(.819)
fground - e school> 126(93.3) 9 6.7) 130(96.3) 5( 3.7)
office - spacialist 280(97.6) 7( 24) 280(97.6) 7( 2.4)
selles + services 158(94.0) 10 6.0) 159(94.6) 9( 5.4)
occupation housework 233(96.3) 937  7.766(.101) 238(98.3) 4017 6.050(.195)
production technology 82(%.3) 4 47) 84(97.7) 2(23)
student and ect. 10091.7) 9( 83) 104(95.4) 5( 46)
20 > 263(94.0) 17( 6.0) 273(95.8) 12( 42)
income/mon 2000 212(95.9) 9( 4.1) 216(97.7) 5( 2.3)
th 300730 179(97.9) 422 74310115 180(98.4) 3( 16) 3.44(487)
(million) 40049 105(98.1) 2 19 104(972) 3(28)
50 < 29(92.7) 7(73) R(%BY 4( 42)
adoption & student -
. Ahysical chodkn 279(93.6) 19( 6.4) 285(95.6) 13( 4.4)
scroening  Office worker 370(96.1) 15(39)  5.030(081) 375(97.4) 10026)  2935(231)
ype physical emnatlon
comprehensive 204(97.6) 5( 2.4) 205(98.1) 4( 19)
examination
. Drimrary B7919) 18050 339%5) 16( 45)
VISIL D ey 5I61) gy FBAB SHR0) (o 0D
el very healthy 487(9.8) 16( 3.2) 490(97.4) 13( 2.6)
belict hedlthy 283(93.8) 19(62)  4.181(.124) 296(96.4) 11( 36) 770(.680)
rot hedthy 78(%.1) 4( 49) 79(96.3) 3(37)
. yes 185(91.6) 17( 84) 194(96.0) 8( 4.0) _
discase 663(96.8) m( 3z 102120003 671(972) 19( 2.8) TP5(.357)
medical  superior general hoepital 191(93.6) 13( 6.4) 194(95.1) 100 4.9)
institute _ 2.531(.120) _ 3.163(.100)
type general hoapital 662(96.2) 26( 39 671(975) 17( 2.5)
* p<0.05
3.5 THEEELAo]| FEE OiX|= TEE sk afolg HolA] ekt
Aol g-2JAel] JES F= WEE 2918 AL BAE QIXE ¥WEEs ZoldE Ao g9 At
37 BA3 Ay 0 LUELT) 2852 go)g oA} 19568 Eobd EAXoR fofd zelE: ®lT
7b 9w, R wEEs) 2842 14360, oA B (p<O0D). AolEoAtel 7MY B2 S e wEEL
T} =o4E 250, AXME A BEEsL =gz U2 HIA WSER ojAlo] SUFEE Aol EoAt
22361, A8 WEETL =942 132009 AJo]g 2508 SRk ol AREAlE AL Sl Ao
AP} Q= Ao g vEhton] o= EAdow fo  wAHUT<Table 5>.
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