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Abstract  This study investigated the differences in how medical institutions are chosen according to the
motivation of medical service utilization(minor disease, major disease, chronic disease management, cosmetic).
Importance order of selection for the minor disease were medical skill, kindness, rapidness, proximity,
importance order of selection for major disease and cosmetic were medical skill, facilities, reputation, medical
fee, importance order of selection for chronic disease management were medical skill, facilities, kindness,
medical fee. From this medical study skill was a more important factor in medical institutions irrespective of
motivation, subjects with the major disease tend to consider the selection of the medical institutions more
important, except proximity. Medical users select medical institutions according to the motivation of visiting,
and there were differences in same motivation according to socioeconomic status and information searching
behavior.
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[Fig. 1] Research Framework of the Study
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2(521%), NAAAHHA(322%), &&4AH9.1%)

Common  Minor Major  Chronic  Cosmetic

0]l th<Table 1>. Categories  \ihy  MiSD  M#SD  M:SD  MSD
Proximity ~ 401+88 40494 368134 401£95 327£1.20
Scale 359+83 3.14+97 419+91 383+93 3.66+.96
(Table 1) General characteristics of samples Facilities 417+82 357+1.03 46167 429+79 437+83

_ ‘ Medical skill 457+69 419+81 473:61 451£72 44780
Characteristics Categories N % Kindness 43374 414:81 429:78 426576 415880
Sex Male 22 459 Rapidness ~ 418£77 409480 422¢86 413+81 394+91
Female 297 Al Reputation ~ 413+80 377+92 44178 4224682 428+88
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(Table 4) The Selection Factor of Medical Institutions in the case of Minor disease

Proximity Scale Facilities Medical Kindness  Rapidness  Reputation Medical
Categories Skill Fee
M+SD M+SD M+SD M+SD M+SD M+SD M+SD M=SD
Total 404+ 94 314+ 97  357+1.03 419+ 84 414+ 81 409+ 80 377+ 92 398+ 86
Male 398+ 99 317+1.03  357x1.09 412+ 91 402+ 90 401+ 86  3.71+1.00 3.88+ 9%
Sex Female 408+ 89 312+ 92 358+ 98 426+ 77 425+ 71 415+ 73 382+ 34 407+ 79
t(p) -1.205 674 -.049 -2.058" -3.280" -2.161" -1.298 -2.458"
20-39 399+ A 3.10+ 93 345+ 98 407+ 91 407+ .88 401+ .83 3656+ .97 3.85+ 9
Age 40-59 4.10+ .90 3.12+1.01 3.60+1.03 431+ 72 417+ 71 419+ 73 3.83+ .86 413+ 75
(years) =60 409+ A 3.32+1.05 3.94+1.09 440+ 72 4.33+ .70 418+ 76 406+ .76 419+ 86
F(p) 85 1.94 8683 7.710™ 3.871" 3.094" 8.051"" 8611
Never married 398+ 93 312+ 92 349+ 97 411+ 90 408+ .86 402+ 82 366+ 96 383+ A
Marital ~ Married 408+ 9% 317+1.02  361+1.09 426+ 77 417+ 75 415+ 78 389+ &5  4.09+ 77
Status  Other 428+ 92 3194112 4.06+1.01 453+ 62 453+ 62 425+ 72 400+ 92 416+ 8
F(p) 1.836 202 4779 4813" 4.922" 2.241 5197" 4.623"
Profession 424+1.05 291+ 93 332+ 98 409+ .75 418+ 63 412+ 73 356+1.05 379+ .73
Service 380+ 95 291+1.04  354+1.15 423+ .73 397+ .79 406+ 80 377+ .77  4.06* 73
Production 416+¢1.02 289+ 94  342+1.12 426+ 56 395+ .78 400+ 75  353+1.02 411+ 88
Self-employment 4.00+ .98 3.28+ .89 3.78+1.13 425+ 92 4.16+ .77 416+ .85 391+ .99 397+ 90
Occupation  Office worker 4.28+ 73 2.98+1.01 3.59+1.04 409+ 82 422+ 75 422+ 71 397+ .74 416+ 72
Housekeeper 3.96+1.10 3.13+ 91 3.60+1.12 430+ 82 421+ 86 398+ .34 394+ .89 415+ 82
Student 396+ 90  346+1.06 349+ 95 411+ 90 407+ 86 401+ 82 366+ 96 387+ 95
Other 425+ 87 3.14+ 97 3.93+1.01 445+ 70 443+ 68 436+ 69 404+ 76 420+ 77
F(p) 1.767 2.319° 2.203" 1.684 2.246" 1.906 2.508" 2.006"
<Elementary 422+ 87 345t 98  4.07+1.06 453+ 60 452+ 65 435+ 73 413+ 72 420+ 78
Education Middle school 418+ 95 3114103  357+100 407+ 81 429+ 71 400+ 72 407+ 8  4.00+ 67
Level High school 401+ 96  3.08+1.00  363+1.07 426+ 75 407+ .76  Al4+ 71 371+ .8 412+ 77
>college 400+ 94 312+ 95 347+ 99 412+ 90 409+ & 403+ 84 370+ 95 389+ 93
F(p) 1.136 2.271 6.082"" 4658™ 5.466™ 3.080° 4.982" 3573
<100 411+ 92 336+1.06  38*1.06 430+ 81 431+ 80 427+ 81 398+ 94 409+ 88
Monthly ~ 100-300 3.96+ .97 3.17+ 93 3.61+1.04 423+ 83 417+ 82 408+ 81 377+ 91 402+ 92
Family 300-500 409+ 92 3.03+ 97 341+ 97 415+ 83 401+ .80 401+ .76 367+ .92 3.96+ .83
Income =500 406+ .92 3.03+ 98 3.57+1.00 406+ 93 411+ .79 407+ 82 371+ .89 377+ .80
F(p) 783 2775 4,022 1.349 2.829" 2.164 2.298 1.948
. Personal 401+ .89 312+ &9 359+ .99 422+ 82 419+ .76 405+ 73 372+ .89 3.89+ .88
Information  p ;e 382+102 308+ 90 336+103 394+ 98 386:L01 392+ 99 384104 388+ 94
Bsei(;r\ji}:)r Experimental 408+ 96  316+1.03  357+1.06 423+ 83 417+ 78 416+ 80 380+ 93  4.05+ 87
(informer) Professional 386+1.07 329+ 95  371+1.11 386+ 90 371111 371+ 76 371+ 76 386+ 69
F(p) 1.236 1838 758 2.167 3.068" 2.231 .39% 1.577
#p<05, #+p<l0l, =+pl001 FollA FAHCR F93
3.2.4 SBZEEA| Q27| MEHQOI o7 AdE FasA AZska AL 20-394, 40-59
F2ABG) A9 WE ATAIAE Qo] e AlE B, WS QA oL Amw], W o2 o
see) FR7) A1 Boken] Aol 1 REs  Ehdh 9% JRslR Ade gy, Ansd, As
Pei=g Hlo| A FAAMOE Fod folE WAATh ATl
Ao wh o g57)g Agaclel Aojel glojA 4 SlojA AEAH L BAgle] METHs A WA LS
994, oA BF Agn), Al g Qe A8 o F HAR FRE7E EA UEEeH O g o R vE
2 FRe0) Azteha dglen e, AN, Aasd 2 & B ARNE g ARy H9e 7eHap, o
4, e, Amwel ol olge] WanTh BAMeR & B A4, WadS Faa Az Il A
FolstAl FoakA Aztsta itk Aol ol B AEHH 9573 AEade A, AT A
£ QN AR5 /Y Fw Rloln 10 o feld Aol uath 4319 49 BE AelA
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The Selection of the Medical Institutions by Motivation of Medical Service Utilization

(Table 5) The Selection Factor of Medical Institutions in the case of Major disease

Proximity Scale Facilities Medical Kindness  Rapidness  Reputation Medical
Categories Skill Fee
M:+SD M+SD M+SD M:SD M:SD M:SD M:SD M:+SD
Total 368133 410+ 91 461+ 67 473t 61 429+ 78 422+ 86 441+ 78 439+ 78
Male 3684135 408+ 94 452+ 73 461t 74 419+ 84 417+ 87 426+ 87 427+ 86
Sex  Female 3684132 427+ 86 468+ 61 484+ 44 438+ 71 427+ &5 453+ 68 449+ 70
t(p) 050 -2.454" 2685 439 27217 -1.244 4075 3289
20-39 364132 421+ 90 452+ 74 464 73 424+ 8 421+ 90 437+ 84 430+ &7
Age  40-59 355138 417+ 86  AT8+ 48 489+ 34 433+ 70 421+ 83 451+ 69 449+ 63
(vears) =60 399127 414+ O3 463+ 65 479+ Al 441+ T2 420+ 78 436+ 71 454+ 63
F(p) 3.454° 224 7245 9.157" 2.154 33 1.866 4958”
Never married 370129 426+ 84 A54t 72 465+ 71 425+ 80 426+ 86 438+ 83 433+ 86
Marital ~ Married 3614140 400+ 99 466+ 64 482+ 46 432+ 75 Al6+ &7  Add+ T2 446+ 69
Status  Other 307131 413+ 79 484+ 37 494+ 25 450+ 72 438+ 71 438+ 79 447+ 62
F(p) 1.073 2,301 4067 7.203" 1763 1445 397 1.997
Profession 285142 400+ 89  AT7I+ 52 483+ 33 400+ 67 403+ 87 447+ 36 421+ &
Service 343136 380+ 96 457+ 70 474+ 56 411+ 90 414+ &5 417+ 92 431+ 80
Production 316130 458+ 61 474+ 56 500+ 00 437+ 76 426+ 73 AT4+ 56 447+ 61
Self-employment ~ 344+159  4.00:122 463+ 66  A75+ 62 428+ 77  301+1.03 447+ 84 441+ 76
Occupation  Office worker 3284140 419+ 99 488+ 34 494+ 25 419+ 74 419+ 78 469+ 54 466+ A3
Housekeeper 396137 436+ 92 A2+ 77 483+ 61 451+ 76 430+ 93 449+ 80 457+ 77
Student 378125 427+ 83 AS6t 70 464+ 70 427+ 79 426+ 86 4R+ 79 434 4
Other 4012122 401+ 93 454+ 66 476+ 46 443+ 70 420+ 78 428+ 70 441* 63
F(p) 4426™ 2.876” 148 2.553" 1717 1.150 2.038° 1415
<FElementary 413117 422+ 74 4S8t 74 482+ 43 457+ 62 437+ 78 43R+ 67 462+ 52
_ Middle school 3756121 393+127 450+ 58 464+ 49 454+ 69 Al4+ 71 436+ 73 432+ 67
Edﬁtj;““ High school 360+138 415t 96 AT2+ 55 484+ 43 426+ 78 420+ 86 443+ 78 44d= 70
> college 359135 421+ 88 458+ 71 469+ 60 424+ 80 421+ &8 441+ 81 434+ &
F(p) 2.888" 927 1470 2.486 4140” 678 095 2.448
100 4031109 420+ 77 441+ 80 459+ 68 436+ 77 427+ 82 430+ 80 440+ 74
Monthly ~ 100-300 387133 420+ 93 469+ 58 476+ 56 435+ 77 430+ 80 436+ 78 439+ 79
Family  300-500 335132 421+ 90 462+ 64 479+ 56 417+ 76 All+ 90 450+ 74 440+ 75
Income  >500 334145 4064101 459+ 81 471+ 73 429+ 82 420+ 97 450+ 83 433+ 90
F(p) 8.686™ 547 3683 2473 2,062 1623 1945 169
~ Personal 352145 415+ 92 464t 62 478+ 50 430+ 72 418+ & 442+ 79 438+ 5
Information p, ;. 368117 430+ 89 436+ 88 450+ 84 416+ 93 400+ 93 436+ 83 416+ 96
B‘Z;Zr;}:)r Experimental 378+130 421+ 89 462+ 66 474+ 61 434+ 76 428+ 83 440+ 78 444+ 76
(informer)  Professional 314146 386+ 90 443+ 79 500+ 00  414+1.07 457+ 79 443+ 54 414+122
F(p) 1774 764 2613 3.349" 847 2178 092 2,034
#p<05, #+p<lO0l, ##+pl00l oA FALLRE Frolsh
AegTEe 7P A% g9lo7 I U0 g AR o] 3009H mRke AR HS 7MY T8 A A4St
et o2 AR oA E o7 Aozt A I ggo2 AFH[PANE 30097+ o] 5007k H]
[ A& Fa5HA AZstka ATk "4, 1, gk 500%H o] Wz TY, A1, By FEH] so=
558, Fad glojA Adel met FAHeR o Uelgth BdAREAgE ] QoA AA RG-S
gk 2tolE Btk sl glojA] st} AAgle] s AzeE A Ha J83Y] £o2 F3dRde 3
SHo] 71 Fas 8Qlo = YEhwton 258l o3 558, ALY HY R co® ARG 5
=80, - HE o Feus I He A =8, A, 3] H3 o7 ATV RYS AEE
Hl Fo2 358uls Al F8H] Hit o2 g g PGy AT Jo o2 Fa3HA AZslal QIAA
8} o] Al H RgH] o2 FQ3H st v s N HYgueragegds SA4 {3 A
Ao Hdy Advk HdE FAHeR o3 ol HAY<Table 5>
z2te] 7k ATk A4S 44 1009k R R 1007
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(Table 6) The Selection Factor of Medical Institutions in the case of Chronic disease management

Proximity Scale Facilities Medical Kindness  Rapidness Reputation Medical
Categories Skill Fee
M£SD M=SD M:SD M:=SD M:=SD M£SD M£SD M=SD
Total 401+ 95 388+ 03 429+ 79 454t 82 426+ 76 AI3t 81 422+ 82 425+ 8l
Male 393+ 98 381+ 96 425+ 80 444t 81  AI2t 83 406t 05 412+ 86 414+ &
Sex  Female 407+ 91 395+ 91 432+ 79 461t 62 439+ 66 420+ 46 430+ 77 434+ 76
t(p) -1.749 -1.710 -1.078 2693 423%™ ~1.908 2566 2928
20-39 400+ 96 390+ 95 424 83 441+ 80 419+ 81 408+ 34 417+ 36 417+ %6
Age 4059 402+ 84 382+ 91 435+ 70 ATI+ 55 434+ 66 419+ 78 428+ 78 438+ 71
(years) =60 4026105 392+ 93 435 79 467+ 55 437+ 71 422+ 74 426+ 73 432+ 74
F(p) 032 466 1.360 10777 3.005 1,569 1077 3572
Never married 100+ 95 396+ 92 427 81 443t 79 421+ 79 411+ 31 418+ 84 418+ &
Marital ~ Married 390+ 95 380+ 96 430 79 466+ 62 433+ 71 417+ 81 427+ 79 433+ 75
Status  Other 425+ 92 378+ 93 441 71 466+ 60 434+ 79 413+ 79 419+ 78 431+ 74
F(p) 1.103 1.890 507 6927 1723 455 737 219
Profession 403+ 83 332+ 81 391 83 468t 64 424t 61 400t 82 420+ 72 421% 77
Service 383+ 92 377100 431 68 463t 60 All+ 76 423+ 73 426+ 92 437+ 69
Production 416+ 69 405+ 91 453+ 51 463+ A3 437+ 68 426t 65 453+ 61 447+ 6l
Self-employment 388+ 94  356+105 431+ 90 453+ 84 428+ 73 384+ 95 416+ 95 422+ 79
Occupation  Office worker 400+ 98 384+ 95 444+ 67 469+ 59 Al6+ 72 Al6+ 72 422+ 79 453+ 62
Housekeeper 398+110 387+ 98 432+ 94 458+ 72 443+ 80 425+ 90 428+ 84 432+ &
Student 401+ 94 395+ 91 426+ 80 441+ 79 421+ 79 411+ 81 416+ & 417+ &
Other 411+ 99 407+ 87 441+ 72 AT4t 50 445+ 70 425+ 75 425+ 70 429+ 78
F(p) 460 315" 1.846 2701 1.608 1275 691 135
<Elementary 430+ 81 413+ 81 450 70 480t 40 462t 59 452t 62 443+ 62 453% 60
_ Middle school 3824106 371+ 98 421+ 79 457+ 57 436t 78 407+ 66 439+ 69 414+ 76
Edicvagl“m High school 398+ 89 378+ 92 436+ 73 463+ 63 424+ 68 415+ &0 420+ 83 435 71
> college 398+ 97 389+ 95 423+ 83 445t 79 420+ 79 407+ 83 417+ & 417+ %6
F(p) 2394 2.256 2.369 5238 5403 5517 2.248 433"
100 417+ 88 400+ 92 420+ 84 445t 74 433t 78 426+ 78 424+ 81 427+ 75
Monthly ~ 100-300 398+ 93 302+ 90 435+ 75 456t 69 425+ 79 Aldr 80 421+ 82 428+ &2
Family ~ 300-500 392+101 385+ 96 436+ 71 458+ 72 424+ 71 408+ 81 426+ 82 430+ .79
Income =500 407+ 94 369+ 99 406101 447+ 78 427+ 74 409+ 36 409+ & 403+ 81
F(p) 1.497 1728 3.269° 985 313 1.074 813 2105
" Personal 392+ 93 389t 89 435+ 73 462 63 431t 71 414t 79 421+ 78 422+ 80
Information p, 1. 382+ 96 378102 410+ 95 426+ 99 410+ 93 392+ 90 424+ 96 400+ 97
Biizrvciir Experimental 409+ 94 391+ 94 427+ 80 453+ 71 420+ 74 417+ 80 420+ &2 430+ 76
(informer)  Professional 386+ 90 371+ 95 457+ 79 457+ 54 420+ 76  Al4+ 69 443+ 79 429+ 76
F(p) 2048 355 1630 3.244° 1.063 1428 194 2102
Hp<.0B, #+p< 01, #p< 001 oA BAAH T Fojgh
3.2,5 DY RSN o277 MEfQOl S HES ARy AL, Hd $og V&L IRy,
THE S E A8 du57HS HEE S 1AL -3 "En) Ad o2 Jee)E, AP IES
3|eHa EAof| whE zlo|= AW Hgit) Aol e g 54|, Ad, B o2 YEgton ZFH|RE S
AL a5y, A H Fog 4L I8EsE A Ao g ot Aol & BT} st A = A
4 g o ey Jasy - gy g flo] I185YY /e M =gk tgo® 2%
Hlo| Qlojx] Aol we} FaEF BAHE foJ3t Tl olst A, AN, 2&S FEue JH, 34,
ztolE BT} e JojA 20-9ME FETEH, Al AAAE 5staE Al JRH]) JE S giskast o4
A A AEH] Lo 7 40504 W8T Y AgH 2 A, JWd Ja 88 E FasH Adete 3l
A, I £O 2 60A o2 AesE, 1AE, Al 2 2 yEhgth g upE iy AEA] FoEes
Y] £o2 SR8 AZtetal Atk AEEH] A 58, A, A& A FAHLE Fodt AolE B
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(Table 7) The Selection Factor of Medical Institutions in the case of Cosmetic(not for treatment)

Proximity Scale Facilities Medical Kindness  Rapidness  Reputation Medical
Categories Skill Fee
M:+SD M:SD M:SD M:+SD M:+SD M:SD M:SD M:+SD
Total 327¢120 366 96 437+ 83 447+ 80 Al5+ 80 394+ 91 428+ 86 422+ &
Male 330122  362:1.05 432+ 90 436+ 90 407+ &7 390+ 97 408+ 93 410+ 94
Sex  Female 325t120 370+ 89 442+ 75 456+ 70 421+ 74 397+ 86 A4+ 74 432+ 81
t(p) A37 -1.019 -1.394 -2.783" -1.999" -831 -4819 2914
20-39 3184123 371+ 96 435t 85 440t 86  All+ 86 388+ 05 420+ 90 419+ 90
Age 4059 328+1.10 355t 97 456+ 69 464+ 68 422+ 70 398+ &5 438+ 79 428+ 8]
(vears) =60 356123 366+ 96 416+ 90 442+ 76 415+ 76 A4+ 88 400+ 89 422+ 92
F(p) 3.680" 1452 7.166" 4583 842 1.329 30917 633
Never married 317123 373t 97 435+ 83 439+ 86 410+ 86 380+ 94 428+ 89 417+ &9
Marital ~ Married 330¢1.16 357+ 95 438+ 83 454+ 75 AlI8+ 75 396+ 89 427+ 87 427+ 86
Status  Other 400+1.05 372+ 99 447+ 72 466+ 60 438+ 66 419+ 78 428+ 85 428+ &5
F(p) 7114 1815 332 3457 2,066 1582 013 1.004
Profession 312132 335t 92 444+ 71 456t 66 420+ 63 385+ 09 420+ 84 421+ 73
Service 303118 337+ 94 446+ 66 460+ 74 Ald+ 73 374+ 74 400+ 93 414+ &
Production 337+ 83 389+ 57 442+ 61 447+ 61 426+ 56 Al6+ 77 437+ 60 421+ 79
Self-employment  3.06+1.13  331:115 444+ 98 450+ 98 394+ 98 378+ 98 425102  4.00+L11
Occupation  Office worker 3284120 369+ 90 469+ 54 475+ 51 419+ 69 391+ 82 463+ 61 466+ 55
Housekeeper 3324117 368+ 94 428+ 93 443+ 82 423+ 80 380+ 91 430+ 82 430+ &7
Student 319122 374+ 96 437+ 83 440+ 85 410+ 84 393+ 93 431+ 88 419+ &7
Other 378116 374+ 99 420+ 92 449+ 76 424+ 78 Al6+ 93 407+ 91 420+ 97
F(p) 2.583" 2.031° 1371 1.065 897 1238 1.693 1583
<Elementary 373119 370t 91 420+ 88 443+ 83 427+ 76 Al17+ 83 422+ 80 433+ 88
_ Middle school 3544107 357+ 92 4ll+ 74 446+ 64 407+ 72 400+ 77 411+ 92 382+ 91
Edﬁlgj;(’“ High school 3224115 350+ 99 443+ 83 450+ 77 Al5+ 75 390+ 90 420+ 88 420+ 87
> college 319122 372+ 97 440+ 82 446+ 83 AlI3+ 84 390+ 94 433+ 88 424+ &
F(p) 4056" 1613 2.200 134 573 1542 11% 2.352
100 364117 367+ 98 411+ 91 431+ 83 405+ 81 402+ 90 412+ 93 411+ 97
Monthly ~ 100-300 319123 364101 438+ 83 449+ 80  Al4+ 84 394+ 92 421+ 90 423+ 90
Family ~ 300-500 321116 368+ 92 451+ 72 455+ 74 A19+ 75 380+ 90 445+ 77 425+ 80
Income =500 3204120 369+ 93 439+ 87 441+ 91 417+ 82 390+ 94 420+ 90 424+ &
F(p) 3528 083 4816” 1.920 638 A31 3653 617
~ Personal 314121 358+ 95 438+ 76 455t 72 420+ 72 393+ &8 434+ 83 423+ 79
Information  p, ;. 314111 334108  416+1.00  410+1.02  386+101 366+ 98  404:1.07 394110
Biirvciir Experimental 340121 376+ 95 436+ 84 448+ 79 419+ 80 399+ 92 427+ 86 424+ 88
(informer)  Professional 314146  371+L11 500+ 00 486+ 38  420+111 429+ 76  420+111 443+ 79
F(p) 1972 3.280" 2439 4881 2,704 2236 1591 1917
#p< 05, *+p<01, #++p<001 oA BAH R frolgh
ol 7RSS AS A5 BAgle] MssHe] /M Eltor HEFEnt WAy gt A4
Fa3k adlo|lon theo 2 1008k olsh= 3, %1 OS2 FY Aol AJTH<Table 6>.
4], 214-& 1009H o] 300%Ed 7k 3005+ o) ¢
5007 Wk A, Rgn), 18-S 5008k o) e A 3.2.6 UHx|F7t ofcl 0|8 YUt ol@7|B M
A A& HAS Fsta JF AoZ Vel o 500 EHQOI
W o) e o2 el vlE) XsHE d FasH A njgo2 o7r|PS Aee H9- A50] 5007 o]
Zstal A 7S 98573 A9 A 5 A AREAE Y AR Y ARV Y] HS-
AR SZ 3k Aol 7} AT WAAH By E o) 3l =2 A9 AA) BE A3 A glojA R
AAM MAGAGRYL AR 5E, A, -, F5H] o SEo FoE7F P =okon XY 1R T
2 FTAYRYLE As5TY, HH ALY IE go= T7F G el v89] A9 o5 7| AEa] ot
BRAARAE F5ey, AR, I, AE o2 v AEehE 54 w}% Aol tre3t 2}
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