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ABSTRACT

Objectives : The purpose of this study was to examine the prescription intention of Korean medicine doctors on
botanical drug.

Methods
whom a survey was conducted from July 1 to August 31, 2014,
Results
superiority,

The subjects in this study were 340 Korean medicine doctors in Korean medical institutions, on

The factors that affected the prescription decision making of the Korean medicine doctors were drug
level of Interest, Recognition, marketing of sales associates of pharmaceutical companies and
satisfaction with information provided by those companies, When the internal consistency of the variables was
measured, that was above 0.8,
The influential factors had a great explain ability when the general characteristics of the subjects were
adjusted(prescription intention : 38,1%). In contrast, the explainability of the factors was low when only their
general characteristics were inputted(prescription intention : 8.0%). Among the five factors, satisfaction with
marketing and awareness didn't exert a significant influence on prescription intention,
Conclusions Accordingly, well-planned education and promotion efforts are required to encourage Korean
medicine doctors to put more prescription intention in botanical drug, This study had some limitations : First,
the subjects were selected in a manner to allow for the convenience of this researcher, and the findings might
not be generalizable, Second, there was a problem with the time for the study in that there were quite fierce
disputes on botanical drug at that time, Third, the majority of the subjects run their own hospitals, and the

number of them was small, So it's not possible for them to represent every Korean medicine doctor,

Key words . botanical drug, prescription intention
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Table 1. Question items, number of question, and scale

No. of
Items . scale
question
General Gender, Age, Education level, Tenure, Type Nominal
... of hospital, Period of licensed, The number 9 and ratio
characteristics . . .
of patients per day, Working area, Training scale
Recognition of botanical drug 4
superiority of botanical drug 4
Effect factor . . . .
. Information satisfaction of pharmaceutical
for prescription company 4 )
of botanical Likert 5
drug Marketing satisfaction of pharmaceutical score scale

company

Interest of botanical drug 3

Intention for prescription 1
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Table 2. Factor analysis of effect factor for prescription of botanical
drug

Factor

Ttem Cronbach's &

Information
satisfaction

Marketing

X . Interest
satisfaction

Recognition | superiority

Q2
Q1
Q3
Q4
03
02
01
04
B5
B6
B4
B2
Bl
B3
P3
P1
P2

.868
190
.765
.730

894

.828
817
173
.763

851

919
913
871

.940

.885
872
.801

1903

.861
.802
195

.893
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25.6%, 45—50A] mRE2 91T 26.8%, 504 o] 78W
22.9%°01H HFstd= AHEH SAEAS 2247 65.9%,
AAH= 56W 16.5%, WA= 609 17.6%01%0%, AAAER7I
7z FEF By JAEdEe] 10dW ke 829 24.1%,
10-159  mgk2 949 27.6%, 15-20¢ w|vke 749
21.8%, 20 ol 90 26.5% ©ltt. TFdH=s WYH
FEE FES EW Fodolr ZFe= A= 3289
96.5% olu, TrHUL 197 3.5%0]3 JFJAHE FHE7|7E
H2E= 10d mgke 719 20.9%, 10—-15¢ mvke 86
25.8%, 15—209 n|uke 78 22.9%, 209 ©JARS 1059
30.9%01%0ct, 14 M= FXedEE FES| 2 309 gt
£ 1249 36.5%, 30—40% u|vh2 989 28.8%, 409 oA+
2 118% 34.7%, TFAGER AHEH FHA| o2 177
W 52.1%, FAEAE 1169 34.1%, FADL 479 13.8%
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W 753%, QU8 8= 479 13.8%, AEL 379 10.9%
o],

Table 3. General characteristics of the study subjects

Variable Category N %
Gender Male 281 82.6
Female 59 17.4
Age {40 84 24.7
40-45 87 25.6
45-50 91 26.8
50 < 78 22.9
Education level Bachelor's degree 224 65.9
Master's degree 56 16.5
Doctoral degree 60 17.6
Tenure {10 82 24.1
(year) 10-15 94 27.6
15-20 74 21.8
20 < 90 26.5
Type of hospital Korean medical clinic 328 96.5
Korean medical hospital 12 3.5
Period of licensed {10 71 20.9
(year) 10-15 86 25.3
15-20 78 22.9
20 < 105 30.9
Patients per day <30 124 36.5
(people) 30—40 98 28.8
40< 118 34.7
Working area Metropolitan 177 52.1
City 116 34.1
County 47 13.8
Training experience |No 256 75.3
Intern 47 13.8
Resident 37 10.9
Total 340 100.0
2. 24 HRRES QUE B4 BE HaE

Al Aurela}

A} RS AuE 54 mE
ARE Table 4Sh 2T AEE o] 4wnd
B Aok Agot HRE 351, clae] HRe
o A BAE AF APt wHOr KT (o

0.01)= vEpgT.

HAE Aok Ao
dAke] W
3.78%2 oz}

Vol, 30 No. 5, 2015
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Table 4. Prescription intention of botanical drug by general
characteristics

standard

Variable N Mean S t/F D
Gender
Male 281 3.51 0.89 -2.8427 005
Female 59 3.78 0.62
Age
<40 84 3.56 0.87 642 589
40—-45 87 3.52 0.87
45-50 91 3.65 0.91
50 < 78 3.47 0.77
Education level
Bachelor's degree 224 3.46 0.91 5.343" .005
Master's degree 56 3.57 0.78
Doctoral degree 60 3.87 0.65
Tenure (year)
{10 82 3.38 0.95 2.156 .093
10-15 94 3.53 0.91
15-20 74 3.72 0.75
20 < 90 3.60 0.78
Type of hospital
Korean medical clinic 328 3.55 0.86 —.466 .641

Korean medical hospital 12 3.67 0.78



Period of licensed (year)

{10 71 3.41 0.87 2.268 .080
10—-15 86 3.50 0.97
15-20 78 3.76 0.76
20 < 105 3.54 0.81

Patients per day (people)
{30 124 3.44 0.83 1.897 152
30—40 98 3.64 0.88
40 < 118 3.60 0.87

Working area
Metropolitan 177 3.60 0.85 702 .496
City 116 3.51 0.87
County 47 3.47 0.86

Training experience
No 256 3.501 0.89 1.235 292
Intern 47 3.70 0.78
Resident 37 3.65 0.75

Total 340 3.55 0.86
"p<0.05, " p<0.01, " p<0.001
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Table 5. Correlation analysis between factors

A D E F G H I J K L M

A 1

B -.017 1

¢ am’ 256 1

D 105 878" 280" 1

E 039 854" 296 939 1

F o094 3477 1637 3507 375 1

G 4477 052 127 1160 085 .103 1

H 3117 -004 024 020 -041 -.058 .526 1

I 368" -.085 .113° —076 134" 089 .296 213" 1

J 5087 -.016 2197 075 0447 053 378" 168" 474 1

K .31 038 .027 .063 —009 .112° 201" 293" 654" 254 1
A : prescription intention, B :Age, C:Education level, D :Tenure

period, E :Period of licensed, F :Patients per day, G :Information
satisfaction of pharmaceutical company, H : Marketing satisfaction of
pharmaceutical company, I : Recognition, J : superiority, K : Interest

" p<0.05,  p<0.01,  p<0.001
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Model 2& ZAIAAES] dRbd EAS BASHA] g2
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= AY3AL AHE(p=.241), AAE AlFe] L+A(8=.358),
AAE Alofo] FAZ(g=_207)7} FAE Ak A2t
FFE v 8QeF Yehgn gL 36.4%%ch.

Model 3& ZAAES duts SHRE FUstel
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Ae aolom dAR(I=-497), HEIAE=.159, Y4
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Table 6. Factors influencing prescription intention of botanical drug

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
B Beta P B Beta P B Beta P
Age -.040 -.303 .001 -.065 -.497 .000
Education level 067 061 .187 170,153 005
Tenure 034 277 003 .058 471 000
Patients per day ,002 036 437 J005 077 172
Information satisfaction | 294 .220 .000| .322 .241 000!
Marketing satisfaction | .085 080 130 .072 .068 195
Recognition -.011 -.009 .888/-.028 -.023 .715
superiority 433,320 .000| .485 .358 .000
Interest 213,197 .001] .224 .207 .001
R’ .398 373 091
Adjusted R® 381 364 .080
F 24,191 39.790 8.418
P P<0,001 P<0.001 P{0,001
NIy
AT B7EAS B3 24 BhARES) ddel e
T Q22 HAE Aol gt Agoate] 34221 wEgo]
Yet=d, ol HHE Alofo] FIZoof 5y g, &
o gonse stay AEYe Sof v JRE 44 AS
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