] 2
2002 2

@ @ ©)
20-30
21.9%

ey
©)
2005 24(1) 1-11)

1995 (telemedicine)
(2]
(1)
113%(2)
(3)
4
®)
(6)
261
E-mail: hsu.liling@msa.hinet.net
92 7 10
93 6 2
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2002 6

©)
1155
900
©) (6)
403 44.8%
71.1% 34.4%
@
4 (
[2] MMR
60% [3]
Crocco [4]
(
( ) (
)
(Hedlth on the Net Foundation, HON)[5]
2621
59%
[6-14]

HON (Health on the Net Foundation)



500

[2][9]
Q) /

2

©)
(4)

®)

(6)
)
(8)

Ambre [15] 28

21
(source) (accuracy)
(disclosure) (original source
stated) (currency)
(hierarchy of evidence)
(relevance/utility) (disclaimer)
(link) (review process)
Dragulangesu[ 1]
(authority) (coverage)
(density) (interactivity)
(objectivity) (promptness)
Smith (2001)[16]
(information content
criteria) (ease-of -use
criteria)

[16]
1
2.
3.
2002 2 2002 6
( Google )
1155
() (263)
() 17
() (14)
() (235)
() (122)
() (504)
[1-2][5][8][19]
(access) (authority of
author) (content)

(information structure and design)
(quality of thelinks)

Silberg [29]
(disclosure) (authorship)
(attribution) (currency)
40
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35

3.6~4.5
( )
10
35 0
2 1
2002 8 2002 12
900
20-30 1155
255
900
SPSS 10.0 for Windows
Kappa ANOVA

Cronbach . Kappa

CronbacH sa  0.81
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900
Kappa ( ) 35
(K
0.75) 19
(K 0.4~0.75) 13
(K 04
890
Kappa
0.18 Kappa
Kappa
[28][29] McNemar test
22 (McNemar
test,p 0.05) 9
4
McNe-
mar test
ANOVA
()
900
403 44.8%
21.9% 900
21.9%
11.4% 10.7% (
)
71.1% 34.4%
( )
()
« )
A 30%
B 20%



( E-mail

(Hyper Link)
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Kappa McNemar test
1 0.283 0.375
2. 0.498 0.000*
3. 0.399 0.250
4, 0.177
5. 0.261 0.000*
1 0.575 1.000
2. 0.325 0.000*
3. 0.386 0.000*
4. 0.449 0.000*
5.
6.
7. 0.365
8. ( 0.400 0.076
)
1 0.521 0.000*
2. 0.315 0.000*
3. 0.215 0.000*
4, 0.296 0.000*
5. 0.460 0.000*
6. 0.474 0.003*
7. 0.230 0.000*
8. 0.386 0.000*
9. 0.509 0.000*
10. 0.216 0.000*
11. 0.129 0.000*
1 0.798 1.000
2. 0.540 1.000
3. 0.511 0.267
4, 0.664 0.375
5. 0.158 0.000*
1 0.683 0.000*
2. 0.670 0.003*
3. 0.694 0.006*
4, 0.685 0.081
5. 0.645 0.007*
6. 0.247 0.001*

* Significant difference between A rater and B rater (McNemar test; P 0.05)
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(N 900)

%

197
12

18

50
33
24
103
97
67
50

27
24
23
19
17
14
13

= W o1 ©

21.9
13
0.7
2.0
6.0
5.6
3.6
2.7

114

10.7
7.4
5.6
3.8
3.0
2.7
2.6
21
1.9
16
14
1.0
0.6
0.3
0.1

(N 900)

N %
311 34.4
276 30.6
186 20.6
146 16.2

67 7.4

40 44

35 3.9

35 3.9

25 2.8

22 24

21 23

18 20

17 19

15 17

5 0.6
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(N 900)
A B

n % n % n % n % n % n %
898 99.8 2 02 895 994 5 06
323 359 577 641 493 548 407 452
899 99.9 1 01 896 99.6 4 04
5 001 85 999 5 001 8% 99.9
30 33 870 96.7 7 08 893 99.2
36 40 864 96.0 3% 39 865 9.1
483 537 417 463 325 36.1 575 639
573 637 327 363 703 781 197 219
608 676 292 324 708 787 192 213
607 674 293 326 706 784 194 216
603 670 297 330 700 778 200 222
344 382 293 326 263 292 516 573 196 21.8 188 209
511 56.8 389 432 551 612 349 388
62 69 838 931 105 117 795 88.3
756 840 144 160 633 703 267 29.7
715 795 184 205 375 417 525 59.3
849 943 51 57 786 873 114 127
877 974 23 26 893 99.2 7 08
882 980 18 20 893 99.2 7 08
417 463 483 536 161 179 739 821
128 142 772 857 247 274 653 726
544 604 356 39.6 645 717 255 283
864 9%.0 36 40 892 99.1 8 09
810 900 90 100 892 99.1 8 09
893 99.2 7 08 892 99.1 8 09
889 988 11 12 889 98.8 11 12
889 988 11 12 884 988 16 18
894 99.3 6 07 891 99.0 9 10
762 847 138 153 861 9.7 39 43
608 675 292 325 652 724 248 276
609 677 291 323 643 714 257 286
609 677 291 323 640 711 260 289
609 67.7 291 323 638 709 262 29.%
611 679 289 321 650 722 250 27.8
609 677 291 323 646 718 254 282
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A 93.1%
88.3%
53.6% B
82.1%

79.5% B
41.7%

95%

43%

68% B
71%

A 53.7% B
36.1% A
30% B
20%

Kunst & Khan[26]

93.1% (A )
88.3% (B )
(
) 20.5% (A ) 59.3% (B )
53.6%
(A ) 82%(B )

[19-22] Eysenbach & Diepgen
[23] Wilson[24]

(filter)
900
900
(1)
) ©)
(4)
®)
(6)
[17]
209
900
403 44.8%
197  21.9%
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24.78 0.000***
19.51 0.000***
* 7.29 0.000***
8.50 0.004**
15.44 0.000***
* 391 0.002**
11.17 0.001***
7.88 0.000***
* 12.86 0.000***
5.10 0.024*
831 0.000***
* 6.92 0.000***
0.34 0.561
7.14 0.000***
* 0.95 0.447
*PE0.05 **PE0.0L ***PE0.001
O Obst[14]
Eysenbach [8]
Kim [13] 29
165 132 (80%)
12 33 (20%)
12
5.
(user support)

Brusselq[7] 2002
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Evaluating the quality of health provided by medical websites

Li-LinGe Hsu

Objectives: The authors completed a novel search for medical websites available in Taiwan
and generated evaluation criteria and indicators to compare them. M ethod: Using search engineering,
asample of 1155 sites were collected by traditional a Chinese interface from February 18, 2002 to
June 30, 2002. Two raters assessed 900 of these medical websites for the purposes of categorization.
The evaluation indicators were established based on the website accessibility, the authority of the
author, content, information structure and design, and the quality of links. Results: The 35- item
evaluation indicators were devel oped with the Cronbach’s a of 0.81. Of the 900 medical websites,
44.8% were commercially orientated and 21.9% were medically orientated. As to the authors of
the medical websites, 71.1% were either medical institutes, or professionals like medical Doctors.
This study found that most medical websites were not designed for specific targets. In addition,
their contents were neither intensive nor objective. Conclusions: This study suggests that medical
websites in Taiwan are yet to convincingly establish their authority or credibility. (Taiwan J
Public Health. 2005;24(1):1-11)

Key Words: Evaluation, quality of link, content and design, health/medical websites, health
information
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