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Abstract

Purpose/Significance: In online health communities, the establishment of doctor-patient trust is a
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prerequisite for patients’ doctor-selection behavior. This paper aims to identify which online behav-
iors of doctors and patients in online health communities can promote the establishment of doctor-
patient trust and further encourage patients to choose doctors. Method/Process: From the perspec-
tive of trust and based on the theories of trust sources and trust transfer, this study crawls real-world
doctor data from Haodf.com. It examines the impacts of various online behaviors of doctors and pa-
tients on patients’ doctor-selection behavior and explores the moderating effect of disease risk on
doctors’ benevolent trust and patients’ trust transfer. Result/Conclusion: The number of services ac-
tively provided by doctors, the number of videos/live-stream replays posted by doctors, the number
of online honors obtained, and the degree of information disclosure, which represent the benevolence
dimension, as well as patients’ attention behavior, the number of positive reviews, and the number of
gifts presented, which represent trust transfer, all have positive impacts on patients’ doctor-selection
behavior. Moreover, disease risk negatively moderates the influence of the number of fans in trust
transfer on doctor-selection behavior and positively moderates the influence of the number of posi-
tive reviews, and revises the traditional view that an excessive number of popular science articles al-
ways have a positive impact on patients’ doctor-selection behavior, providing a reference for the de-
velopment and improvement of relevant theories.
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FELAR AL X AP 1 T B BTN 2T S [1], 4 39 (R 4F RRAELR . RS T
6, W RMAL T ER . RIS BOCEWERS, WIREXUTEIR . R4E (2025 4
HEMI ST ATV BAT 0 B s ), A RECE 5 BT O RO 3 O B — i TR IR 55 2K 74 [ 2]
il 8 T DA A AR GEM IR By i RIS, B0 BE AR TR A LRI Rt X B R A, 85 Bl S
=, MREMLL, BON “IEELR” , &I T B HIRIA BN 1[3] [4].

i [ A AT AT R I, AT AR R A X AT T ST A R RS SR [5] A2k fik B BE[6].
B AT SCARFAE 7] B AR I T [8] s AEZR A R BT IR R [O]55 7 Al o SRT, SR LLHF T rh /b S0 B i B
X BRAER R RIGELRE . BB LEAT N EE LI ELIRALEF T AN R R R
FE LI o

TEN AR ZOR AR ST, BT R AR 55 P2 75 R AR F DR AT v e AR = R A5 AR S [10] . i
PAMHRIT SR LU I, P AR AT T i 75 8 AR A )T 1 6 7 A SR IS AR IR [11] s BR A Sk A e
FEUREE BE 55 R, B 5 i A3 B B AE[12]. X T M5 7 (B )M S, A5 07 (BRI RIS
B, BEAANRB(BES . A WAE) KN A (RE TR 5VF0)5, 7T CAEAN AR E LR B 1)
FELATA[13] [14]. BB EAF e At X I 2T RE, MBERAEMME, HARCESEM . £
B SCZET N REEIA L ATE R WEEMES, BELIRALIFR. WEE “IMRE” F1THh
SKbr EAR IS T BEX AR GRS, B AT RERINTEE ARRAVESE . Rk, Dyt 25 W AE 2 fid Je
X A B AT 9 AL R R R R KOG B R AR, A A IR NI TT LR R AE S AT N R BB AR S A F AL
o
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gk, AMTFNEERM TR, T EERS GRS, SaEENNBIERER, R
JREAE: DX v B AR 2 AT Jont B SRS AR R SLA AR P, [ I 285 FE s ARG B2 3 1 1 P, R TLIR A
BT AL DX B B2 R AE AT 90t BB R EAT NI BR AT . B FONTE R BRYT T B EE R R e 2
%, WONFEZRE R X I R S (AR AR . B ST 6 @ BEE Uy ) SR At SR R .

2. B ERSMRRE
21 BEEEZITAMNBERETHORME

Ring %548, 285 MW7 LU S L rTEAERE, LIRS B A RRAT R I ZE 5 WK [15]. 7215
RS, Mayer 2578 1995 F42 tH G AE Z4E R R FNR, B EED NEREE. 15
FERWELAEAT =N EFE[16] . H, BREAIRPEEE LSS AT M — A i F, L2 B3R
FBIHL: REIIMEEIRZAETERE A FE AR & —Ewm ) WSR2 E T2 B —
B AE 77 A AT R JE s A N BLSHAE B ) DL A8 G RS BN KRR o A 2R fR R A X A3
Corritorecl F545 Hi & BB AT /& 7E 2 4d B IR 55 e D 1) B 225G R 5 2 —[17];  Audrain-Pontevia 11 Menvielle
WUk — SR 1 FE LA B A X FH 7 22 [ P FL A G e 5 il 28 25 0F B2 A B AR A 2 B, 5l 1B ATAEAELR
BEyT M5 rh Az A 18]

O’Brien #1 Toms $5 th, F /7 IAEZAT 9 (A3 BR 2 2 i 5P & AR iz O Fe i 2 —, B2 I H
12 517 A R s A AL, B ReHES T & RS K JE[19]. Busalim 1 Ghabban W 5T 7 N & &K Afi
BREER P AELRAT RS S, R o & H A N 25 5 ge 2 P K U7 i) 35 2 5 H )
[20]. fEZA AL IX AR AR T Z MRS T, WMASUSHT . KEEEEE . BIEIZ5E, WoNEEE
RETREZLENANK SIS, WA ARG B TS &L EHE RS, g kL2 Hohse
PR HREFE. EARBMENEL NN T 58FHTHEEE), RN T RIEMATH Lk
IR [21]. BT A, PR R (IR S B0k 2, AR IR AR AE DT 41 X v A HH B %5 Bk, HBK
Z RS RN B R AL 2 e O ke £, Hg— @ mRhtE: Fiy, ERAENSAK S HE
ZHAGERMREZASLAMEN, RS B G EEmEm HEET N, TR SR
R T EEE AR

Hla: [&A2FFI8 (078 26 R 55 2 BUELE [ g i iR 3 I B IR AT s

Hib: 24 K 3R BRI A B 1l ECE R [ 52 8 B B R AT N

Hilc: PEARRF MBS L EHOE R m B I HEEAT N .

A IRFR— MR R G R A T B A B NUE . P17k TR S5 4E B R AT R 4, R0
TEAREAIKP22]. BEAMESR, EARIFR. sERER SR, AR EAERIS ML REE, £
SEREIE FALIE T ERAERTIK MG S o ARSCIINARAZ &, $EHEARIRYERE T 5C T R J1EAE A AR %,
DA BB 5 (0 ] AR «

H2a: B&A4 BRI TE S SR B HUE [m 2 mi BB (B IRAT

H2b: &A1) N 22 HRPR I F) 50 B8 25 B R R AT s

H2c: BRAEIIAS N2 ARHRFRIE [0 500 B8 2 (R BE R AT s

H2d: &A1) i HR R B S5 4% 0 v 50 63 B R R AT M

AN, FEZRITF G NEARME 7 &S BEE R, wHoiEH . A KBS, Oliveira 545 H,
ANV 7 ) LSRG P DA Ik 5 S A A (R 248 52 5 ¥ 2 5 ) S i SR [ 23] E ELER M R y7 4 X i) 85, E
TR Z TR A, A5 BARFRIE S AR ol e m, IR FIWERNANNEEE L, WA GRS
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BEREAT. R E AR v 58 T I SR AR R R -
H3: R A5 B P AR I 1 S (8 R R AT N

22. BEEZITHANBEFETANIEER R

fEARARIE TS, A5 T 3245 7 S AR, A58 =05 X% T 32507 WS 2R BIAATTAT A
I AE AT A 3 10 7 2O T AR S AT R TUYI[24] . Eric SEfEH, HEAZMIEh Y, AR DHA] LB
{BAEAE I T B ] A SE = I [25] . B fEZITIe . WA REAOAL Y . OB A M 225547 0y A 1R
T EZMSHEL, Nt S . it SRS AR

Héa: B Ak 22 00T [ 5mi (83 3B AT

Hab: 512 Ja IE A PP UL [ 520 8 3R AT

Hac: EEAWi ) BEAO AL B R R i B R R AT

2.3. ERNAKEEETHIER

B AFE AR R, HE SR RAENIREE v GEA R [26], RITEZRAERREALICH, 5 K
R R R (S AL EAE R, A T RETA 1T 4 & 2R AR RIS R R AT N I RS SR B o s XU (a2
JIJRE O ML ) F AR S v ) B e R R e S S SR ) e M . SRR B R T T R E N
REE, B KRBT B 2 155 i b B 5 A2 B S A OG5 S . Claggett MRS 410 T AT e PR A% A
(Elaboration Likelihood Model, ELM) )41 FE tH /&, 8 Hi AT T R AW B AT A3 R R T35 RT3 BE PR
SE[27]. IXEWRE A T R R R, A R AE RO R JI(BOR . 12 FTREE) 12 i
(ERS e N EE= SN S1 1/

FRAT B F% [ i K 5 R S B S L AR R KT S IR R Bk fe 1, RARA S misWite. =
AU £ 3 T R 2 SE AR UL S N 2%, W BE 25 By W R AR LB AT FdR IR i

H5a: 50 XU Xof 5 A R 3R AT T 476 1l FROR S BB 3 PR R AT 2 IR B 5% R LA TE g 1A 4 i

H5b: 0 ARG % I8 A2 R R (RS SC 3 40 B BRI AT A2 M B o8 R B R 5 7 H s

BEAE FTEAR AR TR, W 22 (M E B RN DL SR P P A 45 K 22 0 P A 9 Bl RO FH R A
Wiy JE[28]. SR, LAARERSHRY L2 80N (R FE A AR e vh T HL R S5 vh Bl 9 A, TERIEIT R N, B
JAPE 22973 110 55 38 T R REAN 2K 22 350N RSN o F g AR AL

H5c: s KU X s A2k 22 500 SR 3 B R AT 2 R 0% R B B 1 1 s

TEW EAZ G, SR N A B A (BT s ma[29]. 12 )5 i PPEICN B A 75 20 1 SR BRIESR
o R, B T e AR R T e A I SR B, RPN I 22 o FR b B

H5d: i KBS RT R 12 5 IE A PR B SRS BB AT 2 MO8 R B R 1 1R

FERALI IR B e B A, AR — R DB AT WA AT 2B 147 7K i (Behavioral Commit-
ment) [30], AR LR BT ISR AN AT, o RS 5 T e B B AL R AT A e 19T 305 NSOy
B, et BF k. kit .

H5e: % KU B AR B R RE AL 0 S B B B RAT N IR IR R ELA IE 1R

24, BigiER

MY E B, B E 1R, R EAEERIT N N ER. BBl WA, 5
RAETEL DL FE R T B ENEREAT N BT A ST AEREAR A 25 8 B B XU AT A SR,
AN BN ON B3 ANRRHAE B 52
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Figure 1. Research model
B 1 fARRE

3. TRGIHSHERE
3.1, TRt
A SCEARBI T AR B SR BN IR N 1T

Table 1. Description of research variables
# 1. MRTEHik

AR A, A it 5 9]
(K25 FEATN SO P ST 0 8 05
(Selection)
I A TSR 25 5 I A 3 TR 7 L BB S5 SR b, SEER I8
(ServicesNum) WS BAEA. BIES . QB FAR 5 kil
PRAT fi BT LR L B A A B R AT MU 5 LA L)
(VideosNum)
BRAE AR S I 2 AR 5 A 2 A2 A S 7 KA 8
(PassagesNum)
B AR LR EAR B3R AR BRSO A
(OnlineHonorNum)
R R(SER) I A 2 22 AR BRI 1. FIR0ENTA 2. BIAEDEITA 3. ARBEIT % b)
(MedTitle) A4
I 2 2 R AR VIR 0. BYECH 1. YHITN 2, RITEI SUBIE0E
(AcaTitle) 3. B9 EEE R 4

= A s R B 4 4
(HospitalRank)

GRS
(Disclosure)

=WEEBEAN 1, HAtN0
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B AR L2 B2 A NI B RAB M 22 3
(FansNum)
A B (135 {E A ) BRAEMGRIE 3 5 SO — AR R R A 2 RBP4 248
(CommentsNum)
AL AL B L MR A LA B K
(GiftsNum)
N S R e e N
A E (RiskRank) EE N 1, ARXUBSN 0

3.2. BRI SR

ARSI R RAELANE N SAETE TN Bo B RRAELERRAL T 2006 45, Ay b [ Ll R JEE i v
MR AR LR AL X 2 —[31], BHATBAEIZT & BB KGR 2 8L, JREBR AR AR5 3
SR A R AT 2 S TR, IR R AEAE 2B AL (M5 BT ER AP AR, & AERRERAT N, BIATL

FEIF RO 5 SO AR B RIS UE A SCHR Y (B FE B e

Table 2. Disease classification

F=2 RS

PRIR A PR
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FFREAL
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A SCHEBI R AR 2 B, WF SR EL 10 Fls KU A1 10 R XU 0%, 45 & SCHR[32]
[33VH L EL B A 4, SR HUHE R G« A ZE 55 4 s RSB, HDAIE . A 2K 4S5 BRI XU B0 o
UeAh, AkHE AR DA R 2023 5 9 H A EIEAE, ARIEIE T2 ol AR IR 25 35 3% HUK I 705
JA) < i 18 BE ZE P (12 L) . 55 6 B UM s EHUF R RIEL & LIRATRIZA ML, SR 5
5 F{ER JRURS 575

FIF Python 0%, #EHL 2025 4 2 H 14 HA1 2025 4E 2 H 28 HWANK 0] &, 2 BIFELF R RAEL T4
B . TEBGEFE R R B, W3s R 8 B AR HE A L [ e, TR e 5o B e o A S B A
THTA % 400 A, DARRERGH R AR RSB 2R Mo, B TAZEIE AL A nIR T 2 OB 11
L, 2T g AR B A0 20 S IS - SR ) B A= il ik AT L

JEHL P B L SR A A 7981 2%, & Dk L@ ACEE, MR8 b m AR BRI 4L 2820 7, TR
SR = AE 3k 2993 A7 o Ak B 15 A8 1 R DR AR Bt L I A5 IR, A A R I I A B 45 B LA s R AR
% 14 RHINEEE. Z2EAMAKG. BEEHVAET. SRR, AR, FrEmi. gk
B, B IERPE . REIRS AL RO AL, R R R IR BRS mA R A A
o RATEHE SCRR A NR 2250, Forb 14 TR P3G 0 B 250 eh 7 A B 8] ) SR U ZE (A

Xof I SR E D JER G B AT S AR B, i B v e 15 0 I T G R I B . B
TEUE G AR 5276 A R, 1E VS AR~ Wk 3 FiR.

Table 3. Example of cleaned data
= 3. BIRERIERG

£
IS
2 g & £ x
e 2 = S = E = & x
2 2 2 S 5 5 I 2 z g S = 5
= i o ] 1S Z e 2 o 2 z = 14
8 s 2 L S £ = = 3 2 2 2 3
QL Q 2 > o = < & = & o 2
= < a n O o o n > a s I @
4 4 2 161 4880 5250 4 0 0 18 37,531 1 1
4 0 2 12 1023 666 1 3 140 22 6664 1 1
4 4 2 114 907 762 7 3 1 113 14,445 1 1
4 0 2 104 1539 236 3 3 107 17 6475 1 1
4 0 2 110 1399 1324 4 4 66 91 11,881 1 1
3 0 2 37 699 422 2 2 3 11,689 1 1
3 3 2 25 1324 835 5 1 38 11,679 1 1
4 0 2 13 357 31 0 3 0 6 11,908 1 1

4, SCiFffER
4.1. RSt i 94T

A EIHR VG W 4. e IR BRI AS B A E AR 2 A0 T REtE, R SR O %%
(In(x+1) ) HEATHEBe . M2 IR, S AR EERSHIZE 3 BUF

Table 4. Descriptive statistics for variables
4. TEMARMSRIT

Gl FEME i i 5 e & fMA O
Selection 15.12 33.050 6.437 90.503 0 824

DOI: 10.12677/m0s.2025.1411638 53 e RSE TR


https://doi.org/10.12677/mos.2025.1411638

K3, R

ServicesNum 2.00 1.141 —0.023 —0.710 0 5
VideosNum 13.35 103.160 17.804 416.402 0 3146
PassagesNum 38.68 216.099 22.586 734.220 —2273 8951
OnlineHonorNum 0.48 1.420 3.750 15.666 0 12
MedTitle 3.62 0.667 —1.692 2.174 1 4
AcaTitle 251 1.739 —0.622 —1.418 0 4
HospitalRank 0.95 0.208 —4.384 17.229 0 1
Disclosure 1.79 0.443 —1.997 3.201 0 2
FansNum 3303.44 5137.512 3.774 22.590 0 64,863
CommentsNum 298.79 459.106 3.532 18.512 0 4880
GiftsNum 238.89 541.208 7.296 92.239 0 11,586
RiskRank 0.53 0.499 —-0.137 —1.982 0 1

AR RNE ST WL 50 & HARZ BIAFEREMR, HAgRZH AL RA 2 A7 £ 25 M
RKF, HEERFE B

Table 5. Variable correlation analysis

F5 BERXMSH

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

Selection 1
ServicesNum  0.480** 1
VideosNum  0.325** 0.320** 1
PassagesNum  0.380** 0.404** 0.434** 1
OnlineHonorNum 0.487** 0.272** 0.314** 0.313** 1
MedTitle ~ -0.101**-0.079**-0.036** 0.059** 0.019 1
AcaTitle —-0.210**-0.171**-0.087** —0.005 -0.028* 0.574** 1
HospitalRank  0.030* -0.019 -0.033* —0.028* 0.017 0.070** 0.084** 1
Disclosure 0.306** 0.354** 0.175** 0.334** 0.148** —0.042**—0.120** —0.023 1
FansNum 0.566** 0.407** 0.321** 0.564** 0.401** 0.036** —0.055**0.043** 0.340** 1
CommentsNum  0.557** 0.442** 0.331** 0.545** 0.466** 0.103** 0.018 0.038**0.346** 0.708** 1
GiftsNum 0.565** 0.472** 0.350** 0.583** 0.493** 0.097** -0.003 0.033* 0.395** 0.714** 0.858** 1
RiskRank 0.010 -0.037**-0.067**—-0.118**0.043** 0.125** 0.111** 0.072**-0.034*-0.145**—-0.038**—0.001 1

FE: ***FoR p<001, **F£Rp<005 *Fxp<0.1

4.2. EFEBFIE

A MNBATIEREATAIB AN A K, PR EAETELRAT N B EELRAT N E BT (AR
TR, FEERTUB G TR 38 B AT B A EN TR E AR S LR ERRTER .
FEALZ e R AT,
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In(Selection) = 4, + ,ServicesNum
+/3,In(VideosNum) + f3,In (PassagesNum)
+4,0nlineHonorNum + S, Medtitle
+B;Acatitle + 4, In (HospitalRank)
+p,Disclosure + 3, In(FansNum)
+p,, In(CommentsNum) + 3, In (GiftsNum)
+ /3, Risk *In VideosNum + /3, Risk *In (PassagesNum)
+ /3, Risk *In(FansNum) + f,;Risk * In(CommentsNum)
+B,Risk *In(GiftsNum) + &

Hrp ServicesNum., VideosNum F1 PassagesNum 43X} < 2F 1135 =5 (1485, OnlineHonorNum. MedTitle.
AcaTitle F1 HospitalRank 13 %} B2 45 (I RE 7115 1146 % , Disclosure AR X 2 A f S5 AT 4E % - FansNum,
CommentsNum A1 GiftsNum AR AELL L 1 E AL EH

Bo NEBIN, B~ B NIEHREL, & NBEHIHLEII. Risk * In VideosNum £ 4% 55 i KU 0 25 4= i
ARSI B4 [P S8 BB PR AT 9 Z IR R R A 1945 H . Risk o In (PassagesNum ) A 56 5 KU B2 A
RFHIRRG SR A B BEEAT N AR APETAER, Risk* In(FansNum ) 656 7255 KUK B= A4 22 5%
5BEPRBEAT N RIS RIETIEA,  Risk +In(CommentsNum ) 565955 )R 4 £ 45 12 i TE 1 P
BAEBREAT NZ RS R MW ATER,  RiskxIn(GiftsNum ) 456555 KUK X 2= AR I B WAL B0S B
BRAT N 815K R I R A

4.3. B354

H Stata B AFHEAT 2 TRl A0 M. 45 6 a7 RIEIARISAE R B 1 h s A AR, B 2 AR
M1 RHEAS EXEN T 5 AN E I, MRS K R W R AR A KSR VIF /T 10, Y
[ 7 R R ANAF AR 7™ ) 2 B AR ) A

4.3.1. BEEZITHNBERETRROREIE S

(1) HEFEE

AR 1 R ENAEE R, FEERRD T, BEADN ANRELT AT, ARE R EENELETERS
(B =0.259). BEARAGVISE RS =0.059 )HITE 1%M1/KF FIEmREE, Bi07E MR X &
A E BN IE AR H R AT B B (BRSO [ 5o 85 FR R AT MRS, Hlas H1b 73 3560 .

PR R ARARIE SCEH( B = 0.408)4E 1% /KT A A 8, AL (i R AL X P R A R R BRI S E
B o G PRRAT N A, R R Hibo ARSONBHE SCEHOR B R s 4 i & B2 4R
HEIAE o f e -

F—, BEAREIERE P OGE RN EA MR A L RE D 5P T UNE R, Blinim R . &
BV AR RIS ML, BHESCE BARREW A BLEE A O FIR MG %, (HIEAFNRRRE S, XTEA
bR 5097 5 R e 1 B ;

H, MBMRRECE S SEAR R SE B IUAR, MEE RS SR A AR dE 5 e
g7, RIHIEE T HEFEEE.

(2) RENfEIE

RERENEAEITEL RS IR HL( B = 0.712 )7E 1%KIKF EIEA R 2, Ui ITE MR AL X b, BRAE3RAS
HIAE 2R SR HBOE R MR B R SRR AT NP 2E, H2a 19 2156 IE . BRZE AU Be a5 22 ( B = 0.298 ) FR1E 5%7K T
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FOETAE R, B AR U R e AR R A S PR AT Y, H2d 13 BIIRIE

P2 AR B 2 HRFR( B = —0.095 ) FIEE A= 5 R HARR( B = —0.115)E 1%[FI/K-T A i, B 7E g B At IX
BRI N2 AR IR AN B2 22 HRUPR A7 (A 5 i S8 R B AT N7 28, FEZE BB H2b H2e, ASON B 2R IR
PRI R 2R 45 0T 5 B AR 2 R D A g e -

F, AR FA X AT BEAAAE A5 B BARAE, AR EE TR E B S RN E R, e
R VR, TS 1R AR AR B 2 HRPRORT 22 AR HRRR 18 B AR FEE AR X P4 5

B, BEFLEMX KRG RN, ATRea™ A G Bl B O, X DL B B2 2 R RORT 2 R TARR i
REMELERIEE;

W=, FELRAE B R S SR Z0 T BRI A T AN, BB A A R AL X rh SRR 2 U
BhiS, WIRESEVEEEEA MRS MRS A AR B TR MR A i T AR ST AR IR, W]
RETCIAAEAR AL X rh S . AR50 5 B AT, USRI R ST . AHEEZ TR, — LB fIRERFR
R A= FTRE SEAT I (R AIAS 70 5 588 sl R B MR IR, 0 2 B8 BRI TR R, IR BE W RE WSOk B 15
f£.

(3) WRSLAHLE

RFEWMIEFAERE B FREL( S =0.138)7E 1%/KF L83, BHIEEA(S SRR AR Em s
FEEAT N, H3FHGIE.

43.2. BEEZITAXNBERETRORDYLE 54

TEAEEAL LTI, BFALAT N, RERAE AL B R 5 B2 AR 1) OVEAT A (R IL & Ak 22 4L,
B=0.180). EFVEMATAGERINEAVGRIERMIFNE, f=0.131). BIEALAT ACERINE A BGR L
BEALYEL, p=0.059), ¥ITE 1%HIK B, BB R T, SERE. ERPE . MEEAL
VAT N OB B A2 DAAE IR 2% 838 0 B AR AR RS, b 20t Hofth S e B R AR = AR AR M g2, (R g 7
RS, ik Hda. Hab. Hac 74 EI5010E .

4.3.3. RN EETER 54

AR 2 B Ial S RnT g, B R G R AR 42 B (= -0.176)) i XU 55 B2 AR 3R AT OE 1) 1P 18 4L
(B=-0270) NI HIFAE 1% ER2E, BB e RS ) B ST REAN SRy 2 B TP S Ml
[ FEAF PR R A, BB HEe H5d RaL . i KRS 5 B2 AR R R A EL IR R3O, o R S5 B A
BRI SO HO I RS of 1 A W B R AUAL ) B =N 52 B0 (8 FR R AT e W B, R Hba.
H5b. H5e ANRAZ. ASON b3 =S50 155 F 4 Hh 0 T 5 B AR S R U A D e o -

F— BIRVUIUE IR RSO BHE S8 R IR B A& AR AR Sk R BERe /1, ELptiiid, &
A2 RAT BRI A T BEAFAE T ML R VFARANTE T . AV BRIE S BRZ B0 A 1, T XU f 3 /7
BRGEAEHE. o B &R B SSRGS, BUE RS N B R 2 X fok, HEfEAL, &
BWASE I BEA AT 2 EE, HEMA SR,

B APRHEALY, AR R IR AR, ATREHEOGIE LR AE I Lk RE . IR AR
RO BRE, TR RESAL DI AR UCE K R R A AT 2, RIS R O R AR RE S VRIS WG . HEd
RMENGIT TR, VLA & BA RIFHIEERE M TG, B ERALYI TR & 807 805 N SR EAE
B BRSO R BT A B BN

N3t — D R T v ARSI X A5 A A% 3 R U 9 P B BAR IR, 70 ol n v IXURS: ZHL AN XUz 21 84T %
Jelle, BHEER A 7. FRSEREIR, (RXRAE BRI 2800 T B FH FFEEME R, #E—DRE
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Table 6. Stratified regression results

6. HEEVEER

A B 1 RiRY 2
ServicesNum 0.259*** 0.248***
In(VideosNum) 0.059*** 0.074***
In(PassagesNum) —0.048*** —0.025
In(OnlineHonorNum) 0.712%** 0.689***
MedTitle —0.095*** —0.091***
AcaTitle —0.115*** —0.121***
In(HospitalRank) 0.298** 0.247**
Disclosure 0.138*** 0.102***
In(FansNum) 0.180*** 0.333***
In(CommentsNum) 0.131*** —0.028
In(GiftsNum) 0.059*** 0.001
RiskRank x In(VideosNum) —_— —0.023
RiskRank x In(PassagesNum) —_— —-0.021
RiskRank x In(FansNum) —_— —0.176***
RiskRank x In(CommentsNum) e 0.270***
RiskRank x In(GiftsNum) e 0.048
Contant —0.953*** —1.087***
R? 0.496 0.508
EIETNS 0.495 0.506
FANE 469.889 25.700
W LR p<0.01l, **F /R p<0.05 *F;xp<0.1.
Table 7. Grouped regression results
7. SAEIFER
A e R 2 IO 21
ServicesNum —0.615*** 0.229***
In(VideosNum) 0.258*** 0.066***
In(PassagesNum) 0.059*** -0.027
In(OnlineHonorNum) —0.037** 0.658***
MedTitle 0.712%** —0.044
AcaTitle —0.178*** —0.143***
In(HospitalRank) —0.095*** 0.112
Disclosure 0.336** 0.040
A ) A
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In(FansNum) 0.138*** 0.446***
In(CommentsNum) 0.130*** 0.000
In(GiftsNum) 0.178*** —-0.063
Contant —0.615%** —1.672%**
R? 0.497 0.527
A Y R 0.495 0.525
FAZ L& 219.699 284.014

FE: *MEIR p <001, ¥R p<0.05, *FERp<0.l.

5. WHitE5RE

AT T IR R AL L AT X PP R B0 AR EAT D9 oxt B2 BB AR L i ma ML, i 7 = B Hr
SENARAE, 7R TS ARIR(EE AT M) S B AR AR (B E AT ) XU AR T R AR PR 1R 1 288

FEASARIR T T, ARG A5 AR AR A Tt R 5520 R AT WU L 4% [m] T KOS £ 3 FR R AT 9 A IE [R50
T B A2 A R SCE O (3 PR AT A s, JRATHEN R SCE AR N MR M5 S, FLRCRAT
BESS T BH M EERGELS . SRR SBUE BRI, KIGEE NI, WiHlssiesE; AR
REIE AR B ARG AR AR R A BR AR IR B B S O B R R AT A IR R, T R 2R R 22 R AN 2
ARIPFRI R B FRLRAT N AR, FATTHEN AR 2 e et X (4 Bt B 5 HLah i s CT RE M 58 1 AR ER
PRGNS, VA8 R AN A AR AR IBOR TR HPURR B A U R LB AR AR BE 7 3R A5 A ARRINSE
R RS S P FE X B BB AT N AEAE IE A R

FEAEAEARE T, B ORIE IEFVH . WEIRALYAT N B E B RAT NAF IR R . o,
A ARG XS T 4 PP RO $E B AT O 5 i L 4 38 R TR R T AR, RIECA i DRURS 0 1 R S A0 v 28
PP IR PRI, B KU X T 22 O $ B AT 9 R R i L 45 2 2 1 R PR, B e ARG 07 A
BHREEA G XM BT, XIS T T g B IE.

AR R B, AONEAREAGE RSN T I &, SINGEBAT N k4%
WIPEI, Ao d 1 B AR RAT N BE B RS IRE, £ T BRI WA R R, B
AR IR SR 1 HT LA AN SRR A . LK, AR SR 7RSO IR 5 A AR, 48 73
FEE BAEAT SRR P B B E A, JCH I 1 AR L2 B s AR R B A SR L, B T ANE
POw S T B FEATAMZE R, S T OA BRI, BT EIR B AR AR S B S R
B S ASCIAEAH SRR AR, I A TT I AR ST, R AT LI B4 ] T A S5 ) B8 R R AT 9 I TE ) 52
(R 06 — S AL R R HEAT TAEIE, e A AR AL 22 Bl SO R F AR AR IR R B B R AT, N
RIS R EE IR TS5

AW FAIRAE T XL AR FEAL X P B2 8 B a3 SRR BB, BRI . BEHELT G
EWESL B R TS MEAT S, HNA R LRSS, SE IR EAR S R AR
PSR B E R SR . AT SR I EE B, B OR A RAER . TR AR R, R
PRI () 3 BUB S AR LA, bAh, BEARNIE A B B IRPRRI S Be S 5 A0 % IR nsifs B ik,
FORN NI B MRS 777 REEE R, HREHE AR, EARUKBIZ LEAMERR,
HEERARTE B S LA RENAIERE /. X BE TS, HAREFERAEN, NMEZGHERENZTHER,
HIVHRBR ARy 22 AN RE 76 AR EEAE M SLBR KT, a5 B2 U7 15 B 7 Ae B MER T R A RE ), &
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A SO A B, B e B R, RO AR IRV AR R R . e, ELME
REAL DT & RO s BRAE RS ORI S, IRmPRE N AR R, T 6 rE B RoR IR, R
AR RBE S, WA B, J5 B RN LR, BbAh, SO A B B E AR VEA AL,
NEBEROEAER . BREAE VI EE .

AW FMIRAFAE — € SR IRIE . AW A IIREARDOR B “IF RRAEL” RALX, AaEe R
A EEMEAERTED, T AFERAX, Z8n R RIWZE, RRBE TR LY KA, i
d AR ANFSER AR L i FEAL X, DLIR B T4 R ARG e, 2D, BEAERGRRRE
SCEHUG A BRRRN B B EEAT N A S IR T AR AL X Rr R, R 2R E P R KR
Mgt — DU MAh, T RORAIREEE, BRI MRS AR AR R, AR T R TR R
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