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Abstract

Pregnant women' s Per ception of Prenatal Ultrasound

Moon-Jeong Kim
Graduate School of
Health Science and Management

Yonsei University

(Directed by Professor Seung-Hum Yu, M.D., Dr. P.H.)

The purpose of this study is to assess the pregnant women' s knowledge,
attitude and satisfaction of prenatal ultrasound and to find out the factors. A self-
administered questionnaires survey was conducted to two hundred eighty five
pregnant women who visited obstetric departments of three hospitals located in
Seoul from October 17, 2000 to October 28, 2000.

The major results are as follows.

1. Overdll, respondents did not fully understand the purpose of prenatal
ultrasound. The magjority of respondents stated that the main purpose of
prenatal ultrasound was to check for age, growth and development of the
baby but only 44.5% of respondents understood the fact that chromosomal
abnormalities cannot be diagnosed only by prenatal ultrasound. The majority

of respondents were aware of the diagnostic limitations of ultrasound.
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. While the majority of respondents were aware of the importance of pre-
examination information, only 31.8% of respondents received the
information from their health care providers and only 38.1% of respondents
stated that the received information was useful.

. Regarding the examination quality, respondents were highly satisfied with
the competency of the examination. But they stated the cost and waiting time
were not acceptable.

. The knowledge, attitude and satisfaction of prenatal ultrasound showed
statistically significant differences according to the characteristics of each
hospital.

. In the result of multiple regression analysis, mgjor factors for knowledge of
prenatal ultrasound were characteristics of hospitals, religion, income and
gestational age. Major factors for attitude toward prenatal ultrasound were
characteristics of hospitals, religion and gestational age. Mgor factors for
satisfaction with prenatal ultrasound were characteristics of hospitals, income

and drinking during the pregnancy.

In conclusion, the respondent’s perception of prenatal ultrasound is

considerably low. More effective educational material or program with prenatal

ultrasound information should be provided to pregnant women prior to prenatal

ultrasound. New strategy such as process reengineering is recommendable to

increase the satisfaction with prenatal ultrasound.

Key Words: attitude, knowledge, perception, pregnant women, prenatal

ultrasound, satisfaction
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