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Factor s Affecting the Users' Satisfaction on the Electronic M edical Record System
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Abstract

For last five years, severa newly opened hospitals have introduced the order communicating system (OCS) aong with an
electronic medical record (EMR) system for inpatient and outpatient. Since EMR often changed the operating procedures and
therefore caused user resistance to change, there is a need for strategy for increase a user acceptance toward the system. The
purpose of this study was to identify the factors influencing user satisfaction to EMR for the hospital which has been operating
EMR for four years since its opening in 1998. The results were as follows. Firgt, satisfaction level was high for the screen layout,
but low for the document image retrieval. Second, overall satisfaction score was highly correlated with twelve variables. Third,
the factors significantly affecting the overal satisfaction level were 20 years age group, certified doctors, and the usage period
between 1 and 2 years. Based on the about results, the followings were recommended to the hospitals which plan to introduce
EMR in the future: First, data entry should be simplified and user friendly. Second, users should be well trained on security of the
system in order to protect the confidentiaity and integrity of the system prior to the installation of EMR system. Third, size of the
files should be minimized using diagnostic codes and reducing size of image filesin order to increase the response time. Finally,
EMR should be well designed in such away to improve a quality of contents of the chart. (Journal of Korean Society of
Medical Informatics 8-4,39~53, 2002)
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Table 2. ( W
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