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Abstract

Community Resource Utilization for Health

Promotion in the Health Centers

Lee, Seung Eun
Department of Nursing
The Graduate School

Yonsei University

Health promotion projects in the health centers enable people to enhance
and improve their health. but in order to do this active community
participation is necessary. To induce people to actively participate and to
save proect staff, budget and time in these health promotion projects,
effective community resource utilization is required .

Thus, this study was done to provide basic data required for effective
health promotion by identifying the community resource utilization of these
health promotion projects.

The subjects for this descriptive survey study were 242 health centers
in Korea. The health promotion staff person in each health center was
asked to respond to a structured questionnaire designed by the researcher.
The number of health center responding to the mailed questionnaire was
160. Data were collected from May 9 to June 7, 2001 and were analyzed

using SPSS Window Program version 10.0.
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The results of this study are as follows:

1. The most common requests for community resource utilization were
requests for health educators (84%), publicity (77%), requests for information
for community surveys (70%) and requests for teaching materials (60%).

2. The best-linked agencies or organizations were universities (15%), the
city hall, county or district offices (14%), and town offices (12%). The
average number of linkages with community agencies and organizations for
community resource utilization was 16 (range 0 to 83). Community resource
utilization was generally low. The most common sources of information for
community resources were data from the city hall, county or district offices
(68%), or data from the health center (57%). For smooth linkages between
the health center and community, most health centers met community
agencies, organization or people whenever needed (49%). Only 7% had
regular meetings. Only 16% had staff in charge of community linkages.

3. Considering recognition of health promotion project staff, out of a
possible score four, the average score for "necessity of community resource
utilization" was 3.6, for ‘"identification of community resources", 2.9, and
for "utilization of community resources", 2.7. Health promotion project staff
responded that barriers to community resources utilization were lack of
understanding by people of health promotion (67%), and lack of linkage
networks between health centers and community agencies or organizations
(63%). They felt that the best method to activate community resource
utilization would be to improve community recognition of health promotion
through publicity (81%), and by making formal linkage networks (66%).

4. Analysis of variance showed that health centers which used

significantly more community resources (p<.05) had the following: health



promotion demonstration projects, a health promotion team, more than 10
staff for health promotion, more than 30% of health center staff doing
health promotion, a budget of more than 5 million won, ability to obtain
information on community resources from various sources(private sources,
public offices, the health center, and mass media), meetings with
community agencies and organizations whenever needed, and staff in

charge of community linkages.

For the purpose of activating community resource utilization for health

promotion in the health centers, this study recommends the following:

1) Organization of health promotion teams, optimum health promotion
staff and budget, and staff in charge of community linkages.

2) Extending the range of health promotion activities in order to identify
appropriate community resources.

3) Using existing information rather than new findings.

4) Through publicity of health promotion, activating private sector
participation as well as public and developing formal linkage network
with the community.

5) Continualy updating and managing community resources data while

the health promotion project are in progress.

Keyword: Heath Center, Health Promotion, Community Resource Utilization
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