7t eat s A17d M9E 1996
J Korean Acad Fam Med Vol. 17, No9 September

B A
7VEFR 9 AlHA] e AT}
olsll), olHd, AME, HgA, Bl
Adeta o Het shge|staa
-9 o

A 1 jE el A AR 87} THET BEF A 7R AL o @ o
Aola vhEEE Q) @) AE"E B olue} Bl oy B BAn
Holn ddsiA AT = 2t B A7e F omAulA Ag Aladed g 7
A BE7] st Yate] 5] 715 S AEE ST R 9 APPAY S A AISA v 7hE w2
oj5o] A ANE HATgozH o Alre] BLAL HAEs 1A AAHYL

UE I TRE Foted EE 26371 10579 S iAo s 3o shAe iy AF-o)r}
TpEFA R MAE datelge BEAF "oy, TEA, A%, 3L 35 67
FE2 g ME|AE 1dRt AT AT ARV o2 Fa)9 4HL PR
ASE Jauidol g3 )5S HrsHE, 7I1kE ATE A9 AL wHrlslr) Yy
271 71944 A Z A (Continvity, Comprehensiveness, Personal relationship Questionnaire :
CCPQIE T37HE W7l AlekdAlel dude Algd7)izte] 2dF 23 AL §ld
T AREAL] AFatolE A ol (- AL NW PAstFg e AIY 77 AR & o)
o] &3 HHE 80EL FAME HrEly] 5t FEAZ A HERALE HAEQc)

B D AZIE AFE AN 2SS F dolgte o] &3 J1EL 706%0|ged,
deitEo] 69582 7 WE NEE A5 E, 10271 (38.8%) ¢l 4 1617 (15.2%) =
AaFAoR ¢ 9 o]t g8 BES) 7178 35718 59 Wadg ¢ ¢ gdes
& 22632 Faog BE 753Fclded, 4EE WRS A8A Eart 1358 (507%) =
7Hd 8ok, #abaa ey AR ks AT F9rt 2tz 585 (259%), 313 (13.7%)
Bolr A4 AR CCPQ H &= 3 0] 648414891 4 866+ 1.76 0 2 A dta] Abg 7)1k
AFHAD g "ol o)de] wla FAHUL-Z VYR AAGE Zeade
FE8] ol §3hA X7 olfT EAT 2lolM(529%) 71 M BY o), ol euhie] ez
@obA(34.3%), A3+sl717F v|tal A(206%) T2 F29 Aol wfdh ol REx e
AL s 2Rt AJ 0t 27 764%7F AFAV17EE 8 Ho)4 B 995 7]B2 0] 8% o]
Row T olge FHellA 77l Wl 2ol (56.7%), o[r] wEF oAbzl 91o) A (269%) 420]Q)c}
TEME2] 677%7F AFAU B0l dd] BEI T 2o, 831%s Ao Al4Ele
FEHE oabE waih

ZE L HEFEA Y AANG ole kA RS AFEgen R sfEEo] o
ARE THEAYA Az 2l og 4ol o] ARt AAT £ Y= slsAe
RolF:gj ot 7k Axe gl olale} FoE W7 98] A% FRS o g9
kdo]l Ha¥ Aoz AEd (A eea A 19965170 ~ )

FATHe) D AEER ) A%, Uty olw A A
* 2 ATE 19495 ot A EAANGAY ATFHE o] FolF e

761



iy

ol
-

o A} 2B 7) (doctor shopping)

sz elzabdiel 28

o)

o

ook 5}7] =
Aol A

1ol AgAbelel &
|

=
Ea
=
=

=2

2

o7t

e 2E 71

ol# el %
A F st

9

=

=

o] 2t

=
=7

A
vuaz 47

L

CEE G
FARAA FAof Lol

71 o skl A

=

=.C
/|

&4 Fadd #E

i

22l 5.9

A7 A

2 A3

Jlo

ol

oy

e

ol

._mo
i

=2,
=

01 T_’_}_-S— 3] aﬂ
o LB @l

24 4834 4

A Al

3
w
o

G

all
=

M

2}

2

FHEFA o) A ALY

L

[

2ol
bl (3) Abg

)

L

B
€ oge] e

8]

arns

=]

o]

=4

doltt, wreA
3}

Z
<

=

Al
o Ase) 4

ted (1) 71kE A
_‘?’_

oz

[+]

A5

A
(e}

=
A A

2]

SEYR

A7 glem 7hE2) 7]

(=

=
=

i

A7, Higtelut ¥}

B-}-T)

o

o} o]

i
o

i
o8
o
o
A
o
Bo
1)

—_

ol

™
Ay
5l

O

Kbl

A

=29 A

1 2oz daEg.

W8t o] &el
#Baled g2ie] gadAdAA IHE

)

.

=]

=
E)

&1
=

LR I R
%€ 9

of A&

e
3F A

=2
1
8

=

de AFFA MErt 29 o7

AT =F o]

A
nE

oA 7} A8
e $7) gasn

o 2 & 7}
&

IS

ol

2 ¢

2637HE, 10575 o 2

<
AP 400U

sS850 %

=2

917} 0]

1y

=

il

a3
bl

ANEslgo =M 9

=

=

=
=

AEE ol

A~
TO]

1

ks

2y

T o] o B A A
HA g ggo]ge vEL, o5&

A
T

A
o
i

=

)
ifo

12 Al ALY
19943 79 198 E 31Y97FA AR wlE,

D 7k

o
e

==y

=

Ace WP ey

o, olz wolglo} $hx)

L

i

=)

]

Q

a374 ekt
i

R}

aha] 1994

A
ol

of

=

o
.
fils]

2 59

Abdel 5

=

ol

-

[



Hye Ree Lee . Teh Effect of Family Registration Program

389 19F-E 1995 79 30U7EA] Al®HAL
g Al@stach
dxte] g9

E.X4

[a)
of¥
o
rs
oL

o
%4 @ %
A i
z 3
"k
2ol
T
tlo o
o
Z o
[a
o
=)
2 offl

it
L
i
2
—
=
ol

B e
A,

mn te
]yt

lo
o g

a0 i, r-?{-': ﬁﬂo Jm
ool o o

.IHJ oX

ﬂllookﬂ
N
©:
w0

2

o J
o L
oz

)

s

ol

~

S

o

SR - R R
}d.f
N{Nl
s
il
ol

[ B [ =
\4“9‘

>

i3
= >

)

o
S o

w
e

Y
koo

o
Y
i
Y
oy
£ Rl o

2
it
o
obr
-
oy B
¥a ooz
[
ol
w
)
g
_‘ [
3
=

ut
2
of
r
u
~
o
g
X
AN
o
it

e

2
= fu
o o
fo & =

e

o

olit
o
r
o

_1‘0_||‘
o
o
|
ol E,L 9 on

Y
o IR Ju
—
)
=
>

R
ol
i
=
i

o I3 0
iJSJE,O‘rNO{NL

_0er
lo
£
(123
L ko
>
2
noke

ff me o 2 e lo At o
4
>
ll
b
o
o
2]
o
of
_15{1_] NIIU
N
A
e
1o
4
N,
S

AEda AAEReR ofrle) F419
Auet 7bE 9l EAEEE
2% Tol el Yk 2 A}
2A0e Sletd dEMnIE2L 3
5 Z2ade Adsd edsge
A% 913 ARE DAL o 229
e A7RZYE Ba) AR
Q2 o] ABE TEHE0] A R
= dasd AMEA G2l H5R
Aol WMol FpsaE
qolet sad o7 Awe
o® zo} Hoke FA
2 = U 4PN B4
17524 9] —'&:21]% FHoE Eod %
AW, Bz g A

ot

o R
4 r
Yo ¢

lo 1o od
'r

iO‘l m O'lﬂ Jl{m }Oll UE
el [
> o

@ B R |
2,

i

2

£ .I

dojo do e o B oo A X o ot M oox 2

Do
o
>,

gl 1 ok 2 &2
3 orr o ofr 3 >

oyl

oft

2

>

OP}}.

_‘PL

lo
N

/\}%‘7 {5t 7}* *é-?—i
13] o4t fefE ¥ FEY 7 we
o] 871 % (active family) ¥} ¥}o]£ 7} (inactive
family) 0.2 2573} o]&9 &, A, 2{
< I ) =]

o @ A7) 371 5 E@_?_ NECEES

Fastel 3428, E‘l'*é%_‘%, A,
9 gLow FHstel 2R
Azel A %7

e sl AAE F70) A

A+ A (Continuity, Compre-

|

W 27 7194
hensiveness, Personal relationship Question-
naire ;s CCPQ)E AH&3t3=dl, of HEA=
Age A%AH, TR, ALR DAY T
P % & 2 BReE 74 9
om] ZEE2 Likert 48 BER o] Rojx ¢
=3

°l dEAE FEII5S dBIH A TAG

kol

Z=3}o

N2 EAge s AU0E AE Ame
2e s
9 AEAY olgol BY 3% oA

g
Al g9 o837 BHEY 805E B4
st Hrhslz] 9§t Hiﬂ&oﬂ | g At

%
S
AR AEAE AuA §54 g
8%, of&el He Htel off, B AL
&

By 2 olf, AWAIY o

o 2



olg| 85 [ 7

2% Bl GRo dik AEE, AEFA o
ARz A Ak oS, AHALE A
S5 oAby, AAsia gdshs g,
et AeAEEE FAHUT BYEL Ay
B 9@e vgs Fe MdA¥H 1w
JREL A /1YY o Tl o 4
AT AUl B F BE SEASE
oA 2EIIAD, P8 HEEL 287N A
2AE WEE F 4% YF2 s 4RAe

e Seskch

A m2d92 SASE o &3isith 557t
o] B4 vt glo)HF AFeE d9n
A 39 CCPQ M9 nlas BHE
ol F t—HALE BFTh AT 2l ol BT}
olef wleol g MuE SHE (—HFeR
salon, v R*Eoﬂ mE CCPQel AHaE
Hladtz] 9t EAEAMES Aldetdth

>

Z4 _T:_I.
FR A AEAlge SEE Age 263
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skl 1009 v ke 1671 869%:0] 9t (ta-
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7y A7 Wie Prie HEelzta g 7}
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Table 1. Age and sex distribution of registered
family members.

Characteristics Active Inactive Total
member* (%) member{%)
Age
-9 2 (2m 71(97.3) 73 69)
10-19 17 87 178(913)  195( 184)
20—-29 253(11.1) 185(889)  208( 197
30-39 12{ 94) 115(90.6) 127( 12.0)
40—49 44(25.0) 132(75.0) 176¢ 16.7)
50— 59 38(25.0) 113(748)  151( 14.3)
60— 69 12(18.2) 54(818) 66( 620
70~79 13(21.3) 48(78.7) 61( 58)
Sex
Male 79{15.2) 441(848) 5200 492)
Female 82(15.3) 455(847)  537( 508)
Total 161(152) 896(848)  1057(100.0)

* One who wisited the family doctor at least once du-
ring the program
* % Number of visit 1 3

Table 2. Characteristics of the registered fami-

lies.
Characteristics Active Inactive Total
family(%) family(4)
Education
-middle school 2( 5000  2(500) 4( 37
high school 10( 385) 16(615) 26( 24.1)
college- 49{ 386) 78(K14) 78( 72.2)
Religion
protestant 23( 404y 34{596) 57( 27.1)
catholic 22( 46.8) 25(532) 47( 224)
buddhist 23( 418) 32(582) 55( 26.2)
none 220 440) 28(56.0) 50( 238)
other 110000 ol 0.0y 10 05)
Time spent for visiting(minutes)

—29 44 459) 52(54.1) 96{ 49.2)
3059 270 422) 37(578) 64( 32.8)
60—89 - 140 560) 11(440) 250 128)
90— 30 3000 707000 10( 51

Family income{1¢,000 won) **

-9 3( 188y 13(8L3) 180 88)
100—199 26( 388) 4106120 &7( 362)
200299 28( 5000 28(5000 s6( 30.3)
300 270 587) 19(a13)  46( 245)

Health self-assessment
good 190 442> 24(558) 43( 232)
fair 55( 487) 58(51.3) 113( 61.1)
poor 110 379) 18(s21) 28( 157

¥ One or more family members visited their family
doctor at least once during the program
* ¥ P22005



Hye Ree Lee ' Teh Effect of Family Registration Program

HANY 71708t 5 A
Hael EXoz sl E g 9
HEsh oz ol & 1s1E oz HA
Abehe]l 152%°1 % =8 (table 1), ol
?‘&ﬂo}a}i e WES Y o
o=z #gasld 10Ee2A AN T
E71%2) 388%°] 3t (table 3). | o] &
Gl Al AFelzb glolon 40t 9} 50t ol A
gle o] &Fo] 1 APTe 25% ol Hem 7
wol ARt 60n o]dlME 1 AT
20% 7t7ke]l ApA sk (table 1), 92 o] &}
T 9 v & T Aol ESY
£ ALstae AEEAQ S49 Aejrt §f
oo Flo] FHe T 2l Bvlo]g7}
ZFo|l Bkn Fge] B2 FoME o o
E7FE o] 23 AI(P<0.05) Bttt (table 2).

TR A ADHAL e A Al FslE HHM
F5E § Heletr o] 87 715 & 70.6%0] A
714} e g s HREE B aﬂol
695312 7t @aew I 9 A3, a&7),
A74a BHE 4" £22 o] £33t (table
3.
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Table 3. Utilization of the service items of the

program.
Service items No. of No. of family
frequency  (N=263)(%)
Medical service in 695 102{38.8)
outpatient department
Telephene call 120 61{232)
Beeper call 106 45(17.1)
Health education 65 39(14.8)
Computer counselling 3 301D

*706% of families utilized at least one service

item

0%)0l 2 ANE ZES 85 FAAE
23081 (33.19%) 01 A} AzS
3 A5 13681{196%) 7 2%l th(table 4).

Table 4. Medical problems cared by family phy-
sicians at OPD".

Problems Number(%)
Acute illness 230(33.1)
Chronic illness 320046.0)
Physical checkup 136(19:6)
Psychological counselling 9( 1.3)
Total 695(100.0)

% Qutpatient department

o] o]Folmger] olF oFd EAst Ay
SE A= 1353 (59.7%) 019l ©as] AL
ARE 47 d3teE Ay ds5deel sy
A ARE 5 A3yt 42} 583(259%), 31
3] {(13.7%) 5 A28 G table 5).

Table 5. Content of the counselling made by
beeper and telephone

Content Number(%)
Medical problem 135( 59.7)
Nonmedical problem 20 09
Services to inform 58( 259)
laboratory results
Appointment for 310137
medical service

Total 226(100.0)

o3 2L Hujxe] AFor A ER
Age] Ho] Dol FAEPERZ ol
ATRZAM ALEFH CCPQ AGpE 2310 64841,
4891 A 8.6641.760 2 Ar5alHal ol A& A,
¥4, A HAY o wE FHAM f

2] &} ok (table 6, P<C0.0001). CCPQ A4+ 9
765



old T 7t EF A AW &3}

g ol g 7ol A o etz Ao g vElgct
{table 7).

Table 6. The CCPQ" scores before and after

program.
tems Scores hefore Scores after
program program
Continuity 205+0.65 2.9+075
Comprehensiveness 196+0.56 2684058
Personal relationship 2475049 320+057
Total 648+ 148 866+ 176

* Continuity, Comprehensiveness, Personal relation-
ship Questionnaire
P<0.0001

Table 7. The CCPQ" scores of active®*
and inactive families.

[tems Active family Inactive family P value
Before program (N=&) (N=77)
Continuity 207+066 2114059 NS

Comprehensiveness 2011049 2014052 NS
253+040 2504053 NS
660+138  661+1.44 NS
After program N=62)  (N=3D
3004068 251+074 Q.00
278+054  253+051 003
333+050 3094056 003

907+156 8124159 0001

Personal relationship

Total score

Continuity
Comprehensiveness
Personal relationship

Total score

% Continuity, Comprehensiveness, Personal relation-
ship Questionnaire
* # One or more family members visited their family

doctor at least once during the program

|3HA] Zel o] F 2 vpga] AlE 2L urgh
TAV S AE AAZGLO%) Fokd O
2] o] &&= Wy t

Abet M3l k7] WiEe] 154%190 T, ¥
dote] Ayt gjAbe) Aty MG G2
ol 2 & BEAY A 42 125%, 11.0%
ol2it}(table 8).

Table 8. Reasons for under-utilization of

the program. (N=136)
Reasuns Number of
families(%)
No health problem needed to be consulted 72(525)
Not familiar with how to utilize the program AU
Felt sorry to call 28(206)
Not acquainted with the assigned family doctor 21(154)
Home distant from hospital 170125}
Limit of office hourse of the family doctor 130
Lack of confidence in the medical competence of a 130 96)
family physician caring for a variety of problems
Too busy to utilize the program 120 88
The cumbersome processes of the university hospital Y
Forgot the fact the family had been registered a0
Others 7 51)

AlALY 717EESE B gs7EE 3 wio
fl= o] &%t r1Eo] 1047 E(764% )0l H Y
=W I olfe F2 oA 7127 G259
7V, 56.7%) 0 k3l FEEtd ey oo gEe
A7 e AeE 2871E(269%)0] H ook
(table 9).

Table 9. The reasons for visiting other
physicians’ office during the program.

(N=104)
Reasons Number of

famities(%)
Near home 59(56.7)
Already have a private doctor 28(269)
Medical problems seemed appropriate for 20(192)
consultation by another specialist
Limit of office hours of the family doctor 11(108)
Forgot the fact the family had been registered 11(106)
Referred by family doctor 8 770
Others 8 77)

* 104 families{76.4%) had experience of visiting other
physicians' office during the program.
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AldAbd o]l 3 e = R gk
7bEo] 202%, W& ol 475%0|P o,
BokEg He 253%, 8 BuEd 71
71%°) At table 10). ol S-& 4F o & o

==

BAENE AU Z3 CCPQ déE
FAdle F3 alelzt giglonyt AgAMY
2 Zols f93 Ao)E B (P<0.0001).

oft o

Table 10. Degree of satisfaction with the
program and CCPQ".

Degree No. of family(%t)  CCPQlbefore)  CCPQLafter)* *

Quite satisfied 20 20.2) 6.71+188 9814147

Sort of satisfied 47( 473) 648+1.24 8944115

Sort of unsatisfied  25( 25.3) 654+138 7664169

Quite unsatisfied 707D 5294128 6344036
Total 99(100.0)

Table 11. Favored service items of the

program. (N=1386)

Service item No. of family(%)
Appointment for medical service 540300
Counselling by telephone 46(338)
Counselling in the office 39(287)
Emergency call or counselling by beeper 32(235)
Information material on health maintenance 30(22.1)
Health education course 27(15.9)
Health maintenance program 10( 74)
Computer counselling 107

Table 12. The rank of expected benefit from
having a familiy doctor.

Rank of expected benefit

1. Counselling for medical emergency

2. Counselling any problem at any time

3. Counselling medical problems for all family members
4, Easy access to the general hospital

5. A personal relationship

* Continuity, Comprehensiveness, Personal relation-

ship Questionnaire
* * P<{0.0001(ANOVA)

ARALY Z2al F HEste Aua g

22 Astz FEF ST 4 e ARG97

BolRe, 19 HMIAdE, JgdoMe] 4
g, 2718 59 FRe9e dH, AUdxs
A, AAdE 59 ol (table 11). &3
FHRYE /R A de AFe G 9
AEE T+ sle AAE A ¥ HE AA=
Aesi, 1 o2 dAER dgo} A
g8 5 gle gAE Z2A @ 3, 1S B E
A7 ZAE g2 5 Ae oALE 2HA4 € A,
FTHHEAS A ol &3t7] H3) Eed o
AR A = A", § oALE AR o g o)
H d oMz Addagt(table 12).

FA oM EL] Aol AZEAL o AS
Z3171E 93t AR 881%0l%n, ASE
A ZAths Alge 17%¢ Hasigoen
Ue e fgsta) @AY 2adigy s
Al Eoleict (tahle 13). = T HPSE I g
2P A FEH = 1000099904 50,0009 A}
of9] ozt b H™sichn § s}Fo] 782
%= 71 2o

Table 13. Willingness to participate in the

re-registration program,

Participation No. of family(%)

Yes 104( 88.1)
No 20 17
Equivocal 12( 10.2)
Total 118(100.0)
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— Abstract—
The Effect of Family Registration Program

Hye Ree Lee, Duk Chul Lee, Jae Yong Shim, Yoo Sun Moon, Eui Shik Chung

Department of Family Meaicine, Yonsei University College of Medicine

Background © The national health care system where primay care health service functions properly,
provide better medical outcomes in individual health service as well as national health pohcy. This
is quasi experimentally designed, prospective study for the purpose of developing a model of primary
health service in Korea. We provided Fanuly Registration Program reinforcing primary health care
for 1 year in order to assess medical outcomes and verify the benefit of the program.

Methods . Three board certified family physician assigned to 263 families, 1057 people provide
6 items of medical service reinforcing accesibility, comprehensiveness, continuity, accountability for
1 vear. After the program the use of the medical services was reviewed by the medical records,
to assess the quality of care during the program two self reporting questionnaire surveys was perfor-
med by Continuity, Comprehensiveness, Personal relationship Questionnaire(CCPQ) before and after
the program. Another self reporting questionnaire survey was also performed to assess the factors
relating the use of the program.

Results . Over the seventy percents of families utilized at least one service item, most frequently
using service item was medical service in outpatient department, total number of visit was 695 by
161 people in 102 families. The number of beeper call was 226, 753 per a family phsician. The
reason of beeper call were medical problem(59.7%), services to inform laboratory result(25.9%),
and appointment for medical service(13.7%). The scores of CCPQ before and after program were
648+ 1.48 and 866+ 1.76, which meant that better quality of medical service was provided during
the program. The reason for under-utilization of the program were ‘No health problem’ (52.9%),
"Not familiar with how to use the program’ (34.3%), ‘Felt sorry to call’ (20.6%), which meant many
families misunderstood the program. Over the seventy percents families had visited other physiciang’
offices during the program by the reasons of ‘Near home’ (56.7%), ‘Already have a regular doctor’ (26.
9%). Sixty eighty percents families satisied the program and 88.1% of families willed to participate
in the re-registraion program.

Conclusion © By the fact that most of families registered were satisfied with familiy registration
prograni, we conclude that this program provided quality care and could be settled in our medical
system, but still remains a lot of efforts to make to have such a program known to public and
utilized by many people.

Key words * family registration program, primary care, health delivery system
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