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-Abstract-

Analysis Pregnant Women's
Perceived Delivery Experiences
According to Delivery Supporters

Shin, Gi- Soo.

Shin, Gi- Soo : Department of Nursing Education The Graduate School of Education Y onsei
University.

The Delivery Process can be viewed as one of the developmental crisis that forces
the majority of women. During the labor and delivery process the women may face a
variety of problems and pain with all its subjectivity. This developmental crisis may
lead a pregnant women to have a negative experience in delivery.

For nurses, to help to pregnant women check with the crisis and perceived support
and to positive experience.

This study intended to analyze the pregnant women's delivery experience according to
supporter during labor.

The subjects for this study were 45 pregnant women who had normal delivery
without complications, within 37 to 42 weeks of pregnhancy.

Data Collection was done from April 24th to May 20th 1995 by two instruments, a
support measurement scale and a delivery experience measurement scale which were
consisted it 18-items scale developed by researcher.

The data was analyzed by SPPS program using descriptive statistic Kruskal-Wallis
one way analysis and Spearman Correlation Coefficient.

The result of this study are as follows.

1. Support distribution by support contents is shown is order of holding the hands
(97.8%), help to urination(86.7%), bed arrangement(57.8%), massaging the arms and
legs(55.6%), changes in posture(44.4%), teaching how to produce power (44.4%),
while emotional support is disclosed in order of sympathy (97.8%), encouragement
encouragement (82.2%), hearing the needs(60.0%), However, information support was
as low as less than 33.3%.
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2. The extent of delivery experience a Pregnant woman perceives is revealed in order
of a sense of comfortableness(44%), satisfaction(43.2%), reduction of fear(43.2%),
familiarity (42.8%), self- confidence (42.5%), decrease of laborpain(39.9%).

3. The extent of delivery support a pregnant woman perceives reveals that physical
support (x*=22.4452, P=.000) and information support(x*=7.5187, P=.0233) Show a
significant difference among the mothers group, the mothers-in-law group, the
husbands group, but to significant difference was found in emotional support among
them.

4. The extent of delivery experience a pregnant woman perceives represents a
significant difference in order of the mothers group, the mothers in-law group, and
the husbands group(x®=13.4255, P=.0012).

5. A positive correlation was manifested between the extent of support and delivery
experience a pregnant woman perceives(r=.8643, P=.000).

This information can be utilized as data to further the understanding delivery
experience according to supporter.

In Consequence, it is recommended that the range of family support limited to
husband should be expended including mother and mother-in-law.

Key concept : Supporter, Delivery Experience
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