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Effect of Breastfeeding Individual Visits Program:
A Systematic Review and a Meta-Analysis
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Purpose: This study was a systematic review and meta-analysis designed to evaluate the effects of breastfeeding
individual visit program. Methods: Based on the guidelines of the Preferred Reporting ltems for Systematic Reviews
and Meta-analyses (PRISMA), a systematic search was conducted using four core electronic databases from
October 28, 2018 to November 14, 2018. The topics of breastfeeding individual visit program were analyzed using
descriptive analysis and the effects of intervention were meta-analyzed using the Review Manager 5.3 software.
Results: A total of 13 studies were included in the review and 12 were included for meta-analysis. Breastfeeding
individual visit programs were found to be more effective in breastfeeding rates, attitude, skill and self-efficacy
compared to group education or non-education. Conclusion: Effective breastfeeding education can help mothers
to start and sustain breastfeeding. Breastfeeding individual visits programs that are more effective than group
education to maintain breastfeeding for pregnant women should be developed and applied.
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Figure 1. Study flow diagram of a systemic review.
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Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)
Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

Selective reporting (reparting bias)
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Figure 2. Risk of bias graph.

34  Korean Parent-Child Health Journal



23U i HAXN 2HDED HEIEA

Table 1. Summary of Characteristics of Studies Included Meta-analysis

Subject Intervention Outcome
No Author Primipara/ Control -
(year) Exp. Cont. mulitpara Type Time SIOE R Breastfeeding Other
rates outcome
1 Ahnetal 61 52 Primipara  Visiting V: 6~24hr after delivery (50~60 min) Non-education Attitute
(1999) Telephone T:7~10 days after delivery (5~20 min) Skill
2  Choietal. 75 78 Primipara/ Group G: prenatal over 28 wks (2 hr) G: prenatal over 2w, 4w, 8w,
(2007) Mulitpara  Visiting V: admissin for delivery (20 min) 28 wks (2 hr) 12w, 16w,
Telephone T: 2w, 4w, 8w, 12w,16w, 20w, 24w 20w, 24w
after delivery (15 min)
3 Kim. 22 21 Primipara ~ Group G: prenatal 28~36 wks (2 times) Non-education 1w, 4w, 8w, Skill
(2009) Visiting V:3day after delivery 12w, 6m, 12m  Self-efficacy
Telephone T: 1w, 4w, 8w, 12w after delivery
4 Kimetal 70 69 Primipara ~ Group G: prenatal over 35 wks 2 times/month  G: prenatal over Skill
(2011) Visiting (50 min) 35 wks Knowledge
V: prenatal over 35 wks/every 1~2 2 times/month
weeks (25 min) 2 times (50 min)
5 Leeetal 89 99 Primipara ~ Group G: prenatal 32-before delivery (30 min)  Non-education 1w, 4w, 16w
(1996) Visiting V: after delivery- until discharge
Telephone T or V: 1w after discharge-3w after
delivery
6 Parketal. 29 21 Primipara/ Visiting V or T: 6 day~2 weeks after delivery/ ~ Non-education Attitute
(2015) Mulitpara  Telephone at least once a day (5~30 min) Knowledge
T: 3~4 weeks after delivery/
every 3 days (5~30 min)
7  Parketal. 16 17 Primipara/ Group G: 1~2 day after delivery (45 min) G: 1~2 day after Attitute
(2016) Mulitpara ~ Visiting V: within 2hrs after delivery (45 min), delivery (45 min) Knowledge
7 days after delivery (45 min) Skill
8 Songetal. 27 28 Primipara  Group G: prenatal: 1 session (60 min) Non-education Self-efficacy
(2016) Visiting 1 weeks after delivery (40 min)
Telephone V: 2 day after delivery (20 min)
T: 4w, 8w, after delivery (20 min)
9 Suhetal 89 99 Primipara/ Visiting V: prenatal 32 wks~until delivery, Non-education Self-efficacy
(1998) Mulitpara at delivery~1 wk after delivery
10 Sungetal. 39 36 Primipara/ Visiting V:24~72 hr after delivery (20~30 min) ~ Non-education 4w
(2003) Mulitpara ~ Telephone T: 1w, 2w after delivery (10~15 min)
2 times
11 Umetal 61 65 Primipara/ Visiting V:4~10 day after delivery /2 times Non- education 4w, 12w
(2000) Mulitpara
12 Yuetal 32 32 Primipara ~ Group G: prenatal ~over 32 weeks (2 hr) G: 1~2 day after Attitute
(2013) Visiting V: prenatal 37~42 wks (20 min) delivery (30 min)
Telephone T:2day after discharge, 4w, 8w, 12w
16w, 20w, 24w after delivery (10 min)
13 Yunetal. 32 30 Primipara  Group G: 1~2 day after delivery (40 min) G: 1~2 day after 4w Attitute
(2012) Visiting V: until discharge (30 min) delivery (40 min)

Exp.=Experimental group, Cont.=Control group; G=Breastfeeding group education, V=Breastfeeding visit program, T=Breastfeeding telephone consultation.
1w=1 week after delivery; 2w=2 weeks after delivery; 4w=4 weeks after delivery; 8w=8 week after delivery; 12w=12 weeks after delivery; 16w=16 weeks after
delivery; 20w=20 week after delivery; 24w=24 weeks after delivery; 6m=6 months after delivery; 12m=12 months after delivery.
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i) W7 REEAE 11.7612.617} 220 BH7} &
ZHRFE 11.38+2.690| 1 (t=0.50, p=.621), A% 4329 Mta
F12.79£2.813} T2 11.62+3.01 (t=1.42, p=.163), A&
Zo] A 13.38 42,617 T 25 13.05+2.29% 7 Wh&
EIHI A0S o] F HPLH th 2T BFA A4 4

o lkl

,p=.643).
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B3 5 A4 Kim [25]9] 979} Song T} Park [26]2]
A2 0|3, Al7Eo] %011 w2t 157, 4579850 &3} 7]
2 3Ig 4= g9t AA &3 27]= 1.68 (95% CI: 1.41~
1.96) 2 A3} 2 7H] FA A o2 {93 2ol 7H A

3(Z=12.13, p <.001), A &3} 77] 0] AL ’=57%(Chi’=
11.68, df=5, p=.040)2 27} A= 9] o]F A o] Qr}ir 3 4= 9]
o} A7) B 5o whet A EH 15 a3t 37]=1.31 (95%
CL 0.87~1.75) 2 A @71 2 7H] BAH & {23 =
0|2 B9 0(Z=5.80, p <.001), 0|~ A-& ’=52% (Chi*=2.10,
df=1, p=1502 F7+ B =9 o] Ao] Yok & = Qlrt. 45
A7 F7]1%1.72 (95% CL: 1.24~2.19) 2 AP L7 27 7+)
AR FOgt Aol7} Gli= AR HYOH(Z=713, p<
.001), o] AL ’=58%(Chi’=2.40, df=1, p=.120)Z 27} &
wo] o]AAo] gk & 2= gict. 8% &I} F7)= 214 (95%
CL: 1.63~2.64) & A @73} 2 740 BAH L2 {5k 3¢
o]& B¢l om(Z=827, p<.001), o] AL ’=25% (Chi’=1.33,
df=1, p=.250)2 A2 H= 9] o] o] Y= AL2 ettt
(Figure 3-H).
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Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H. Fixed, 95% CI
Choietal. 2007 7 ra 67 78 B888% 1.09 (0497, 1.21] ".‘
Yun etal 2012 25 32 ] ;0 11.2% 2.831[1.87,5.458] —
Total (95% CI) 107 108 100.0%  1.29 [1.13,1.48] -
Total events 95 Ta
Heterogeneity, Chi*= 16.51, df=1 (P = 0.0001); F= 94% e 0 } ne 1

Testfor overall effect 2= .68 (P = 00002

3-A. Breastfeeding Rete 4w (V+G vs G)

Control
Events Total

Experimental
Study or Subgroup _ Events  Total

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Risk Ratio
M-H. Fixed, 95% CI

1.2.1 breastfeeding rate 1w (V+G vs N)

kim 2009 18 22 9 21
Lee etal 19596 a6 aa 34 L]
Subtotal (95% CI) 111 120
Total events Fiki} 43

Heterogeneity, Chif=0.09, df=1 {P=078); F=0%
Test for overall effect. 2= 4.54 (P = 0.00001)

1.2.2 breastfeeding rate 4w (V+G vs N)

Kim 2009 22 22 ] 21
Lee etal 1996 52 39 34 99
Subtotal (95% CI) 111 120
Total events T4 43

Heterogeneity: Chi*= 094, df=1 (P=0.233); F= 0%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 439 (F = 0.0001)

Total (95% CI) 222 240
Total events 1449 86
Heterogeneity: Chi*=1.04, df= 3 (P =0.79), F= 0%

Tastfor overall effect 2= 6.32 (F = 0.00001)

Risk Ratio
Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
11.1% 2.021[1.20,3.39]
IB6% 1.831[1.34, 2.51]
49.7%  1.87 [1.43, 2.46]
11.7% 2.27 [1.40, 3.67]
38.6% 1.70[1.23, 2.38]
50.3%  1.83[1.40, 2.40]
100.0%  1.85[1.53, 2.24]

Testfor subaroup differences: Chit=0.01. df=1 (F=091) F=0%

3-B. Breastfeeding Rete (V+G vs N)

R —

-

o>

05 2 5
Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

0.2

Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H. Fixed, 95% CI
Sung etal 2003 17 34 5} 36 23.48% 262 [1.16, 5.90] ol
Um et al. 2000 il &1 21 G5 TBES% 1.57[1.02,2.42] ——
Total (95% CI) 100 101 100.0%  1.82 [1.24, 2.66] —~ali—
Total events LE] 27
Heterogeneity: Chi=1.20, df= 1 (F = 0.27); F= 17% ulz uls ) 2 5
Testfor overall efiect: 2= 3.06 (P = 0.002) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]
3-C. Breastfeeding Rete 4w (V vs N)
Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H. Fixed, 95% CI
Sung etal 2003 17 34 5} 36 23.48% 262 [1.16, 5.90] ol
Um et al. 2000 il &1 21 G5 TBES% 1.57[1.02,2.42] ——
Total (95% CI) 100 101 100.0%  1.82 [1.24, 2.66] —~ali—
Total events LE] 27
Heterogeneity Chi*=1.20, df=1 (P= 0271 F=17% 07 e } 1 :

Testfor overall effect 2= 3.06 (F=0.002

3-D. Attitude (V+G vs G)

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

V: Breastfeeding visit program, G: Breastfeeding group education, N: Non-education; 1w: 1week after delivery, 4w: 4weeks after delivery, 8w: 8weeks after delivery.

Figure 3. The effect of breastfeeding individual visits program.
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Testfor overall effect: Z=1213 (P = 0.00001})

Testfor subaroun differences: Chi®= 585 df= 2 (F = 0.05). F= 65.8%

3-H. Self-efficacy (V+G vs N)

V=Breastfeeding visit program, G=Breastfeeding group education, N=Non-education; 1w=1week after delivery, 4w=4weeks after delivery, 8w=8weeks after delivery.

Experimental Control 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean S0 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
FPark etal 2016 426 0.29 16 3.84 0.29 17 189.0% 1.81 [0.72, 2.30] e
Yuetal 2013 915 513 32 79 103 32 3T3% 1.82 [0.96, 2.08] —
Yun etal 20132 41 044 32 38 032 30 437% 077 [0.25,1.28] —a—
Total (95% CI) 80 79 100.0% 1.19 [0.85, 1.53] -
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 4.53, df= 2 (P = 0.10); F = 56% 8 3 : 1 1
Testfor overall effect: Z= 6.80 (P = 0.00001) Favours [experimental] Favaurs [control]
3-E. Attitude (V vs N)
Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean S0 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Ahn etal. 1999 411 0.39 61 387 0481 52 BE.E% 1.19[0.79, 1.60]
FPark etal 2015 5369 382 29 4819 7F.05 21 3MI2% 0.99 [0.40, 1.59] e —
Total (95% CI) 90 73 100.0% 1.13 [0.80, 1.47] N
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.30, df= 1 (P = 0.59); F= 0% 5_2 1 : 1 2=
Testfor overall effect: Z= 6.65 (P = 0.00001) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]
3-F. Skill (V+G vs G)
Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Kirm et al. 2011 a¥.3 832 FO 5413 8.02 B9 B2E% 0.39 [0.05, 0.73]
FPark etal 2016 411 0.3 16 3.8 029 17 17.4% 1.01 [0.28,1.74] e
Total (95% CI) 86 86 100.0% 0.49 [0.19, 0.80] .
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 2.31, df=1 (F = 0.13);, F= 57% B 4 : p 4
Testior overall effect: 2= 318 (F=0.001) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]
3-G. Knowledge (V+G vs G)
Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Kirm et al. 2011 1548 2487 TO 1552 245 B9 85.2% -0.02 [-0.35, 0.33]
FPark etal 2016 1218 1.05 16 982 1.74 17 14.8% 1.60 [0.80, 2.39] -
Total (95% CI) 86 86 100.0% 0.22 [-0.08, 0.53]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 13.41, df= 1 (F = 0.0003); = 93% + B : 1 }
Testfor overall effect 2=1.43 (P =0.15) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]
Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed. 95% CI
5.1.1 self-efficacy 1w
Kim 20049 73.32 243 22 6371 T.42 21 147% 1.72[1.01, 2.43] -
Song etal 2016 3.48 043 27 287 0B3 28 231% 1.05[0.48,1.61] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 49 49  37.8% 1.31 [0.87, 1.75] -
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 210, dfi=1 (P=015); F=52%
Testfor overall effect: 2= 580 (F = 0.00001)
5.1.2 self-efficacy 4w
Kim 2004 81 147 22 GB3.86 887 21 124% 2.200[1.43, 297] -
Song etal 2016 405 047 27 305 085 28 208% 1.43[0.83,2.02] —_—
Subtotal (95% CI) 49 49 33.2% 1.72[1.24, 2.19] -
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 240, df=1(P=012); F=58%
Testfor overall effect: Z2=7.13 (P = 0.00001)
5.1.3 self-efficacy 8w
Kim 2004 B 235 22 6324 789 21 111% 251 [1.70,3.33] -
Song etal 2016 457 0.4 27 318 0493 28 17.8% 1.90[1.26, 2.55] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 49 49 28.9% 214 [1.63, 2.64] .
Heterogeneity: Chi®=1.33, df=1 (P =0.25); F= 25%
Testfor overall effect: Z=8.27 (F = 0.00001)
Total (95% CI)} 147 147 100.0% 1.68 [1.41, 1.96] L 4
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 11.68, df= 5 (P = 0.04); F= 57% 54 52 5 é i

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Figure 3. The effect of breastfeeding individual visits program (Continued).
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