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Abstract

Purpose: This study explores the application of a remote platform follow-up model for post-abor-
tion care (PAC) and compares it with the traditional telephone follow-up model. The effective fol-
low-up rates and influencing factors of the two different follow-up models are compared. Methods:
A total of 137 women who underwent artificial abortion and received PAC services at the 363rd
Hospital of General Medical Services from April 1, 2023 to March 31, 2024 were selected as the re-
search subjects. A random sampling method was used. Patients who underwent artificial abortion
from April 1, 2023 to September 30, 2023 were assigned to the control group and followed up by
phone. Patients who underwent artificial abortion from October 1, 2023 to March 31, 2024 were
assigned to the observation group and followed up through the follow-up system. The follow-up
platform automatically generates preoperative preparation lists based on the time of the subjects’
enrollment and the date of the surgery, and can generate electronic questionnaires for different
postoperative time periods, namely 1 week, 1 month, 3 months, 6 months, and 12 months. It also
allows for real-time upload and storage. When there is a delay in submission, the system will
prompt and notify relevant personnel to complete the information. The control group used the tra-
ditional phone method for regular follow-up interviews. Normal voice calls were made within the
specified time to complete the daily inquiry process. For those who did not respond in a timely man-
ner, they were contacted again for confirmation. All follow-up data were collected and stored. The
research team mainly compared and analyzed the effective follow-up rates of the two groups at crit-
ical moments and conducted telephone follow-ups for those who did not complete the follow-up
forms on the follow-up platform. The factors affecting the effective follow-up rate were collected,
summarized, and analyzed. Results: The follow-up rate of the two groups of follow-up subjects one
week after the operation was 100%. The comparison of the effective follow-up rate one month after
the operation (87.32% vs 72.73%) showed a statistically significant difference (P < 0.05). The com-
parison of the effective follow-up rate three months after the operation (84.51% vs 66.67%). The
difference was statistically significant (P < 0.05). The comparison of the effective follow-up rate at
6 months after the operation (83.1% vs 60.61%) was statistically significant (P < 0.05), and the com-
parison of the effective follow-up rate at 12 months after the operation (59.15% vs 51.52%). There
was no statistically significant difference (P > 0.05). As time goes by, the effective follow-up rate of
patients becomes lower. Among them, the effective follow-up rate of the follow-up platform is
higher than that of the telephone. And the advantages and disadvantages of two different follow-up
methods were analyzed. Conclusion: The follow-up after PAC surgery should offer the option of “tel-
ephone + mini-program”, allowing respondents to freely choose according to their preferences and
conditions. This can fundamentally reduce the rate of loss to follow-up. Only in this way can PAC
achieve sustainable development and better serve the general public.
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gt EFESA TR AEGEIE 1400 J3[1], HEERMREE 50% [2]. KA, NI
FPEE LB RT 2 fEE, HILMERTFARIERIED FEFL. B, Hilg, HIMBERET I RLE,
Peun 5 B2 . B R AETETE AR SR PHEE, kR PMEAOEIX S AR B A R T T R R, 45
M AR FEALEE DA O BRSO A S B T, FR H A RT RSN SEE OC R AL 2 R JE 77 A 1 22 A THI [ R T
[3]o  “f@EEHE 20307 RRINE) b, AP H: “ B EFZIRIAEFEARSBOR, MAHAF I
ABHARRS R E” , RE HGTEZRPEAR™IE, 1288 N TR 5 Y) 7% Z R ae e s~
JERFZNRT, AR EE A CHIKT, FRE SR %, Wb REN TR RS« EZ5EE A,
ZHABUR, i AR E IR N E, BN E RS, "R R A E T

CRPEIERE” WH R B L TR S YUE 2011 FILFERERN, ZIH E BN TR LI
YR A VESRAE AT A1 SRS, TR R A AR B A Rl ) LR PR R R X = A H bR
[4]. BTG PAC RS B EZAIIRT[S], HAT PAC IRSSHET AL, HAppEDy T/ERRE—TE
BRI, TERZ BRI WL HOE 2 DL & [R5 S T T8 B A oy R0 7 O X A, I HFH AN TR
o o L7 25 T B A1 A2 PR K 3 R J ) S B SR DR BT o TR B o) Ay B 3 SR AR5 I NI A S5 B Ul A2 PAC
JIR 55 A PR RRTAE A

CHIRM + ARREERST” R RIS S B 5K A = A FURIR R R B R T AR S5 B R AP BUR
AR [ LI 9 26845 S5 H O (CNINTC) R AR 2R 48 IR (R I B R R I G i iR i) o, A 2021 4F
6 H, TELIEITIRS H P B CIEZ) 239 12N, G EEE LN 23.7% [6]. FEICKHMEE T, EHEK A
{#EEZR R 2T 2019 SERAT T (LT 5SG BARMIBER ML BTG , JEC7 B7 SsiE — RSl g it i)
RIEEBIEZEZEFIEM. T 4G, 5G B “milE” . “MRETE” A1 “RiER” = AT BRR[7]
[8], FERX=ARAFERIFEAL E, PEBERLRE T 56 + BEyr @RI R T, 2050 Bk R
RAEMSI ., EFRRIE RIS WIHE F(9]. 40T, MG ERARNRREEN S ZNH, BT 2T cE
BEVIEELRAR . AR S N R TAE IR M B AR R PRI REBE VT R 4E[10]. BRIk, K5 PAC MR T; & B
S HBMETTME S, W MRt szt BE. KHIPE. S E R BE DA 2R MR R 24 1 BT
TREEH, S E B BV, I8 G T BEIRTR 2R I AT Z SR [ 1],

£ PAC T Hig e, BEUHAT T HAZ O b ALk, I B VR EREH 6. A
DUt SIS B AR TBL, WS TF & B A J5BE U1 IR 2514 2RI R I R R4
2. WEEFE
2.1. BARHIR

BERIESRE 2023 4 4 A 1 HZ 2024 423 A 31 HXBHA], 7818 ERI7 =N =B A T FAR
M PRI N U ERE AT G o 2023.4.1~2023.9.30 AR AN T 7= g 0t EAH, R s AT BE U
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VI RE B RG, S0 EIARIEZ FIEE, 28 i A BORFEBEA O ST NG URBERE, 11X RE2H )%
GG B B T B B PATRE VIR S, &AW AR IF — R =28, I BT R B R AT —
AR SHIN,  RIRHEAE R VTR B T TR e R I IR R, X LU A BT PR 2L AE R J5 AN [ B[] B
M RBE VT2 2200, HNT- I B 8 BB U SO, T H e TR g h &, 4R 3 JH v ek v 2 v (8]
#o
23. GitFERE

IZH] SPSS 22.0 Geit /i i, SR EMBME + W RRR, HHRANFEAR t IR
SEREAS t A58 ol B X 2 N ANAH TR) 22 e R T 2E 52, JE IR /0 A B TH B Bk} DL A S5 A 0 DA B Rk A 56
TIEICAALER, 2T E B R R R A5 0 b 23R FURHE RIS F )2 A B0 Radh A7 PR AL [RI R T BE 437 T
1Eo FEFTATEOLT P AE AR F UMM sk 56 7 ot St R 45 58, I P < 0.05 BITEBLES 8t mT LA
RS R B &gt EE .
3. R
3.1. FE—ARBIRIELE

MG 25T B LU I A REARLE RS A . ISR . 7= 2 1 DA R BRI & M 5 R AR AE T THI
HZER, MRERSZEZEEHEZERNP > 0.05), #—PHEAAET L SRGEEFT AR
A AT I WA AE B B ) et 22 8 (P < 0.05), TEAHEHE W2 1.

Table 1. Comparison of general information between the two groups (cases)

1. RE—RRZERIEEB(H))

A MR S HEZH V! P {H
FEW(H) 3.073 0215
<20 3 3
20~25 22 28
>25 46 35
RN 3.101 0.078
& 44 31
PN 27 35
HEEL 4.074 0.044
BYE] 38 24
AE 33 4
REAT L7 s - 0.732
0k 42 34
1K 16 21
21Kk 9 6
3MLLE 4 5
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R 0.029 0.865
DU 36 34
IR 35 32

A JE AL 2 v - <0.001
Pt 222K 7 7
TR A 2 48 58
ENTH & 16 1

3.2. AN REYUMEIHERELE

MR T E G B, AR E ARG — RN 100%. MW 1 NHBIE 6 A H G REE v s
R DLEH, R RZERE SR (P <0.05). RJF 1. 3. 6 AGREEVIRY 5N 87.32%,
84.51%, 83.1%; XTHRZH[FEIHAN 72.73%, 66.67%, 60.61%; 55 12 AN F I BSR4 A A5 223 H BLAS
[ FERE R Bt i H e H 22 B R AS B BEMEKFE(P > 0.05), BARTE L 2.

Table 2. Comparison of effective follow-up situations between the two groups (cases)

% 2. MEBMEE LB

e ML Sof HE2H 1E P {H
A1/
SERK 71 (1.00) 66 (1.00)
R 0 0
RE1H 4.605 0.0319
FE K 62 (87.32) 48 (72.73)
KT8 9 18
AJE3 H 5.953 0.0147
SERK 60 (84.51) 44 (66.67)
RIEHK 11 22
KRG 6 A 8.633 0.0033
FERK 59 (83.10) 40 (60.61)
R 12 26
AfE 12 A 0.808 0.3687
FE 42 (59.15) 34 (51.52)
KT 29 32

3.3. BUMEHENEWERE S

RHERR I 2R TR} gk 2 7 3UH R 22 S xS BE VT R R, R 2 A& Logistic [MIARERL 35 ARG 1.
3. 6 12 D AMAEKBEUHE T M. SR ER, AR TEATRAEMRERE, BB
Ja 1. 3. 6 MHAREEF R K RRIE 1 H: OR=2.34, 95%CI1.12~4.89, P=0.024; KJ53
H: OR=2.58, 95%CI1.21~5.49, P=0.014; ARJ56 H: OR=3.02, 95%CI 1.40~6.52, P=0.005), ifijAK
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Ji 12 N F BEVI R A 52 TS G 2 2 L (OR = 1.43, 95%C1 0.76~2.69, P =0.269). ItAb, ##Z 7, jik
BENTBERSRENBEFMSR)E 6 ~H OR=3.85, 95%CI1.08~13.68, P=0.037), {HA[AFH ;5
I AR SLAFLE o

T [A— S T RETE AN IR U e oy, IRIREE 3 AR R se B U5 B IR B (241 61 Bk, X R4
98 il IK) A& BV SR TR TERBIREL, AR AE. XA 1L 1. 3. 6 F1 12 H R5EmRBEV
FERF R IAT G4, 1F RISV & A B U7 R BRSBTS R ik 1id
BE R DU RIAN N R DR R SR e BP0 4385 55 () . 7 H T ol U 3 R e DL 1 2 2801 e i P
%, FHHAEERZ TNEIT GO, G 55 5 iR W& i I R A . FRR AR LA
BRE, (EMUES DUENFE P IR U5 I R 2 Je v A B35 = (P > 0.05), L% 3.

Table 3. Factors affecting the effective follow-up rate by different follow-up methods [cases (%), x + s]
2 3. WA AR AR ENER[FI(%), x+s]

A ML it B2 P! P {4
B V7% % (n=61) (n=98)
RIEEFREEE R 21 (34.42)
RILEIFRIEE B 10 (16.40)
BILHEE 20 (32.78)
NEEHE 10 (16.40)
FEIBT AT 45 (45.92)
TN 30 (30.61)
Tk 9(9.18)
HLIT A 1R 5(5.11)
RHLEATHL 9(9.18)
A 5E R VT I R (n=61) (n=98) 1.975 0.160
UK 26 (42.62) 53 (54.09)
I 35 (57.38) 45 (45.91)
e RAGIECNSBEVII f BRI
4. #ig

4.1. FERURARNAT PAC BETR A RES

R A L BRI 77 S5 9% % (post-abortion care, PAC) 55 B RN [l b b9/ 85 5 0 7= 1 5 B3 it
Z—[12]s T 24K, PAC R4 1St it 5 H AR RGBSR R 1 s A R 13] [14]. 1EA
PAC IR 551 R I B2 B 7, BV EH A G AT s EH . U BeR 2 BT Z LA 112E
AL E [ R R IE R TR, B E N TAEE DR PATIRS B2 PAC AT Fr8 K &
) — KA. FEREEFE SN ELH . IR B SR HAHE S5 R TR R 8, I AR T B8 A i AT
PIAREF, FHRLEEH M e 22 R B, RS AR S 7 E R v X —
SR RVE /. IAEREVIEE N FEU “mpEV; 7 B, BEERTIN  ZNE, FZ2ARM
BTG O 2 H T EREEEMERACHE, FEEEYRIRAN . Bt RAERBEARTFE, U
BN LT (App) TS BLH A5 AERIE = BI@Em 4L, 5K M nr b S i [F] 2= Bi 3 B R Gu(HIS) LA
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Lo HAbE 55 R e s OBt 5. W7 RAE EH ST B A R AR DL S R X A A 0
DHRERHR T BT A A, AR B 47 N O3 A 93 L 1) ) I 018 A A8 R AR SR AN A 55 7K1, AT i
PR T A 55 A i RURE S R SR T RV e R T GO RS OR [ 151 ASHTSTIE L 72 PAC S TAEH, M
LR D7 A REVT T G #EATREV, IR ASRIBE U5 5 200 B BV R B, T Seilt 2t i, IF i
M S FREVT AR RIR, BAEIEEE S5 N SN BT P R AR T R, A o 2 TR BRUR AR B
B, PEE R E AR, BT IR IR SR, fF PAC BEMERFSIME R, HAFHARSS TAE S KA. AU
FABR B AR TREVIE R ARG NIET &, ENHREVT G, BEH5N RS RN L™ i L i
I, 48 FHAMGENERT, R EETNHME EM PRI, NP AT DUV R IE AR AR S H
T, AR L 1 AL 3 AL 6 ALK 12 MNAKIBEI R . RG4S HSIEE RBIRIL R R
TR A s QRSB B A P B B L S B DT R, M2 th 4@k tH R Bl A, FeVHw
NELHE 5 W, Tl N Bt & K [RS8 T 18 AR 5%, XMl 1 A% GE B2 7 A 55 (AN TR 2 TR 203,
WEEAS B BOR S S5 iR, ML S N R AR, G BRI T IR S5 1R R IR EE TR, £ PAC
3T 7 W B AN AT R RIS

4.2. BYFEHERNEWE RS

TF=JE R Z RS — M AR 5 Fe— I IE) s, e A AN BB BV R IR RE, 75 S PreffE
I AETE R A K . IR T 2 SR, IR G P AR B I R VR . ARAR Gt Bds v, BETEAR G
—JE BT AR 9 B b, BE] T AN H Z A R [R5 SR A SR R T B RME 87.32% A 45 . HLIEBE VS
A 2BE T RN 72.73%, ARG 3 A HBEVE- & RHIERE V% B 005 20 U5 3R 40 508 84.51%1 66.67%,
ARG 6 > HBVF &R HE B % E A S TE 508 83.1%F1 60.61%, A5 12 A HBEVE G FI
VT A BRI 59.15%H1 51.52%, ATLLEH, BEERIIEEK:, B G R U7 5
&, Horb, BEVF G0 B U R85 T IE 1A sV 5, f IR RV T G iX Ry N RE i .
ZRZE AR, TRy NSRRI KRG, BUFEERE 1. 3. 6 MHNREERER
A RABEVTE, RN HOT A 7 R . AR RE VT S G BoR, R 2 HNBBA S a5 HE
BENEFE RN E QR ARICERE T4 S8UE RIEMGER M SR L, I H 3G ES A ELS
f16.4%. SSHTHAEEY TR, FERE: O FEUTE: madEsE, EREGEEENE. BT Er
A T FARIAE AR AR SRR . BT LR (B AT IR, B4 7 FRE YA I T REA R ANE 5
JE UL, DRI P2 B T, KR I TR 5 O i (B U R AR B T BRI, B4, P EBEVIREE
H I GIREE 515 B HEE, KIEBECEY AN RN THAE g, St A D R ECE . SR, %7K
{1y st 6 T %o BB 1 EVEE M SR ARSE B e R . R IR U R T, BEAR G 12 A B
% 59.15%, VW= N B5 B ) B e 4E RE IABE U kv RIS PRAR . RIS, 207 RANE T A48
BERETF LB RS (R e N, TIREA/ER i . @ HigpEys: Wil B, (B JIRm B 2 4k
J¥o FAGFE VTR R AE T H PRGBS A SR . B N RAEIE I BB, Sk A 1R
BFIIEEA, R R EE W IR AL OB SR, XX TR R R R R E U EE ., H
HEAFFERE . 5k, BR—MREEANMUREN, FERNKE NG AT — 0 —85E . HIK,
el BoR HBEVT R PR E T, WA 1AM 72.73%B 5 12 S H 1 51.52%, 3X e HAE —Fh
U VAR B BRE AR TR BRAAE Bk SO AR S iR . IR, SEBE U R B
Vit G IR MR R %, T AR U TR VR A OO BN B AR R, AT
PLZA L 28 A A EANUBEVIR R .

HEUWCARRME M “CPFERNE, BN MR EANEY R R PEREVT S AE N E BE VI
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X RE B RS E E AL (I A N, ] DARRRA AT R Ui 3 XMy R O A B
W, A REAESEH A RIS, BRI MR TE PAC IRSS IIKIA BBE VI 2, B IR OCZ IRSS L 54
Rk -

BEAh, BIABE BT NI S E B, BANGETE T RIRKIZ S, R G 1, AR R &
FARTREV T B RV R I, R AE: O FEOR SO AT fE SEE D i A7 IR RN PR A i
HEVE N — R REAL B TE S T S BRI, BRI AR MR R SRR )y, @ X
T/NEFF AR BT A BT 3, B3 R R P BE R S T AR o ARATT T REAH o SR M
A R B0 HBURE A5, T SE TR T3 G . AGERHRITAIE; O A/ Uk 3R (i fiiz
BT RERS BI85 5 AT e, SPBUMEFFINEEIR SR A RN, TG R “IEa AT 3 @ WmT
SACANEE KT R Z S, LS00 AR AT REAME KR B BE Tl FRIR R EZ RS AT I/
FERF, X TAATRY, BT iR FEORTIMEN . PTEL, X T Mo AN A, s AR AR Bl U s AN A —
e, MAASROE CHUE + MR ERI, k2 URERYE B QR R AT B RS, IXRE MR R
RV Z . BLAh, BRI BV F G REAT AL, B fRA D BURE 5 i, R 2 ik,
SN I M 4R 51 AR RSN . A BT 6 AR RE VAR SE &, A RE(E T AE PAC RENS
FRER R, AP T AL SR AR

EHEWHE

WA T “5G + FEEIT” 1) PAC @REFVF G MWE SN R Sl TA:{g
R R4 2023 FF R BRI (RE SRS 2023090).
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