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What are Doctors” Clinical Opinions Regarding

Circumcision?

Jeong Seon Lee, Kang Won Kim, Soo Bang Ryu

From the Department of Urology, Chonnam National University Medical School,

Guwangju, Korea

Purpose: Circumcision is widely practiced in Korea, but the general
principles of circumcision are not established. To date, several studies on
the public’s attitude regarding circumcision have been reported, but there
have been few studies on doctor's opinions. This study was designed to
evaluate the difference of clinical opinion regarding circumcision between

the doctors in South Korea.

Materials and Methods: A questionnaire was sent to the doctors working
in university hospitals and primary clinics. The items of the questionnaire
were for and against circumcision, the actual clinical practice of circum-
cision, the recommendation of circumcision, the reasons for it and the

difficulties in practicing circumcision.

Results: Of the 1,000 questionnaires we sent out, 725 were returned. Of
233 urologists, 211 (91%) agreed with performing circumcision and of the
420 doctor of other department, 319 (76%) agreed with performing cir-
cumcision. A total of 530 doctors (81%) agreed with performing circumci-
sion. Both the urologists and the doctors practicing in other departments
selected hygiene as the reason for practicing circumcision, 155 (73%) and
254 (86%), respectively. The responses to the questionnaire revealed corre-
sponding opinions regarding circumcision between the urologists and

doctors of other departments.

Conclusions: Most Korean men were found to be circumcised and they
were very much satisfied with the results. In other countries, there was
a difference in clinical opinions between doctors concerning circumcision;
however, Korean doctors revealed a corresponding opinion regarding

circumcision. (Korean J Urol 2006;47:91-96)
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211 (91%)
Urologists
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No
Yes 357 (85%)
186 (80%)

Urologists

Other department doctors

Other department doctors

glo]l 27F <zl tiste] G A Aztst=A o diste] A
9JA} 6531 5 53078 (81%)°] H3tAh. 15 Hl=7|7
Ab 2339 F 21178 91%)°] A, 179 (7%)°] HH, 59
Q%)°) ARt F3tgom elxtolAl 420 F 3197
(76%)°] %4, 509 (12%)°] ¥, 5178 (12%)°] ZE =)
o gote] vl 7] #o]ALel Ef oAl I ELS AR
=% o FATHARl wA A Y Brde AtolE B

o Hl7|Fejate] I E0] B =T (p<0.001) (Fig. 1).
2. 2P0 A Al oF

ERTE A Ale o Fdd #g Aiele
=7|FoAL F SRV xF o] HEe AR
AA T vl =717} oJ AL 2339 F 186 (80%)°] Al 3tar 9l
ol getsinh. 2y Bkl A} 420 F 3577 (85%)°1
stoha g3te] A& AR s & Aols BHoH, AlF
e oAb A A 408 9%)ol e dukelvt
23% (5%)°1 At o2 EAHFES UFE v}
7} At e Ao ® ZALE AT (p<0.001) (Fig. 2).
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No idea
51 (12%)

Favor
319 (76%)  Fig. 1. Opinions in favor and against
circumcision between doctors in Korea.

Yes
63 (15%)

(surgeon 40, physician 23)

Fig. 2. The degree of actual clinical
practice of circumcision between doc-
tors in Korea.
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No No idea No idea
9 (4%) 2 (1%) 51 (12%)
Yes
212 (95%)
73 (17%) )
Yes Fig. 3. The degree of recommendation
296 (71%) . . .
for circumcision between doctors in
Urologists Other department doctors Korea.
Urologists Other department doctors

Hygiene

Treatment of
disease

External
appearance

Parental intent
Individual need

Miscellaneous

155 (73.1%) Hygiene

Treatment of

18 (8.5%) disease
14 (6.6%) appE;(:;nc?el
7 (3.3%) Parental intent
16 (7.5%) Individual need
2 (0.9%) Miscellaneous

Fig. 4. The reasons for practicing circumcision between doctors in Korea.

Design _ 131(70.4%)
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Anesthetic
problem

I 28 (15.1%)

B 21 (11.3%)

Miscellaneousr 6 (3.2%)

Urologists

Hemorrhage

Anesthetic
problem

Fig. 5. The difficulties in practicing circumcision between Korean doctors.
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