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A Path Analysis on Factors Influencing Womens Embarrassment undergoing Papanicolaou

Tests for Uterine Cervical Neoplasms Screening

Cho, Eun-Jung
School of Nursing, Yeungnam University College, Daegu, Korea

Purpose: Embarrassment is an unpleasant emotion that women undergoing Papanicolaou (Pap) tests often experience. These experi-
ences differ according to individual, interactional and cognitive-emotional factors of embarrassment. This study was conducted to
identify the factors influencing Pap test embarrassment (PapE) using a path analysis. Methods: 281 women who had Pap tests at four
screening sites in G city completed questionnaires assessing the relationships among general characteristics, service locations, medical
embarrassment (ME), and PapE. The data were analyzed using SPSS 20.0 Package and LISREL 8.8 program. Results: PapE was di-
rectly influenced by ME, and also both directly and indirectly affected by dispositional embarrassability and sexual experience, while
only indirectly affected by psychological experience through ME. PapE concerning social face was both directly and indirectly affected
by ME and dispositional embarrassability, while indirectly affected by both income and psychological experience. Only PapE and ME
social judgement concern directly affected PapE concerning social face. Conclusion: To prevent PapE, it seems necessary for health
professionals to primarily focus on ME, and then on other factors such as PapE, dispositional embarrassability, ME social judgement,
and general characteristics (i.e. education and psychological experience) alongside ME.

Key words: Papanicolaou Test, Uterine Cervical Neoplasms, Embarrassment
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Fig. 1. Hypothetical Path Model of Pap Smear Embarrassment.
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Table 1. Demographic and Pap Smear Untaking Related Characteristics

V=281)
Characteristics Categories n (%)
Age (year) <39 110 (39.2)
40-49 104 37.0)
50-59 52(8.5)
>60 5(6.3
Education <Elementary school 22(7.9)
Middle school 25(8.9)
High school 98 (34.9)
>College 136 (48.4)
Spouse Yes 256 91.1)
No 25(8.9)
Job Yes 150 (63.4)
No 131 (46.6)
Monthly income <200 93 (33.1)
(10,000 won) 200-299 74 (26.3)
>300 114 (40.6)
Frequency of pregnancy 0-1 47 (16.7)
2-4 191 (68.0)
>5 43 (15.3)
Number of children 0 5(5.3)
1-2 207 (73.7)
>3 59 (21.0)
History of pelvic disease Yes 93 (33.1)
No 188 (66.9)
Age at the time of first Pap <29 52 (18.5)
smear (year) 30-39 145 (51.6)
40-49 66 (23.5)
>50 8(6.4)
Frequency of Pap smear 1 94 (33.5)
preceeding 3years 2 93 (33.0)
3 94 (33.5)
Frequency of general 0 38 (13.5)
medical visits in Syears 1 37 (13.2)
2 60 (21.4)
3 48 (17.1)
4 5(5.3)
>5 83 (29.5)
Psychological visits in 0 264 (93.9)
Syears (frequency) >1 7(6.1)
Sexual visits in byears 0 69 (24.6)
(frequency) 1 43 (15.3)
2 58 (20.6)
3 34 (12.1)
4 3(4.6)
>5 64 (22.8)
Location of service 0OGC 129 (45.9)
Health center 152 (54.1)

OGC=0bstetric-Gynecology clinic.
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Table 3. Goodness of Fit Statistics of the Final Model of Pap Smear
Embarrassment

Indices AV FFM
Chi-square () test >.05 59
Goodness of fit index (GFI) >.90 97
Adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI) >.90 .93
Root mean square residual (RMR) <.05 .03
Normed fit index (NFI) >.90 .95
Non-normed fit index (NNFI) >.90 1.00

AV=Acceptable value; FFM=Fitness indices of final model.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics of Embarrassability, Medical Embarrassment, and Pap Smear Embarrassment V=281)
Dispositional embar- ME; ME; judg- PapE; PapkE;
Variable rassability bodily ment bodily USF M=SD Kurtosis Skew
r(p r(p) r (o) r (p) r(p
Dispositional 1.00 78.58+23.98 0.05 -0.08
embarrassability
ME: bodily 5 (<.001) 1.00 51.61+13.84 0.06 -0.60
ME: judgment .29 (<.001) .70 (<.001) 1.00 27.13+6.76 0.45 0.31
PapE: bodily 2 (<.001) .52 (<.001) .39 (<.001) 1.00 47.64+19.40 0.13 -1.07
PapE: USF 6 (<.001) .64 (<.001) .38 (<.001) .69 (<.001) 1.00 25.91+9.93 -0.22 -1.13
ME=Medical embarrassment; PapE=Pap smear embarrassment; USF=Undesirable social face.
Age 38"
Education
Income Location of
117 service
Medical A Pap smaer
_ 19* embarrassment: —A'Lb embarrassment:
: Bodily " Bodlily
Pregnancy A . 49
= 4 .69 -
] .25 Medical .46
Child embarrassment: 19™
Judgement v
_1 6“ concern Pap
embarassment:
Psychological Perceiving
visit undesirable
social face
Sexual visit
Dispositional
embarrassability

Fig. 2. Path Diagram of Final Model of Pap Smear Embarrassment.
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Table 4. Direct, Indirect, and Total Effect of Model NV=281)
Path effect Direct (T-value) Indirect (T-value) Total (T-value) SMC
Location of service 18

Age 0.38 (5.03") - 0.38 (5.03)
Education 0.34 (4.63") - 0.34 (4.63)
Frequency of pregnancy -0.19 (-2.349 - -0.19 (-2.349
Number. of child 0.25 (2.84™) - 0.25 (2.84")
Sexual visit -0.16 (-2.85") - -0.16 (-2.85")
ME: bodily 13
Age - -0.04 (-1.84) -0.04 (-1.84)
Education - -0.04 (-1.81) -0.04 (-1.81)
No. of pregnancy - 0.02 (1.51) 0.02 (1.51)
No. of child - -0.03(-1.62) -0.03(-1.62)
Psychological visit -0.16 (-2.72%) - -0.16 (-2.72%)
Sexual visit -0.15(-2.53% 0.02 (1.62) -0.13(-2.25%
Dispositional embarrassability 0.26 (4.55™) - 0.26 (4.55™)
Location -0.12(-1.979 - -0.12(-1.979
ME: judgement 57
Age - -0.03(-1.82) -0.03(-1.82)
Education - -0.03(-1.82) -0.03(-1.82)
Income -0.11(-2.62%) - -0.11(-2.62%)
Frequency of pregnancy - 0.02 (1.50) 0.02 (1.50)
Number. of child - -0.02 (1.61) -0.02 (1.61)
Psychological visit 0.11 (2.52%) -0.11(-2.68") 0.00 (-0.01)
Sexual visit - -0.09 (-2.23% -0.09 (-2.239
Dispositional embarrassability 0.11 (2.54%) 0.18 (4.37*) 0.29 (5.04)
Location of service - —008( 1.96%) -0.08 (-1.96%
ME: Bodily 0.69 (15.67*) 0.69 (15.67*)
Pap smear embarrassment: bodily A1
Age - -0.02 (-1.80) -0.02 (-1.80)
Education = -0.02 (-1.78) -0.02 (-1.78)
Frequncy of pregnancy - 0.01 (1.49) 0.01 (1.49)
Number. of child - -0.01 (- 1.60) -0.01 (- 1.60)
Psychological visit - -0.08 (-2.61™) -0.08 (-2.61™)
Sexual visit 0.12 (2.33%) -0.06 (-2.19% 0.06 (0.94)
Dispositional embarrassability 0.20 (3.80) 0.13 (4.09") 0.33 (5.65™)
Location of service - -0.0 6( 1.93) -0.06 (-1.93)
ME; Bodily 0.49 (9.31) 0.49 (9.31*)
Pap smear embarrassment: undesirable social face 49
Age - -0.03(-1.82) -0.03(-1.82)
Education - -0.02 (-1.80) -0.02 (-1.80)
Income - 0.02 (2.09) 0.02 (2.09%)
Frequency of pregnancy - 0.01 (1.50) 0.01 (1.50)
Number. of child - -0.02(-1.61) -0.02(-1.61)
Psychological visit - -0.11(-3.117) -0.11(-3.11)
Sexual visit - -0.02 (-0.54) -0.02 (-0.54)
Dispositional embarrassability 0.15 (3.67*) 0.28 (6.07") 0.38 (6.65)
Location of service - -0.07 (-1.99) -0.07 (-1.95)
ME: Bodily 0.49 (8.64™) 0.10 (2 28%) 0.59 (12.72")
ME: Judgement 0.19 (3.46") 0.19 (3.46™)
Pap Smear Embarrassment: Bodily 0.46 (10.2") - 0.46 (10.27)

*p<.05; *p<.001; SMC=Squared multiple correlations for structure equations.
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