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Validity and Reliability of the Peer Group Caring Interaction Scale—Korean Version

Kim, Jeong-Hee' - Kong, Moon Yeon' - Oh, Yun Hee?

!College of Nursing, Jeju National University, Jeju
*Department of Nursing, Jeju Halla University, Jeju, Korea

Purpose: This paper was conducted to validate the Korean version of the Peer Group Caring Interaction Scale (PGCIS-K) that measures car-
ing behaviors as experienced by nursing students, Methods: Translation of the PGCIS-K was validated through forward-backward translation
methods. Survey data were collected from 218 nursing students in a nursing school. Construct validity and criterion-related validity were
evaluated, Internal consistency and the Guttman split-half coefficient were calculated to assess reliability, Results: The PGIS-K showed reli-
ability except for 4 items (Cronbach’s a=.91, Guttman split-half coefficient=.85), which were low (<,30) or negatively correlated with the total
scale, A 12-item reduced form of the PGCIS-K was developed by item-analysis and construct validity evidence, Factor loading for the 12
items on 2 factors ranged from .47~ .82, which explained 58.4% of the total variance. Two factors were named ‘modeling and assistance
(Cronbach’s a=,87)" and ‘communication and sharing (Cronbach’s a=.82)’, Convergent validity, discriminant validity, and criterion validity were
supported according to the correlation coefficients of the 2 factors with other measure, Conclusion: The findings suggest preliminary evi-
dence that the 12-item PGCIS-K can be used to measure nursing students’ peer group caring interactions in Korea, Additional studies are
recommended to continue the psychometric evaluation of this scale. Also, it can be extended to measure graduate nursing students or staff
nurses’ peer group caring interaction,
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Table 1. General Characteristics of the Participants (N=218)
Characteristics Categories n (%) M+SD Range
Gender Male 36 (16.5)
Female 182 (83.5)
Year Sophomore 72 (33.0)
Junior 74 (33.9)
Senior 72 (33.0)
Age (yr) Late teens 39 (18.0) 21.04£2.39 18~43
20~22 151 (69.6)
23< 27 (12.4)
Religion Yes 63 (29.0)
No 154 (71.0)
Economic status Good 5(2.3)
Fair 180 (82.9)
Poor 43(19.7)
Type of residence At home 158 (72.5)
Others 60 (27.5)
Self-boarding 43 (19.7)
Lodging 1(0.5)
Dormitory 11 (5.0)
Relative house 5(2.3)
Cohabitant (living with) Alone 25(11.8)
With family 170 (80.6)
With others* 16 (7.3)
Perceived health status Healthy 87 (39.9)
Fair 107 (49.1)
Poor 24 (11.0)
Satisfaction with major Satisfied 75 (34.4)
Fair 93 (42.7)
Unsatisfied 50 (22.9)

“Friends, senior, or junior.
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436 44s| - 32 - 2R3
Table 2, ltem-CVI, Means, and Item Analysis of the PGCIS-K (N=218)
item Cramers V Corrected Cronbach’s
ltem  Contents* M£SD 2(p) itemtototal alphaif item
Y] (o) :
correlation deleted
1 Anticipate, and are well aware of, the wishes of 1.00  3.88t0.84 66 54.70 52 81
classmates (<.001) (<.001)
2 Talk freely to each other about their concerns and 1.00  4.00£0.90 T4 69.61 .50 81
interests (<.001) (<.001)
3 Share ideas about how to provide the best care for 1.00 3912090 63 50.23 55 81
patients while practicing nursing (<.001) (<.001)
4 Talk about things that they want to perform better during 1.00  4.14+0.90 64 51.52 54 81
a bedside training (<.001) (<.001)
5 Help classmates only when helping them brings benefits ~ 1.00 3.78%1.16 19 4.32 A7 84
for self’ (.505) (.505)
6 Think that teachers are fully responsible for working with  1.00  3.54£1.05 31 12.19 -.06 85
students who need additional help in learning? (.032) (.032)
7 Feel a sense of comradeship among the students 1.00  3.81£0.89 79 7891 68 80
(<.001) (<.001)
8 Recognize when their classmates are in trouble 1.00  3.79t0.96 77 74.70 57 81
(<.001) (<.001)
9 Ask classmates for advice and suggestions in order to 1.00 4.25+0.81 73 67.77 61 81
finish their project (<.001) (<.001)
10 Can expect help from classmates 1.00 4.05+0.91 78 76.94 .68 .80
(<.001) (<.001)
" Are too busy to help classmates’ 1.00  3.66%1.13 31 1.74 24 83
(.039) (.039)
12 Are a source of encouragement to each other 1.00  3.89£0.97 76 72.14 .56 81
(<.001) (<.001)
13 Help each other by sharing notes, books, or research 1.00  3.88+1.03 71 62.62 54 81
papers (<.001) (<.001)
14 Seek opinions from classmates about their experiences 1.00 4.174£0.94 74 69.52 .60 81
while practicing nursing (<.001) (<.001)
15 Talk about the feelings they experience when they care 50  4.05+0.93 72 65.61 59 81
for uncooperative patients (<.001) (<.001)
16 There is a lot of competition among students’ 1.00  2.85+1.02 27 9.22 -.02 84
(101)  (101)
Average I-CVI 97
Total (16 items, Cronbach’s =.83) 61.627+8.08
Total (12 items, Cronbach’s =.91) 477777 .64

“Most items began with ‘Students at this school’; TReverse scored items; *Mean of total; I-CVI=item-level content validity index; Scale-level CVI, averaging method
(S-CVI/Ave)=.97; The 16-item PGCIS M£SD of items=3.85+0.51, the 12-item PGCIS' M+SD of items=3.98+0.64; Numbers in bold style=four items were low (<.30)
or negative correlations with the total scale; Range of skewness of items=-0.82~0.31; Kurtosis of items= -0.70~1.64; Range of ceiling effects of items=0.5~5.0%;

Floor effects of items=0.9~8.3%.
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3. PGCIS-Ke| EIE = &4 AT2 7P At i o g2 mE IRbEQl QRINEIE Hole
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Table 3. Final Descriptive Statistics and Reliability Estimates of the 12-item PGCIS-K (N=218)
PGCIS-K M£SD Skewness Kurtosis Mean interjitem Item' to total Cronbach's Guptman
(No.of items) correlations correlations (range) split-half
FA1 (6) 3.94+0.72 -0.57 1.33 53 54~ 75 87 .87
FA2 (6) 4.03£0.66 -0.82 1.79 44 51~.65 82 .83
Total (12)- 3.9810.64 -0.70 1.43 44 .53~73 91 .85

“Deleted item 5, 6, 11, & 16 from the 16-item PGCIS-K; FA1=Modeling & assistance; FA2=Communication & sharing.

Table 4. Factor Loadings >.40 from the Rotated Pattern Matrix for the 12-item PGCIS-K (N=218)
[tem Contents* FA1 FA2
10 Can expect help from classmates. 82 24
12 Are a source of encouragement to each other. .80 15
7 There is a sense of comradeship among the students. 75 32
9 Ask classmates for advice and suggestions in order to finish their project. 71 32
8 Recognize when their classmates are in trouble. .68 33
13 Help each other by sharing notes, books, or research papers. .59 25
4 Talk about things that they want to perform better during a bedside training. 12 .85
3 Share ideas about how to provide the best care for patients while practicing nursing. 22 .78
15 Talk about the feelings they experience when they care for uncooperative patients. 44 .60
1 Anticipate, and are well aware of, the wishes of classmates. 31 57
14 Seek opinions from classmates about their experiences while practicing nursing. 49 .56
2 Talk freely to each other about their concerns and interests. 45 47

Eigen value 5.92 1.08
% variance 49.37 9.09
Cumulative % variance 49.37 58.36

*Most items began with “Students at this school”; FA1=Modeling & Assistance; FA2=Communication & Sharing; Numbers in bold style=loaded well on both factors
with a split loading of > .40 for FA1 and FA2.
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Table 5. Correlations between the 12-item PGCIS-K and OCCQ (N=218)
0CCQf
Variables Total O_m O_dia O_pra O_con O_un
r (o) r (o) r (o) r (o) r (o) r (o)

PGC]S-K Total 41 (<.001) 47 (<.001) 41 (<.001) 41 (<.001) 44 (<.001) -.19 (<.001)
(12-item) FAT 39(<001)  43(<.001)  40(<.001)  39(<001)  .40(<.001) 18 (<.001)

FA2* .38 (<.001) 44 (<.001) .35(<.001) .37 (<.001) 42 (<.001) 7(<.001)

*Correlation coefficient between FAT & FA2, r (0)=.72
0_dia=Dialogue; O_pra=Practice; O_con=Confirmation; O_un=Uncaring behaviors.

www. kan.or. kr

(<.001); "M#SD=3.45+0.55; FA1=Modeling & Assistance; FA2=Communication & Sharing; O_m=Modeling;
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