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Purpose: This study aimed to develop an instrument to assess the quality of childbirth care from the perspective of a mother after delivery.
Methods: The instrument was developed from a literature review, interviews, and item validation. Thirty-eight items were compiled for the instru-
ment, The data for validity and reliability testing were collected using a questionnaire survey conducted on 270 women who had undergone nor-
mal vaginal delivery in Korea and analyzed with descriptive statistics, exploratory factor analysis, and reliability coefficients, Results: The explor-
atory factor analysis reduced the number of items in the instrument to 28 items that were factored into four subscales: family-centered care,
personal care, emotional empowerment, and information provision, With respect to convergence validation, there was positive correlation be-
tween this instrument and birth satisfaction scale (r=.34, p<.001). The internal consistency reliability was acceptable (Cronbach’s alpha =.96).
Conclusion: This instrument could be used as a measure of the quality of nursing care for women who have a normal vaginal delivery.
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DeVellis' steps for instrument development | |

Specific details

1. Literature review

+ Reviews of 22 instruments
- 26 items

2. In-depth interviews
Configuration

+ In-depth interviews (n=12)
- 138 items

of preliminary
instrument

determining scale scores

3. Primary items development | |

+ 1st draft instrument (164 items)
- Scale scores
- Importance score: 4-point Likert scale
- Performance score: binary scale
- Quality index=importance score x
performance score

&

&

4. 2 Delphi test

Verification
of content

validity 5. 4 expert content validation

+ 1st panel meeting (n=5): categorization

+ 1st delphi test (n=5): 2nd draft 93 items

+ 2nd panel meeting (n=5): categorization

+ 3rd panel meeting (n=5): 3rd draft 66 items
- 2nd delphi test (n=5): 4th draft 38 items

+ 4th panel meeting (n=5): final draft 38 items

6. Pilot test

+ Women with normal delivery (n=10)

&

&

Conducting 7. Verification of reliability

- Women with normal delivery (n=251)

development development

survey & validity
Final 8. Final instrument
instrument ’ + Final instrument (28 items, 4 subscales)

Figure 1. Steps of instrument development.
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Helrt 7F £33 8919 FHBAIE onlste QAAAFE 30 0]
gojofof sfat, @2l Thofl= 500ske] JHIAIE Hol= o] 89l

o] M2 FEsHN S-S B Foin =
=79] 891 3t A 53] YFHIE QUOTE-Birth 38%
T & EYEAE T3] Al B2 IIcH(Table 2).

3. FJEISE

QUOTE-Birthe] TAEFFE 7S lste] 382l ofak 9l
B4 ARsigict 15t e QR A e Varimax SR O 5

Table 1. Characteristics of Subjects (N=251)
Variables Categories n (%) M (SD)
Age (yr) 20~29 69 (27.4) 31.75(4.12)
30~39 172 (68.6)
240 10 (4.0)
Education <High school 37 (14.7)
College 197 (78.5)
>Graduate school 7 (6.8)
Economic High 7(2.8)
status Middle 226 (90.1)
Low 8(7.1)
Parity 1 139 (55.4) 1.52 (0.70)
2 98 (39.0)
3 12 (4.8)
4 2(0.8)
Received Enema 174 (69.0)
treatment Episiotomy 170 (67.5)
during Epidural anethesia 167 (66.3)
delivery Shaving 145 (57.5)
Nelaton 136 (54.0)
Oxytocin 132 (52.4)
Participation Yes 91 (36.3)
in prenatal No 160 (63.7)
education
Place of birth General hospital 105 (41.7)
Women hospital 146 (58.3)
Exercise during  Regular (>3 times a 45(17.9)
pregnancy week)
Sometimes 149 (59.4)
No 57 (22.7)

M=Mean; SD=Standard deviation.
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Table 2. Factor Analysis of QUOTE-Birth (N=251)
ltem Abbreviated descriptors of items ltem-total correlation Factor loading

no (Nurse~) r 1 2 3 4 Total
35.  Obtained my family’s consent before treatment and care. 72 73 24 12 24
34. Obtained my consent before treatment and care. 73 72 28 .04 31
33. Explained how to care for myself. 75 71 .30 19 .20
28. Explained the progress of the delivery to my family. 78 .70 22 .26 .29
27. Helped my family support me in labor. 74 .68 .25 34 10
38.  Allowed my husband see the baby right | gave birth. 74 67 22 24 19
37. Allowed my husband to participate in the birth. .68 67 21 25 10
32. Let me rest comfortably. 75 .64 34 22 24
26.  Was kind to my family. 74 .63 30 35 10
24.  Celebrated my baby's birth with great joy. .65 .55 .08 45 13
3. Took care of my body gently. .69 30 73 21 N
1. Took care of me all the time. 67 31 .68 19 12
2. Spenta lot of time with me during labor. .65 31 67 .26 .01
5. Responded appropriately to my needs. 71 31 .63 19 29
4. Quickly helped me when | needed something. .60 16 .62 .06 .55
7. Conducted vaginal examinations gently. .61 24 .61 19 16
13.  Listened to me carefully. 74 20 .60 51 26
11.  Helped me get into comfortable positions. .68 15 48 .50 29
19.  Comforted me psychologically by staying by my side. 74 38 29 65 15
12.  Encouraged me. 74 25 43 .65 A7
20.  Provided me with a comfortable environment. 77 44 22 .60 27
17. Got to know me and helped me before telling me what | needed to do. 58 31 .06 56 22
16.  Gave me courage when | tried to give up. 62 16 26 54 34
23. Periodically checked the condition of my fetus. 62 29 Al 18 75
21.  Told me how to push hard during labor. 63 24 .08 32 72
22. Explained how to help in the progress of my childbirth. 68 32 il .29 72
15.  Explained my delivery progress. 63 .08 40 23 68
18.  Fully answered all my questions. .80 38 37 46 42

Eigen value

% of variance

% of cumulated variance
Number of items

Correlation r factor-total score
0

Cronbach’s alpha

6.07 452 382 361
217 162 13.7 129
217 379 515 644 644
10 8 5 5 28
.93 .89 .88 83
<001 <001 <.001 <001
94 91 88 85 .96

QUOTE-Birth=QUality Of care Through patients’ Eyes-Birth.

2 B2 ALgIel, 67 20l0] EEE 354 0ojstel
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=1c} Bartlett®] 784 A& AAgH Aa= Chi-square Zol  ZAsICEE 9l 42 o|E5igit) 891 3 1H3ke o) M 388

https://doi.org/10.4040/jkan.2018.48.1.38

www, jkan.or.kr



44

oA o]F & 3822, Q2 4 IHFE olF F 3579M oF &
3612 WA= 11 £ “Hekst AN E Fote TS delF
Ak W84 891 3 (gM7sh Erh 891 2 ORI He)el ®
3% 50O 48 ZSIloBE 99l 28 o]FS

ad
_?L
38
f
o
ol
(X
bt

ek Q91 2 IR o5 H 450014 o)F F 452 WA
23} 11, 180] 0)53F & 49919] eigen valueZ} 357014 3612 A
SBIR AL, BAFo] 1277014 12,8622 /&55Iith

n ]

wiRtE o] A EETR 2F QUOTE-Births £ 28€%, 47
8Rlo 2 g=|lch(Appendix 1). 7+ 9913} 2|Fwro] F7d7te)]
FABAS BT A3} B FOI3 GOl e Holal gtk =

ol

7o) £ 95¢ 83-939) ARAE wglon] 99l

==

a1
N
[e)e}
(@)
O
ox
ry
r.[
X,
me
o
2
op
o
e
o)
re
ox,
A=
B
e
it
ol T
Ogl: r_‘_‘
= 2
jinss

B
o
S
M
oot
o
fu
=l
B
)
o
(=2
o
Q
o
32
H
e
o,
=i
>
rlo
A
BN
<
@

MEE g Sh= AAsL AlEH R EHe YES F7d51aL

2o} 7§15} 7+ (Personal Care)'2l HHsIgich Q91 3& 5830
1

3}H(Emotional Empowerment) 2 HH3l9th 891 4= 5o g
{70l 361019071, AHEARS 12 9% o= EukalAof tist
At w8A Y8-e 2451 Yo AR AZ(Information Provi-

sion) ©]2} HHIIATH Table 2).

SHEgEE 4SS 23 QUOTE-Birth7} BSS-R¥}F 4913+ A
AL = Aoz Uelstth(r=34, p<001). QUOTE-Birthe]
ZF 991> BSS-R¥} frolgh FaaAL Sl Ao® Yepgtt
(r=.37, p<.001; r=.30, p<.001; r=26, p<.001; r=23, p<.001)
(Table 3).

5. Mz|= 24

QUOTE-Birth =2 W& d3/do 2 Cronbach’s alpha %t
96 013it} ZF @91 Cronbach’s alpha®= .85~942 LFERSTHTa—
ble 2). ZF E& AANS w A& =79] Cronbach’s alpha”} .10

=
o A% BRE Qg

ook
oo

6. QUOTE-Birthe| S2, +Alx, 7159 A X|¢

QUOTE-Birthe] Hx] £ % He4s Bt 3478 (£059)01ch

www. jkan,or kr

of

to
b
AN)
N
o7
Hir
rlo
Mo
ot
rlo
&
rE
o
!
o
el
w
3
[N~}
o
m
o
>
x
o
Q.
A,

&
b
o
fitl
of,
&
o
(&2}
i,
n
o
=
35
32
L3
2,
o
1o
i
Zl.. O:
[o >
e rle

= 9
2 aTs A BUee B8 595 9% BHOE Berg
[1419] oP354 $URIS olEst QUOTE [1) 7152 A 7idel 2
Astol, Devellis [1319] WHES Hgstel 278 Asigict
QUOTE-Birthi= 75 541 713, A8 1%, AH4s, 3uAs
P 29102 THEIEL, B @70l A 7159l Berg [4]9] ¥
wRise] A HFelA QA Rkae ASA BAYA, B

© BRIl JEAES ZA7N

M Ex] HER EeEo] ARl 570] A=ERIH. ¢33l

€ 1oE FVPHFEA 2 T ol stepiFE FEER] gRetct

[14]. =ojolld 7 2eRIe ] 2 FP=T e 4 HujE

NIA e, meA AFR[6], S04 &7, AR, A, 2, &

09, RIS, 0%, elishR] S AL2010] Ak & =79 4
=

e
W

291 1745 B 15t AR, W, op), 1559 Bukl

Bt qeloz, AT Asrelrne] F71A 29 A a7
H

Table 3. Correlation between QUOTE-Birth and Birth Satisfaction

Scale-Revised (N=251)
Birth satisfaction scale-revised
QUOTE-Birth
r (o)
Factor 1. Family-centered care 37 (<.001)
Factor 2. Personal care 30 (<.001)
Factor 3. Emotional empowerment .26 (<.001)
Factor 4. Information provision 23 (<.001)
Total 34 (<.001)

QUOTE-Birth=QUality Of care Through patients’ Eyes-Birth.
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Table 4. Importance Score, Performance Score and Quality Index of QUOTE-Birth (N=251)
ltem Abbreviated descriptors of items Importance score  Performance score Quiality index
no (Nurse~) M+SD M+SD M£SD
Factor 1. Family-centered care
35. Obtained my family’s consent before treatment and care. 3.28+0.66 0.86+0.34 2.86%1.29
34, Obtained my consent before treatment and care. 3.39+0.57 0.86+0.34 3.15¢1.01
33. Explained how to care for myself. 3.41£0.56 0.78+0.41 2.69+1.51
28. Explained the progress of the delivery to my family. 3.35+0.56 0.79+0.40 2.70+1.45
27. Helped my family support me in labor. 3.27+0.61 0.75+0.42 2.56+1.53
38. Allowed my husband see the baby right | gave birth. 3.4040.60 0.93+0.25 3.19+1.03
37. Allowed my husband to participate in the birth. 3.3040.66 0.87+0.33 2.90+1.26
32. Let me rest comfortably. 3.45+0.53 0.93+0.24 3.21+1.00
26. Was kind to my family. 3.27+0.56 0.85+0.35 2.81£1.28
24.  Celebrated my baby's birth with great joy. 3.2610.64 0.84+0.36 2774133
Subtotal 3.38+0.75 0.84+0.38 2.88%1.26
Factor 2. Personal care
3. Took care of my body gently. 3.3620.60 0.80+0.39 2.75+1.45
1. Took care of me all the time. 3.38+0.56 0.89£0.30 3.05£1.19
2. Spent a lot of time with me during labor. 3.29+0.61 0.7710.41 2.59+1.50
5. Responded appropriately to my needs. 3.55+0.53 0.82+0.37 2.96+1.43
4. Quickly helped me when | needed something. 3.71+0.47 0.90+0.29 3.36%1.20
7. Conducted vaginal examinations gently. 3.46%0.56 0.67+0.47 2.31+1.69
13. Listened to me carefully. 3.54+0.52 0.8610.33 3.11+1.30
1. Helped me get into comfortable positions. 3.54+0.54 0.89+0.30 3.19+1.21
Subtotal 3.47+0.54 0.71£0.35 291137
Factor 3. Emotional empowerment
19. Comforted me psychologically by staying by my side. 3.370.60 0.75+0.43 2.59+1.58
12. Encouraged me. 3.48+0.54 0.88+0.31 3.12+1.21
20. Provided me with a comfortable environment. 3.48+0.54 0.83+0.36 2.93+1.39
17.  Gotto know me and helped me before telling me what | needed to do. 3.2810.64 0.61+0.48 2.09+1.73
16. Gave me courage when | tried to give up. 3.5140.59 0.81+0.39 2.83+1.46
Subtotal 3.42+0.58 0.77+0.39 2.71£1.99
Factor 4. Information provision
23.  Periodically checked the condition of my fetus. 3.47+0.46 0.90£0.29 3.38+1.18
21. Told me how to push hard during labor. 3.68£0.49 0.95£0.21 3.53+0.92
22. Explained how to help in the progress of my childbirth. 3.65+0.52 0.89+0.30 3.29+1.23
15. Explained my delivery progress. 3.72+0.48 0.89+0.30 3.33+1.24
18. Fully answered all my questions. 3.52+0.53 0.8610.34 3.05+1.32
Subtotal 3.60+0.47 0.90+0.28 3.31£1.17
Total 3.47+0.59 0.80+0.28 2.95+1.45
QUOTE-Birth=QUality Of care Through patients’ Eyes-Birth; M+SD=Meanzstandard deviation.
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Appendix 1. Instrument for Quality of Birth Care: QUOTE-Birth
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