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Development of the Patient Caring Communication Scale

Heo, Myoung Lyun' - Im, Sook Bin’

'Department of Nursing, Kunsan College of Nursing, Gunsan
“College of Nursing, Eulji University, Daejeon, Korea

Purpose: This study attempted to develop a scale that measures the level of patients’ recognition of the nurses’ care, based on Watson'’s caring
theory, and confirmed its reliability and validity. Methods: The items were developed through a literature review and an expert content validity
test, The questionnaires were administered to 285 inpatients of internal medicine and surgical units at two general hospitals, Construct validity
was tested using exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis, and reliability was tested using Cronbach’s alpha, Results: This process resulted in
a preliminary scale composed of 34 items; We used item analysis and five exploratory factor analyses, and consequently selected 14 items com-
posed of three factors (respect, genuineness, and relationality). The confirmatory factor analysis verified the model fit and convergent and dis-
criminant validity of the final items; criterion validity was confirmed with the positive correlation with the measurement scale of the patient-per-
ceived quality of nursing . The overall scale reliability had a Cronbach’s alpha of .92, which indicated internal consistency and reliability, Conclu-
sion: The developed scale showed content, construct, and criterion validity, and reliability, as well as convergent validity for each item and dis-
criminant validity between the factors. This makes it suitable for use in a diverse range of future studies on nurse communication using structur-
al equation models,
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82 CEERIE

| Aim || Steps || Detailed contents |

122 Abstracts review
(Korean studies 59, Overseas studies 63)

Instrument Literature
components review | Selection and review of 17 literature |
| Derive 5 components |
ltem preparation Preliminary item Developing and reviewing items by derived component
Preliminary prep composition (5 component, 51 items)
instrument :
development Selection of a Likert scale 5 point likert scale

response format

Content validity test | 1st content validity (n=8): Delete 16 items, 35 items (I-CVI>.80)

Content validity test by experts | 2nd content validity (n=3): No deleted items, 35 items (I-CVI>.80)

| Face validity test || 3rd content validity (n=3): Delete 1 item, 34 items (I-CVI>.80)

| Item review || Pilot test || Inpatients (n=28)

| Applying instrument || Main survey || Inpatients (n=298)

Construct validity:

- Inter-item correlation (n=130): Delete 4 items, 30 items (r=.30)
- Exploratory factor analysis (n=130): EFA was analyzed 5 times,
Validity test Delete 16 items, 3 components, 14 items

Evaluation - Confirmatory factor analysis (n=155): Convergent, discriminent

of instrument

Verification of
instrument

Criterion-related validity |

| Reliability test || Internal consistency reliability |

Consultation of
Optimization Korean linguists
of instrument

Advised by a professor of Korean language education

| Final instrument || Final instrument comfirmation (3 components, 14 items) |

EFA= Exploratory Factor Analysis; I-CVI= ltem-Content Validity Index.

Figure 1. Instrument development process.
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Table 1. Characteristics of the Participants

85

Total (n=285) EFA (n=130) CFA (n=155)
Characteristics

M=SD or n (%) MzSD or n (%) M=SD or n (%)

Age (yr) 59.38%16.51 60.52+16.85 58.43+16.21

Gender Female 146 (51.2) 67 (51.5) 79 (51.0)

Male 139 (48.8) 63 (48.5) 76 (49.0)

Marital status Married 245 (86.0) 115 (88.5) 30(83.9)

Single 40 (14.0) 5(11.5) 25(16.1)

Religion Yes 183 (64.2) 80 (61.5) 103 (66.5)

No 102 (35.8) 50 (38.5) 52 (33.5)

Occupation Yes 101 (35.4) 47 (36.2) 54 (34.8)

No 184 (64.6) 83 (63.8) 01 (65.2)

Experience of hospitalization Yes 223 (78.2) 104 (80.0) 119 (76.8)

No 62 (21.8) 26 (20.0) 36 (23.2)

Hospital ward Medicine 114 (40.0) 53 (40.8) 61(39.4)

Surgery 171 (60.0) 77 (59.2) 94 (60.6)

Hospitalization period (days) <7 145 (50.9) 67 (51.5) 78 (50.3)

7~30 111 (38.9) 50 (38.5) 61(39.4)

30> 29(10.2) 3(10.0) 6(10.3)

EFA=Exploratory Factor Analysis; CFA=Confirmatory Factor Analysis; M=Mean; SD=Standard Deviation.
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(communality)& .62~74 ol o, QAR ZF (factor loading)<
68~792 LG TH(Table 3).

olo] A QR MS Foll FEH 7MY Q1lel disl £3=
ZEsto] th5at 2ol Hsigitt 18918 ‘gt o]Fold &
, AR wEel o 2 SRS gy, ‘Fxt
ofslsly] HEE AWy, 7oALY wol| Fxpt vHEE ARES
EtF, s KRS E uff SxtolA WA QAHE ghete] E3e
goto] ‘EFORE PHsIGitt 28902 TRk BHFS WA Yot
AL 2ol XY 87E slEskA] 13le W Yells ot
of, A} oprria Wt EH O dropsolEnt, ‘Sate] Aol
SESHA gy, SRbe] BAA wHEL iEY QLo & 238}
SHA| dight} 28-S xghste] TGO R Bt 38902 &
4N E AHESHA A digicf, Rkl 2 35l i
SYAQ] W Ficf, BRte] Aeioll ohel AeiE FIkk, 15

Sixte] E¥tS dobErl E£8e X35t WA

ox

&=

7% o] 2 A% (model fit)E ER15k7] loto] 48 g
QIR Ao] AFESF AR E A3 15552 AR E EQIE QIRAS
AAIsHETE 1 A °=84.0 (p=.02), */df=1.13, Root mean

square residual [RMR]=.03 (K.05), Root mean square error of

https://doi.org/10.4040/jkan.2019.49.1.80

approximation [RMSEA]
square residual [SRMR]
[GF1]=.93 (>.90), Comparative fit index [CFI]=.
Tucker—Lewis index [TLI]=
SIITH(Table 4). Z7]9
FHO] A7]4

Tz A
BE 8

99 002

o)
23 7‘4?}& 152 ¢

%2 ol Wil 7jE

=03 (K.05), Standardized root mean
=04 (K05), Goodness—of-fit index
99 (0.90), aka
NE#HE TS
& ARSIyt
Zsto] z|Zolle A9 A

S3R] ol y/dfe] FHE ERlsith o ﬁﬂ 11302 =H=9]

1, o]

Yol 300 olstd
of 75}

UER= RMSEA7Z} 039] ZHe 1
& o] Eol=9ich26].

I

-
Md 0%
o°"

f
é
o?&

oﬁ.
ox.

-

2) B et
1 8 e A 2w

EIYE
POl Bk 50 ool AVEE ‘EF 71, TR 65,
" 6302 AVE>509] 7]%0] THESIR

".90,

o] AFRE

o srors
29 HPHS AT 4 o

S % AgSIThe 71ER4

on, CRe EF 93,

0, ‘A 872 CRXT0 olofof gtk 7]Fo] utEs}od
=7h FEE.
E3 77349 e B4R EF9)

AVE 713} RIRAJe] AVE 65ETH &k, %*éﬂr BANY P&

54% 7Rde] AVE 659 HAVIS] AVE 635t 7}

1skon], £33}

A r*e 622 £%F AVE 713 BAS] AVE 6311} =fof

www. jkan.or. kr



86 SIHE - Y=l
Table 2. The Result of Item Analysis (N=130)
[tem-total
Item M SD Skewness  Kurtosis correlation
-
1 Answer the patient’s questions honestly 4.38 0.81 -1.60 348 63
2 Ask for the patient’s understanding when his/her request cannot be resolved 433 0.79 -1.14 1.48 .61
3 Notice the patient’s discomfort and ask about it 424 0.95 -1.28 1.28 .56
4 Interest is shown to stories from patients that are unrelated to the illness 425 1.04 =127 0.65 67
5 When the patient says he or she is sick, accept it as is 451 0.71 -1.76 455 73
6 Always respond gently and amiably to the patient’s negative tone and 442 0.77 -1.31 1.93 72
repeated requests
7 Patient is asked what he or she is curious about 428 0.88 -1.13 0.87 .66
8 Other medical personnel are connected when the nurse cannot resolve a 4.40 0.86 -1.70 3.19 .65
problem
9 Patients are told that their needs will be handled immediately 4.56 0.70 -1.84 441 .80
10 Needs of the patients are resolved and explained till the end 4.44 0.73 -1.39 2.77 79
" The patient's questions are answered right away 4.54 0.67 -1.77 5.00 .76
12 The patient’s questions are answered clearly 448 0.74 -1.50 2.81 81
13 Patients are frequently questioned to check on the condition 4.45 0.81 -1.71 3.19 .68
14 Information related to patient’s questions is checked and answered 448 0.71 -1.52 3.49 .85
15 Conversation is led so that patients can speak in detail 429 0.87 -1.12 0.86 74
16 Sympathy is expressed about the patient's feelings and circumstances 434 0.89 -1.68 3.34 .70
17 Say hello first when treating the patient 442 0.82 -1.75 3.81 .69
18 Nurse’s speech is fast and therefore difficult to understand 3.99 1.12 -1.07 0.37 22
19 Patient’s words are heard till the end 4.47 0.74 -1.48 2.75 85
20 Recognize the patient’s discomfort during painful treatment 433 0.89 -1.70 3.37 .68
21 Encourage the patient about his or her current state 418 0.95 -1.07 0.75 .63
22 Communication and behavior that acknowledge the anxiety of the 3.87 1.18 -0.78 -0.31 .59
patients are shown
23 Say hopeful things about the patient’s recovery from illness 418 0.97 -1.20 1.21 .70
24 Treat the patient calmly in urgent situations 434 0.77 -1.08 1.36 .62
25 The nurse takes a comfortable position for the patient to talk 444 0.80 -1.80 4.30 75
26 An environment which allows focusing on the communication with 416 1.00 -1.22 1.25 .68
patient is created
27 The nurse acts as if he or she is busy in front of the patient 3.99 1.16 -1.05 0.23 .30
28 Give the patient time to respond to the nurse 442 0.72 -1.44 3.31 .76
29 Treat the patient with a friendly tone and face 4.56 0.62 -1.90 6.98 75
30 Patient is instructed with authoritative speech 4.07 1.21 -1.37 0.85 23
31 Explain in easy words to help patient understand 4.47 0.75 -1.69 3.76 72
32 Incomprehensible technical jargon is spoken in front of the patient 4.09 1.17 -1.42 1.23 16
33 Remember the patient’s name or traits 4.32 0.84 -1.36 2.29 .64
34 Content the patient wishes to keep as a secret is not said 413 0.96 -1.01 0.84 .56

A T R SRE 27 T egE A 2w, E5F
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Table 3. Exploratory Factor Analysis Finding (N=130)
Item-to‘t al Factor loading
[tem correlation
r 1 2 3
33 Remember the patient’s name or traits .66 77 19 18
29 Treat the patient with a friendly tone and face .58 75 34 27
31 Explain in easy words to help patient understand 73 72 29 31
28 Give the patient time to respond to the nurse .59 72 24 .36
17 Say hello first when treating the patient .70 .69 28 .29
3 Notice the patient’s discomfort and ask about it 82 .06 .79 27
2 Ask for the patient’s understanding when his/her request cannot be resolved .85 28 77 A7
5 When the patient says he or she is sick, accept it as is 81 37 72 .26
1 Answer the patient’s questions honestly 85 33 .70 17
6 Always respond gently and amiably to the patient’s negative tone and repeated requests 78 37 .68 28
24 Treat the patient calmly in urgent situations .65 19 25 79
23 Say hopeful things about the patient’s recovery from illness .66 28 22 75
21 Encourage the patient about his or her current state .68 .30 22 75
20 Recognize the patient’s discomfort during painful treatment .68 33 24 .68
Eigen value 34 33 29
% of varience 244 233 20.7
% of cumulated varience 244 478 68.5
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin values .93, Bartlett’s sphericity test p<.001
Table 4, Confirmatory Factor of Analysis Finding (N=155)
Factors [tem Starjdardlzed SE r AVE CR
estimate (p) Respect Genuineness
Respect 33 81 23 1 71 93
29 .83 18
31 77 25
28 74 28
17 75 27
Genuineness 3 .69 46 74 .65 .90
2 .68 35
5 81 A7
1 .70 23
6 17 24
Relationship 24 .80 20 79 74 63 .87
23 75 37
21 71 37
20 69 36

Model fitness : y*=84.0 (p=.02), ¥*/df=1.13, RMR=.03, RMSEA=.03, SRMR=.04, GFI=.93, CFI=.99, TLI=.99

SE=Standard error; AVE=Average Variance Extracted; C.R=Construct Reliability; RMSR=Root mean square residual; RMSEA=Root mean square error
of approximation; SRMR=Standardized root mean square residual; GFI=Goodness-of-fit index; CFl=Comparative fit index; TLI=Tucker-Lewis index.

o2 7] el e} 8 E9ick(Table 5).
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