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<Figure1> Comparison of propensity score
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<Table 1> Comparison of differences of the variables between the two groups before and after propensity score matching

Before matching One to one matching
Exp n=45 Cont n=22 Comparisons Exp n=16 Cont n=16 Comparisons
Mean (%)/SD Mean (%)/SD x?2 /t Diff Mean (%)/SD Mean (%)/SD x? /t Diff

Male:y(%) 11 (24.4) 7 (31.8) 041 74 5 (312) 6 (375 01 63
Age 537 7.96 52.9 8.51 038 08 559 8.93 55.4 6.33 0.16 05
Occupation:y(%) 14 (L) 13 (59.1)  481* -28.0 7 (43.8) 8 (500) 013 6.2
DM drug:y(%) 26 (57.8) 19 (86.4)  547% 286 15 (93.8) 14 875) 037 63
DM Duration 64 624 8.2 616  -1.05  -18 8.9 6.41 8.8 6.15 0.03 026
HbA1c(%) 0m 8.2 1.41 8.3 134 037 -0.1 8.4 1.25 8.7 127 072 -03
BMI(Kg/m?) 255 370 262 3.99 270 07 269 4.18 26.0 445 0.63 09
HbAlc(%) 12m 7.5 121 8.7 162 -2.74% 12 7.6 148 8.8 137 -236% -12

*p< .05, Comparisons on gender, occupation, and DM drug taking are difference in % between experimental and control group.
Comparisons on age, DM duration, HbAlc(Om), BMI and HbAlc(12m) are difference in mean between experimental and control group.
Exp:experimental group, Cont: control group, Diff: difference in % or mean between experimental and control group, y:yes

Ch ek 85| | 37(3), 20073 4€ 417



o4 9

<Table 2> Predictors of HbA1c from the multiple regression

Model B Std. Error B t p R? F o}

(Constant) 7.03 2.06 341 0.00

Group -0.88 0.32 -0.29 -2.73 0.01

Sex 0.54 0.42 0.17 1.28 0.21

Job -0.28 0.42 -0.10 -0.67 0.51

DM drug 0.13 0.39 0.04 0.33 0.74 0.477 6.378 0.001

Age -0.04 0.02 -0.23 -1.88 0.07

DM duration 0.06 0.03 0.28 2.05 0.05

HbA1c(0m) 0.46 0.11 0.44 4.04 0.00

BMI Omonth -0.03 0.04 -0.08 -0.71 0.48
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The Use of Propensity Score Matching for Evaluation
of the Effects of Nursing Interventions
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Background: Nursing intervention studies often suffer from a selection bias introduced by failure of random
assignment. Evaluation with selection bias could under or over-estimate any intervention's effects. PS matching
(PSM) can reduce a selection bias through matching similar Propensity Scores (PS). PS is defined as the
conditional probability of being treated given the individual's covariates and it can be reused to balance the
covariates of two groups. Purpose: This study was done to assess the significance of PSM as an alternative
evaluation method of nursing interventions. Method: An intervention study for patients with some baseline
individual characteristic differences between two groups was used for this demonstration. The result of a t-test
with PSM was compared with a t-test without matching. Results: The level of HbAlc at 12 months after baseline
was different between the two groups in terms of matching or not. Conclusion: This study demonstrated the
effects of a quasi-random assignment. Evaluation using PSM can reduce a selection bias impact that affects the
result of the nursing intervention. Analyzing nursing research more objectively to reduce selection bias using PSM
is needed.
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