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Purpose: This study aimed to investigate the quality of patient-centered nursing care (PCNC) among women with
breast cancer at a cancer center in Seoul, Korea. Methods: In a cross-sectional survey design, 223 women with
breast cancer were recruited from the oncology surgery unit. The Korean version of the oncology patients’ percep-
tions of the quality of nursing care scale, which is conceptualized in four sub-dimensions (individualization, profi-
ciency, responsiveness, and coordination) was used for measurement. Data were analyzed using descriptive sta-
tistics and ANOVA. Results: The participants were all women, with a mean age of 51.3 years. The mean score
of PCNC was high and significantly different from each other according to age group. Breast cancer women, who
had mastectomy, were satisfied highly in terms of proficiency and responsiveness care, but less satisfied with in-
dividualization and coordination care than those of other women. Conclusion: The findings of this study show the
quality of cancer nursing care, especially focusing on patient-centeredness, can be measured from the pa-
tients’perspective. The individualized and coordinated nursing care is considered to be the core of quality cancer
care implying patient-centeredness. Based on the findings of this study, more research is necessary to explore the
patients’ view of quality cancer care and to test the effects of PCNC within the context of comparative effectiveness.
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Table 1. Individualization, Proficiency, Responsiveness, and Coordination by the General Characteristics of the Participants (N=223)

Individualization Proficiency Responsiveness Coordination
Characteristics Categories n (%)
M+SD  F(p)  M#SD F(p)  M#*SD  F(p)  M*SD  F(p)
Age (year) 20~29 3(1.3) 543+0.73 3.19* 547076 191 5.48+0.58 1.08 333+203 181
Range: 25~75 30~39 18(8.1)  534%0.68 (.014) 5.58%+041 (110) 5.40+0.85 (309) 3.83=1.48 (128)
M=+SD:51.3+9.9  40~49" 77 (34.5) 5.35+0.71 a>b 5.72%+0.39 5.62+0.53 4281147
50~59" 78(35.1) 4.94+0.89 5.5240.49 5.45%0.63 391+151
=60 47(21.0) 5.31%0.74 5.64+0.52 5.59+0.57 451%1.39
Marital status Single 9 (4.0) 5252091 093 5.60+0.38 0.49 522+1.06 1.02 4221135 0.27
Married 192 (86.1) 5224078 (427) 5.63£046 (.687) 5.56+0.57 (380) 4.18+£1.50 (.846)
Divorced 10 (4.5) 4.80=£1.13 5.45+0.56 5.44=+0.61 3771147
Others 12(5.4) 5.12%+0.79 5.61+0.47 5.46%0.72 4.03%1.45
Children 0 33(14.8) 5.18%0.77 0.21 5.62+049 045 543+£0.80 1.30 426+137 040
1 47 (21.1) 5.13%£0.75 (890) 556+049 (718) 5.43%0.63 (276) 4.13+146 (.753)
2 112 (50.2) 5.24%0.80 5.65%+0.42 5.60%0.52 4.07%+1.50
=3 31(13.9) 5.18%£0.92 5.62%+0.56 5.56+£0.64 437+1.63
Religion Christian 75(33.6) 521+£077 0.04 5.61+045 088 5.55%£0.54 0.11 407150 0.24
Catholic 40(17.9) 517090 (989) 553%0.63 (451) 550+0068 (953) 4.10t141 (.867)
Buddhist 44 (19.8) 5.18%£0.85 5.64+0.45 5.50+0.74 4.30+1.48
Other (none include) 64 (28.7) 5.21%0.74 5.68%0.36 5.55%+0.53 418+154
Education < Middle school 51(229) 5.28%+0.74 0.50 5.62+£0.50 0.08 5.58+0.56 0.21 4521138 244
High school 82(36.8) 5.14+£082 (610) 5.61£045 (923) 551+£062 (811) 4.15+£1.41 (.089)
= College 90 (40.3) 5.21£0.82 5.64%0.46 5.53+0.62 3.94%+1.58
Perceived Good 9(4.0) 530*073 166 5062+055 094 5068+t052 085 411*+170 0.35
economic Fair 165 (74.0)  5.18+082 (175) 5.60=048 (421) 551+0.64 (467) 4.18%1146 (.790)
status Poor 20(9.0)  4.94+0.87 5.6240.41 546+0.51 383+157
Non response 29 (13.0) 5.44+0.58 5.76%+0.34 5.67£0.51 423+154

*p<.05; a, b=Scheffé test.

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for the Quality of Patient-

centered Nursing Care (N=223)
Item score
Variables i
Possible  Reported M=SD
range range

Quality of PCNC 1~6 1~6 5.2910.65
Individualization 1~6 2~6 5.20%+0.80
Proficiency 1~6 4~6 5.62%0.46
Responsiveness 1~6 3~6 5.53%10.61
Coordination 1~6 1~6 4151149

PCNC=Patient-centered nursing care.
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Table 3. Scores and Ranks of the Quality of Patient-centered Nursing Care (N=223)
Sscli)e e — ftems Min Max  M=SD Rank
I 1. personalized my care to my particular needs, 2 6 5.26%0.99 25

2. knew how to help me when things were bothering me. 2 6 5.31+1.03 21
3. knew how I was coping,. 1 6 5.14%1.05 29
4. knew how I was feeling. 1 6  498%+1.07 33
5. made it easy to establish the relationship I wanted with them. 1 6 5.07%x1.12 32
6. encouraged me to actively participate in my care, 1 6 5.22%1.12 27
7. helped me get the information I wanted, 1 6 5381095 19
8. gave me support [ needed. 2 6 5.52%0.75 13
9. did what they could to make me comfortable, 1 6  548%0.85 16
10. spent time with me when I needed them, 1 6  470%143 36
11. discussed care options with me, 1 6 4.76+1.44 35
12, knew what I had been through. 1 6 5.14%+1.09 30
13. correctly anticipated problems I might have because of my conditions, 2 6 5.13%+1.06 31
14. tried to help when I was having a difficult time. 1 6 5.21*+1.12 28
15. knew how to help me in ways that T liked. 2 6  535%0.86 20
16, arranged for the same nurses to care for me regularly. 1 6 538%095 18
17. comforted me when I needed it, 2 6  529%094 23
18. remembered things about me, 1 6 5.26+1.00 26
P 19. knew how to care for someone with my condition, 3 6 5.62%+0.61 10
20, were skillful, 3 6 5731055 2
21, gave me accurate explanations about my care, 3 6 5.70£0.57 )
22, knew what they were doing. 3 6 5741055 1
23. checked on me often enough., 3 6 5.48+0.73 15
24, took time to answer my questions, 3 6  571+0.55 4
25, knew how to help me, 4 6 5.67%0.54 7
26. knew made sure I had what I needed. 2 6 5.394+0.79 17
27. addressed my needs promptly. 3 6  5.61+0.67 11
28. respected my dignity. 2 6  557%£0.66 12
R 29. were kind to me, 3 6 5.73%+0.56
30. were gentle with me, 3 6  5.68%+0.60 6
31. made me feel like I mattered. 1 6 5.27+1.04 24
32, came when I needed them, 2 6  5.62+0.67
33, reacted quickly when something important happened. 3 6  5.64%0.66
34, took my concerns seriously. 1 6 5.30£1.04 22
35, paid attention to what I said. 3 6 551%£0.77 14
C 36, told me which nurse was taking over when they were not there, 1 6 3841192 37
37. told me which nurse was primarily responsible for coordinating my care. 1 6 3.78+1.94 38
38. showed me they cared about my family and friends. 1 6 483+137 34
*In general, How would you describe the quality of the nursing care you received? 8 10 9.56+0.60

I=Individualization 18 items; P=Proficiency 10 items; R=Responsiveness 7 items; C=Coordination 3 items
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