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A Validation Study of the Korean Version of the Jefferson Empathy Scale for Health
Professionals for Korean Nurses

Ryu, Hye-Ran' - Bang, Kyung-Sook?

!Seoul National University Hospital - College of Nursing, Seoul National University, Seoul
“College of Nursing - The Research Institute of Nursing Science, Seoul National University, Seoul, Korea

Purpose: To validate the Korean Version of the Jefferson Empathy Scale for Health professionals (K-JSE-HP) in a sample of Korean
nurses. Methods: Internal consistency reliability, construct and criterion validity were calculated using SPSS (22.0) and AMOS (22.0).
Data were collected from 253 nurses (230 women, 23 men) working at one university hospital in Seoul, South Korea, Results: The
Korean version of JSE-HP showed reliable internal consistency with Cronbach’s alpha for the total scale of .89, and .74~.84 for sub-
scales. The model of three subscales for the K-JSE-HP was validated by confirmatory factor analysis (x=864.60, Q=6.55, p<.001,
CFl=.94, NNFI=.92), Criterion validity compared to the Interpersonal Reaction Index (IRI) showed significant correlation, Conclusion:
The findings of this study demonstrate that the Korean JSE-HP shows satisfactory construct and criterion validity and reliability. It is
a useful tool to measure Korean nurses” empathy.
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Table 1. Comparisons on Scores of the K-JSE by General Characteristics of Nurses (N=253)
Variables Categories n (%) M=SD torF D
Age (yr) 23~30 164 (64. 90.99+11.24 4.08 044
31~40 71 (28. 94.62+11.26
>4 18 (7.1 94.78+14.86

Gender Female 230 (90.9) 92.83+11.39 -2.46 .015
Male 23 (9.1 86.65+12.58

Marital status Married 74 (29. 94.73£11.94 2.1 .035
Single 179 (70. 91.35+11.34

Religion None 134 (53. 91.88+11.39 0.44 781
Protestant 73 (29. 93.32+12.04
Catholic 33 (13. 91.15+£11.52
Buddhist 12 (4.8 90.67+9.92
Other 1(0.1 84

Education Diploma 205 (81. 92.06+11.46 0.87 460
BSN 29 (11, 91.62+£10.92
Graduate 19 (7.5 94.33+13.06

Career as a nurse (yr) <1 25(9.9 93.48+11.69 2.37 .018
1~<3 50 (19. 88.90+10.83
3~<5 54 (21. 91.48+10.77
5~<10 57 (22. 91.87+£10.97
>10 67 (26. 95.32+12.01

Work unit Medical 79 (31. 91.62+10.58 432 .001
Surgical 52 (20. 97.94+10.37
Pediatric 38 (15. 92.39+10.33
Intensive care 67 (26. 89.22+12.51
Operating room 12 (4.7 87.00+11.46
Emergency room 5(2.0 88.20+14.62

Position Staff nurse 226 (89. 91.73£11.36 3.10 .027
Charge nurse 12 (4.8 92.50+11.59
Nurse manager 15 (5.9 100.40+11.96

BSN=Bachelor of science in nursing.

Table 2. Fitness Statistics of the Hypothetical Model
Va RMSEA Q (?/df) NFI CFl GFI AGFI TLI
864.60 .08 6.55 93 94 93 87 93
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4. ZPrEEA =

oX

THEHSES Ze S AlEe 3454 =7 (K-JSE-HP)
o] NElx e e WiE d¥ds Ukl Cronbach’s a4
£ ot Avk 892 w2 U URI=E Bt =] 7 519
Fo| H4 & WESE5P7E 49.70 102 2 708), 578
A 227} 33.90 (637 24} 427), Ak ol 417171 8.40 (2
w3 2 1458) 02 YeRsa 3719 shelHFol| w2 Cronbach’s
oAl 712t .84, .80, TAR RS

ik T Tt Zhol| folet B8R s BtHr=.44, p<.001).
Table 3. Analysis of Convergent Validity of ltems
Standardized . Construct
Item No.  Factors e Estimate SE CR D AVE reliability
16 Perspective-taking 93 0.96 03 33.12 <.001 76 92
15 .66 0.66 04 17.28 <.001
13 90 0.87 03 30.98 <.001
10 92 0.97 03 32.12 <.001
9 92 0.94 03 33.06 <.001
5 50 0.43 04 11.74 <.001
4 90 1.04 03 30.96 <.001
2 .90 1.00 - - -
17 91 0.92 03 31.90 <.001
20 94 1.03 03 34.19 <.001
6 Stand in the patients’ shoes 77 0.73 04 19.13 <.001 77 .86
3 95 1.00 - - -
1 Compassionate care .86 1.00 - - - 82 94
7 95 1.15 .04 30.99 <.001
8 .88 0.99 .04 26.18 <.001
1 91 1.01 .04 28.06 <.001
12 93 1.02 .04 29.54 <.001
14 94 1.12 .04 30.42 <.001

SE=Standard error; CR=Critical ratio; AVE=Average variance extracted.

Table 4. Correlations Coefficients between Factors

Factors Perspective-taking

Compassionate care Stand in the patients’ shoes

Perspective-taking 1

Compassionate care 67 (.45)
Stand in the patients’ shoes -.01(<.01)
Construct Reliability 92
AVE 76

.02 (<.01) 1
94 .86
82 77

AVE = Average variance extracted; ()=r?
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