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<Table 1> Results of final content validity
contents median content validity index coefficient variation
V) v
<Standard1> : Change of general health status 3.29 0.90 0.20
Criteria 1.1 : Physical functioning 347 0.93 0.16
indicators1.1.1 : ambulation 3.63 0.98 0.15
1.12 : ADL 3.52 0.98 0.15
1.1.3 : IADL 3.25 0.83 0.19
Criteria 1.2 : Cognitive functioning 3.37 0.92 0.23
indicators1.2.1 : T.P.P orientation 3.50 0.95 0.22
1.2.2 : memory 3.45 0.95 0.23
1.2.3 : alertness 3.50 0.95 0.22
1.2.4 : ability of problem cognition and problem solving 3.05 0.80 0.27
1.2.5 : understandable ability 3.35 0.95 0.23
Criteria 1.3 : Emotional functioning 3.26 0.92 0.19
indicators1.3.1 : depression 3.25 0.90 0.20
1.3.2 : anxiety 3.40 1.00 0.15
1.3.3 : sensitiveness 3.25 0.90 0.20
1.3.4 : alteration of mood 3.20 0.85 0.22
1.3.5 : loneness 3.20 0.95 0.16
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<Table 1> Results of final content validity(continued)

content validity index coefficient variation

contents median
(cv) cv)
Criteria 1.4 : Social functioning 3.28 0.91 0.21
indicator 1.4.1 : carrying out of social role 3.20 0.87 0.24
1.4.2 : social support system 340 0.95 0.18
1.4.3 : coping endeavor of current situation 325 0.90 0.20
Criteria 1.5 : Discomfort 3.51 0.95 0.17
indicators1.5.1 : pain 3.50 0.95 0.17
1.5.2 : sleep 3.65 1.00 0.13
1.5.3 : rest 3.40 0.90 0.20
Criteria 1.6 : cognition of overall health status 2.85 0.80 0.25
indicators1.6.1 : health cognition 2.85 0.80 0.25
<Standard 2> : Change of specific health status 3.56 0.98 0.16
Criteria 2.1 : Respiration and Circulation 3.66 0.99 0.13
indicators2.1.1 : alteration of bood pressure 3.70 1.00 0.13
2.1.2 : alteration of pulse 3.65 1.00 0.13
2.1.3 : alteration of temperature 3.70 1.00 0.13
2.1.4 : dyspnea 3.70 1.00 0.13
2.1.5 : sputum or lung murmur 3.60 1.00 0.14
2.1.6 : tracheostomy state 3.55 1.00 0.14
2.1.7 : O administration state 3.50 0.95 0.17
2.1.8 : use of artificial respirator 3.60 1.00 0.14
2.1.9 : edema 393 1.00 0.03
Ceiteria 2.2 : nutrition and metabolism 3.55 0.98 0.15
indicators2.2.1 : method of food and water intake 3.50 0.95 0.17
2.2.2 : nausea, vomiting, or anorexia 345 1.00 0.15
2.2.3 : function maintenance nasal or stomach catheter 3.50 1.00 0.15
2.2.4 : glucose control state 3.75 1.00 0.12
Criteria 2.3 : urination and elimination 3.55 0.98 0.15
indicators2.3.1 : urination aspect 3.60 1.00 0.14
2.3.2 : function maintenance of retention urinary 3.55 1.00 0.14

catheter and cystic catheter

2.3.3 : elimination aspct 3.55 1.00 0.14
2.3.4 : function maintenance of colonic stoma 3.50 0.95 0.17
Criteria 2.4 : Sensation and recognition 3.36 0.91 0.24
indicators2.4.1 : vision state 3.20 0.85 0.30
2.4.2 : hearing and understanding 3.40 0.90 0.24
2.4.3 : speech ability 3.40 0.95 0.22
24.4 : GCS score 345 0.95 0.22
Criteria 2.5 : Skin integration 3.72 0.98 0.14
indicators2.5.1 : Decubitus ulcer 3.80 1.00 0.11
2.5.2 : state of oral cavity mucosa 3.87 0.95 0.15
2.5.3 : state of IV site 3.65 0.95 0.16
2.5.4 : state of Insulin injection site 3.65 1.00 0.13
2.5.5 : state of artificial stoma site 3.65 1.00 0.13
Criteria 2.6 : Pain 3.5 1.00 0.15
indicators2.6.1 : pain 3.5 1.00 0.15
Criteria 2.7 : medication administraion 3.6 1.00 0.14
indicators2.7.1 : oral administration, hypodermic injection, 16 100 0.14

ointment or inhalation administraion
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<Table 2> Results of reliability between evaluators

3, Figure 2>.

<Figure 2> Difference of [Standard 1] between baseline
and follow-up point

agreement of
evaluators (%)

division
patient ordei

Pearson Correlation
Coefficient/P-value

items of disagreement of evaluators

Patient 1 96.4 961 / 000* - 82 : 2.1.5 sputum or lung murmur
2.3.3 urination, 2.4.1 vision state

. - 82 : 2.1.5 sputum or lung murmur

Patient 2 98.2 .998 / .000* 243 speech ability

Patient 3 99.3 .999 / .000*

Patient 4 98.2 968 / .000* - S2 : 2.4.1 vision state

Patient 5 99.6 .999 / .000*

Patient 6 97.3 1990 / .000* - S2 : 219 edema, 2.4.1 vision state

Patient 7 99.2 .992 / .000*

P<.005

<Table 3> Difference of [Standard 1] between baseline and follow—up point

contetns item beginning point follow—up point - p
numbers minimum maximum M=SD minimum  maximum M=SD
<Standard 1>
: change of general health 32 1.25 3.21 2.21+£0.37 1.25 3.54 2.3610.42 7.403 0.000*
status
physical functioning 12 1.00 3.80 1.3710.63 1.00 3.80 1.70£0.63 12.460 0.000*
cognitive functioning 5 1.00 4.00 2.190.90 1.00 4.00 2.381£0.92 4.636 0.000*
emotional functioning 5 1.00 4.00 2.98+0.65 1.80 4.00 3.131£0.52 2.629 0.011*
criteria social functioning 6 1.50 3.17 2.0310.38 1.50 3.33 2.2010.41 2.163 0.031*
inconvenience 3 2.00 4.00 3.31+0.65 2.00 4.00 3.5410.55 4.625 0.000*
cognition of overall 1 1.00 3.50 1.50+0.72 1.00 3.50 1.5810.78 2.663 0.023*
health status
* p<0.05
558 CHEtZtE 8H5| K| 34(3), 2004 6
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<Table 4> Difference of [Standard 2] between baseline and follow—up point
contents item beginning point follow—up point - p
numbers minimum maximum M=SD minimum  maximum M=SD
<Standard 2>
: Change of specific health 28 2.18 3.56 2.9010.27 2.40 3.86 3.24+0.27 13.308 0.000*
status
respiration and 9 2.37 4.00 2.99+0.35 2.79 4.00 3.4210.33 16.623 0.000*
circulation
nutrition and 4 2.00 4.00 2.67£0.45 2.00 4.00 2.8810.54 4774 0.000*
metabplism
urination and 4 1.67 4.50 2.74%0.75 2.00 4.50 3.15£0.82 5.452 0.000*
L. elimination
criteria .
sensation and 4 1.60 4.00 2.8210.58 2.00 4.00 3.10£0.55 7.566 0.000*
recognition
skin integrity 5 2.10 4.50 3.31£0.59 2.20 4.50 3.84£0.53 9.168 0.000*
pain 1 2.00 5.00 4.1410.82 2.00 5.00 4.4510.81 3.782 0.000*
medication 1 1.00 2.00 1.691£0.46 1.00 2.00 1.97+0.18 4292 0.000*
administration
* p<0.05
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<Table 5> Standards, criteria, and indicators of "client health status outcome evaluation in home care"

Standards Criteria Indicatos detail measures
(n=2) (n=13) (n=48) (n=167)
L e 1.1.1 ambulation 4 %tems(position charTge, joint,.sit and stfmd, walk.) o .
i ot 1.12 ADL 5 items(personal hygiene, bathing, food intake, elimination, dressing)
1.2.3 TIADL 3 items(telephone use, house work, use of transportation)
1.2.1 T.P.P orientation 1 item(recognition of time, person, place)
1.2.2 memory 1 item(memory of event, date, an so on)
1.2 cognitive 1.2.3 alertness 1 item(certainty of something recognition)
functioning 1.2.4 ability of problem cognition 1 item(learning and understanding of new things)
and problem solving
1.2.5 understanding ability 1 item(proper response and understanding of a question)
1.3.1 depression 1 item(geric depressed mood)
1. change 13 emotional 1.32 anXifet.y. 1 %tem(anxiety of heal.th. recovery)
of general i ot 1.33 sensm.Vlty 1 #em(sharpness of trivials)
health 1.3.4 alteration of mood 1 item(severe mood chanes)
status 1.3.5 loneness 1 item(expression of loneness)
. 1.4.1 carying out of social role 3 Sy, A, (o)
1.4 social 1.4.2 social support system . .
functioning 1.4.3 coping endeavor of current 2 #ems(suppoﬁ person fo help.pan.e ey o
. 1 item(endeavor of role executing in current situation)
situation
1.5.1 pain 1 item(pain to interfere sleep and rest)
1.5 discomfort 1.5.2 sleep 1 item(difficulty of deep sleep due to health related problems)
1.5.3 rest 1 item(difficulty of rest due to health related problem)
1.6 cognition of
overall health  1.6.1 health cognition 1 item(his will of health improvement)
status
2.1.1 alteration of BP 5 items(degree on alteration of condition due to medication or treatment)
2.1.2 alteration of purse 5 items(degree on alteration of condition due to medication or treatment)
2.1.3 alteration of temperature 5 items(degree on alteration of condition due to medication or treatment)
. 2.14 dyspnea 5 items(degree on alteration of condition due to medication or treatment)
2.1 respiration and . . .. .
cireulation 2.1.5 sputum or lung murmur 5 #ems(degree on alterat}on of condl.t%on due to med%cagon or treatment)
2.1.6 trachostomy state 5 items(degree on alteration of condition due to medication or treatment)
2.1.7 O’ administration state 5 items(degree on time and method of O2 administration)
2.1.8 use of artificial respirator 5 items(degree on respiration state and AR administration)
2.1.9 edema 5 items(degree on alteration of condition due to medication or treatment)
2.2.1 method of food and water 5 items(degree on self intake and assistance)
intake
.. 2.2.2 nausea, vomiting, anorexia 5 items(degree on nausea, vomiting, or anorexia)
2. change 22 nutrition and 2.2.3 function maintenance nasal 4 items(de 1 t cathet t
; . A gree on regular or urgent catheter management)
of specific metabolism or stomach catheter
health 2.2.4 glucose control state 5 items(degree on alteration of condition due to dietary treatment,
SR exercise treatment or medication)
2.3.1 urination aspect 5 items(degree on self voiding sensation and several catheter use)
2.3.2 function maintenance of 4 items(degree on regular or urgent catheter management)
23 wrination and retention. urinary catheter
climination and cystic catheter
2.3.3 elimination aspect 5 items(degree on alteration of condition due to medication or treatment)
2.3.4 function maintenance of 5 items(degree on regular or urgent colon stoma management)
colonic stoma
2.4.1 vision state 5 items(degree on alteration of vision due to medication or treatment)
2.4 sensation and  2.4.2 hearing and understanding 5 items(degree on alteration of condition due to medication or treatment)
recognition 2.4.3 speech ability 5 items(degree on necessity of speech treatment)
2.44 GCS score 4 items to GCS stage
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<Table 5> Standards, criteria, and indicators of "client health status outcome evaluation in home care"(continued)

Stadanrs Criteria Indicators
(n=2) (n=13) (n=48)

detail measures
(n=167)

2.5.1 Decubitus ulce 5 items(degree on alteration of condition due to medication or treatment)
2.5.2 oral cavity mucosa state 5 items(degree on alteration of condition due to medication or treatment)
2.5.3 state of IV site 5 items(degree on alteration of condition due to medication or treatment)
2.5 skin integrity =~ 2.5.4 state of insulin injection 5 items(degree on alteration of condition due to medication or treatment)
2. change site
of specific 2.5.5 state of artificial stoma 5 items(degree on alteration of condition due to medication or treatment)
health site
status 2.6 pain 2.6.1 pain 5 items(degree on alteration of condition due to medication or treatment)
2.7.1 oral administration, . . . .. e
L S 5 items(degree on patient compliance of medication administration)
2.7 medication hypodermic injection,
administration ointment or inhalation
administraion
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The Development of a Client Health Status Outcome Evaluation
Instrument in Home Care

Park, Hyun-Tae”

1) Korea Institute for Health and Social Affairs

Purpose: This study was to develop a client health status outcome evaluation instrument, and examine content
validity, reliability, construct validity, and the acceptability of this instrument. Method: A preliminary list was
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made of such key information as standards, criteria, indicators and measures, by means of a broad review of
literature within the field. After determining the preliminary instruments, the study sought to obtain examination,
consensus, and modification of two groups of experts in the home-care field. Finally, the instrument examined
content validity, reliability, construct validity, and the acceptability of this instrument. Result: The tool was
considered of 13 criteria, 48 indicators, and 167 detail measures. The content validity index of the tool was above
0.8 according to the expert group. Regarding the reliability of the evaluators of standards 1 and 2, the degree of
agreement between evaluators was high(96.4% through 98.2%). Construct validity in this study, the difference in
the mean score between the baseline point and the follow up point of each of standards 1 and 2 was significant,
and the mean score of the follow up point was more than that of the baseline point. After examining the
acceptability of this instrument with practice managers and home care nurses in home care institutions, a positive
opinion was given of this instrument, and it was indicated that to be useful and applicable in home care practice.
Conclusion: The results of evaluating client outcome will contribute to overall outcome-based quality improvement
and service marketing in home care by providing a constant gauge of home care effectiveness.

Key words : Health status, Patient outcome, Home care
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