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<Table 1> Review of condom attitude scales

Instruments

Sub Concepts

factor(variance)
total items
total reliability

Attitude Toward
Condom Scale
(ATC)

(Brown, 1984)

comfort

embarrassment
sexual arousal/excitement
interruption of sexual activity

safety and reliability of condoms

5 factors(45%)
40 items
a=not documented

UCLA Multidimensional
condom Attitudes Scale
(UCLA MCAS)
(Helweg-Larsen &
Collins, 1994)

Pleasure(.65)

Identity stigma(.57)

Embarrassment about

Negotiation and Use of condoms(.64)
Embarrassment about purchase(.68)

Reliability and Effectiveness of condoms(.65)

S factors(65%)
24 items
= .74-94

Condom Attitude Scale (CAS)
(Sacco, Levine, Reed, &
Thompson, 1991)

Interpersonal Impact(.88-.90)
Effect on sexual experience(.89)
Self-control(.87-.88)

Global attitude(.62-.79)
Perceived Risk(.82-.84)
Inhibition(.75-.76)
Promiscuity(.80-.81)
Relationship Safety(.73-.79)

8 factors(85%)
57 items
= 91-92

Condom Perception Scale
(Hanna, 1999)

Benefits(.80)

Relationship-oriented barriers(.77)

3 factors(44%)
25 — 15 items

Sexual satisfaction barriers(.80) a= .82

Barriers to condom use

condom sexual satisfaction(.73)

3 factors(71%)

- condom health hazard(.77) 22 items
S la, A. M, .
(Sunmola, 2001) - condom sexual interest(.72) a= .88
0,
Decisional Balance - Pros scale(.88) ? f;giiigﬁ)
(Grimley etc., 1993) - Cons Scale(.90) a= 88-.90
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<Table 2> Demographic characteristics of the sample & AMEShE Adulolol2E e o= Qth &8 (EES
(N=631)  Abgel 9 e gae 2 & Uth @ 35 (2ES
Male Female Total T3k A 2AHHE AL
variable (N=426) (N=205) (N=631)
n(%) n (%) n(%)
age < 20 63(10.0) 72(11.4)  135(21.4) e Q0lFEAX
21-24 129(204)  196(31.1)  325(51.5) Bartlett®] 73/ ZF(Bartlett's test of sphericity) 23} p2]
> 25 10( 1.6) 144(22.8) 1540244 o _ .
w B3l 2= H S| ze ol
no respond  15( 23)  3( 04)  17( 2.7) grol osmrt A9 wF el 33” AR 22 2717F ok
& oJuldhsd), B AFelM=(x’=4407.961, p=.000) p<.05k T}
grade freshman 17( 2.7) 79(12.5) 96(15.2) ;_O ba o —i( T P )Ep/\ o1
T .
sophomore  S6( 89)  107(16.9)  163(25.8) Px v ol wE mE2A77 AU = 5 ok
junior 61( 9.7)  97(15.4)  158(25.1) I8]3 KMO(Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin) Z4(.888)¢] .60 o[l Zo
senior 71(11.2)  143(22.7)  214(33.9) 2 et Q018 228 4 9l 2AL TEA|ZIT<Table
religion Christian 99(15.7) 58( 9.2) 157(24.9) 4> Z QB No] AAsty ZEALLY s HE E3So)
Catholic 45( 7.1) 33( 5.2) 78(12.4) FE 0o0]S TOos Aolaly B 2 o
Buddism 64(10.2)  26( 4.1)  90(14.3) FELUS FFY Aokl 2 5 Yk
ete. 218(34.6)  88(13.9)  306(48.4)
{Table 4> KMO & Bartlett's Test of Sphericity for the
o F3HEA 16-item correlation matrix generated in SPSS
B Qs WA 197) O] 0@ BIRAL ANG for Windows
QAUKTable 3> FF¥HE ol £33 A T Aot KMO Measure of Sampling 888
- - Adequacy
F7b 30 ol BFTS AFSGT. ol Bayziel 4u . .
AF7E 30 ol FEE ?O}M o ole 23 A Bartlett's Test of Sphericity =~ Approx. Chi-Square  4407.961
A%7E 30 vimkel A9 HFEZE 4 HE 9 Yoly /) df 120
57t We Row %7}5471 wEoldh, et WA L3 Sig 000
o] AEATFE 096(FE 6 FES Abgstd Aw/olel=F
A2 4+ Achol 654(6}&4 TEAGS AN AUgs o 2955
wafdith W Btk AaATE 30 ofskl B 6(EF 2 AFelA e =70 BYk A5E Sste] el
<Table 3> Internal reliability of condom attitude scale {n=631)
Cormected -y a i item
ltem ftem Content item—total
. deleted
correlation
1 Condoms interrupt the natural sex act. 6125 .8507
2 Condoms decrease sexual pleasure. .5208 .8545
3 Condoms interrupt foreplay and caressing. 5518 .8533
4 Condoms decrease the emotional intimacy. 6542 .8489
5 Condoms are physically uncomfortable. 5913 8515
6*  Condoms can prevent STDs/AIDS. .0964 8688
7*  Condoms can prevent unintended pregnancy. 1244 .8686
8 It is embarrassing for me/my partner to use condoms. 4681 .8566
9% It is embarrassing to buy condoms. 1734 .8696
10 I hate to buy condoms. 5036 .8551
11 I don't like the idea of using condoms with my partner. .6393 .8487
12 It is a hassle to use condoms. 6257 .8496
13 There is a stigma of promiscuity attached to the carrying of condoms. 4469 .8578
14 It is necessary to use condoms for sex. 5209 8546
15 If T use or request condoms, my partner will think I am promiscuity. 4141 .8588
16 The use of condoms demonstrates a caring for your partner. 4615 8571
17 The use of condoms demonstrates self-protective behavior. 4762 8567
18 A positive of condom use is, unlike that of oral contraceptives, there are no side effects. 4268 8583
19 Condoms are easy to use. 4708 8567

* items deleted after analysis
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<Table 5> Total Variance explained

Initial Eigen Values

Extracted Sums of Squared Loadings

Factor Total % Variance Cumulative % Total % Variance Cumulative %
1 5.939 37.118 37.118 5.939 37.118 37.118
1I 2.150 13.437 50.555 2.150 13.437 50.555
111 1.438 8.989 59.543 1.438 8.989 59.543
Hg ANt 27) 29 2L 1679 Fgl e 24 olgdow o Qe 2IE FE Ao) FEHL F A
FEAES AldEtol TfgkEigen value)T} scree plot A4S W o] ¢H3s] FH o)A K3 Af olEHoR 9n §le
o =3 J

B{(Cattell, 1966)% Iz{st] 290& FE3ST
A Tfghol 10 ol ] 2

2l 2 scree
plot “elAE A3R<Rl olF 2]l Tfgte]l 94 W3}
3

£ mojxm qJglong 37 298 AAFNL 34 2915
ok M Fatol wWREL | 129 37.118%, Al 289
13.437%, Al 32921 8989%FA 37] Q98 A WY

59.54%E A3} T<Table 5>.

o Q0l3)A
Q919 3#& Az (orthogonal rotation)¥ AFZ}E) A

(oblique rotationy& 2ALEE F et ALIHALE QRlA}e]

o] A2+ 4AFOER QAT Aojo] JEYH BAS
A, AR AL HAFo] 4zo] ohd AL 2F
Aolel JABAE HgHTE B A7 29BN HHo]

Lackey, & Sullivan, 2003), A}Z+3]Z(Oblimin method) ¥3-&
AAEGITE QR1ES K A7 FHA 3 2o Aol

Aol @]l ¥atx7t & Zo| 7 1 29l

E 4 7] wied, 2 eqluitt sk 34
8 32 o= st Waltz & Bausell, 1981). A|1L
“EE2 A2 duE geEny, 252 4ne
HE B,

|
BEAGES BNH AREL PHIY, EES AU

<Table 6> Factor loadings from the rotated factor structure matrix for the condom attitude scale: principal axis

factoring with obfimin rotation

Pattern matrix Structure matrix

Condom Attitude ltems

1 2 3 1 2 3

Interruption of sexual pleasure

2: Condoms decrease sexual pleasure.

3: Condoms interrupt foreplay and caressing.
1: Condoms interrupt the natural sex act.

4: Condoms decrease the emotional intimacy.
5: Condoms are physically uncomfortable.

2: It is a hassle to use condoms.

1:

1
11: 1 don't like the idea of using condoms with my partner.

923 .839
.864 827
.804 .820
724 .804 470
722 767
.509 674 558
A23 625 446 .546

Protection
17: The use of condoms demonstrates self-protective behavior.
16: The use of condoms demonstrates a caring for your partner.

18: A positive of condom use is, unlike that of oral contraceptives,

there are no side effects.
14: 1t is necessary to use condoms for sex.
19: Condoms are easy to use.

.864 845
843 .821
782 759

716 755
613 657

Image
8: It is embarrassing for me/my partner to use condoms.
15: If T use or request condoms, my partner will think I am
promiscuity.
10: I hate to buy condoms.
13: There is a stigma of promiscuity attached to the carrying of
condoms.

757 744
725 718

700 704
653 688
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<Table 7> Factor correlations and factor alpha coefficients for the condom attitude scale (n=631)
Factor M SD 1 2 3 a
1. Interruption sexual pleasure (7 items) 2.89 .83 1.00 89
2. Protection (5 items) 3.88 .68 336 1.00 83
3. Image (4 items) 3.32 79 426 292 1.00 70
Total Scale (16 items) 3.30 .62 .88

a. Range: 1.00 to 5.00

<Table 8> Comparison of condom attitude between consistent condom user group and inconsistent condom user group

(n=624)
Condom attitude Condom use
Factor Consistent(n=161) Inconsistent(n=463) t p
M+SD M+SD
1. Interruption sexual pleasure 18.01+ 5.38 21.02+ 5.77 5.807 .000%*
2. Protection 17.80+ 3.62 19.92+ 3.15 7.064 .000*
3. Image 12.13+ 3.06 13.69+ 3.09 5.542 .000*
Total Scale 42.83£11.26 51.12+12.06 7.389 .000*
* p<01
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Development of College Students' Condom Attitude Scale

Kang, Hee Sun" - Chang, Soon-Bok?

1) Department of Nursing, College of Medicine, Chung-Ang University, 2) Yonsei University College of Nursing

Purpose: The aim of this study was to design and evaluate a scale for measuring the attitudes toward condom
use in sexual relationships. Method: A questionnaire was administered to 631 college students using a convenience
sampling method. The psychometric properties (reliability and validity) were evaluated. Result: As a result of the
item analysis, 16 items were selected and the internal consistency alpha coefficient was .88. Results indicated that
the condom attitude scale is composed of three factors: Interruption of sexual pleasure; Protection; and Image. The
three factors accounted for 59.54% of the variance in the total scale. Also, condom attitude was statistically
significant (t=7.389, p=.000) between consistent condom users and inconsistent users. Conclusion: The results
demonstrate that condom attitudes are multidimensional, and the reliability and validity of the scale was supported.
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