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Validity and Reliability Test of the Korean Version of the Oncology
Patients’ Perception of the Quality of Nursing Care Scale
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Purpose: The purpose of this methodological study was to examine the validity and reliability of a translated Korean
version of The Oncology Patients’ Perception of the Quality of Nursing Care Scale. Methods: The translated scale
was pilot tested and then administered to 360 patients with cancer. Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses
were utilized to assess the factor structure. Internal consistency reliability was determined using coefficient o .
Results: Two of the 40 items were deleted with a principal component method of exploratory factor analysis because
they did not meet the factor-loading criterion. The 38 items were again analyzed and, four factors were validated
(KMO=.96, Bartlett x?=10809.81, df=780, p<.001). The four factors accounted for 60.9% of the variance. Factor
loadings of the scale on the four subscales ranged from .65 to .91. The scale showed reliable internal consistency
with a Cronbach's a, total 38 items ( a =.96) in four subscales: individualization (18 items, a =.96), proficiency (10,
.91), responsiveness (7, .90), and coordination (3, .80). Conclusion: The findings of this study demonstrate that the
scale has satisfactory construct validity and reliability to measure quality of cancer nursing care from the patient’s
perspective in Korea.
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Table 1. General Characteristics of the Participants (N=360)

Characteristics Categories n (%) or M£SD
Cancer type Breast cancer 223 (61.9)
Thyroid cancer 137 (38.1)
Age (year) 51.4£9.9
(Range: 25~75)  20~29 18 (5.0)
30~39 42 (11.7)
40~49 117 (32.5)
50~59 114 (31.7)
60~69 57 (15.8)
>70 12 (3.3)
Marital status Single 13 (3.6)
Married 315 (87.5)
Divorced 14 (3.9)
Others 18 (5.0)
Number of 0 56 (15.6)
children 1 80 (22.2)
2 175 (48.6)
>3 49 (13.6)
Religion Christian 116 (32.2)
Catholic 69 (19.2)
Buddhist 73 (20.3)
Others (none include) 102 (28.3)
Education < Middle school 77 (21.4)
High school 132 (36.7)
College 143 (39.7)
> Graduate school 8(2.2)
Perceived Good 13 (3.6)
economic Fair 262 (72.8)
status Poor 31 (8.6)
Non response 54 (15.0)
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Table 2. Item Analysis and Factor Analysis of the OPPQNCS-K (N=360)
Ttem e Factor loadings - EV
The nurses 1 2 3 4 (%)
Individualization 18 items 5.26£0.75 .96 47.9
personalized my care to my particular needs. 5291093 .73 .96 .96 74
knew how to help me when things were bothering me. 5361094 .78 .96 85 .76
discussed care options with me. 490+136 .68 .96 .85 .63
encouraged me to actively participate in my care. 528+1.02 .79 .96 82 74
knew how I was coping. 522+0.99 .78 .96 .78 73
spent time with me when I needed them. 486+1.30 .70 .96 .77 .63
knew how I was feeling. 5.06£1.02 .77 .96 .76 .70
helped me get the information I wanted. 540+0.88 .67 .96 .70 .56
correctly anticipated problems I might have because of my conditions.  5.18+0.99 .74 .96 .67 .63
made it easy to establish the relationship I wanted with them. 515£1.03 .73 .96 .67 .63
tried to help when I was having a difficult time. 531+1.02 .74 .96 .60 .64
remembered things about me. 532+£094 .70 .96 .60 .56
knew what I had been through. 520+1.06 .70 .96 .60 .56
did what they could to make me comfortable. 5.50+0.80 .72 .96 .56 .65
arranged for the same nurses to care for me regularly. 541£095 59 .96 .54 51
gave me support I needed. 5.56+0.72 .67 .96 .52 .58
knew how to help me in ways that I liked. 538+0.82 .71 .96 .50 .61
comforted me when I needed it. 535+0.88 .68 .96 46 .52
Proficiency 10 items 5.64+0.46 91 6.4
were skillful. 5.74+053 52 .96 78 .55
knew how to care for someone with my condition. 5.62+0.61 .54 .96 78 .58
gave me accurate explanations about my care. 570056 .52 .96 74 .54
took time to answer my questions. 573054 .56 .96 73 .55
knew how to help me. 5.66+0.59 .60 .96 67 59
knew what they were doing. 5.76+0.53 .56 .96 .65 57
knew made sure I had what I needed. 547+0.73 .64 .96 57 .55
checked on me often enough. 549+0.75 .65 .96 .56 .59
addressed my needs promptly. 5.62£0.69 .59 .96 46 48
respected my dignity. 5.59+0.67 .72 .96 43 .68
Responsiveness 7 items 5.561+0.59 .90 3.7
were kind to me. 5741056 .65 .96 77 .67
made me feel like I mattered. 532+095 .71 .96 .64 .67
were gentle with me. 5.70+0.59 .68 .96 .63 .65
reacted quickly when something important happened. 5.65+0.65 .66 .96 .59 .58
came when I needed them. 5.6410.64 .60 .96 .55 .56
took my concerns seriously. 5.36£0.99 .76 .96 .53 .69
paid attention to what I said. 552+0.78 .69 .96 52 .63
Coordination 3 items 3.90£1.61 .80 29
told me which nurse was primarily responsible for coordinating my care. 3.92+1.88 .55 .96 83 81
showed me they cared about my family and friends. 3781195 31 .96 81 .59
told me which nurse was taking over when they were not there. 4.01+1.85 .62 .96 71 74
Total 38 items 5.31£0.62 .96 60.9

KMO=.96; Bartlett x’=10809.81; df=780; p <.001

A=corrected item-total correlation; B=Cronbach's « if item deleted; C=Cronbach's a; Com.=communality; EV=explained variance;
OPPQNCS-K=Korean Version of the Oncology Patients' Perception of the Quality of Nursing Care Scale;
Factor 1=Individualization; Factor 2=Proficiency; Factor 3=Responsiveness; Factor 4=Coordination.
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ZFA

2

Variables X df 4 RMSEA
OPPQNCS-K 1,905.31 659 <.001 .07
Table 4. Convergent Validity of OPPQNCS-K
Standardized i
Variables Path af1 ardize SE CR p Average variance CO.IISt.I'l:ICt
estimates ([3) extracted reliability
— Individualization .90 .01 8.08 <.001
Quality of — Proficiency 83 .01 10.69 <.001 9 89
nursing care — Responsiveness 91 01 7.51 <.001 ' ’
— Coordination .65
Criteria >.50 >1.96 >.50 >.70
Result yes yes yes yes

CR=critical ratio.
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Table 5. Discriminant Validity of OPPQNCS-K

Individualization Proficiency Responsiveness Coordination
Individualization 587
Proficiency 54t 737
Responsiveness 66" 64t 72!
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