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Table 1. General Characteristics, Personality and College Adjustment Scale (N=278)
: : Personality College adjustment
Variables Categories n (%
© () Mean=+SD t/F (o) Scheffé ~ Mean®SD t/F (p) Scheffé
Female 239 (86.0) 3.86+0.44 3.40+0.51
52 (. -0.90 (371
Sex Male 39 (140)  3.83:041 052 (606) 3.48+0.43 090 (371)
1 77 (27.7) 3.81+0.47 3.41+0.47
2 130 (46.8) 3.85+0.42 3.38+0.48
85 (4 1.13 (.
Grade 3 35 (12.6)  3.93:032 085 (466) 3.38+0.54 3(33D)
4 36 (12.9) 3.92+0.51 3.55+0.62
<3° 212 (76.3) 3.83+0.40 3.40+0.49
Age 23~29° 44 (15.8) 3.88+0.53 5.58 (<.001) a<b 3.47+0.54 0.46 (.632)
>30° 22 (7.9) 4.14+0.45 3.39+0.53
) No 229 (82.4) 3.82+0.42 3.41+0.51
k -3.46 (<.001 -0.07 (.94
Work experience ¢ 29 (176) 4051046 46 (S00D) 3414048 0.07 (946)
High® 38 (13.7) 4.02+0.47 3.68+0.51
School record Middle 175 (62.9) 3.87+0.44 5.98 (<.001) ab>c 3.45+0.46 17.22 (<.001) a>b>c
Low® 65 (23.4) 3.72+0.38 3.14+0.50
=7t WM ekE| K| 25(3), 20194 8 323
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Table 2. Exploratory Factor Analysis (N=278)
Factor loading item—total

Factor No. Mean-£SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 correlation

1 3.53+0.75 .10 .16 25 25 .05 .06 24 .66 .56
Career planning 2 3.59+0.82 .06 .20 .18 .04 .09 12 .09 78 48

3 3.62+0.74 11 .19 .19 -.07 A1 23 .08 .60 45

4 4.00+0.71 33 -.05 .16 .19 12 .63 23 17 .58
Ethical consciousness 5 4.08+0.64 .36 13 .09 .19 11 1 .09 18 .62

6 4.07+£0.64 .30 .18 .09 23 A7 73 .06 13 .63

7 3.81+0.66 27 17 32 15 .38 34 -.01 .19 .61

8 4.34+0.69 .61 17 .18 33 21 17 -.07 11 .60

9 4.00+0.67 .56 .07 .01 -.01 A7 .04 .07 32 .52
Responsibility 10 4.29+0.69 73 .06 .01 17 28 26 .06 .07 57

11 4.21+0.72 .80 .05 12 .16 .01 27 22 .04 .59

12 4.224+0.67 .80 .15 13 18 .02 21 .18 .03 .61

13 3.67+0.80 12 21 .83 .03 .04 .07 20 15 .55
Respect 14 3.64+0.79 .08 .18 .84 .07 A1 .16 13 22 .59

15 3.49+0.78 11 27 71 .09 A7 .04 18 25 .61

16 3.99+0.70 15 .14 .07 .83 12 21 1 11 .55
Self regulation 17 4.06+0.67 21 .16 .03 .81 13 20 .10 .00 .53

18 4.20+0.69 41 12 .09 .60 .26 .07 .02 .03 .54

. 19 3.76+0.77 15 17 .16 .08 .06 1 78 .16 .53

Positive self- 20 3.64+0.82 07 21 28 -04 37 05| 68| .10 56
understanding

21 3.81+0.70 17 .18 .14 25 27 15 .62 .16 .63

22 3.77+0.72 .08 17 .06 A1 .67 31 31 .01 57
Consideration/service 23 3.90+0.69 .20 .14 .03 .26 .60 25 28 15 .63

24 3.95+0.76 27 .14 21 .26 .61 -.08 12 11 .55

25 3.54+0.73 13 .76 13 .08 .05 .00 .16 .20 .52

26 3.60+0.82 .01 .61 .20 .02 15 27 26 17 57
Competence/volition 27 3.56+0.80 .08 .79 13 15 .04 -.05 .06 25 49

28 3.94+0.60 25 .60 25 22 19 22 .10 .00 .64

29 3.66+0.72 .02 54 .18 15 41 13 11 .04 .53
Eigen value 3.45 2.86 2.58 2.45 2.33 2.31 2.10 2.01
% of cumulated varience 11.88 21.74 30.65 39.12 47.15 55.11 62.35 69.29

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin  Values.92, Bartlett's sphericity test p<.001, Communality .52~.85
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RMR .03(<.05), RMSEA .06(<.08), CFI .92(>.90), TLI .90 sHAl gYat= Bolth tE YLE ate Tl FHEE vt
(>.90), IFI .92(>.90)°] #-2 EIth RMSEA: 2 F30% FA3 QgL UiBAE fAsHA sta, FFHA A F
2 1Y grtel] 7 Wol AbgEE AR, 05 nvhe F2 €9 HEE B HEAES g8t drkPark, 2012).
A, 80 ne WFE AgE, 10 oS U Agdrg APAfolMe ts gy Az gt YL 25 3t
e thBrowne & Cudeck, 1992). RMSEAE =dle] 7HEA4 = 33 A#AA7E Jde Ae® BHauEa tiLim, 2016;
< aEste] AT AlFY ARRe] dEFE we o Sim & Bang, 2016). olo] UEHSHEE A EHI=E A
Aol JerR, FHe| AV|d JaFS WA ¥ 2F 2FE otk 23 A3 F =] AT 80 ol Br
Zxsle CFIASe 37 melsjob @THHong, 2000). ¥ < T AR dAgTE R B 4 Qlo] ABAIFI)E 40
TolAdE RMSEAZF 0622 WS HIEES Ho|x|3, CFI ~.809 HYE Hole o] 23K Gray, Grove, & Burns,
7} 929] #he Ho Ryo] Ajfsivia A 4 vk wnt 2013). ¥ AFAME =64(p<00)] FE FBHAES Ho
ofvgt 1 BEel W EERe U FFHdte] BE 7 BR=rE gRlEAh ol Ul§ EdEet 74 EHYE
B 72 2de & deta glon, g7 ale A= o S QI3 2973 tis] AF=E ¥4 3 A7} Cronbach's
2 74 S St AL 9 S ik a 942 9 =79 YA g 2HE o 01 ETE 3o

g QIS HE WY olu} 1AH VX ® T2 ukEF TS tFoR IS S AHg o R ekt

Table 3. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (N=278)
: Factor

Factor No. Estimate SE ] > 3 7 5 6 7 AVE CR
3 .58 36

1. Career planning 2 .69 35 .57 .80
1 71 28
7 .59 .29
. . 6 .82 13

2. Ethical consciousness 5 31 14 .59 73 .86
4 72 24
12 .85 13
11 .86 .14

3. Responsibility 10 .78 .19 45 .78 74 .86
9 .56 31
8 .68 25
15 .79 23

4. Respect 14 .89 13 .70 47 .38 .79 .92
13 .84 .19
18 .65 27

S. Self regulation 17 .87 11 37 .63 .61 .30 .79 .92
16 .85 .14
.. 21 73 23

6. Eﬁ;:g;nﬁé 20 77 28 64 56 50 62 4 66 86
19 .70 31
25 .61 .36

7. Consideration/service 23 78 .19 .54 .70 .63 46 .63 18 .66 .85
22 73 24
32 .63 31
31 73 17

8. Competence/volition 30 .70 33 .69 .55 47 .64 51 .68 .64 .63 75
29 .69 35
28 .70 27

Model fit: x’=693.5(p<.001), x*/df=1.99, RMR=.03, RMSEA=.06, CFI=.92, TLI=.90, IFI=.92

AVE=average variance extracted; CFl=comparative fit index; CR=critical ratio; IFI=incremental fit index; RMR=root mean square residual;

RMSEA=root mean square error of approximation; SE=standard error; TLI=tucker-lewis index
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Table 4. Discriminant Validity (N=278)
Factor ‘ SE ©#  AE [£2xSE
=) +)
Ethical consciousness .59 .02 35 73 .55 .63
Responsibility 45 .02 .20 714 41 .50
Respect .70 .03 49 .79 .64 .76
Career planning <> Self regulation 37 .02 .14 79 .34 41
Positive self-understanding .64 .02 41 .66 .59 .69
Consideration/service .54 .02 .29 .66 .50 .58
Competence/volition .69 .02 A48 .63 .65 74
Responsibility 18 .02 .61 74 .73 .83
Respect 47 .02 22 .79 43 52
Ethical consciousness — Self regulation .63 .02 40 .19 .59 .67
Positive self-understanding .56 .02 31 .66 52 .60
Consideration/service .70 .02 49 .66 .66 74
Competence/volition .55 .02 .30 .63 S1 .58
Respect .38 .03 15 .19 .33 44
Self regulation .61 .02 37 19 .56 .65
Responsibility <-> Positive self-understanding .50 .03 25 .66 A4S .55
Consideration/service .63 .03 40 .66 .58 .68
Competence/volition 47 .02 22 .63 42 51
Self regulation .30 .02 .09 19 26 34
Positive self-understanding .62 .03 .38 .66 .56 .68
Respect <> . . .
Consideration/service 46 .03 21 .66 41 51
Competence/volition .64 .03 41 .63 .59 .70
Positive self-understanding 42 .02 18 .66 38 46
Self regulation <->  Consideration/service .63 .02 40 .66 .59 .68
Competence/volition .51 .02 .26 .63 47 .54
Positive self-understanding — Consideration/service 78 .03 .60 .66 72 .83
Competence/volition .68 .03 46 .63 .63 73
Consideration/service <->  Competence/volition .64 .02 41 .63 .60 .69
AVE=average variance extracted; SE=standard error
Table 5. Criterion—related Validity and Reliability (N=278)
Personality Crollege adJustme;t Cronbach's a. Mean%SD
Career planning .60 <.001 .70 3.58+0.61
Ethical consciousness .39 <.001 .81 3.99+0.53
Responsibility .30 <.001 .86 4.21+0.55
Respect .59 <.001 .87 3.60+0.71
Self regulation 28 <.001 .82 4.08+0.59
Positive self-understanding 51 <.001 .78 3.74+0.64
Consideration/service 46 <.001 74 3.87+0.59
Competence/volition .64 <.001 .81 3.66+0.56
Total .64 <.001 .94 3.86+0.44
27t M EHE|X| 25(3), 201944 8Y 327
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Validation of the Personality Measurement Tools for College
Students: Focusing on Nursing Students

Heo, Myoung Lyun" - Jang, Yang-min?

1) Assistant Professor, Kunsan College of Nursing
2) Assistant Professor, Department of Nursing, Chungbuk Health & Science University

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to analyze the validity and reliability of the personality measurement
tool for nursing college students. Methods: Questionnaires were issued to 300 nursing students, with 275 eventually
collected. The items were confirmed by wvalidity experts. Construct validity was tested using exploratory factor
analysis and confirmatory factor analysis. Reliability analysis was tested using Cronbach’s a. Criterion validity was
tested by analyzing correlation with the college adjustment scale. Results: Eight factors were confirmed by
exploratory factor analysis. Confirmatory factor analysis was used to confirm the model fit (Root-mean-square
residual .03; Root-mean-square error of approximation .06; Comparative fit index .92); and convergent validity and
discriminant validity were confirmed. In addition, the criterion validity was confirmed through correlation (r=.64,
p<.001) with the college adjustment scale. The reliability of this tool was Cronbach's a .94. Conclusion: This tool
can be used to measure personality in nursing education and can be used to develop and evaluate personality
programs.
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