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Abstract This study examined the reliability and validity of the Korean version of the Nurse-Patient
Interaction Scale (K-NPIS) for the elderly, at long-term care hospitals in Korea. The original NPIS was
developed to identify important characteristics of elderly patient experiences regarding nurse-patient
interactions in nursing homes. Totally, 202 hospitalized elderly patients at 4 long-term hospitals in
Jinju-si, Suncheon-si, and Namwon-si, were enrolled in the study and completed the questionnaire. For
internal consistency, Cronbach's @ of K-NPIS was 0.96 after item analysis. K-NPIS was validated using
the confirmatory factor analysis and content validity. The content validity score was more than 0.80,
establishing the appropriateness and readiness of the tool through group discussions between clinical
experts and elderly patients. The K-NPIS is a 10-point scale comprising 12 questions. K-NPIS scores
between different residential groups were significantly different, and showed no ceiling or floor effect.
The internal consistency reliability, construct validity, and discriminative validity of K-NPIS was
adequate. However, criterion validity requires further examination. Our findings suggest that K-NPIS
serves as an appropriate measure of nurse-patient interaction when applying the nursing care
intervention for elderly
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Table 1. General Characteristics of Study Participants

Variable n(%)
Male 57 (28.2)
Gender
Female 145 (71.8)
<69 14 (6.9
70~79 75 (37.1)
Age (year) 80~89 92 (45.5)
> 89 21 (10.4)
M+£SD 80.61£6.78
Elementary school 69 (34.2)
Middle school 8 (4.0)
Education High school 9 (4.5)
College or more 2 (1.0)
no school education 114 (56.4)
in person 35 (17.3)
Spouse 8 (4.0)
Cost payer
Children’s share 145 (71.8)
Governmental subsidies 14(6.9)
Residential time less than 18 91(45.0)
(month) 18 or more 111(55.0)
Usally (4 times and over) 81 (40.1)
Number of
families’ visiting Often (1~2 times) 84 (41.6)
(month) Seldom (under one time) 37 (18.3)
3.2 HE: HF
14719] Egoz 4 K-NPISY] AF=g 45t
A3} item-total correlation®] -.205 ~ .8639] £ %

Holth ol & F3PAPAE 87E= 747t 4
njRkel 32 X 9 YollA 7ot Z ﬁii
BIIEER oo st 10H £ AASII ®
St floor effect®} ceiling effect®= ZH2F 1.5%, 12.4%
2 71&XR1 15.0% °lstE Stk ItH29]. & 1374
o o= A% HHE AA| olqlt) 137 2=
4% K-NPISS] Cronbach’s ¢ .961 0|1, &
A & FF T K-NPISQ] Cronbach’'s ¢ + .963°1%
tHTable 2).
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Table 2. Result and Internal Consistency of K-NPIS

Ttem If;ff-eﬁffl Cgf’er;:ag:l'zt:dif M£SD
Correlation

1. Having confidence and trust in the nurses 732 922 7.74£2.09

2. The nurses take me seriously 801 918 7.74+2.02

3. Interaction with the nurses makes me feel good 813 920 7.95+2.04

4. The nurses understand me 863 918 7.91£2.03

5. The nurses make all possible effort to relieve my plague 793 921 8.00+1.79

6. The nurses involve me in decisions regarding my daily life 742 922 7.50+2.15

7. The nurses treat me with respect 851 919 7.79+1.94

8. The nurses ask me how I am .566 928 7.5142.44

9. The nurses are listening interestingly to me 794 .920 7.85+1.98

10. I often get hurt or sad from how the nurses interact -.205 961 5.35+3.03

11. Interaction with the nurses contributes to meaning in my life .760 921 7.44+2.14

12. The nurses pay attention to me as a person 773 921 7.34+2.09

13. I am satisfied with the communication with the nurses 885 918 7.66+1.97

14. Interaction with nurses is the most important to my thriving 797 920 7.94+1.98

Total Cronbach’s @ 929
28 U A ol on A5 By & B
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Table 3. Factor Analysis of K-NPIS

Item Communality Factor loading
K-NPIS 1 593 773
K-NPIS 2 790 .896
K-NPIS 3 719 .859
K-NPIS 4 787 .891
K-NPIS 5 .684 832
K-NPIS 6 634 793
K-NPIS 7 775 884
K-NPIS 8 409
K-NPIS 9 .700 823
K-NPIS 11 .672 821
K-NPIS 12 .694 823
K-NPIS 13 .830 912
K-NPIS 14 .703 836

KMO = .924, x*=2444.263 (p<.001)
Cumalatevia varience=71.8%

35 &

TAE AnE7] s 1F QRIEME 49
(Figure 2).

A BP9 A= 7T AREY H7F 4.8518
3R IA YERta, TLI(Turker-Lewis Index) .896,
CFl(Comparative Fit Index) .9152 E5 .900]4°]
At FESF RMSEA(RRoot Mean Square Error of
Approximation) .138, SRMR(Standardized Root-
Mean-Square Residual) .0412 08Kt} 2ty
RMSEAS] 90% AlZF7h2 .122~.1552 UEpgth

(Table 4). W49 BE3ME FZASB)= 753~
90907 EA HiEJS  JHEAIF=(Construct
Reliability)?}  EAREEX|4(Average  Variance

Extracted)E 4%t 23 @A E g2 .70 B} =
Al YR, EAEEEAS 32 .05 Boh BA e
Z- 8R19] AlF|=E H3sIHHTable 5).

4. =9

£ AFoME THEAret 8 2F e Ae-E S0k
T2l Haugan &11719] NPISE $h=olg2 W5y,
[PEY A=A A&k Aol HAEZHA] Jet
si7] Qe shgolwt ISA-ER ASAE SAHET
(Korean Nurse-Patient Interaction Scale, K-NPIS)
9 Az HEEE FAFOIL £ dATelAs
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Fig. 2. Proposed model of NPIS for confirmatory
factor analysis

K-NPIS9] W-&E3e, WaLded, T9etds, wde
IEE ASot =79 A g9 2AE FH
skeict

K-NPIS9] 4lg= A UEd
Cronbach’s @ 32 9602 L2 o] A7]QAFAEY
19l 202%< Ao & NPISE B713 Haugan 51171
9] A++9] W& U4 Cronbach’s ¢ #tol 912 2
A Bt 52 A9t ek oz WA AT A==

pre)
o=

-
pul

A

ox

4% 070 o A FHHSth TSk R([26]
K-NPISE AF=7t & E3Yo] AZH

K-NPISQ] 23 AlZ|% %3t Cronbach’'s ¢ %ol
956-.963°0% 7+ T3P AT 7P =0t £
H BAoA AT A ol AA" 108 73 7F
SAH/ R FETALRL oAt Akt WA
A TF AHo] AotAY Entt e RRI3RE0] 2R
A&she THEARE FHF0E Akl 917] el A
02 A==t Haugan 5[17]12] AollA 3 104
9] APzt = o|{F-F 1Y HHo]
o] AEAES e o olsf, W& ZE2
£ AAE s17] wiiZolza & A 22
147) 2% 5 743 9=3el7] ol A7tE . 24
oA H4ske] 077 A M AHE UGS AR B
Q1301

=2

o =

5

ojzlo
=

K-NPISS] H&ElG = AR7IA 24 B3] T3
AL YA o & ARV 7+ B9 AEE AuRE

CVI H5E A&319eh VI d427F 0.5 o|5hd Y-gEt
g7} Qicka wekshe 0.8 olitold WgEdErt &
o gdsl=t28] & dFolAe CVIZE 1288 25
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Table 4. Model Fit of Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Model 7 T 5 7/ [ T [ RMSEA 90% CD SRMR
Research model 261.966 54 ool | 2851 | 896 | 915 138(122~.155) 0409
(Correlated 1 factors)

TLI=Turker-Lewis index; CFl=comparative fit index; RMSEA=root mean square error of approximation; SRMR=standardized

root-mean-square residual; Cl=confidence interval.

o4 0.8 o102 Ue}t K-NPISE ZHeAte} 84 2t
H58e 24510 B YgoR Pl e
< skt
oju] BtFEs} AEH ETE ThE Qlolz WejsAl
g Aol By QR ARk ey aoln
e AR Aol AFF ZloE HIH31]
K-NPISS] HJetdies aQlshy] ¢t 8li4e 4
AR AT} 8 2P 354 ol 05T} o Alelst
3-11:} 89 3 IS AY/ SYHIAR= W 7]8Eo] ofEA]
Bk AR AL gJolE Friet o] Bata v
7 Aol7k wtgel Asea A2 5 k. &, 7|Hont
AE TISHs o Qg BE ojoly] Halo] 3t
2 wAB AL gaokA LARE Ao2 Bl
% 104, 892 A2t & 12808 oA 8/l
g AAEIYE W KMO 0.946, Bartlett®] 784 7
S A 2'=2444.263 (p(001)22 £ 7+ A
ol gzrgzo] ofjolx] RARHS AFatslel
Wt EEOR HIJEoH, 8AFFOIA At 2]l
$E AA5] 9 dutdo g A_E= 7197 1.0 o]
/\4—9/] 7] u]—&o]_odr,]_ [9 FREe Haugan %[17]94
Ao A} EUASH TUgolod FAEPLEY olek
e 754,}: 12719 B3} B%=r) AF52R80] AAZF &
4 3 Q7] thEoletn wakEch Baold Zgstn

o

Z MEA, o] S3t 22 AEL Al
J ﬂL MEHR] E5& ATz &
?J = %alo% AIFAER] W 84

s wQIRkAte] ol A ZHHE A

o ofEe] BAY (AT REIE UIENERE
Aste] HgrAe A4EIE ol Zolu HolE 7o}

Belt},

TEAZE 2] 8ot Aeo] tish Jsdes 71s
ARe} ghxto] oJAtABo] sl AgAT(32]} Y
BEFE Z70] Fofgt ARV g4l SAsH, 2
o] A 717 18718 THEIEY 7|[Eo g A8}
Aol A 717k K-NPIS H4=E Hluwsiltt. 1
2}, A 717k0] 19 671 wehel QI8 A 7]
7¥o] 14 6719 o14el welgAE NPIS F4:7} 9.9
SHA WZolktt. o= A 7|3to] A5 1kEALR} SRt A
o] Y& r} F7FeHHA 1ojd, v|dolZ QJatiEol
o AR BE J5 gl FHHRA IFE v AL
2w

E AoA K-NPISY] &34 & 6.45%
Haugan 511719 QoA Yehd NPISS] EdHA X
91 5.818E 0t =4t} Haugan 511719 959 i
A= HgAHgo] 2 A7 AERET EUAT Z718.
FAA AF B ol ATt =4 G2 kQlE0]

o

;

o

)~

3

Table 5. Path Coefficient, CR and AVE of Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Item B SE B t p CR AVE
K-NPIS 1 1.000 753 969 722
K-NPIS 2 1.135 .083 .887 13.685 <.001
K-NPIS 3 1.083 085 839 12.810 <.001
K-NPIS 4 1.139 .083 885 13.659 <.001
K-NPIS 5 930 .075 817 12.409 <.001
K-NPIS 6 1.052 .091 771 11.593 <.001
K-NPIS 7 1.083 .080 .880 13.557 <.001
K-NPIS 9 1.012 .083 .805 12.191 <.001
K-NPIS 11 1.081 .090 796 12.032 <.001
K-NPIS 12 1.062 .088 .801 12.116 <.001
K-NPIS 13 1.133 .080 .909 14.106 <.001
K-NPIS 14 1.036 .082 827 12.592 <.001

SE=standard error; CR=construct reliability; AVE=average variance extract
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