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Abstract

Keywords

Objective: To examine the reliability and validity of the Antenatal Care Scale (ANCS). Methods: The ANCS
was translated into Chinese by Blislin trans cultural translation principle, and 152 Chinese pregnant women were
investigated by using the Chinese version ANCS. Results: The Chinese version of ANCS retained English version of
all 26 items, the Item-level Content Validity Index (I-CVI) was 0.857-1.000, the Scale-level Content Validity Index
(S-CVI) was 0.962; through the exploratory factor analysis can extract the intention, subjective norm, normative
beliefs, attitudes, beliefs and behavior perceived behavioral control in six dimensions, the cumulative contribution
rate was 74.8%; all the dimensions and total scale correlation coefficient was 0.634—0.801 (P<0.01), each dimension
between the correlation coefficient was 0.306-0.535 (P<0.01); the Cronbach’s a was 0.882, the retest coefficient was
0.812. Conclusion: The Chinese version of ANCS has good reliability and validity, and is suitable for the evaluation
of the attitude and behavior of prenatal care for pregnant women in China.
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FEYE. P<0.0SHESAGIHFE L. MR AHE(r: 0.377~0.764, P<0.01; #1),
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1524 2 a4 IR A oy S AR AT HES , ¥ 4 BOEHATIEM, 1 MNEAH I, 450 HNEDE
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27%) 245 A R H S AR AL, R B 4 RKRHETEM T R BN, S-CVIN4 & HI-CVI
BOoRPIHER X HINERYH G358 L (t: (%, AN CSII-CVI}0.857~1.000,
4.353~11.995, P<0.01), H&FKHMESYS RS S-CVI40.962,
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Table 1 Analysis of the discrimination of the Chinese version of the ANCS and the correlation with the total score

" X 53 BE S b % H 5By HAH
%H
t P t P

L F e & SN Hi G A 4.893 <0.001 0.377 <0.001
2. JoNEIZE IS N HiAS A 10.736 <0.001 0.566 <0.001
3. FRHA B E S e i A A 10.578 <0.001 0.646 <0.001
4. W FRAR T EE I N R TR E IS = R 10.202 <0.001 0.532 <0.001
SO FRAR L A AV T B g S I i A 10.728 <0.001 0.461 <0.001
6. X FRAR 2L 1 N\ A BB E IS I wi ke A 9.430 <0.001 0.631 <0.001
7. IRV R IR IS I iR A 8.511 <0.001 0.715 <0.001
8. FRARME I A Y LS 7= i A 11.638 <0.001 0.727 <0.001
9. LT R TR IS I iAo 7.088 <0.001 0.716 <0.001
10. FRARHE B R A RIS ™ Hi kA 7.039 <0.001 0.637 <0.001
11 FRAHN (SCBFEk R 2E ) I R T JH 2 i wiks: 28 7.227 <0.001 0.715 <0.001
12. FAHE HR N (SCRE[RIZE ) B @ i S n 7 Hip R A 11.105 <0.001 0.667 <0.001
13. A BAE /4 /B 7= A A R BB Z00E S 2 7= A 10.000 <0.001 0.535 <0.001
14. FoAHFE FR L AR /40t / Bl H R S ™ ik 2 6.300 <0.001 0.525 <0.001
15 Ak A R AR E A ——AE R P 8.332 <0.001 0.732 <0.001
16. i kA “AEH A F—AEW A" WG 11.995 <0.001 0.515 <0.001
17. AT Wik A AR AT O——ARR B S 8.915 <0.001 0.536 <0.001
18 E WS Rk AR “IEH T ——AE W A8 3 7.019 <0.001 0.625 <0.001
19. 78 HAZ 0™ Fip s 2 %o 8 1) f A g4k 8.164 <0.001 0.636 <0.001
20 B WS IR AR CHEE R —— AR R RS 8.746 <0.001 0.526 <0.001
21 B WIS IR R A A W TR 52 52 (e e 10.409 <0.001 0.708 <0.001
22 E WS RIRA S B RR—— AR 1Y=1E 8.200 <0.001 0.517 <0.001
23. 58 WISy mirke &4 B T s B & A 7.402 <0.001 0.764 <0.001
24 BB IR o b RSB Rl—— A2 5 IR St i i) 5.527 <0.001 0.499 <0.001
25, EMAS IRk A 58 S e T AR 4.645 <0.001 0.635 <0.001
26 BB IRk A AR ——g e LA 4.353 <0.001 0.522 <0.001

H915~17, 20, 22, 24265k1~743 50N L% 4% H A b o
The two poles of the items of 15-17, 20, 22, 24 and 26 were 1-7 points.
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Wk NEm(1~3, 34). EWHIE(4~6,
3%%) . HUEE&(7~14, 8%%) . 1T AEE (15~20,
655). AT HIEEZ(21~24, 45) FUBRIAT Jy ¥ 3h
(25~26, 24%), BilTTEkRE N74.8%, KK HAEN

2 X ARANCS & FZ BHEAFRFE

J& PR 1) 17 B R 0.453~0.822(582) o
2.2.3 TR NG AR M

X RANCS £ 48 fE 5 B R WA X R
BM0.634~0.801, 454 Z A A R E N
0.306~0.535, ZESF¥A G #E X (P<0.01, #£3).

23 5%&
H1 L RANCS Y Cronbach’s a 2% 0.882, =
DI R R 0.812(F4) .

Table 2 Factor load degree of each item in the Chinese version of the ANCS

%H K1 K2 A3

K ¥4 HFs H-F6

1 0.564 —
2 0.673 —
3 0.804 —
— 0.63S

— 0.762

AN »n s

— 0.701

7 — — 0.492

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

26

0.453
0.634
0.533
0.721
0.689
0.803

0.699

0.589 — —
0.603 — —
0.732 — —
0.488 — —
0.794 — —
0.822 — —
— 0.763 —
— 0.722 —
— 0.654 —
— 0.681 —
— — 0.602

— — 0.532
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Table 3 Correlation matrix inside the scale
i3} 3 B =3[! FHLE PSRN P TR IfES BT AR
=3[! 0.683* 1 — — — — —
T 0.717* 0.423* 1 — — — —
PSR P 0.612* 0.308* 0.544* 1 — — —
RS 0.726* 0.535* 0.306* 0.393* 1 — —
TmfER 0.801* 0.462* 0.375* 0.432* 0.414* 1 —
AT A 0.634* 0.701* 0.299* 0.386* 0.397* 0.428* 1
*P<0.01.
F4 P ARANCSHICronbach’s a R 5 EiMfH X B
Table 4 The Cronbach’s alpha and the test-retest reliability of the Chinese version of ANCS
yE| SR =[] T IR & TR RS AT Rl
Cronbach’s a2 % 0.882 0.832 0.856 0.914 0.916 0.856 0.873
GiRllY i 0.812 0.827 0.786 0.746 0.876 0.824 0.863
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HUERCRL, HATZBEe B O )z N T A
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