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[ Abstract]
general anesthesia patient satisfaction questionnaire. Methods

Objective To analyze the reliability and validity of the Chinese version of Hawkins
The questionnaire’ s item were deleted by
expert evaluation and item discrimination method. A large sample test was conducted on 378 patients with
general anesthesia, in order to test the reliability, test-retest reliability and structural validity. Results The
Chinese version of Hawkins general anesthesia patient satisfaction questionnaire was revised to 9 dimensions
and 22 items. The average content validity (I-CVT) of the items was 0. 87 (0. 80—1.00) , the content valid-
ity (S=CVI/UA) of the total scale was 0. 87. The discriminant of the items was statistically significant. The
exploratory factor analysis extracted 8 common factors to explain the cumulative variance contribution rate of
80. 194% ; the confirmatory factor analysis showed that the data fit well with the model ; the total Cronbach o
of the questionnaire was 0. 865 (0.730-0.946) , the Pearson correlation coefficient for each dimension in
retest reliability was 0. 723-1. 000. Conclusion The Chinese version of the Hawkins general anesthesia
patient satisfaction questionnaire has good reliability and validity.
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