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Abstract

The Consumer Assessment of Healthcare Providers and Systems Clinician & Group Survey
(CG-CAHPYS) is one of the most widely studied and endorsed patient experience measures for
ambulatory care. This study aimed to develop a Japanese CG-CAHPS and examine its
psychometric properties. We evaluated the structural validity, criterion-related validity, and
internal consistency reliability of the scale. Data were analyzed for 674 outpatients aged 18 years
or older in 11 internal medicine clinics. The confirmatory factor analysis supported the scale's
structural validity and the same four composites (Access, Provider Communication, Care
Coordination, and Office Staff) as that of the original CG-CAHPS. All provider-level Pearson
correlation coefficients between the Japanese CG-CAHPS composites and overall provider rating
exceeded the criteria. Results of item-total correlations and Cronbach’s alpha indicated adequate
internal consistency reliability. We developed the Japanese CG-CAHPS as a valid and reliable
scale to measure the quality of ambulatory care based on patient experience. The results of the
Japanese CG-CAHPS survey will provide useful information to providers, organizations, and

policy makers for achieving a patient-centered healthcare system in Japan.
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| ntroduction

The quality assessment of patient-centeredness from the patient’ s perspective is an important
aspect of quality of health care[1]. In recent years, better patient experience has been recognized
as one of the crucial goals of healthcare alongside population health and per capita cost [2].
Patient experienceisintegrally tied to the principles and practices of patient- and family-
centered care. Embedded within patient experienceis afocus on individualized care and tailoring
services to meet patients' needs and engage them as partners in their care [3]. Numerous studies
have shown that better patient experience is consistently associated with patient health outcomes,
patient safety, and patient behaviors across awide range of disease areas and settings [4-7].

The Consumer Assessment of Healthcare Providers and Systems Clinician & Group Survey
(CG-CAHPYS) is one of the most widely studied and endorsed patient experience measures for
ambulatory care [8]. This standardized scale was developed by the Agency for Healthcare
Research and Quality (AHRQ) and confirmed its validity and reliability [9,10]. Currently, in the
United States, CG-CAHPS results are widely used as quality measures in accountability
initiatives and to stimulate, guide, and monitor quality improvement efforts [11]. For example,
results from the CG-CAHPS have been reported on the Physician Compare website, and insurers
are also increasingly including patient experience datain pay-for-performance programs.

In contrast, in Japan, voluntary activities for the assessment of patient experience have just
begun in limited settings, and systematic approaches for quality assessment and improvement
based on patient experience measures are still unestablished. Only a few standardized scales,
which have been confirmed psychometric properties, are available to assess patient experience in
Japan [12-14]. Patient experience scales, which are tailored to different care settings, are needed

to help identify aspects of care that can be targeted to improve patient experience. Accordingly,
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the present study aimed to develop a Japanese version of the CG-CAHPS and to examine its

structural validity, criterion-related validity, and internal consistency reliability.

M aterials and methods

Design, setting, and participants

The data used in this study were collected from a multicenter cross-sectional survey in 11 internal
medicine clinics from February to March 2020. The 11 participating clinics voluntarily took part
in the survey and are in urban areas in the Tokyo Metropolis and Kanagawa Prefecture, with all
the clinics being privately owned and managed. In Japan, clinics are generally run by one
full-time physician, nurses, and medical assistants, and they provide outpatient services and
possibly home care. Independent surveyors distributed a self-administered questionnaire to all
outpatients aged 18 years or older who visited one of the participating clinics within two days of

the survey period using a continuous sampling method. Patients who were unable to respond to

the questionnaire due to severe physical or mental disorders were excluded. Of the survey
respondents, we excluded patients who visited the participating clinic for the first time during the
survey period.

This study was approved by the Ethics Committee of Kyoto University Graduate School of
Medicine (approval number R2331). Informed consent was not obtained because this study is an
analysis of existing anonymous data.

M easures
CG-CAHPS
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90 Theoriginal CG-CAHPS version 3.0 (the latest version as of February 2020) is an 18-item tool
91 comprising four composites, a global rating, and five screening items (Q1, Q3, Q5, Q12, and
92  Q15) [8]. The composites are Access (Q2, Q4, and Q6), Provider Communication (Q7, Q8, Q10,
93 and Q11), Care Coordination (Q9, Q13, and Q16), and Office Staff (Q17 and Q18). The global
94  rating is Rating of Provider (Q14).
95 Permission to translate the CG-CAHPS into Japanese was granted by the AHRQ. Following
96 thetrandation guidelines for CAHPS® surveys provided by AHRQ [15], tranglation of the
97 CG-CAHPS into Japanese was performed through the following steps. First, two bilingual
98 trandators with experience in tranglating survey instruments conducted forward translations from
99  Englishto Japanese. Two forward translations were performed independently. The two
100 trandlations were then reviewed by atranglation reviewer who is a native speaker of Japanese
101 and hasexperiencein trandating survey instruments. After reviewing the trandation, the
102  reviewer prepared areconciled version of the transation. A committee consisting of the two
103 trandators and the reviewer then discussed and prepared the final version. Revisions were made
104  tothereconciled version necessary for cross-cultural adaptation. The final wording of each
105  survey item and response option was determined by consensus.
106 The CG-CAHPS survey uses multiple response formats: four-point Likert scales (1 = never, 2
107 = sometimes, 3 = usually, and 4 = always), and a global rating scale (0 = worst to 10 = best). To
108 make the results easier to understand, we converted all scales to normalized scores ranging from
109  0to 100 using the following formula:
110 Normalized Score = 100 * (Respondent’s selected response value — Minimum response value

111  onthescale) / (Maximum response value - Minimum response value)
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112 In the Japanese version, assuming the convergence in each composite asin the original version,
113  the scorefor each of the four composites was computed as the mean value for al normalized

114  scoresin the scale that would fall in the range of 0100 points, with higher scores indicating

115  better performance.

116

117 Statistical analysis

118 Wevalidated the Japanese CG-CAHPS through the following steps:

119 First, we carried out a confirmatory factor analysis to evaluate the structural validity of the
120  Japanese CG-CAHPS composites. In the factor analysis, we hypothesized the same factor

121  structure (four-factor solution) asthat of the original CG-CAHPS. The appropriateness of the
122 resulting structure was determined by examining if factor loadings were 0.40 or greater [16].

123  Modd fithess was assessed using the goodness-of -fit index (GFI), comparative fit index (CFl),
124 root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), and standardized root mean square residual
125 (SRMR). For GFI and CFl, avalue of > 0.90 is considered acceptable, and avalue of > 0.95

126  indicates excellent goodness of fit. Previous studies suggest that models with RMSEA < 0.07
127 and SRMR < 0.08 are representative of models with a good fit [17-19].

128 Second, we used the Japanese CG-CAHPS composite scores and the overall provider rating to
129 examine criterion-related validity. Validity was assessed using Pearson correlation coefficients
130  with each Japanese CG-CAHPS composite to predict the Rating of Provider (0 = Worst to 10 =
131 Best) of the scale at the provider-level. A correlation coefficient greater than 0.30 was considered
132  meaningful [20]. Provider-level correlations are a more important criterion for measurement than

133 patient-level correlations because the former are benchmarking tools to compare one provider or
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134  facility with another. To examine provider-level correlations, we used each provider’s mean

135  score on CG-CAHPS composites and the Rating of Provider.

136 Internal consistency reliability was examined by item-total correlations and Cronbach’s alpha.
137 For ascaleto be consdered sufficiently reliable, an item-total correlation of 0.30 and a

138  Cronbach’s alphavalue of 0.70 is recommended [21]. Finally, descriptive statistics were

139  performed on the Japanese CG-CAHPS scores, including the mean, standard deviation, and

140  observed range. To deal with missing data, in the confirmatory factor analysis, we used the full
141 information maximum likelihood estimation to enable the use of information collected from

142  participants with missing data. In the evaluation of criterion-related validity and internal

143  consistency, we conducted complete case analyses. All statistical analyses were conducted using
144  Rversion 3.6.3 (R Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria; www.R-project.org).

145

146 Results

147  Of thetotal 818 eligible outpatients, 787 (96.2%) responded to the survey. Of these respondents,
148  we excluded 113 who visited the participating clinic for the first time and based analyses on the
149 remaining 674 patients. Table 1 shows the participants' characteristics.

150

Table 1. Participants characteristics (N = 674).

Characterigtic n (%)
Gender
Male 251 (37.9)
Female 411 (62.0)
Datamissing 12
Age (years)
18-24 34(5.1)
25-34 125 (18.8)

35-44 114 (17.2)
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45-54 126 (19.0)
55-64 109 (16.4)
65-74 86 (13.0)
75 or more 70 (10.5)
Datamissing 10
Education
Less than high school 34(5.1)
High school 192 (29.0)
Junior college 136 (20.5)
More than or equal to college 301 (45.4)
Data missing 11
Self-rated Hedlth
Excellent 19 (2.9
Very good 77 (11.6)
Good 160 (24.1)
Fair 317 (47.7)
Poor 92 (13.8)
Datamissing 9
Duration of relationship with provider
Less than 6 months 222 (33.3)
At least 6 months but lessthan 1 year 116 (17.4)
At least 1 year but lessthan 3 years 147 (22.0)
At least 3 yearsbut lessthan 5 years 66 (9.9)
5 years or more 116 (17.4)
Datamissing 7

Table 2 shows the participants' responses to each item of the Japanese CG-CAHPS. The Top
Box score for each item, which is the percentage of participants who provided the most positive
responses on that item, ranged from 56.1% to 73.6%. Regarding the mean Top Box score for
composites, the highest score was observed for Provider Communication (70.9%), while the
lowest score was for Care Coordination (59.6%). The bottom box score, which isthe percentage of

participants with the least positive responses on the item, ranged from 0.8% to 7.2%.
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Table 2. Response to Japanese CG-CAHPS items (N = 674): number (%).

. Data Not
Never Sometimes  Usually Always missing  applicable?

Access:
Q2. Inthe last 6 months, when you contacted this provider’s office to get an
appointment for care you needed right away, how often did you get an 7 (3.6) 16 (8.3) 45(23.4) 124 (64.6) 10 472
appointment as soon as you heeded?
Q4. In the last 6 months, when you made an appointment for a check-up or
routine care with this provider, how often did you get an appointment as soon 11 (4.5) 27 (11.1) 43(17.6) 163 (66.8) 12 418
as you needed?
Q6. In the last 6 months, when you contacted this provider’s office during
regular office hours, how often did you get an answer to your medical question 5(3.49) 16 (10.7) 32 (21.5) 96 (64.4) 0 525
that same day?
Provider Communication:
Q7. Inthe last 6 months, how often did this provider explain thingsin away _
that was easy to understand? 6 (0.9 27 (4.1) 139 (21.3) 480(73.6) 22
Q8. Inthe last 6 months, how often did this provider listen carefully to you? 8(1.2) 25(3.8) 148 (22.4) 480 (72.6) 13 -
Q10. Inthe last 6 months, how often did this provider show respect for what 8(12) 25 (3.8) 148 (22.7)  471(722) 29 _
you had to say?
3(/?olul'5 In the last 6 months, how often did this provider spend enough time with 8(12) 41 (6.3) 178 (27.3) 426 (65.2) 21 _
Care Coordination:
Q9. In the last 6 months, how often did this provider seem to know the _
important information about your medical history? 31(4.7) 40(6.1) 205 (31.4) 377 (57.7) 21
Q13. Inthelast 6 months, when this provider ordered a blood test, x-ray, or
other test for you, how often did someone from this provider’s officefollowup 24 (7.2) 24 (7.2) 69 (20.7) 216 (64.9) 15 326
to give you those results?
Q16. Inthelast 6 months, how often did you and someone from this provider's
office talk about all the prescription medicines you were taking? 34(59) 73(126)  147(254) 324(56.) 20 76
Office Staff:
Q17. Inthe last 6 months, how often were clerks and receptionists at this 9(1.4) 49 (7.5) 214(32.7) 383 (58.5) 19 _

provider’s office as helpful as you thought they should be?

" 3SUBJ| [eUOITRUIBIU| 0 DN-AG-DD B Japun a|ge|ieAe apew s 1
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juudaud siyy Joy Japjoy wbuAdos ayl ‘0zoz ‘LT 1snbny paisod uoisian SIY) (ZT95/T02°ST'80°0202/TOTT 0T/Bl0 10p//:sdny :10p undaid Aixypaw
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160
161
162
163
164
165
166
167
168
169
170

171

Q18. Inthelast 6 months, how often did clerks and receptionists at this

provider’s office treat you with courtesy and respect? 5(08) 43(6.6) 182(27.8)  425(64.9) 19 B
0-2 35 6-8 9-10 Data Not
missing  applicable
Rating of Provider:
Q14. Using any number from 0 to 10, where O is the worst provider possible
and 10 isthe best provider possible, what number would you useto rate this 3(0.5) 33(5.1) 204 (31.2) 414 (63.3) 20 -

provider?

#The number of participants who skipped the item due to the response to the screenig item.

" 3SUBJ| [eUOITRUIBIU| 0 DN-AG-DD B Japun a|ge|ieAe apew s 1

‘Aimadiad ui uudaid ayy Aejdsip 01 asuadl| e AIxgpaw pajuelb sey oym ‘1apunyioyine ayl sl (mainal 1aad Ag paljiliad 10U sem yaiym)
juudaud siyy Joy Japjoy wbuAdos ayl ‘0zoz ‘LT 1snbny paisod uoisian SIY) (ZT95/T02°ST'80°0202/TOTT 0T/Bl0 10p//:sdny :10p undaid Aixypaw
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172 Structural validity

173 Fig 1 shows the path diagrams of the confirmatory factor analysis to assess the structural validity
174  of the Japanese CG-CAHPS composites. All factor loadings of each item onto each factor were
175 above the 0.40 criteria, ranging from 0.48 to 0.90. The correlation coefficients among factors
176  ranged from 0.51 to 0.89. The conceptual model indicated good fit, with GFI = 0.988, CFl =
177  0.940, and SRMR = 0.067. However, the RM SEA was 0.074, dightly above the cutoff at 0.07.
178

179 Fig 1. Factor structure of Japanese CG-CAHPS (confirmatory factor analysis)

180  Squares are observed variables (items); ellipses are latent variables (factors), values on the single-headed
181  arrows are standardized factor loadings, values on the double-headed arrows are correlation coefficients.
182 CG-CAHPS = Consumer Assessment of Healthcare Providers and Systems Clinician & Group Survey.

183
184 Criterion-related validity

185 Table 3 shows the Pearson correlation coefficients between the Japanese CG-CAHPS composites
186 and the Rating of Provider as an overall provider rating at the provider-level. All correlations
187  exceeded the 0.30 criterion. Provider Communication (r = 0.85) had the highest correlation with
188 theoveral rating.

189

Table 3. Pear son correlation coefficients between Japanese
CG-CAHPS composites and overall provider rating.

Composites Provi der—_l evel
correlations
Access 0.59
Provider Communication 0.85
Care Coordination 0.79
Office Staff 0.49

190
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191 Internal consistency reliability and descriptive statistics

192 Table 4 indicates the score distribution and internal consistency reliability for the Japanese
193 CG-CAHPS. All item-total correlations were above the 0.30 criteria, ranging from 0.31 to 0.92.
194  For Access, Provider Communication, and Office Staff, the Cronbach’s alpha was above 0.70.
195 However, for Care Coordination, the Cronbach’s alpha did not exceed the 0.70 criterion.

196 Descriptive statistics showed that the highest scored scale was Provider Communication
197 (mean score = 88.1), and the most poorly scored scale was Care Coordination (mean score =

198 78.6). Thefull range of possible scores was observed for all scales.

199
Table 4. Descriptive features and internal consistency reliability of Japanese CG-CAHPS (N = 674).
Nu_mber of Mean Standgrd Observed Item-to_tal Cronbach's
items deviation range correlation alpha
Composites
Access 3 83.9 25.0 0.0-100.0 0.53-0.92 0.81
Provider Communication 4 88.1 17.8 0.0-100.0 0.73-0.78 0.88
Care Coordination 3 78.6 233 0.0-100.0 0.31-0.44 0.58
Office Staff 2 84.2 21.0 0.0-100.0 0.77 0.87
Global ratings
Rating of Provider 1 87.9 15.6 0.0-100.0 - -
200

201 Discussion

202  Wedeveloped the Japanese CG-CAHPS in the form of a standardized scale for assessing the
203 quality of ambulatory care from the patient’ s perspective in Japan. In our multicenter study, the
204  psychometric properties of the Japanese CG-CAHPS, including structural validity,

205 criterion-related validity, and internal consistency reliability, were evaluated. Even in Japan, it is

206 important to have valid and reliable measures for assessing patient experience in various settings.
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207  Thisscale could be used for quality improvement based on the assessment of patient experience
208  with ambulatory care and for health services research in Japan.

209 The confirmatory factor analysis supported the scale' s structural validity and the same four
210  composites (Access, Provider Communication, Care Coordination, and Office Staff) as that of the
211  original CG-CAHPS. Correlation coefficients between all Japanese CG-CAHPS composites and
212  theoverall provider rating for assessing criterion-related validity exceeded the meaningful value
213  attheprovider-level. Ininternal consistency analyses, only Cronbach’s aphafor Care

214  Coordination did not exceed the recommended value. Cronbach’s alphais quite senditive to the
215 number of itemsin the scale; therefore, it is common to find low Cronbach’s alpha for scales
216  with few items[22]. In this case, it ismore appropriate to report the item-total or inter-item

217  correlation. In our study, all item-total correlations were greater than the cutoff value, which
218 indicated acceptable internal consistency of the scales.

219 The CG-CAHPS is one of the most widely studied patient experience scales for ambulatory
220 care worldwide. The CG-CAHPS has been trandlated into many languages in order to be used in
221  other countries so that comparisons of health service quality from the patient perspective can be
222  made. In our study, the recovery rate for the questionnaire administered was very high,

223  suggesting alow risk of selection bias.

224 However, the present study has several potential limitations. First, in this study, we evaluated
225 thestructural validity, criterion-related validity, and internal consistency reliability of the

226  Japanese CG-CAHPS, other psychometric properties, including convergent and discriminant
227  validity, test-retest reliability, and interpretability, have not been assessed [23]. These

228  psychometric properties of the scale need to be evaluated in future studies. Second, our survey

229  setting was restricted to urban areas and may not have sufficiently represented the Japanese
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national level. Therefore, the study results may have limited generalizability and a survey using

the Japanese CG-CAHPS in other suburban and rural areas should be conducted.

Conclusions

We devel oped the Japanese CG-CAHPS as avalid and reliable scale to measure the quality of
ambulatory care based on patient experience. The results of the Japanese CG-CAHPS survey will
provide useful information to providers, organizations, and policy makers for achieving a

patient-centered healthcare system in Japan.

Reference

1. Institute of Medicine. Committee on Quality of Health Care in America. Crossing the quality chasm:
A new health system for the 21st century. Washington, DC: National Academies Press; 2001.

2. Berwick DM, Nolan TW, Whittington J. The Triple Aim: Care, Health, And Cost. Health Aff.
2008;27(3):759-769.

3. Waolf J, Niederhauser V, Marshburn D, LaVela SL. Defining patient experience. Patient Exp J.
2014:;1:7-19.

4. DoyleC, Lennox L, Bell D. A systematic review of evidence on the links between patient experience
and clinical safety and effectiveness. BMJ Open. 2013;3:e001570.

5. Anhang Price R, Elliott MN, Zaslavsky AM, Hays RD, Lehrman WG, Rybowski L, et a. Examining
therole of patient experience surveys in measuring health care quality. Med Care Res Rev.

2014;71:522-554.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.15.20175612
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

252
253
254
255
256
257
258
259
260
261
262
263
264
265
266
267
268
269
270
271
272
273
274
275
276

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.15.20175612; this version posted August 17, 2020. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC 4.0 International license .

Aoki T, MiyashitaJ, Yamamoto Y, Ikenoue T, Kise M, Fujinuma, et a. Patient experience of
primary care and advance care planning: A multicentre cross-sectional study in Japan. Fam Pract.
2017;34:206-212.

Aoki T, Yamamoto Y, Ikenoue T, Kaneko M, Kise M, Fujinuma, et a. Effect of Patient
Experience on Bypassing a Primary Care Gatekeeper: a Multicenter Prospective Cohort Study in
Japan. J Gen Intern Med. 2018;33:722-728.

Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality. CAHPS Clinician & Group Survey. [Cited 2020 June
17]. Available from: https://www.ahrq.gov/cahps/surveys-guidance/cg/index.html

Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality. Development of the CAHPS Clinician & Group
Survey. [Cited 2020 June 17]. Available from:
https://www.ahrg.gov/cahps/surveys-guidance/cg/about/Devel op-CG-Surveys.html

Dyer N, Sorra JS, Smith SA, Cleary PD, Hays RD. Psychometric properties of the Consumer
Assessment of Healthcare Providers and Systems (CAHPS®) Clinician and Group Adult Visit
Survey. Med Care. 2012;50(Suppl):S28-S34.

Holt M. Patient Experiencein Primary Care: A Systematic Review of CG-CAHPS Surveys. J
Patient Exp. 2019;6:93-102.

Aoki T, Inoue M, Nakayama T. Development and validation of the Japanese version of Primary Care
Assessment Tool. Fam Pract. 2015;33:112-117.

Aoki T, Fukuhara S, Yamamoto Y. Development and validation of a concise scale for ng
patient experience of primary care for adults in Japan. Fam Pract. 2020;37:137-142.

KijimaT, Akai K, MatsushitaA, Hamano T, Onoda K, Yano S, et a. Development of the Japanese
version of the general practice assessment questionnaire: M easurement of patient experience and
testing of data quality. BMC Fam Pract. 2018;19:181.

Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality. Translating CAHPS Surveys. [Cited 2020 June 17].

Available from:


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.15.20175612
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.15.20175612; this version posted August 17, 2020. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC 4.0 International license .

277 https://www.ahrg.qgov/cahps/surveys-gui dance/hel pful -resources/resources/canpsGuidelines Translat

278 ion.html

279 16. Peterson RA. A Meta-Analysis of Variance Accounted for and Factor Loadings in Exploratory

280 Factor Analysis. Marketing Letters. 2000;11:261-275.

281 17. Shevlin M, Miles INV. Effects of sample size, model specification and factor loadings on the GFl in
282 confirmatory factor analysis. Pers Individ Dif. 1998;25:85-90.

283  18. Hul, Bentler PM. Cutoff criteriafor fit indexesin covariance structure analysis: conventional

284 criteria versus new alternatives. Struct Equ Modeling. 1999;6:1-55.

285 19. Steiger JH. Understanding the limitations of global fit assessment in structural equation modeling.
286 Pers Individ Dif. 2007;42:893-898.

287  20. Cohen, J. Stetistical Power Analysis. Current Directions in Psychological Science. 1992;1:98-101.
288 21. DeVellis RF. Scale Development: Theory and Applications. Newbury Park, Calif: Sage publications;
289 1991.

290 22. Streiner DL, Norman GR, Cairney J. Health measurement scales: a practical guide to their

291 devel opment and use (5th ed.). Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press; 2015.

292  23. Mokkink LB, Terwee CB, Patrick DL, et al. The COSMIN study reached international consensus on
293 taxonomy, terminology, and definitions of measurement properties for health-related patient-reported

294 outcomes. J Clin Epidemiol. 2010;63(7):737-45.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.15.20175612
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

.67

Provider
Communication

Q17

Q2 Q4 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q10| | Q11 Q9 Q13| | Q16
el e2 e3 el eb eb el e8 e9 el0

ell

Q18

el?



https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.15.20175612
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

