Cureus

Part of SPRINGER NATURE Open Access Original Article

Cultural Adaptation and Assessment of the
Psychometric Properties of the Greek Version of
the Perceived Quality of Patient-Centered Care

Review began 02/17/2025

Review ended 04/15/2025 -~

o Among Cancer Survivors

© Copyright 2025 Nikolaos Volakakis !, Theodoros Xanthos %, Vasilios Raftopoulos *, Magdalini Pylli *, Giannoula A. Kyrkou 2,

Volakakis et al. This is an open access

: 2
article distributed under the terms of the Anna Deltsidou

Creative Commons Attribution License CC-
BY 4.0., which permits unrestricted use, 1. Oncology Unit, General Hospital of Athens "Evaggelismos’, Athens, GRC 2. Department of Midwifery, Faculty of
distribution, and reproduction in any Health and Care Sciences, University of West Attica, Athens, GRC 3. Quality Department, Hellenic National Public

medium, provided the original author and . .
P ) 9 Health Organization, Athens, GRC
source are credited.

DOI: 10.7759/cureus.82687 Corresponding author: Nikolaos Volakakis, nickvolakakis@yahoo.gr

Abstract

Background: No specific scale exists to assess the perceived quality of patient-centered care in Greek cancer
survivors.

Aim: The purpose of this study was the cultural adaptation of the Quality of Patient-Centered Care (QPCC)
scale and the assessment of the psychometric characteristics of the QPCC scale among Greek cancer
Survivors.

Sample and methods: A total of 400 cancer survivors with solid tumors were being treated at one hospital
located in Athens, the capital of Greece, and participated in the validation study. The English version of
QPCC was used after permission which had been obtained from the original developers. Participants
completed the 48-item scale of QPCC as well as questions about sociodemographic characteristics and
clinical characteristics. The validity of the scale's structure was evaluated using exploratory factor analysis, a
method that identifies key dimensions measured by the tool, and the internal consistency of scale and sub-
scales was estimated using Cronbach’s a.

Results: Exploratory factor analysis (Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) =.791 and Bartlett test = 10093.336, df =
1035, p<0.01) with principal component extraction and varimax rotation revealed 10 factors with little
cross-loading. Cronbach’s a for internal consistency of the whole scale was 0.946, which proved satisfactory.
The lowest value of Cronbach’s coefficient was observed in the “equitable care” factor whilst the highest
value was observed in the “timely care” factor. Finally, 45 items were identified. The results indicated six
changes in the total of the English version such as the deletion of three items, the change of the positive
wording of one item, and the transfer of two items in different factors due to better interpretation.

Conclusions: The Greek version of the QPCC scale is reliable and suitable for use among Greek patients with
solid cancers.

Categories: Oncology, Quality Improvement

Keywords: cancer care, patient centered care, patient reported experience measures, quality improvement, solid
cancer

Introduction

The burden of cancer continues to grow globally. It is estimated that by 2040 the total number of new cancer
cases will rise to 29 million due to the aging of the population [1]. Unfortunately, the long-term dramatic
increase in new cases results in an uncalculated financial, social and ethical burden for patients and health
systems [2].

At the beginning of 2022, the population in Greece was estimated at 10.413.982 persons [3]. The number of
new cancer cases was 65,703 whilst the total number of deaths among cancer cases amounted to 32,385.
Furthermore, a quarter of all deaths in Greece were attributed to cancer. The number of new cancer cases
among men was 19,120 as opposed to 13,265 for women. The most frequent cancer type among women was
breast cancer and among men was prostate cancer [2].

The public health sector, which serves approximately 90% of the population, is funded via compulsory social
insurance. Additionally, a growing number of patients are enrolling in private insurance schemes, which are
gradually expanding [4]. Recently, in 2022, a new law was passed about the reengineering of primary health
care services. The new gatekeeping system includes specific terms and conditions for registering with
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general practitioners. All the inhabitants should be assigned to a general health practitioner of their choice,
who guides them in the health care system as well as to fill in their electronic medical record [5].

The most common barriers faced by Greek cancer survivors include: a) the lack of a holistic health approach,
to cover the spectrum of the disease; b) fragmented services; b) the lack of precise data to capture the true
size of the problem; since there is no epidemiological surveillance system in use; c) limited palliative health
care services; and d) the absence of a linkage between secondary and primary health care [6].

The provision of high-quality care is a challenge for all the stakeholders. Patient-centeredness of care is one
of the pillars of the quality of health care [7]. The perceived quality of patient-centered care (QPCC) is
defined as the degree to which healthcare services fulfill the principles of patient-centered care (PCC) [8]. In
particular, the six dimensions of PCC are described as) respecting patients' values, preferences, and needs; b)
providing coordinated and comprehensive care; c) providing information and education; d) supporting
physical comfort; e) providing emotional support and alleviating feelings of fear and anxiety; and f)
encouraging family and significant others participation in clinical decision making [7].

The perceived QPCC is assessed by using a specific patient-reported experience measure. According to the
literature, only one scale exists, which assesses the quality of perceived patient-centered care [9,10].
Initially, a 48-item scale had been developed and validated among hematologic cancer survivors in Australia
[10]. The Australian version of the QPCC scale consists of 10 factors and 48 items; 46 items load on 10
factors and two items are independent as they do not load any factor. The factors include timely care,
respectful communication, cancer information, treatment decision-making, treatment delivery, respect for
patient preferences and values, equitable care, coordinated and integrated care, emotional support, and
follow-up care [11]. Later, the scale was validated among Spanish cancer survivors with solid cancers [12].
The Spanish version of QPCC consisted of 30 items and five factors; timely care, clarity of information for
treatment decision-making, information for treatment decision-making, activities to address
biopsychological needs, and respectful and coordinated care [12].

To assess how Greek cancer survivors perceive the cancer care they receive in public hospitals, a reliable and
valid tool is needed. To our knowledge, there is no reliable tool to evaluate the perceived QPCC among Greek
cancer survivors. The purpose of this study was twofold: the culture adaptation of the QPCC scale and the
assessment of its psychometric characteristics.

Materials And Methods
Study design

This is a validation study of the perceived QPCC scale in Greek cancer survivors. Data collection took place
from September 2023 to March 2023. Patient clinical data were retrieved from medical records after
authorized access by the researcher. Cancer survivors visiting the outpatient clinic were screened if they met
the eligibility criteria. The researcher asked eligible participants to complete a questionnaire while receiving
their treatment. Also, patients were able to fill out the questionnaire at home and return it during their next
appointment.

Measurement tool

The English version of QPCC was used [11]. Permission to use this scale was obtained from the original
developer. Two bilingual experts with experience in medical terminology conducted the translation and
back translation of the initial Australian version of the QPCC scale [13,14]. Finally, a panel of five experts
evaluated the translations and assessed face and content validity. According to the literature, to ensure
content validity five experts are a satisfactory number [15]. The team of experts consisted of a researcher,
two academics with experience in the validation of psychometric scales, and two internists-oncologists. A
pilot study using five cancer survivors followed to make proper changes in the wording or syntax.

The first part of the questionnaire included the 48-item QPCC scale, as the original scale. The rating for each
item, ranged from 1 to 5 (strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly disagree, not applicable to me). The
second part of the questionnaire included sociodemographic information such as age, gender, education
level, marital status, place of residence, current occupation, and living conditions. The third part included
questions about the clinical status such as time since diagnosis, Eastern Cooperative Oncology Group
Performance Status Scale (ECOG PS scale), clinical stage of the disease, type of cancer, past therapies, and
current therapies.

Sample

The sample was a convenient consecutive sample of cancer survivors with solid cancers who received
medical treatment in a one-day clinic of a large public hospital in Athens. Participants were eligible if they
had been diagnosed with solid cancer and undergoing anticancer therapies, were willing to participate,
spoke and understood the Greek language, and were in good psychological or physical condition. Patients
who had an ECOG PS score of 4 were excluded from the recruitment. The sample size was 400 patients,
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selected from a single public hospital in Athens, the capital of Greece.

Ethical considerations

Ethical approval was obtained by the Research Ethics Committee of the University of West Attica (Reference
Number 84630, September 22, 2023). Additionally, the study received approval from the Scientific Council of
the hospital (Reference Number 13392, July 19, 2023). The researcher informed all the participants about the
aim of the study, and that they had to sign an informed consent form. The participants were then asked to
complete the questionnaire.

Statistical analysis

All items were coded and scored by the researcher, and the questionnaires were included in the data set.
SPSS for Windows, version 29.0.2.0 (IBM Corp., Armonk, NY, USA) was used for the analysis. The
frequencies, mean values, and medians for sociodemographic and clinical characteristics were calculated.
Also, the frequencies and the percentages of all items were counted. Exploratory factor analysis with
principal component extraction and varimax rotation was performed. The number of factors was verified
using the eigenvalue criterion, and the scree plot was assessed. Four hundred participants are considered an
adequate number for factor analysis [16]. However, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test and the Barlett test of
sphericity were used to assess the adequacy of the sample for the current factor analysis. The factor’s
loading was estimated. A factor loading between 0.3 to 0.4 is minimally acceptable [17]. However, a lower
cut-off value of more than 0.3 can be accepted if it is deemed very important for the interpretation of the
factor.

Results
Sample size

A total of 400 patients responded to the 48 questions on this scale, resulting in a ratio of eight participants
per question, which is considered satisfactory for factor analysis [18]. The appropriateness of the sample was
further validated by the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) index, which was calculated at .791. Additionally,
Bartlett's test of sphericity yielded a value of 10093.336 (df = 1035), confirming that the data is suitable for
factor analysis.

Socio-demographic characteristics

All the eligible participants agreed to fill in the questionnaire. The mean age of the patients was 65.86
(sd=11.54). One in two participants (56%) were men. Most of the patients originated from Greece, had
completed secondary education, and lived in Athens (Table 7).

N %
Gender
Men 227 56.8
Women 173 43.2
Nationality
Greek 367 91.8
Non-Greek 3 7.8
N/A 2 0.4
Education level
Some Primary School Classes 123 30.8
Primary School 67 16.8
Secondary School 82 20.5
High School 51 12.8
Post-Secondary 65 16.2
University 8 2
Post University studies 2 0.5
N/A 2 0.5
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Marital status

Married 226 56.5
Unmarried 62 15.5
Widower 18 4.5
Cohabitation 82 20.5
Divorced 3 0.8
N/A 3 2.2
Occupation

Public civil servant 81 20.3
Private employee 82 20.5
Unemployment 79 19.7
Freelance 66 16.5
Student 10 25
Retired 55 13.7
N/A 27 6.8

Place of residence

Urban 305 76.3
Rural 90 22.5
N/A 5 1.2

Living condition

Alone 84 21.0
With my partner 87 21.8
With my family 224 56
Waith a carer 1 0.2
N/A 4 1.0

TABLE 1: Frequences and percentages of sociodemographic characteristics (N=400)

Clinical characteristics

One out of two patients had a gastrointestinal malignancy followed by patients with gynecological cancer.
Most of the patients (70%) had an ECOG PS score of 1. In terms of types of therapy, 75% of the participants
had received hormone therapy or a combination of immunotherapy and chemotherapy in the past while 68,
5% were receiving chemotherapy during the period of data collection. The median time since diagnosis was
12 months (IQR 4 - 25 months) (Table 2).
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ECOGSTATUS
Level 0
Level 1
Level 2
Level 3
Type of cancer

Ca Gynecologic

Ca Gastrointestinal

Ca Urinary system

Other type
Stage of disease
Stage 0

Stage 1

Stage 2

Stage 3

Stage 4

Past therapies

No cure

Lumpectomy surgery

Hormone therapy
Chemotherapy
Immunotherapy

Targeted therapy

Radiotherapy/Chemotherapy

Immunotherapy/Chemotherapy

Current therapy

No cure

Lumpectomy surgery

Hormone therapy
Immunotherapy
Chemotherapy

Targeted therapy

Radiotherapy/Chemotherapy

Immunotherapy/Chemotherapy

TABLE 2: Frequencies and percentages of clinical characteristics (N=400)
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Reliability analysis
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Cronbach’s alpha values for each subscale ranged from 0.52 to 0.93, while the total Cronbach’s alpha was
0.95. The "timely care" subscale exhibited a high Cronbach’s alpha of .93, indicating excellent internal
consistency. Conversely, Cronbach’s alpha for "equitable care" was .52, suggesting the need for rewording

one item to better reflect the content of this factor (Table 3).

Factors

Coordinated and integrated care
Cancer information

Timely care

Treatment decision making
Follow up care

Treatment delivery

Patient preferences and values
Respectful communication
Emotional support

Equitable care

Total scale

TABLE 3: Internal consistency of the subscales and the total scale

Cronbach’s alpha

0.82

0.79

0.93

0.82

0.75

0.82

0.73

0.67

0.67

0.52

0.95

Factor analysis

A total of 10 factors were identified, accounting for 69.94% of the total variation, which is considered a very
satisfactory percentage. Although questions 11, 32, 33, 40, and 46 had factor loading values lower than 0.3,
these items were retained because the model fit, and reliability remained satisfactory (Table 4) [18].

TIMELY CARE (factor 3)

1.1 had to wait too long from Getting a referral to a cancer doctor to my first visit with him/her

2. | had to wait too long from getting a referral to a cancer doctor to my first visit with him/her

3. I had to wait too long from my first visit with the cancer doctor to get my cancer diagnosis

4. | had to wait too long from getting my cancer diagnosis to starting my first cancer treatment (e.g.

chemotherapy)

RESPECTFUL COMMUNICATION (factor 8)

The staff at the hospital

5. Showed respect for me

6.The staff at the hospital Showed respect for my family or friends
7.The staff at the hospital Talked to me in a way | could understand
CLEAR INFORMATION ABOUT THE DISEASE (factor 2)

The staff at the hospital gave me

8. Information about cancer that was easy to understand

9.A list of questions that cancer patients commonly ask

2025 Volakakis et al. Cureus 17(4): e82687. DOI 10.7759/cureus.82687

Factor
loading

919
.935

.920

.817

677
442

.540

.852

757

% of the
Communality total
variance
13.817
.873
.900
.884
.848
5.448
221
247
.290
6.812
448
422
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10. Information about cancer and treatments to take home (e.g. booklets. websites)
TREATMENT DECISION MAKING (factor 4)

The doctors at the hospital explained to me

11. All the treatments | could have

12. The consequences of not having treatment

13.The short-term side effects of each treatment option

14.The long-term side effects of each treatment option

15. How each treatment option might affect my length of life

16.1 could get a second medical opinion if | wanted to

17. When | was making my most recent treatment decision, doctors at the hospital, gave me the
time | needed to consider all my treatment options before making a decision

18. When | was making my most recent treatment decision, doctors at the hospital, involved my
family or friends in decision making about my care when | wanted them to

TREATMENT DELIVERY (factor 6)

During my treatment, the staff of the hospital

19. made sure | received the treatment | was meant to have
20.Make sure | don’t receive unnecessary treatment or diagnostic tests
21. Chose the evidence-based treatment for my case

22. Responded promptly to my pain or discomfort

23. Had up to date information about my cancer care

24. Had up to date information about my cancer care

25. Had up to date information about my cancer care
RESPECT FOR PATIENT'S VALUES. PREFERENCES (factor 7)
During my treatment | was able to choose which

26. Hospital provided my treatment

27. Hospital provided my treatment

28. Doctor, | saw each appointment

EQUITABLE CARE (factor 10)

The treatment | received at the hospital

29. was too expensive for me

30. Too far away from where | lived

EMMOTIONAL SUPPORT (factor 9)

The staff at the hospital helped me

31. Deal with being worried, upset, or sad

32. Deal with my spiritual needs

33. Deal with changes in my personal relationships

40. Deal with being worried, upset or sad

INTERGRATED CARE (factor 1)

The staff at the hospital helped me

34. Deal with day-to-day tasks (e.g. childcare, housework)

35. Get financial assistance

2025 Volakakis et al. Cureus 17(4): e82687. DOI 10.7759/cureus.82687
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212

.391

.332

.663

.730

.663

.601

597

.248

.349

.642

.283

.5563

761

.738

.686

.753
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.261
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.084

-.054

AT79

.533

.248

.352

.390

.549
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491

464

.651

.569

.250

.584

.363

447

460

.364

454

.525

.588

.819

.832
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423

.874

.783

.817

.567

.801

11.065

4.415

7.108

5.393

4.809

6.122
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36. Organize transport to and from the hospital .763 772
37. Get accommodation close to the hospital 775 .858
38. Get parking at the hospital that was affordable 751 .850
39. Find other cancer patients | could talk to about their cancer experiences .630 .803
41. Find others in a similar situation to talk to 461 .827
FOLLOW UP CARE (factor 5) 4.952
42. After treatment had ended, staff at the hospital explained to me: What to expect during follow-up 775 459
tests

43. Who to contact if | have questions about my care .679 418
44. When should | seek medical advice (e.g. if | had an unexpected side-effect) .664 424
45. What | could do to be well .716 454
46. How to manage my care at home 235 .368

TABLE 4: Factor analysis of Quality of Patient-Centered Care (QPCC) scale

Six changes were made to the original scale to better align it with the cultural and contextual framework of
the Greek healthcare system. For example, the item "I waited a long time for my first visit" was removed from
timely care due to its limited relevance in the current healthcare system. The removal of this item did not
significantly impact Cronbach's alpha, which slightly decreased from 0.93 to 0.91. Additionally, item 38, "the
staff at the hospital helped me/my partner find affordable parking", was excluded from the subscale of
coordinated and integrated care.

The item “the staff at the hospital helped my family find others in a similar situation” was moved from the
factor “coordinated and integrated care” to the factor “emotional support”. This adjustment not only
improved the Cronbach’s alpha, but also better interpreted the factor “emotional support”. Also, by
removing this item from “coordinated and integrated care”, no significant change in Cronbach’s alpha was
observed. In place of this item we moved the question “after treatment had ended, staff at the hospital
helped me move smoothly between different hospitals, clinics, or health services”, which in the Australian
version didn’t load any factor.

The positive wording for question 29, "the treatment I received at the hospital was too expensive for me”, as
"the treatment I received at the hospital was not too expensive for me" was revised because half of the
participants responded “not applicable”, due to misunderstanding. This modification also resulted in an
increase in the Cronbach's alpha for the equitable care subscale.

Lastly, item 47, “after treatment had ended, staff at the hospital helped me move smoothly back home”,
which in the Australian version didn’t load any factor, was removed from the Greek scale.

The loading values of the questions per factor, the communality of variance of each question and the
percentage of variance of the factors are listed in Table 4.

Discussion

To our knowledge, this is the first study that the QPCC scale validated in Greek setting. It is a reliable tool
and has very good psychometric properties and it could be used to assess the perceived quality of patient
centered cancer care in the Greek language.

According to our analysis the Greek version of the scale consists of 10 factors and 45 items. In parallel, the
English version consisted of 10 factors and 48 items whilst the Spanish version has five factors and 30 items
[11,12].

The internal consistency of perceived QPCC scale ranged from .52 to .93 for each subscale whilst the
Cronbach’s alpha of the total scale was .93. Our values of subscales are lower than the values of Australian
version (Cronbach's alpha = .73 to .94) as well as the Spanish version (Cronbach's alpha = .73 to .90). More
precisely, in our analysis the lowest value of Cronbach’s alpha was observed in "equitable care" (.52) and the
highest value in “timely care” (.93), whilst the lowest and highest value of Australian version were observed
in “coordinated and integrated care” and “timely care” respectively. On the other side, the lowest and

2025 Volakakis et al. Cureus 17(4): e82687. DOI 10.7759/cureus.82687 8 of 14


javascript:void(0)
javascript:void(0)

Cureus

Part of SPRINGER NATURE

highest value of the Spanish version were observed in “activities to address biopsychosocial needs” (.90) and
in “respectful and coordinated care” (.73) respectively [11,12]. However, the values of our study are
considered satisfactory [19]. Additionally, Cronbach’s alpha of the total scale of the Greek version is .93 and
thus similar to the two other versions, .94 for the Australian version and .90 for the Spanish version [11,12].

»

According to our analysis, the factors “clear information about the disease”, “respect to the values”,

— P

“references & expressed needs of patients”, “respectful communication”, “follow up care”, “treatment

y G

delivery”, “information for treatment decision making”, proposed to remain as they stand in the English

P

version of the questionnaire. Minor changes have been made in the factors “timely care”, “coordinated and

P

integrated care”, “emotional support” and “equitable care”.

The specific characteristics of the Greek healthcare system, such as the absence of a comprehensive referral
process and free access to cancer treatment, likely influenced responses to items related to equitable and
timely care. The socio-demographic characteristics of the study population played a key role in the final
modification of the scale. Most of the participants were men, married, and living with their family, thus they
had a supportive environment and suffered from gastrointestinal cancer. In contrast, among Spanish
participants, the majority were women with breast cancer [12] whilst Australian participants suffered from
haematological malignancies [11]. The Spanish and Greek participants shared similar educational levels,
compared to Australian participants where the majority had completed a high education degree [20].

The decision to modify the positive wording in item "the treatment I received at the hospital was too
expensive for me" was due to a misunderstanding. The cancer treatment in Greece is fully covered by the
National Agency for the Provision of Health Services for insured individuals and by the special budget of the
Ministry of Health for uninsured individuals. So, patients do not directly experience the financial effects of
their treatment.

The item, “I waited a long time for my first visit to my doctor/my personal doctor” was excluded from “timely
care” as it does not seem to be applicable in the Greek health care context. The system of referrals from
primary health care services is in its infancy. The relevant law was passed in 2023, and an effective referral
system has not yet been set up. Individuals can book any appointment directly with the specialist of their
choice in the public or private sector.

It is needless to say that patients do not leave the hospital unless they feel well. The health care
professionals are proceeding with all the necessary actions for the recovery of patients. There is not in place
a specific procedure to ensure the smooth transition to home from the hospital for cancer survivors who are
undergoing anti-cancer treatments in outpatient clinics. So, we suggest the deletion of the item “after the
end of my treatment, the staff of the hospital helped to move smoothly back home” due to
misunderstanding.

Additionally, the item "after the end of my treatment, the hospital staff facilitated the smooth connection
with different clinics, departments, services', which in the Australian version didn’t load any factor, was
moved to “coordinated care” because of its high importance in the Greek healthcare provision framework
[11].

Finally, the deletion of item 38, “the staff at the hospital helped me get parking at the hospital that was
affordable”, was deemed necessary. Few hospitals offer parking near the hospitals, and this is not of high
importance for the patients in their rating regarding the quality of health care. This finding is in line with
other researchers [21,22].

In summary, the Greek version of perceived QPCC is a 45-item tool that consists of 10 factors. More
specifically, timely care contains three items (Q1-Q3), respectful communication three items (Q4-Q6),
cancer information three items (Q7-Q9), treatment decision making eight items (Q10- Q17), treatment
delivery seven items (Q18-Q24), emotional support five items (Q25-Q29), respect to the patient values and
expressed needs three items (Q30-Q32), equitable care two items (Q33, Q34), coordinated and integrated
care six items (Q35-Q40) and at least the follow up care includes five items (Q41-Q45) (Appendix).

Strengths and limitations

To our knowledge, this is the first validation study of the QPCC scale among Greek cancer survivors with
solid malignancies. The study was conducted in a single hospital in Athens, which may not accurately
represent the experiences of patients in rural areas or private healthcare settings. Nonetheless, in Greece,
anticancer care is predominantly provided by large public hospitals in key urban locations. The hospital and
thus the clinic where this research was conducted is among the largest in Athens and provides services to
patients with various types of solid tumors from Athens and surrounding cities and regions. Additionally,
the study included patients who had received health services in the past and those who may have received
outpatient care in other settings. A confirmatory factor analysis as well as a test-retest reliability
assessment of the QPCC were not our aims given that it is our future intention to assess them in a sample of
women suffering from breast cancer.
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Conclusions

Globally, patient-centered care remains a significant challenge for healthcare systems. The QPCC scale
demonstrates acceptable Cronbach’s alpha values and shows acceptable validity and reliability. It is
considered as an easy-for-use and reliable instrument for assessing the perceived QPCC in Greek cancer
survivors. Further studies to assess the perceived patient-centeredness of healthcare services are essential,
as emphasized by international organizations. The evaluation of the perceived quality of cancer care in both
public and private hospitals, covering both urban and rural areas, is an imperative need. The assessment of
the perceived QPCC will guide evidence-based interventions aimed at quality improvement of cancer care
services.

Appendices

MapakdTw KUKAWGCTE TNV ATTAVTNON O€ KABE EpLTNON TTOU TTEPIYPAPEI KOAUTEPA TNV euTrElpia oag/ Below, circle the answer to each question
that best describes your experience. O1 EpwTHOEIG TTOU AKOAOUBOUV aVaPEPOVTAI OTIG UTTNPECIEG TTOU SEXBNKATE OTTO TNV TTPWTN OTIYHA

Trou €idaTe KATToloVv 10TPO HéEXPI TNV évapén Tng avTiveoTTAaouaTikig BepaTtreiag/ The next questions ask about the cancer care you received
from the time you first saw your general practitioner about cancer-related symptoms or had cancer screening until the start of your cancer

treatment.
Aev 10y0€l
Alopwvw  atnv
ZUPQWVW i Alapwvw/  ammoAuta/  TTEPITITWON
) | i ) Zuppwvw/Agree
Mapdyovreg/Epwrtroeig/Factors/items atréAuTa/Strongly N (%) Disagree  Strongly  pou/ Not
agree N (%) ° N (%) disagree  applicable
N (%) tome N
(%)
A.ETKAIPH ®PONTIAA/TIMELY CARE
Mepipeva peyaro xpovikéd didotnua/ | had to wait too long:
1. Na va kAgiow pavteBol e Tov oykoAdyo 1aTpd/ to get a referral to a 2 3 4 5
cancer doctor
2. Na va 1ebei n opiaTikr didyvwan/ for my first visit with the cancer ’ % 2 a a
doctor to get my cancer diagnosis
3. MNa va &ekivow Tnv avTiveoTTAaopaTiKr BepaTreia/ between getting my
cancer diagnosis and starting my first cancer treatment (e.g. 1 2 3 4 5

chemotherapy)

O1 eTTOPEVESG EPWTATEIG APopoUV 0T CUVOAIKK @povTida TTou éxeTe AdBel atrd To voookoueio/ The next questions ask about the overall cancer care you
received at the hospital where you received most of your treatment

B. EMIKOINQNIA ME £EBAZMO/ RESPECTFUL COMMUNICATION

To TTpoowTTIké Tou voookopeiou/ The staff at the hospital:

4. Me oéBetai/ showed respect to me 1 2 3 4 5
5. ZéBeTal Tov/TnNV ouvodo pou/ showed respect for my family or friends 1 2 3 4 5

6. Mou piAnoe pe atmAd kai katavonTod TpoTro/ talked to me in a way | could
understand

. ENHMEPQZH I'A TO NOZHMA/ CANCER INFORMATION
To mpoowTTik6 Tou voookoueiou/ The staff at the hospital:

7. Mg evnuépwaoe e Katavontd TpOTTO OXETIKA PE TO VOONUE Hou/
Informed me about cancer in a way that was easy to understand

8. Me pwTnoe av €Xw KATTOIEG OTTOPIEG OXETIKEG WE TO vOONuUd pou/ gave
me a list of questions that cancer patients commonly ask

9. Mg evnuépwoe OXETIKG E TO TTOU Ba uTTopouca va Bpw ETTITTPOCOETEG
TTANPOYOPIES yIa TO vEoNa Jou Kal TIG BepaTreieg pou/ gave me
information about cancer and treatments to take home (e.g. booklets,
websites)

A.ENHMEPQZH TNA TH AHWH AMO®AZHE XXETIKA ME TH ©OEPAMEIA/ TREATMENT DECISION MAKING
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O1 yiatpoi pe evnuépwoav avaAuTika/ The doctors at the hospital explained to me:

10. MNa 6Aeg TIg dlabéoiyeg Beparreieg Tou Ba uTropouca va éxw/ all of the
treatments | could have

11. Tnv €§€NIEN TG vooou xwpig BepaTreia/ the consequences of not
having treatment

12. Tig dueoeg Trapevépyeieg atod Tn Bepatreial the short-term side effects
of each treatment option

13. Tig paKPOXPOVIEG TTaPEVEPYEIEG aTTO TN Beparreia/ the long-term side
effects of each treatment option

14. Nwg Ba pTopoloe n K&Be BepaTreia BepaTTEUTIKG OXAMA VO ETTNPEACEI
TO TTPOCBOKIKO TNG {wr\g pou/ How each treatment option might affect my
length of life

15. O1 Ba gipar eAe0BepOg/n va {NTHoW Kai pia deUTEPN 1ATPIKN yvwun/ |
could get a second medical opinion if | wanted to

16. Mou £€dwaoav 1o XpOvo TTou XPEIaoHouV yia va agloAoyriow OAEG TIg
BepaTTEUTIKEG ETTIAOYEG TTOU €Y, TIPIV AGBW TNV OPICTIKA aTTédQOOoN yia TN
Beparreia pou/ Gave me the time | needed to consider all my treatment
options before making a decision

17. Evnuépwaav Tov/Tnv ouvodd pou, Tl Ba HTTOPoUCE VO CUUMETEXE
aTn AYn amoéeacng oXETIKA PE TN BepaTreia pou, av 1o emBupoloa/
Involved my family or friends in decision making about my care when |
wanted them to

E. MAPOXH ©EPAIMEIAY/ TREATMENT DELIVERY

Kara tn didpkeia Tng Bepatreiag pou, To TTPoowTTIKG Tou voookopeiou:/ During treatment, staff at the hospital:

18. ®povrioe va AdBw Tn BepaTreia TTou gixe ouvtayoypa@nOei/ made
sure | received the treatment | was meant to have

19. ®povTioe va pnv Kavw Bepartreieg f £E€TAOEIG TTOU gival TTEPITTEG/
made sure | don’t receive unnecessary treatment or diagnostic tests

20. EmréNege TNV €MOTNHOVIKA TEKUNPIWPEVN BEPATTEIA YIO TNV TTEPITITWON
pou/ made sure | received evidence-based treatment

21. AvtatokpivovTav katdAAnAa 6tav Trovouoa f dev éviwba KaAd/
attended promptly to my pain or discomfort

22. 'Htav eTapKwe EVNUEPWHEVO YIa TNV TTEPITTTwon pou/ had up-to-date
information about my cancer care

23. Mou atravToUoe pe CUVETTEIR VIO T {NTAKATA OXETIKG PE TN BeparTreia
Hou, Xwpig va pe ptrepdelel/ gave me consistent information about my
treatment

24. 'EkAeIve 1o pavteBoU POU pE TETOIO TPOTTO, WOTE VA N XPEIGETAI Va
ETTIOKETITOHAI TO VOOOKOWEIO TTEPICOOTEPEG POPEG ATTO TO avaykaio/
coordinated my appointments so that | did not have to go to hospital more

than necessary

3T. 2YNAIZOHMATIKH ~THPI=H/ EMOTIONAL SUPPORT

To TTpoowTTIkS Tou voookopeiou BorBnae/ The staff at the hospital helped:

25. Na dIaxeIpIoTw TIG AvNOUXIEG 1 TO AyX0G HOU 1 TIG ApVNTIKEG PHOU
okéyelg/ deal with being worried, upset, or sad

26. Na utrooTnpi§w TIg OpnoKeuTIKEG Hou avaykeg/ deal with my spiritual
needs

27. Na avTipeTwTriow TIG aAAayEG OTIG TIPOCWTTIKEG pou axéoelg/ deal with
changes in my personal relationships

28. Tov/ TNV ouvodd pou va SIaXEIPIOTEN TO AyXOG A TIG AVNOUXIES 1 TIG
apvnTikég Tou okéweig/ family or friends deal with being worried, upset, or
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sad

29. Tov/Tnv guvodo pou va ougnTACE! JE TOUG TUVODOUG AAAWY aaBevwv/
family or friends to find others in a similar situation to talk to

Z.XEBAIMOZ ZITIZ AZIEZ, MPOTIMHZEIZ KAl EKPPAZMENEZ ANATKEZ TON AZOENQN/ PATIENT PREFERENCES AND VALUES
Kara tn didpkela Tng Bepartreiag pou, eixa Tn duvatdtnta va emAEEw/ During my treatment, | was able to choose which:

30. To voookopeio TTou Ba AdBw Tn Bepatreia pou/ hospital provided my

2 3 4 5
treatment
31. To yiatp6 1rou Ba pe TTapakoAoubei/ doctor provided my treatment 1 2 3 4 5
32. To yiatpd TTou Ba avTIMETWTTIZE! TIG TTAPEVEPYEIEG ATTO TN BepaTreia 5 3 4 5
pou/ doctor | saw for each appointment
H. IZOTIMH ®PONTIAA/ EQUITABLE CARE
33. H Beparreia AEN pe empBapuve oikovouikd/ The treatment | received at 5 3 4 5
the hospital was not too expensive
34. To voookopeio, 61Tou éAaBa Tn Bepartreia pou, ATAV HakpId aTréd Tov
16110 dlapovAg pou/ The hospital where | received my treatment was too 1 2 3 4 5

far away from where | lived
H.OAOKAHPQMENH KAl ZYNTONIZMENH ®PONTIAA/ COORDINATED AND INTERGRATED CARE
To mpoowTTIké Tou voookouegiou BoriBnae/ The staff at the hospital helped me:

35. Na diatnprAow TIG KaBnUePIVEG Hou dpaaTnpidTnTeg/ deal with day-to-
day tasks

36. Na kdvw TIG atrapaitnTeg EVEPYEIES YIa va AdBW TIG TTAPOXES TTOU
dikaloUpal (0IKOVopIKE Bonbrparta, poposAa@pUvoelg, GAAEG TTaPOXEG)/ 1 2 3 4 5
get financial assistance

37. AivovTdg Hou TTANPOQOPIES yIa TNV PHETAKIVNOT POU aTTd Kal TTPOgG TO
voookopeio/ giving me information about my transportation to and from 1 2 3 4 5
the hospital

38. AivovTdg pou TTANPogopieg yia Tn duvartdTnTa dIaHoVHG KOVTE OTO
voookopeio/ get accommodation close to the hospital

39. Metd 1o TéAOG TnG BepaTreiag, dieukdAuve T dlacUVOEDT) HoU O€
SI0POPETIKEG KAIVIKEG 1) VOOOKOUEIR 1 BAAEG UTTNPETIES (TTY KOIVWVIKEG
utnpeoieg)/ after the termination of the treatment, to move smoothly
between different hospitals, clinics or health services

40. Na ¢pBw o¢ emmagn pe GAAoug aobeveig i auAdyoug aaBevwy/ find
other cancer patients | could talk to about their cancer experiences

O. ZYNEXIZOMENH ®PONTIAA/ FOLLOW-UP CARE
Metd 10 TEAOG TNG BepaTTeiag, To TTPOCOWTTIKG TOU VoooKopeiou e evnuépwoe/ After the treatment had ended, staff at the hospital explained to me:

41. Na Ta emopeva Pripara (ETavaAnTTikég e¢eTdoeig)/ what to expect

) 1 2 3 4 5
during follow-up tests
42. Mg Troiov Ba uTTOpoUca va ETTIKOIVWVHCW Y OTTOINdATIOTE aTropia
gixa oXeTIKA pe TN @povTida pou/ who to contact if | had questions about 1 2 3 4 5
my care
43. MNa v BapUTtnTa TWY AVETTIBUUNTWY EVEPYEIWV KAl OE TTOIEG
TIEPITITWOEIG Ba ETTPETTE VO {NTHOW Aueoa 1aTpikf cupBouAry/ when | 1 2 3 4 5
should seek medical advice (e.g. if | had an unexpected side-effect)
44. Ti Ba £TTpeTTe va KAvw yia va BeATILWow TV uyeia pou/ what | could do ’ 2 2 a 7
to be well
45. Evnuépwaoe 10/Tn ouvodo pou yia OAa Ta BEPaTa OXETIKA PE TNV ; ) 3 4 5

guvéxion Tng BepaTreiag pou oto oTriT/ how to manage my care at home
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TABLE 5: SCALE OF ASSESMENT OF PERCEIVED QUALITY OF PATIENT CENTERED CARE IN
GREEK LANGUAGE
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