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The validity and reliability of the Korean version of the General Attitudes towards
Artificial Intelligence Scale for nursing students
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Purpose: The aim of the study was to verify the validity and reliability of the Korean version of the General Attitudes towards
Artificial Intelligence Scale (GAAIS-K) for nursing students. Methods: Data from 235 participants were collected from April
12 to April 26, 2022. A total of 230 participants’ data were analyzed. The data were analyzed for content, discriminant,
known-groups, and construct validity using content validity index, correlation coefficient, and confirmatory factor analyses. The
reliability of the GAAIS-K was examined using internal consistency and test-retest analyses. Results: The expert-rated content
validity index was >.80. The sub-scales of the GAAIS-K were moderately correlated with attitude toward accepting technology,
indicative of its discriminant validity. The male students’ positive attitude score was significantly higher than that of the female
students, satisfying the known-groups validity. Cronbach’s @ for the scale was .86 (positive) and .74 (negative), and the
intra-class correlation coefficient for the two-week test-retest reliability was .86 (positive) and .60 (negative). The scores for
positive and negative attitudes were 3.68+0.46 and 3.05+0.55. Conclusion: This study shows that the GAAIS-K is a valid and
reliable instrument for assessing nursing students. Additional research is recommended to continue the evaluation of the
GAAIS-K with a focus on healthcare settings.
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Table 1. Characteristics of Participants (N=230)
Characteristics Categories n (%) Mean+SD
Sex Male 27 (11.7)

Female 203 (88.3)
Age (years) 24.62+6.56
School year Junior 140 (60.9)
Senior 90 (39.1)
Daily non-academic internet usage time (hours) 4.35+2.42
Purpose of internet use Messenger/social networking service 182 (33.8)
(n=539) Game 44 (8.2)
Searching information 135 (25.0)
Watching movies/television/videos 178 (33.0)
Al education experiences Yes 46 (20.0)
No 184 (80.0)
Al education topics Al and impact on future jobs 18 (7.8")
Fundamentals of Al 12 (5.27)
Applications of Al technology 7 (3.0
Applications of Al data science and informatics 6 (2.6
Ethical consideration 4 (1.7H
Strength and limitations of Al 4 (1.7H

Al=Artificial Intelligence; SD=standard deviation

* Multiple responses; " % out of 230 participants
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Figure 1. Modified confirmatory factor analysis of the general attitudes towards artificial intelligence scale
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Table 3. Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the General Attitudes towards Artificial Intelligence Scale (N=230)
Dimensions [tems Standardized SE C.R. CCR AVE Cronbach’s a
estimates
Factor 1 (positive attitude) .99 91 .86
2 44
4 41 0.25 4.74
5 57 0.30 5.72
7 15 0.37 6.25
11 .54 0.25 5.62
12 77 0.36 6.46
13 52 0.26 5.51
14 .66 0.24 6.21
16 A48 0.27 522
17 .70 0.27 6.27
18 73 0.34 6.35
Factor 2 (negative attitude) .97 .84 74
3 41
6 41 0.25 422
8 71 0.34 5.30
9 42 0.35 425
10 72 0.38 5.47
15 .55 0.40 4.73
19 .59 0.36 4.94

Model fit: x* (p)=221.34 (<.001), df=128, x2/df=1.73, GFI=91, AGFI=.88, NFI=.84, RMR=.05, RMSEA=.06, SRMR=.07, CFI=92, TLI=.90

AGFI=adjusted goodness of fit index; AVE=average variation extracted; x2/df=chi-square/degree of freedom; CFI=comparative fit index;
CCR=composite construct reliability; C.R.=critical ratio; GFI=goodness of fit index; NFI=normed fit index; RMSEA=root mean square error of
approximation; RMR=root mean square residual; SE=standard error; SRMR=standardized root mean square residual; TLI=Tucker-Lewis index
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