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Abstract

To address the research gap in specific assessment tools for digital health literacy among junior
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high school students, this study constructed a scale framework consisting of four dimensions—Cog-
nitive, Functional, Belief-based, and Behavioral—based on health behavior theories and the
Knowledge-Attitude-Practice (KAP) model, with reference to well-established scales. After two
rounds of Delphi expert consultation (the expert authority coefficient was 0.805), a final set of 20
items was determined. The reliability and validity of the scale were tested on a sample of 239 junior
high school students. The results showed that the Cronbach’s a coefficients of the total scale and
each dimension were all 20.932, and the split-half reliability coefficients were 20.719. Exploratory
factor analysis extracted four common factors, with a cumulative variance explanation rate of
87.818%. Confirmatory factor analysis indicated a good model fit (CMIN/DF = 1.432, RMSEA = 0.043),
and both convergent validity and discriminant validity met the acceptable criteria. This scale is
closely aligned with the daily life scenarios of junior high school students and has good reliability
and validity, which can serve as a scientific tool for the assessment and intervention of adolescents’
digital health literacy.
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2. IR ERFRERFERIET
2.1. BFRREFEREF T

WA TR, ESHNFZABRIIEM L, BRI AR RF SEFERIE AR
5 “lg” MR KRR, FETHEE1T AL (Health Behavior Theory, HBT) )2 AR IR HELE[1]-[3], #E 7 (&
FRZFERN 3 VYA BARYE RS FR P O B0 i e 3 IR A D AR (B, VTS AN AL 3RS 2 ThAetE
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Table 1. Reference scale for dimension classification

T HENDSEER

BT RERYESE
RIS HLBADAAB T IR

S o FRF
RNEE L, T-{## B % 7% 17 % (eHealth Literacy Questionnaire, eHLQ)
T 4 e TR #4555 8 (Comprehensive Model of eHealth Literacy)
HeAE B ik B 2= 9% H FAEA 732 (Digital Health Literacy Assessment Questionnaire)
(2 2 e i A e 3 77 H Fk K (DHLA)
e HLT i % 97 B (cHEALS)
1T NYERE B B K 7% 2 K (digital health literacy instrument, DHL)

HURYERE: 275 R LB DUEIT &R, WaE TIAKDIREIE R . SRR IR . X35,
WA KRR LR B BEaEE. A e AR, 78N EERENA4ERE, Kt
35 M2k H[4]. Perestelo-Perez L #2 i, BRI 2T R HRRETRMLEME, s MEN T
AR e LA S e S R AR VPAN L SRR R RS SRR JT[5]. DRI AR BT 0 B i e
RIMERIRLAESE b, SABUTAR RS I 1 B R SRR AN IR Her i BR A B IR 1F A
Bep bl TR A .

DHREYENS . HL T ZR IR 45 & B (Comprehensive Model of eHealth Literacy) [6], Il F I8 AN [/ SCAL Y 5t
N U A O S R S R SS E Z HVEE, A EC A R AR TR E SO RETR AN E AR IR R K R ), FESC
. HEFIESHESR N AZ R SRy FRAR. PRI fL A8 R AS SRR RE T, BLAZHE ) b A5
AU R0 U RE /1. s, RRIESEUCNECTE R R TR S R R ISP AR, SR
AR B AR B8 1, ISR ME SRR AME S RERR RS & 2 I BB RE (7] 47 |,
AR BTAR R R FRAE DI RRYEE E R S5 T U BORAE (R e sk R R e 0 ok B {d R A3 B ) e
71~ RIS AR ROR e vl i Ge ) . SECTHOR RS AS I B BRE T -

(G YEE : TEIRNIRV U R IR M5 S YE S (W Sk 2 b, JE {8 847 A 12 (Health Behavior The-
ory) [8], I B FRAE 51T AR AU 2 0 E E I AE AT 7HE 1 (Knowledge-Attitude-Behavior Theory)
(9]0 XFRIL F T T B BRI MR LEAR AR AT A AR TR O EALRIAE A, 58I 7R, ITREES
(PR B Z (B ) BB R o AT S BAR H T E AT IH G0 o0t B B i B S R L x4
TR THEAN IR AT SE I SR X R FREAT S A E A DGR SR SR S B, DAROO H fi
FE2 520 BN R E[10]

1T 4ERE: VAN DER VAART %5 [11#F 50N, BHAEREMOGEE BN, RIS B, TiEe
T VR Bff S ok AR B 7 e % KT R, F 2017 SRR T $v fd B 3% 9% 1 L (digital health literacy
instrument, DHL), 5| AZZEMEAHRERE. 2 LHRHAE 7 MEE 21 N H, BERERRE. WITSTHEE
HRMR. WIMTTAE . A TTEEME B A PRI R B FA . BRI T T/ MAO T 5 4 1
FIAT ARSI, (HEA RMERRFMERE WA E TAR)) TR R FERIKENIEE AR REA
AR ERE . ERAEIE T EAT N BEAERE . HrPOR TR A R R TR PPN B BRI G T T B
Ref1. oL, B MERR R FRAT NG D7 THI I N 5] e 45 0 T8 B BRI AT N B R
BT RAT A BB REAR SRR BT N . B @ R E A M EAT N AR RS FAT 8.

22. FFRRRFERSMEEN BRI
R BN LS A B R R A TR RE T, S50 B P R A i A . PEL R R 2.
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Table 2. The core logic of the second-level dimension questions
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1. THR/ERES) DHTL-AQ [ “4iARILHREES)” « eHLQ [ “ AR5 IKIDUERAE”
TheerEYE 2. FEUERIZBES) eHEALS ¥ “5 BARHNE”  DHLI 1“5 S Rk
3. [ EPHiEES) DHLI I “f5 B HLAMETFAE” . eHLQ ¥ “f5 BIRUEH#”
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G YE T HIAREEK  eHEALS f) “f5 Bl B FKAE” - DHTL-AQ ¥ o A v F 33 Re

Rl

fEAEMFE T DHLI B “BUBEEMR " - eHLQ [ “JRSSEAEE”

1. [ERNAHATA eHLQ 1 “fEE MM « DHLA [ “iNH - 7 AL
TR 2. THEAFHTA DHTL-AQ [ “TLHEBMEH" . eHEALS I “M&SEHEATH”
. KB EEET N DHLA 1) “BaAA 374787 - DHTL-AQ (1) “ KU N7 R

w

Bt RE T, BERHEN SO A, RER AR, AR H & AR5, &
LI RAI P AR TR R IR R R AR, W 3, B RHAEE T E 4 DL RS, 3K 16
A, BT R R SR O AL (R EOAR BOREAE . (FEEE. 17 A%E).

Table 3. Digital health literacy scale for junior high school students
T3 MPERTFRREFER

oy Ra R
KR FRAE 0 2 b SRHOAT FE [ B A5 S 1M ig 42
FRTE A A B APP BRI BN NAG DI, BRAETE 7 W7 L it 25 R P X
FRTE WEAT RN, BEREA A A SRR I AR R AR 2
FRTE FANE 3 2% LA_E AT DLSRHUEE 2 f R 55 1 38 12
Theetk HAIBBETI, FAEHRAE LSO B RO
Theetk FRREE SR FRAEAE R app a1 « [F) P38 3 FREIE I BRI 4317 7
Dhretk FRBEH T 0 2% A A S BRI P 5 B2 Kot B B A Atk
Thretk 2k L BErS, RAEE M AN Z AR E R
fEatk WAAFE T T B EADIREE LR T ¥ i SE [ FE A I
(R LN NETF VG AEBEFIREE B FRKERN
(EFy T AN FPE B RS, B e iiiE nl & & & H o
fEatE X EFAERF & B “CEARTUER” “POLIER” . FIANILREE SR L KT
7otk K To ARG R, SUBEHR IR

>
HE
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3. ERIEE
3.1. AEERBR

N T R S SRR RGBT, AT RARIEAT THIBEIT, #iE T 13 T XS 51k
o REELZAR A AMEERE: . BEHEIRAEE OHLEGUR, N IEHRIURAE + 5
0 PR R AR S R 2256

3.2. EREEEH

BT 2k B 2N IE R4y, RA Likert Hgit4y, HAMMES N 1~5 5, B RIFHIIFE IR E
L MRRERLENEERERE, BRGNS, BE 4 T8, F—0LXERMNER IR N
76%, N 100%, UiPHE RO

Table 4. Distribution and return rate of expert questionnaires (N = 10)

# 4. EROBLHSEWIFERN = 10)

LR BRI KL G B 5K ) 4 s
1 13 10 76%
2 10 10 100%

33. ERVNEEE

FEIRARE N T B K BUBAE EEIW 225 AT TR AR, 38T SO T TR GEREE . &
ZOM BEAE PN AR, THSTRE NPT E IR 2%, RiEAy: Cr=(Ca+Cs)2. Hr Ca RoxH
FEPEFEM 2 K. HIIKT R4 Ca FOBUEVEETE 0 A1 1 2 10), —fIAJy Ca<0.6, FIWHKHES 4 5 Fir il i 1) 1
Wiz ANGg; 35 Ca < 0.8, AT LAY L SCHIBT IR RE AL T S8 35 Ca = LI, PR AERS
BRI TR B ZO T TC I BB RE S — B AB AR R AL Cs R AT

3.3.1. ERMBIZE(Cs)

e 5 s, A RISEG L SO TR GERE AT IRE, 3R o g, A ARH3A38(0.9). L
BUNE0.7) — B (0.5)« AKIAE(0.3) RAREO.1). MRIE LRBUEFRE, X &R & R AERE
BEREAT ISR, AFUN: Cs =Y (MEx A8/ A . AREFUBRERB(C)N 0.7, WF 6.

Table 5. Assigned values for experts’ familiarity with the survey content

®5 EROWPENTPATEERE

AR 1R AR — A BRI IR R
LRAVF 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.3 0.1

Table 6. Expert familiarity level assignment

6. ERABIEEME

AR TREAE L% — R EN%S IRA A
IRAE 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.3 0.1
NH 3 5 3 0 0
Cs 0.7
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3.3.2. ERFIMKIERL(Ca)

T TR, BEWNTRER YR H A E BRI AR T SEERAK . E AR
AN NEESETUAN T, B FIWHRIE R E 3 NEIFERE, XS AR RR AT o AR R b,
it TV A 00 5% W H S R P AT U H A e B IR R EL(Ca)y 0.909, L7 8.

Table 7. Quantitative table for judging the importance of indicators

*® 7. BIREERENEKEELER

i K i »
B o 0.3 0.2 0.1
WL 0.5 0.4 0.3
B N AMHE R T AR 0.1 0.1 0.1
L Wy 0.1 0.1 0.1

Table 8. Quantitative statistics of expert judgment Criteria (N = 11)
8. ERAIMIKIBELGITN=11)

AN
| Wk B
x =8 /N
PR 5 6 0
SEERA G 7 4 0
WAMHESR T fif 7 3 1
i 34 Wy 3 3 5
Ca 0.909

3.3.3. ERWEFEH(Cr)

A BT TSR HS 10 % SHI W 3 2R 80(Ca) i OB E (Cs) AN A 3 THBE, 15 B ARV 2 1R & LR
FEE(CrN 0.8, KT 0.8, XERWIANITH L S TS 1 i & & B A RS MBURE, P3RS I 8udE IR
WHZENME. W& 9.

Table 9. Expert authority coefficient statistics table
F 9. ERWUAAK G R

W R Ca AR Cs BB ZH Cr
Ny 0.7 0.909 0.805

3.34. ERMARY

Table 10. Statistical analysis of expert consensus coefficients for first-level dimensions

F10. —RUERERMFRRSGT

I UNGEY x2 p
F—RLRiNE 0.290 9.581 0.022
B oRERAE 0.260 8.586 0.035

e
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TR R SR T ZO0 TR AR A AFAE D B R HTH R R E(Wa) 5 R (X
10 2L FX & RIARVE 45 R E R R B(Wa) R 7 (X, fEERE RS RIAT M HT. Sl
IREE R, ARTF R0, JEREDY 0~1 218, PR RIE T, W XN P AN T 0.05, WA
WAL KIS ERYEE NI PF 7 BAT — Bk DRI 4ERE (0 X 2 Al -

3.4. RiFiErr& BmERE

BARFabr % B TGS R TR 2R 3] SPSS B, B /e M imikbrit, HohaRmBENE R R
o ARSCTREARES B AT N TR, BARWTR . 2225 23 AL R 78 B4 F IR il b, N2
% H I FEKRT 3.5 20 EE R 70%) [12]. A8 5 20T DI &L 50 T BRELNZ 21, &
FREHN, BRENG M. %k KEE NET TR REAa e, — SRR RE
ERTET 0.25 M IZLERE . 2 H % F IR AE[13].

KA SO B brife: 426 HIOME > 3.5 B R R <025 B, MK B wWHF— M ahah
e, 5RO TERYE & HREBMER: WG RFEhndt, K% H BB

34.1. F—REEFERE

(1) — 4k Rk

SR [ fH 5 — 6 5 5% 1) 35 (0 — SR FE AT AR B IS, BRI 11, MRIE S H iiEAR e, 4 Wi—
WA FEI I 2857 REUNETLEN, HAREE <1, UM defEal AR s A ik, AR A Fe.,

Table 11. Descriptive statistics of expert importance ratings for first-level dimensions

*® 1. —REEEREZMHITNEER ST

R/MA = IN[:| B8 bt w2 A R AL
HIRAPE 4 5 4.64 0.505 0.11
Difett 4 5 436 0.505 0.12
fE& Tt 3 5 4.18 0.603 0.14
1T Rt 4 5 4.55 0.522 0.11

(2) HARZH Rk
JEF U A 2R — 5 K G ) B AR B TS g it, Wk 120 16 Tigk H 15 M A8 5 2505 2 -
NI SEAE, 1 T4k H 585 BUES AN 2 ik 2514 .

Table 12. Specific item screening in the first round

%= 12. E—®AkZEE

BIMH brife 2 A RA
FIRE 1 4.82 0.405 0.084
FRME 2 4.82 0.405 0.084
AR 3 4.73 0.467 0.098
HIRE 4 4.82 0.405 0.084
haett 1 4.36 0.505 0.116
Dhfetk 2 4.45 0.522 0.117
Dhfett 3 4.64 0.505 0.109
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Iheett 4 4.18 0.405 0.097
(EEAE! 4.82 0.405 0.084
fFatk 2 445 0.522 0.117
fFaE 3 4.36 0.505 0.116
Fat 4 3.45 0.522 0.151
fEaME S 4.55 0.522 0.115
1T L 4.55 0.522 0.115
17N 2 445 0.522 0.117
1T RS 4.64 0.505 0.108
1T Rt 4 4.27 0.467 0.109
ARG E KT

2 ] P L

E& 4 “ W TR RGN EARFURSR S POLIE’  BIHBER SRR 2
fH 3.45 N R THIE M, WOMBR: TRUNEIR 4 “IRENTE 3 26 DL b nT DAIRIUAE 2 i FR IR 55 1A 2%
JE BRI A (A i B D R e SRR .

3T CUER

ALZNNATH 2 Al RENFEA—EMAA LR BRI BISLF, MiE “ e E s
S DA REAEEBERR o KR 2 R EE app BRI GI AT S BLSEEDR, SR 2 O “EREHE {2
& APP RE N EAA AT K" BRUONHEX FOvbh A, RERERmRELL. Sedon
W1 “BRNIEAL RS ARBE AL TEANIES” » Bl 3 08 “WaxtRidE k. TRBUE5FE
VLR FFIASE” 3 TRVONTA 1 RIS IREENE, ARFamaERK “1700 - 215 - K77 1
HHEZ AR . MABDUAT N 1O “REEW EERIRPIR . ARSERIA M RIS s BEOANDIEE 1. S
5. AT9 3 AT 4 FRENGRKHRH WAT N, MUBIIhEE 1 v “ IREEAE R e Bl a LR AR APP 4 fi
REEEE, FRMF I 5 B “MMBIES SRR MR IR m R DR 4R, MUBUE & 5“3,
BAERBES b EREARSIERER" » BT 3 “RIZEFT R L Rk, RaRpih
g7 WEEUT N 4 R T, ReEMERTEERRTMY, AoEERYA. 7

R NI - SEINENIR 4 “ BTG IEH QR AR T A SRR E R TR AR TE R TRV E S
YERZ, PORAECT-T G EMEE . WAL RN HE S NRIRYE . UG & 5« BN R L i e
FEFIR, WRESPUAEE A HETRT HC” ;5N A7 E(DHLI 25 BB SEAE & TE7E s i1
IR, HOEE S 6 “RIET B SRt AT MEER K, APP SRR KA o L5ER HThREME4E
JE L FR R H 2R ARV B RARAE R B OL T, R S0 W3t B app Y BLAE A 1) A1 00, AR I
NS BTG BE 770 PRE EAE T BERE 5 Bodla [0 R FEZR 2 B N IRT ., SRBERE BT iR REXT 7 5
BRIEH eHEALS 5 8 il “ 7y =A@ HE(5 D AT M HAEAT /9 7 A DHLA 17 9B “ {5 BAERE DL, 2945 “ 0
RATN” PR OAR R . (BAFBAT NN R T2 H O NAT O, g b 22 IR I BT, HOE
ATy 5 “IRBETEZN M TR RAIRG RS, R IERTE” .

() H—FeHAMK AL R

WRYE2% Bk pbnit, 45 6L X MM B seEs BRI 2 MEAEHE, B MRk
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H, 3805 MR H. BEUGTER 4 A — R4 20 M EAS HRFMER, BEUSHERIT L 13
FR o

Table 13. Specific item screening in the first round

= 13. E—R AKX EHIGE

Ii] 5% H

SR

. IEREL ISR BRE FEAEMWH

2. JIGHMEHE APP RENNG . &AL Fafh it 52 S

3. WEgtE K. FEE0ESM 4 E UL

4. RIHRIEF ORI EY) h A TR AL R ARG

etk

5. FRREAERRE W % FAR(EMERE APP BN ER, 35T ST
6. FRAE LLXS AR P HE IR BT 75 RS R 75— 3K

7. R EIEERS, REEEMERIE E CRRER

8. TEL IS, FRARIE AW Z AL SRA A S

9. BFHARFERE R LRI B 5 8, FRARAE BTy Rt
fEatE

10. FHAFH TP 6 BMIRE LA T & W E (A I

11 AT EHEFRILE B, R K=

12, THXSAFERF G BEEUHR, A LRMLE HiSa | o
13, FRUCARIAT B (AR, AR RS B TR S A O
14, TASATAZEE S AL BEFE A AT R EAS B

15. JHAFEAT AT TR, APP AW K AL

171

16, WM 222 R . AL EEHIRH B A S

17. EEMIETAE TS . OF ., RES R

18, [AIZA4TT i sl o AR S B, ReZRPitEA

19. kBT, BREeREVELBSHY, AaEamYg

20. & FFEMBARG RS, TR ERYE

3.4.2. FREBAMIEIRE

(1) —RYEE Tk

XFUSCIRT A5 58 % K R ) — R AT B B S, MR 2% H T e pn vt RS 14 BoR, 44
—RYEE I AR REIETEHE A, BARHEZE <1, S —RYEBERRAEH AF A ik ok A, ARMOR B Ak
H,
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Table 14. Descriptive statistics of expert importance ratings for first-level dimensions

* 14 —RUEREREZMHTFNAORELRIT

YEpE R/ME RKME BiE PRtk 72 5 R H
HTR 5 5 5 0 0
Thaett 4 5 4.55 0.522 0.12
TR 4 5 491 0.302 0.06
fFatt 4 5 4.55 0.522 0.12

() B A5 H ik

Table 15. Statistical table of data from the second round of specific item screening

15 BTRAKZBHERERIT R

I 1 bk 5 2
TR 4.73 0.467 0.099
iTh2 4.82 0.405 0.084
T3 4.64 0.505 0.109
iTH4 4.64 0.505 0.109
Thee 1 4.64 0.505 0.109
TiRg 2 4.36 0.505 0.116
iRe 3 4.73 0.467 0.099
Tife 4 436 0.505 0.116
Tike 5 4.64 0.505 0.109
&1 4.64 0.505 0.109
fF&2 4.55 0.522 0.115
F&3 427 0.467 0.109
fB&4 4.73 0.467 0.099
fB5&S 5 0 0.000
TR 1 4.64 0.505 0.109
1782 4.64 0.505 0.109
17793 4.45 0.522 0.117
1TH 4 5 0 0.000
1775 4.64 0.505 0.109

YR S AT K TR R AR BT RS, IR 150 20 TSk HEMEAR T 4, R R
HEVNT 025, FREELNT 1, Wil kit B AT

3.5. BT R A THE

FRTREWARER, A i SRR B IR /BN T 025, BEWIEE R ERE
WEN—BUEREERR. RN, —RAERRFEARFEMERRT 3.5, “H 8k AT 4.
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B R E N, SRR AT AR AR, BARUIE 16 Pian, ST A e
ITARR, B85 4N —H4EE, 20 N EE%H,

Table 16. Specific item selection in the second round

16, BRAMFZBTHR

I {1 4% H

HIR M

I RATEFELR ISR B AL T EA NS

2. FRENE M APP RENM . &A1 BaFA i RS
3. Byt Km. TaB0RSRMERTIE

4. POEREIET DR RG] bR S g R bR

5. IREEAER BE A LR AE (e APP HHEEREE B, FRAF 2

6. FRE NS T 5 e R A R AE AN A MBIk 2 75— 2L

7. £ bR, BAETE WA H CRER

8. LAWY, FRAEIE AN Z AR % R

9. BRHR P RN LS E N B RS A, AR BT VE B

5

10. FAEAFHTT B EADIREE LLLL T ¥ i S FE A S

11 TIONIBEEETF & 27 SRR, BB B, 15 K7 208 &
12, TN A FT G IR REE W R, A BE Ik w5 HIE IS A 51
13, AR R RS S, AT REDR L . SR RS E S A
14, WAFAERZER AL BB A AT RS B

15, WARAFBAT A TTMFR ), APP SAUA W K FEFh

1Ttk

16. ALK L 2RI L AR S R T B A3 o

17. WEEPHCREH S, DR, RE SRR

18. [AZAAT T Hw s AR iy, A RPIE4

19. Kl T, WML WEARTMNY, AEREHZ

20. F Ty FERIRGFY, IS IERTE

4. NEERVEWNERIE

AR E R ERLEHECH 20, FRHZERN 10 HiTREARTTE, HEE 10%0 5 TT8E,
e FEA T /0N 225 4 AT FEAE AT IE 20 ) S BOBGHT , X AR A 2 AL AT TR, SRUREE IR 45 255
i, AR 239 4. A REICR 93.7%.
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4.1. FMEAFHERIR
I 25 A B B RFAE (R S 17

Table 17. Description of initial sample characteristics

17, FMEEARSFE R

A bunLi A "okt
Yl— 88 36.8%
FE ¥ 77 32.2%
Y= 74 31.0%
Ba 120 50.2%

5]
7 119 49.8%
X A B S RFEVLECTR 60 25.1%

R &3 ‘

1AL BERT 5 2% 179 74.9%

4.2. ERNEERR
AW 7K Cronbach’s a REAT 15 I S ETEE BRI EL B —HE 55 e .

4.2.1. Cronbach’s a ¥

EARY T, F BRI 5l R R A AT &, DR T -0 5 2 S (1 54 ot & 33 A7 A 56 DA
PRUEJG 2250 A B SO B R . 1 S0 i8 o v P R 3R 2505 BEAS I T R A i & N R FE I — 3k . B
LR REETEHLE 0~1 28], fIsi R 2B, SEEE. —BRIANAREAE 0.6 LN EEAR
AIE, T E R A A S B S R AR 2 T AT 0 M o A5 B R EE 0.6~0.7 Z I AT {E, 0.7~0.8
Z AN ECA TS, 0.8~0.9 ZIAPAMRTI(E, 0.9~1 ZIAAdEH 5.

ERDAHTH, SRESHTW TR 18 iR, R RIcER LI ZRYEEH7E 0.9 DL R LA
ARLF A — 3, RAfE.

Table 18. Reliability analysis of the digital health literacy scale
F18. WFRREFERBESN

A e b T R A T
HRPE 0.932 4
haett 0.960 5
fEatk 0.973 6
17 Pk 0.974 5

HrRRERFT 0.942 20

4.2.2. IHEE

Spearman-Brown #7215 FE fe A0 56 8 8 A8 — BUIEAE FEI J — Mg DT 20, AR SO B R % H wr il sy
o, THEBANE S - ERAROC R KL, BT Spearman-Brown f21E, 1HHASH Spearman-Brown #7:{5 FE
ZH. 8% Spearman-Brown 75 > 0.700 RRERAG 52, >0.800 RnERGEHE RIF[14]. 45
BEIR, MBI Spearman-Brown #7215 [ 4 0.978, &4 i () Spearman-Brown 7215 4 0.719~0.973,
YA EREAA RN —8, & 19,
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Table 19. Reliability analysis of the digital health literacy scale (II)
F19. WFRREFERBEESN(OD)

B A5 B R i
HIRPE 0.919 4
ThRetk 0.929 5
ot 0.973 6
179tk 0.939 5

FrEREST 0.978 20

43. BEROMERLLE

AT SPSS HEATHRRMER F4ri7, 1B KMO FEEEFIRFERIEAG IO R0 . Fl AMOS26.0 5 f3t
ATBAEMER 7oA o 383 I &5 FE bR S L R R R I B R HIARHEAL IR R S s PR U ZE
B, AAEE. BEBUE. XA RA I EAE R 145 205
43.1. REMEFH

X BT R R R R I U T KMO R ELRFRIAFERTE AR B0 159 92 20; b oRiZ &R 1) KMO 15
4 0.948, KT 0.8, p<0.05, K ZEREHMEAE T

Table 20. KMO and Bartlett’s test for the digital health behavior scale
= 20. BFRERITHERMN KMO FEHFIHHQLE

KMO R & DI s . 0.932
EEL ARy ) AR BR TR A B X S Sy 6005.314
H 190
B 0.000
F4-6AH

12

10 \
8

B 3

1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 1011 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Ans

Figure 1. Rubble diagram
1. HAE
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BT ERAES AR IATR T, X & 1) AT 4E L.

W TT AN 87.818%. Ut W% B AT A 1R B - FE 3R TR /KT HEAT B A AR i

Table 21. Overall variance explained by the digital health literacy scale

R 2. BFREREFERDHFTERE

Mg, TELITIRBIER T 07
ZJE, BT 20 AN [FR, RAEE AR, TRT S AP, 2T 2RI TR, BRI 4 AN
FRONEGE. HARER 21 7T UG B AN EF 5 R 26.473%. 22.771%. 22.047%- 16.527% 1l R 1)

b %y CL SR SEHUAT 15 A
wit Ti %% FH % wt Ji %% FH %
1 9.529 47.645 47.645 9.529 47.645 47.645
2 3.325 16.626 64.27 3.325 16.626 64.27
3 2.464 12.318 76.589 2.464 12.318 76.589
4 2.191 10.953 87.542 2.191 10.953 87.542
5 0.316 1.578 89.12
6 0.238 1.192 90.312
7 0.214 1.068 91.38
8 0.211 1.055 92.435
9 0.195 0.976 93.411
10 0.184 0.92 94.33
11 0.169 0.843 95.173
12 0.151 0.756 95.929
13 0.144 0.721 96.65
14 0.117 0.586 97.236
15 0.117 0.583 97.819
16 0.107 0.536 98.355
17 0.1 0.501 98.856
18 0.09 0.449 99.305
19 0.074 0.371 99.677
20 0.065 0.323 100

H2 22 "R, ANRTE. ThREVE. &b, AT VEDYANYERE B A R PR T R AR T 0.4,
YRR A RIFIA R, Toradt i

Table 22. Rotated component matrix of the digital health literacy scale

® 22 BFREREFEREE BN ER

R
HIRAME 1
HIRE 2
HIRME 3

Al 2

K72

73

¥ 4
0.870
0.868
0.810
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P 4

g & &8 48 =
o

PE 1 0.907
) 0.884
3 0.900
0.915
PE 5 0.903
P 6 0.866

TSN mF oF o mF oF oF 8
ot oo B OO R R
B [
S W

0.905
0.906
0.913
0.905
0.905

0.887
0.877
0.871
0.891
0.887

0.857

WHOTE: BTk, BeETTE: JURIES R KT 2.

4.3.2. WIFRF

HRE ¢ 23 M RGE R A IR 45 vl LG HY, CMIN/DF (K5 B HE ) = 1.432, 7£ 3~5 [IIEE N,
RMSEA (iR Z ¥ J71R) =0.043, 7£<0.08 [ RAFITEE N . 740 IFL, TLI, CFI K45 RIIA %] 7>0.9
MR Bk, ZREARRIISIT R AT LAUL, (@RI CFA B B R AFINE R .

Table 23. Model fit test
2 23. BAERLERI

Eizgan 2 bk
CMIN/DF 1~3 /T, 3~5 ARLF
RMSEA <0.05 MLF, <0.08 MR AIF
IFI >0.9 AT, >0.8 ARG
TLI >0.9 T, >0.8 NRLF
CFI >0.9 AT, >0.8 ARG

SIS R

1.432
0.043
0.988
0.986
0.988

N —DIUERR G, R Amos 21.0 BAFHEAT 4 BT S5 BGUEVE 74T o 3 HTRRORASR T2
THER AL SRR, BARAT DORMUSC SRR, BIR B BUR R A Ha A A RIS hnitE, Ui T A1

UERSPUR S SR e RSV
4.3.3. BYBUEMXHIMERE

FERCTAE R IR R CFA B BT RUF ISR R TSR 56 A0 T Kt — DA I0 SR i A8 N FE Wi
SCRFEMAEEE . MRS I CFA BTG I &I BIUE 0 S4EFE L AR AL R 7 3%
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fifo SRJEIEIL AVE A1 CR AYTHE AT I, AN E RSO AN S SR E, RyabriE AVE (B

RARESRIZE] 0.5, CRERIRERILE] 0.7, A BEUHIEA RIFHIESELE A 5155

WRIEZ 24 I HTERATUE Y, AEARRBTRBERFERBER ST, F LR AVE (HEIAF]
0.5 BLL, CRAEIIER] 0.7 VAL, ZRG W] DAUEIAANERE Y BAT R SIS MAL 5 (5 2 .

Table 24. Convergent validity and composite reliability testing of the various dimensions of digital health literacy

24 BFREEFEMMENRLYEMNAESFEERR

AR AR Estimate AVE CR
FNIRTE 1 < HIAPE 0.889
HIRPE 2 <oen HIRE 0.902
FIRLME 3 <ee- HIRE 0.842 0773 0932
HIRPE 4 <een HITRE 0.887
et 1 <e-e etk 0.900
Difett 2 < et 0.915
Thaetk 3 <--- et 0.918 0.829 0.961
TheerE 4 <ee- higt 0.917
Thaetk s <--- Thaetk 0.904
Bt 1 <--- Bt 0.922
fE&E 2 <--- fFatk 0.904
fFatE3 <emn itk 0.952
bt 4 <o (bt 0.956 0837 0973
FRMES <--- fFatk 0.924
Eatke <ee- Rt 0.896
TR <-- 17 Rtk 0.929
1T Rtk 2 < 17 Rtk 0.950
173 < 17 9tk 0.953 0.885 0.974
171 4 < 17 Rtk 0.942
TR S < 71 0.930

MR T 25 A 4 R T LA Y, AEAUR X R R B #8148 P2 793 PO 2 [A) O A 2R AT 5%
BN T YERE RO K] AVE ABLIF IR, TR Y 45 AN 28 P2 2 8] 320 BT R IR DX 005 o el BT FlmT 4L
W, Wk 2 fos.

Table 25. Discriminant validity test of different dimensions of digital health literacy

w25 HFREREFRSMEENXHIHERL

HIRE ThRerk ErNks 17 1
HIRAPE 0.775
Difett 0.434 0.829
fE& Tt 0.373 0.462 0.857
17tk 0.382 0.453 0.347 0.885
AVE {71 0.880 0.910 0.926 0.941
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Figure 2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) model diagram of digital health literacy
B 2. BFREREREIEMEEF S CFA REE

5, IhNGs

I Bh AT, BT T I R R SRR, IR TG, (S RRT N DA
AT A B R T, ORI F A, B -5 - AT I U AL
SAEACHFE, BB TS <P - FEAE - LR RN B B SAERE[15]. PG
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