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Abstract

Objective: To explore the self-efficacy level and influencing factors of the main caregivers of young
cervical cancer patients. Methods: Using the method of random sampling, the general information
questionnaire, the General Self-efficacy Scale (GSES), the current situation of the main caregivers
of 142 young cervical cancer patients in the grade-level cancer hospital was investigated. Results:
The results of one-way analysis of variance showed that the self-efficacy score of the main care-
giver of cervical cancer was (2.74 * 0.56) points. The analysis showed that the self-efficacy score of
the main caregiver of cervical cancer patients was related to age, ethnicity, residence, time of car-
ing for the patient, and physical health. The condition and the degree of understanding of the dis-
ease are related. The difference is statistically significant (P < 0.05). Conclusion: Medical staff
should take nursing interventions based on the factors that affect the self-efficacy of the main ca-
regivers of young cervical cancer patients, so as to help improve the self-efficacy level of the main
caregivers, thereby conducive to the recovery of the patients.
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Table 1. Comparison of self-efficacy scores of main caregivers of young cervical cancer patients with different demographic

data (n = 142)
# 1 FRAODZRRNSFEETEEETERMENBRMEERS IR N = 142)

i H (kA f33(X £s) F{d P
FRE ()
18~ 27 3.10+0.63
26~ 33 3.05+0.47 20.437 <0.001
36~ 33 2.71+0.46
>45 49 2.36+0.38
il
P 39 2.99 +0.53
Y E IR 64 2.61+0.46
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oAt 18 2.65+0.60
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Tk 19 2.23+0.20
3.759 0.003
BAR 12 2.67 £0.34
KR 18 2.67+0.38
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i 28 2.82+0.57 0.823 0513
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HoAth 6 2.55 £ 0.60
N SE T
Ak TN 48 2.60 +0.55 4.456 <0.001
ESIYNA] 94 3.03+0.48
JEAE
PR 51 3.06 +0.47 2.898 <0.001
Jb5E 91 2.56 +0.53
Az
PRAS 45 2.87+0.52 2.317 0.068
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Table 2. Linear regression analysis of self-efficacy in the main caregivers of young patients with cervical cancer
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