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Construct Validity o jlw ,Les! —Y
predictive validity w ow jlas! —F
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Validity is considered a single broad measurement

evaluation that is referred to as construct validity and
includes various types, such as:
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divergent validity 5ol sloolhg) S o Sl
validity from contrasting groups
validity from prediction of future events

validity from prediction current events
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1. the literature
2. representatives of the relevant populations
3. Content experts
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CVR = (n, — N/2)/(N/2)

Note: n. = The number of experts who rated
an item as “essential”

N = the total number of experts. Example: If
8 of 10 experts rated an 1tem as essential,

CVR would be (8 — 5/5) = 0.60



CVR Statistic (Content Validity Ratio; Lawshe)

n, — N/2

N/2

=1 Excellent item

Possible item for

inclusion

=-1.0

Very poor item

5-5 o
: =0 Poor item
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CVI for each scale 1tem 1s the pﬁpnﬂiuu of experts who rate the

item as a 3 or 4 on a 4-point scale. Example: If 4 of 6 content

experts rated an 1tem as relevant (3 or 4), CVI would be: 4/6
= (.67

This item would not meet the (.83 level of endorsement required
to establish content validity using a panel of 6 experts at the

0.05 level of significance. Therefore, 1t would be dropped

CVI for the entire scale 15 the proportion of the total number of
items deemed content valid. Example: If 77 of 80 items were

deemed content valid, CVI would be: 77/80 = (.96
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Validity from factor analysis
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Validity from Structural Analysis
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Inconsistent and has IgN Measurement error
(DeVon et al., 2007; Waltz et al., 2010).

< An Instrument that is reliable cannot be assumed
to be valid for a particular study or population.
You need to determine the validity of the
Instrument you are using for your study, which
you can accomplish in a variety of ways.
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= variability of the variable
= complexity of the measurement Process
= characteristics of the participants
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Cronbach’s alpha coefficients can range from 0.00, indicating no internal

consistency or reliability, to 1.00, indicating perfect internal reliability with no

measurement error. Alpha coefficients of 1.00 are not obtained in study results
because all instruments have some measurement error.

(0.80), (0.70 to 0.79), (0.60 to 0.69), (0.90 to 0.99)
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If the data are dichotomous,such as a symptom
list that has responses of present or absent, the
Kuder-Richardson formulas (KR 20 or KR
21) can be used to calculate the internal
consistency of the instrument



Other approaches to testing internal consistency are:

(1) Cohen’s kappa statistic, which determines the percentage of
agreement with the probability of chance being taken out.

(2) correlating each item with the total score for the instrument.
(3) correlating each item with each other item in the instrument.

This procedure, often used in instrument development, allows
researchers to identify items that are not highly correlated
and delete them from the instrument.
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