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Abstract

Context: In recent years, there has been a growing emphasis on ensuring the accuracy and reliability of research findings.
However, the reporting of reliability and validity measures in nursing research articles (RAs) remains underexplored.

Objectives: This study aimed to investigate the current trends in reliability and validity reporting within nursing RAs and
explore the implications of these practices.

Methods: The study analyzed 42 RAs published between 2021 and 2022 from seven key nursing journals. The inclusion criteria
were defined to incorporate empirical studies that employed tests and/or questionnaires. To maintain consistency and
homogeneity, we exclusively included studies that relied on data collected through these methods. Title and abstract screening
were performed by two independent reviewers, followed by a full-text review.

Results: The study revealed a concerning lack of attention to reliability and validity reporting. A significant portion of the
reviewed articles (19.05%) did not explicitly report reliability measures, and an even larger proportion (38.10%) failed to report
validity measures.

Conclusions: Our findings highlight the need for a significant change in how nursing research reports reliability and validity
measures. By improving the clarity of these reports, researchers can enhance the trustworthiness of their findings and ensure

that they can be applied more broadly in nursing practice.
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1. Context

The consensus among researchers is unequivocal,
emphasizing the paramount importance of legitimizing
and rigorously substantiating research findings (1). In
adhering to this principle, scientific research must steer
clear of haphazardness or lack of rigor (1). The continual
assessment of the quality and authenticity of research
findings is deemed essential, with particular attention
to the information acquired through measurement
instruments and the subsequent conclusions and
interpretations drawn from this data (2).

Recent studies published in the past few years have
once again emphasized the crucial significance of
guaranteeing the accuracy and dependability of
research outcomes. Stachl et al. (3) argue that, in an era
marked by rapidly evolving research methodologies, the

validity of data becomes even more central to the
credibility of scientific inquiry. These findings
emphasize the necessity for researchers to modify their
validation procedures to tackle the intricacies that arise
from the emergence of new technologies and
methodologies. Moreover, the work of Klein (4) delves
into the evolving landscape of research quality
Indeed, in an era of increasing
interdisciplinary research, ensuring the reliability of
findings across diverse domains is essential. The
obtained results indicate that interdisciplinary research
encounters distinct obstacles in upholding both
internal and external credibility, highlighting the need
for a sophisticated validation process (4).

dassurance.

Furthermore, the concept of "credibility rules" in
research, as discussed by Gethmann et al. (5), has been
expanded upon by Rieh and Danielson (6). Their most
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recent research highlights the importance of
establishing a thorough framework for evaluating
credibility, which includes not just methodological
precision but also transparency and ethical factors. This
acknowledgment considers the evolving needs of both
the scientific community and the broader public (6).

In the domain of medical sciences and nursing,
recent literature by Cruz Rivera et al. (7) explores the
challenges and opportunities in ensuring the validity of
patient-reported outcomes in clinical research. Their

study emphasizes the importance of adopting
standardized and validated measures to capture
meaningful patient perspectives, ultimately

contributing to more robust clinical decision-making.

In combining the most recent advancements
spanning various fields, it is apparent that the quest for
dependable and valid research results is a continuous
and multidisciplinary effort. This necessitates continual
adaptation to the evolving landscape of research
methodologies, not only within linguistics but also in
medical sciences and nursing, highlighting the
importance of a comprehensive approach to validation
and reliability in diverse fields (7).

11. Reliability in Academic Research: A Contemporary
Perspective

Reliability, defined by Dérnyie (1) as "the extent to
which our measurement instruments and procedures
produce consistent results in a given population in
different circumstances" (p. 50), remains a fundamental
criterion in research quality assessment. Recent
scholarship has further illuminated the multifaceted
nature of reliability and its implications across diverse
disciplines (1).

Variations in test methodologies, assessors,
examinees, and the test itself (8) may introduce
inconsistencies, resulting in unreliable findings.
Researchers using tests and surveys for data gathering
or working with multiple assessors or observers expect
reliable results, irrespective of fluctuations in test
elements or the number of assessors and observers (9).
Recent literature by Elliot et al. (10) explores the
evolving landscape of reliability assessment in the
context of advanced research methodologies. In the
current era characterized by technological progress and
multidisciplinary investigation, it is contended that the
critical task of tackling the obstacles presented by novel
approaches is essential for safeguarding the

dependability of results. Their work highlights the need
for researchers to adapt traditional reliability measures
to meet the demands of contemporary research
practices (10).

It is crucial to clarify that reliability constitutes a
psychometric attribute of test scores derived from a
specific respondent group, as opposed to being an
intrinsic quality of the instrument itself. Onwuegbuzie
and Leech (11) emphasize the widespread neglect of
reliability estimates in quantitative research, pointing
out a common oversight in research practices. Dornyie
(1) attributes this omission to a misdirected assumption
that reliability relates to the characteristics of tests and
research instruments rather than the scores they
produce. Consequently, Bachman (12) advocates for
researchers to disclose reliability estimates for the test
scores associated with the instruments they utilize.

Weir (13) underscores the crucial significance of
understanding the reliability of a test, asserting that
without knowing the reliability of a test, there is no way
to know how consistent the results are. Bachman (8)
presents two methodologies for gauging internal
consistency when communicating the reliability of test
scores: (1) an estimate based on the correlation between
two sets of scores; and (2) estimates based on ratios of
the variances of halves or items of the test to the total
test score variance. Eisinga et al. (14) agree with the
assertion, highlighting the correlation coefficient as the
predominant measure used to communicate reliability,
functioning as a quantitative depiction of the extent of
associations among variables.

In the domain of reliability coefficients, diverse
statistical approaches are utilized in different studies.
For instances of inter-rater or intra-rater reliability, test-
retest, and parallel form correlation coefficients are
applied. Meanwhile, for assessing the internal
consistency of items, researchers often utilize
correlation,  Spearman-Brown, Cronbach alpha
(coefficient alpha), Kuder-Richardson 20 & 21. Cronbach
alpha and Kuder-Richardson 20 & 21 are notably
common methods for communicating internal
consistency (15).

Acknowledging the crucial role of score reliability,
Vacha-Haase et al. (15) emphasize its direct influence on
test outcomes and interpretations. Despite the
importance of reliability, there is no explicitly defined
model for reporting validity and reliability across
various editions of the APA Publication Manual. The
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manual encourages authors to furnish ample
information regarding the validity and reliability of
their findings (16).

1.2. Validity in Quantitative Research: A Contemporary
Examination

Dornyie (1) outlined reliability as a relatively
straightforward concept in quantitative research, but
when addressing validity, he identified two parallel
systems: Construct validity (measurement validity) and
its components, and the internal/external validity
dichotomy (research validity). Introducing a layer of
complexity, Dornyie (1) included reliability as the third
dimension in discussions related to quantitative quality
standards. Research validity, encompassing external and
internal validity, concerns the overall soundness of the
research process. Internal validity pertains to the
correlation between the variables under study and the
results obtained, whereas external validity concerns the
extent to which research outcomes can be applied to
broader contexts. Measurement validity, emphasized by
Dornyie (1), revolves around 'the meaningfulness and
appropriateness of the interpretation of the various test
scores or other assessment procedure outcomes' (p. 50).
This can be seen as a unified concept (16) expressed in
terms of construct validity, or it can be broken down
into content, criterion, and construct validity. The main
concern lies in interpreting test scores accurately, not
just ensuring the scores themselves are valid (8). Chinni
and Hubley (17) offered insights into validation
practices, characterizing them as tools researchers
employ to construct arguments and justifications for
test score inferences or explanations (p. 36). Zumbo (18)
reinforced the significance of validity by asserting that
without it, inferences drawn from research instruments
are rendered meaningless.

In summary, the understanding of validity in
quantitative research has evolved to encompass not
only traditional dimensions but also contemporary
challenges posed by technological advancements and
interdisciplinary research. Researchers must adapt
validation practices to ensure the meaningfulness of
inferences, considering the specific contexts and
domains in which their research is applied. This
research examines how reliability and validity are
reported in current nursing studies, highlighting the
problems caused when these essential aspects are
ignored.
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2. Evidence Acquisition

2.1. Methodology: Constructing and Analyzing the Corpus

2.1.1. Corpus Selection

The primary dataset for this study comprised 42
Research Articles (RAs) published within the timeframe
of 2021 to 2022 (Appendix 1). Seven key journals in the
field of nursing were chosen for this study: Clinical
Simulation in Nursing, European Journal of Oncology
Nursing, International Journal of Nursing Studies,
Journal of Cardiovascular Nursing, Journal of Nursing
Scholarship, Journal of Professional Nursing, Nurse
Education Today, and Nursing Outlook. These nursing
journals were selected due to their recognized standing
in the field, ensuring the inclusion of high-impact and
influential research. This strategic choice enhances the
generalizability of findings to a broader academic
audience within the domain of nursing research. The
inclusion criteria were defined to incorporate empirical
studies employing tests and/or questionnaires. To
maintain consistency (homogeneity), we only included
studies that relied on data collected through tests or
questionnaires. This meant excluding studies that were
non-empirical or used different methods like interviews
or observations.

2.1.2. Analysis

To ensure a robust and comprehensive analysis, a
team of four analysts, consisting of the primary
researchers and two colleagues, collaborated in the
coding process. Each analyst independently evaluated
the coded papers, fostering a diverse and multi-
perspective examination of the corpus. To validate the
consistency and reliability of the individual evaluations,
a dedicated session was conducted to compare and
reconcile any disparities in the assessments. Resolving
discrepancies involved thorough discussions, with the
ultimate decision-making responsibility resting with
the two main authors.

To systematically analyze validity and reliability
reports within the corpus, a comprehensive coding
sheet was developed. This coding sheet served as the
primary instrument for capturing and categorizing the
diverse validity and reliability evidence presented in
each research article. Each piece of evidence was
uniquely identified and linked to the respective paper,
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facilitating a nuanced examination of reporting
practices. The coding sheet not only captured the
validity sources but also incorporated authors'
justifications for employing specific types of validity
measures. This qualitative dimension added depth to
the analysis, shedding light on the rationale behind the
selection of particular validity assessments. The
inclusion of author justifications aimed to provide a
richer understanding of the thought processes
influencing validity reporting in the analyzed studies.

Drawing from established frameworks in the field,
the coding of validity evidence incorporated a range of
sources, aligning with the taxonomy outlined by Zumbo
et al. (19). This study examined a range of validity types
commonly used in research, such as face validity,
content validity, construct validity, predictive validity,
concurrent validity, convergent validity, discriminant
validity, response processes validity, consequences
validity, reliability, internal structure validity, among
others (19). This comprehensive set of validity sources
was coded based on explicit or implicit mentions in the
analyzed studies. In cases where the literature implicitly
suggested the application of certain validity measures,
the coding process involved deductive reasoning. For
example, if a research article indicated the use of factor
analysis for questionnaire validation, it was deduced
that construct validity was implicitly assessed. The
coding sheet documented both explicit mentions and
inferred validity sources, contributing to a thorough
and nuanced analysis.

For reliability, the coding encompassed various
dimensions, including internal consistency, parallel
form, test-retest, and inter-rater evidence. Each article
was categorized based on the types of reliability
evidence reported, contributing to a comprehensive
overview of reliability reporting practices.

We grouped the articles based on how they addressed
the accuracy of their measurements. Some articles only
considered validity, others only considered reliability,
and some addressed both, while some didn't mention
either. This classification schema facilitated the
identification of prevalent reporting patterns within the
corpus (Table1).

3.Results

To start with, a classification of the validity and
reliability methods used in nursing RAs is provided. By
classifying the studies, we can observe the different

approaches researchers employed to assess the quality
of their data (validity and reliability) and the statistical
tools they utilized for analysis.

Table 2 presents a comprehensive overview of the
psychometric properties employed in nursing RAs for
instrument validation and reliability assessment.
Construct validity, examined in 45.24% of studies,
primarily utilized Factor Analysis, emphasizing a focus
on understanding the wunderlying
measured constructs. Internal structure assessment,
conducted in 28.57% of studies, employed Confirmatory
and Exploratory Factor Analysis, indicating a dedication
to exploring relationships among variables. Content
validity, vital for instrument relevance, was addressed in
19.05% of studies through iterative expert assessments,
literature searches, and pilot studies. Face validity,
ensuring instrument appropriateness, was assessed in
16.67% of studies using expert panels and pilot tests.
Convergent validity (14.29%) and psychometric
evaluation (11.90%) were explored through Confirmatory
Factor Analysis and discriminant validity testing,

structure of

revealing a comprehensive approach to validity
assessment. To evaluate concurrent validity,
discriminant validity, and criterion validity (all at 7.14%),
researchers relied on Pearson's correlation coefficient.
Predictive validity (4.76%) utilized Pearson's correlation
coefficient, and two studies (4.76%) implicitly
investigated response processes. Two studies (4.76%) did
not explicitly mention validation processes, and
another two (4.76%) relied on literature-based
validation. Consequential validity (2.38%) utilized
Structural Equation Modeling Modeling to explore the
impact of instrument use. Remarkably, 38.10% of studies
did not specify the validity type assessed, highlighting a
need for improved clarity.

For reliability, 50% of studies assessed internal
consistency using Cronbach’s alpha and reliability
testing. Researchers used correlation coefficients to
assess both testretest reliability (in 16.67% of studies, or
seven studies) and inter-rater reliability (in 9.52% of
studies, or four studies). Pearson's correlation
coefficient was used for parallel form reliability (4.76%)
in two studies, while 19.05% did not specify the
reliability method. This diversity in psychometric
approaches underscores the multidimensional nature
of nursing research, emphasizing the importance of
standardizing reporting practices to enhance
transparency and replicability. Advanced statistical
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Table 1. Overview of Study Corpus: Journal Titles, Years of Publication, and Number of Selected Articles

Year (No.)
Journal Total
2021 2022

Clinical simulation in nursing 1 5 6

European journal of oncology nursing 2 3 5

International journal of nursing studies 3 3 6

Journal of cardiovascular nursing 3 2 5

Journal of nursing scholarship 2 3 5

Journal of professional nursing 2 3 5

Nurse education today 2 4 6

Nursing outlook 2 2 4

Table 2. Overview of Psychometric Properties in Nursing Research Articles (N = 42)

Psychometric Property and Type Method|/Statistical Technique No. (%)

Validity
Construct validity Factor analysis 19 (45.24)
Internal structure Confirmatory factor analysis, exploratory factor analysis 12(28.57)
Content validity iterative expert assessments, literature searches, and pilot studies 8(19.05)
Face validity expert panels and pilot tests 7(16.67)
Convergent validity Confirmatory factor analysis, discriminant validity testing 6(14.29)
Psychometric evaluation Confirmatory factor analysis, discriminant validity testing 5(11.90)
Concurrent validity Pearson's correlation coefficient 3(7.14)
Discriminant validity Confirmatory factor analysis, discriminant validity testing 3(714)
Criterion validity Correlation coefficients 3(7.14)
Predictive validity Pearson's correlation coefficient 2(4.76)
Response processes Defined in the method section 2(4.76)
Validation processes (including translation and validation) Defined in the method section 2(4.76)
Literature-based validation Defined in the method section 2(4.76)
Consequential validity Structural equation modeling 1(2.38)
No Specific validity mentioned 16 (38.10)

Reliability
Internal consistency Cronbach’s alpha 21(50.00)
Test-retest Test-retest correlation coefficient 7(16.67)
Inter-rater Inter-rater correlation coefficient 4(9.52)
Parallel form reliability Pearson's correlation coefficient 2(4.76)
No specific reliability mentioned 8(19.05)

techniques, such as Structural Equation Modeling,
Modeling, highlight a growing sophistication in
psychometric evaluation (Table 2). Encouraging
researchers to align their psychometric choices with
study requirements ensures a robust foundation for
interpreting results in nursing research.

The studies examined exhibit a notable trend in
reporting either validity or reliability measures, with
distinct emphases on the psychometric properties of
the instruments employed. In the subset of studies that
exclusively reported validity without explicit mention of

Zahedan | Res Med Sci. 2024;26(4): 149363

reliability, various investigations focused on
establishing the credibility of their instruments. For
instance, one provided information on the validity of
specific subscales without referencing reliability, and
another reported the test as valid and reliable without
detailing reliability measures for the study. These
studies collectively underscore a concentration on the
validation of instruments, utilizing methods such as
construct validity and internal reliability assessment.

Conversely, a distinct set of studies concentrated
solely on reliability, with minimal mention of validity
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Table 3. Distribution of Psychometric Property Combinations in Studies (N = 42)
Type of Psychometric Property No. (%)
Content validity, construct validity (factor analysis), internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) 15(35.71)
Face validity, content validity, construct validity (confirmatory factor analysis), internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) 6(14.29)
Face validity, content validity, internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha), construct validity (factor analysis) 10 (23.81)
Internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) and reliability 11(26.19)
Construct validity (factor analysis) and reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) 6(14.29)
Face validity, content validity, and construct validity, with a focus on reliability (intraclass correlation coefficient) 2(4.76)
Face validity, convergent validity, divergent validity, internal reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) 4(9.52)
Face validity, internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha), and validity of the scales 1(2.38)

measures. Noteworthy examples include a research,
which provided alpha values for certain dimensions
without explicitly mentioning validity measures, and
another one, which emphasized high internal reliability
but did not specify validation procedures. This subset
emphasizes the importance of establishing the
consistency and dependability of measurements
without delving extensively into validation techniques.
The identified studies collectively highlight the varying
methodological priorities within the
landscape, showcasing a nuanced approach to
psychometric property reporting in the reviewed
literature.

research

From the provided data, some studies reported both
validity and reliability. By analyzing the keywords used
in the studies, we can classify them into groups based
on the research methods and statistical techniques they
employed. Here's a classification in Table 3:

The presented results provide a detailed breakdown
of psychometric property combinations in nursing RAs,
expressed in percentages for better clarity. The most
prevalent combination remains Content Validity,
Construct Validity through Factor Analysis, and Internal
Consistency measured by Cronbach's alpha, accounting
for 35.71% of the studies. The second most common
profile, consisting of Face Validity, Content Validity,
Construct Validity through Confirmatory Factor
Analysis, and Internal Consistency measured by
Cronbach's alpha, is observed in 14.29% of the studies,
showcasing methodological diversity with a focus on
validation techniques.

Notably, 23.81% of studies adopt an approach
emphasizing Face Validity, Content Validity, Internal
Consistency (Cronbach’s alpha), and Construct Validity
through  Factor  Analysis, demonstrating a
comprehensive validation strategy. The data further

highlight the significance of Internal Consistency and
Reliability (Cronbach’s alpha), which are jointly
considered in 26.19% of instances. The findings also
indicate a subset of studies (14.29%) focusing on both
Construct Validity through Factor Analysis and
Reliability, while a smaller proportion of 4.76%
concentrates Validity, Content Validity,
Construct Validity, with a specific focus on Reliability
measured by the Intraclass Correlation Coefficient.

on Face

Finally, a singular study (2.38%) explores Face Validity,
Internal Consistency (Cronbach’s alpha), and the overall
Validity of the scales, underscoring the diversity in
methodological approaches within the reviewed
literature. Overall, the results suggest a nuanced and
multifaceted consideration of psychometric properties,
reflecting a commitment to robust research practices
across diverse fields.

4. Discussion

The genesis of this study was motivated by the
pronounced emphasis on the validation and reliability
evidence of instruments in Nursing RAs. The revealed
results illuminate a disconcerting trend, indicating a
substantial deficit in the reporting of these crucial
elements. Some of the scrutinized papers neglected to
report reliability and validity, with 38.10% failing to
report validity, and 19.05% omitting reliability measures.
This absence of reporting echoes the concerns raised by
recent studies (20), highlighting the potential impact
on the ability of authors and readers to intelligently
gauge the extent to which measurement errors affect
results and interpretations.

The comprehensive overview of psychometric
properties in nursing RAs further substantiates the
concerns raised regarding the inadequacy of reporting.
The dominance of construct validity, explored in 45.24%
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of studies through Factor Analysis, reflects a
commitment to understanding the underlying
structures of measured constructs. However, the

revealed deficits in reporting, as indicated by Tazik (20),
suggest a prioritization of journal publication
conventions over theoretical prerequisites. The lack of
detailed explanations for translation processes and item
changes raises concerns about the validity and
reliability of the employed instruments.

The implications of inadequate reporting are
manifold. Firstly, the shortfall in reliability and validity
reports within Nursing RAs suggests a prioritization of
journal publication conventions over theoretical
prerequisites, posing a risk of measuring incorrect
constructs and compromising the integrity of
conclusions. The examination of construct validity in
nursing research reveals notable shortcomings, with
researchers predominantly reporting various types of
validity instead of placing emphasis on construct
validity. This discrepancy contributes to a gap between
theoretical expectations and empirical practices.

The multidimensional nature of nursing research
has led to the fragmentation of instrument use and
validity and reliability reporting across diverse study
areas. Common trends, such as the measurement of
content validity through pilot studies and internal
consistency through Cronbach's alpha, highlight the
challenges of ensuring comprehensive validity and
reliability assessments in the absence of clear reporting
trends. Notably, the tendency to prioritize reliability
over validity, particularly evident in studies assessing
internal consistency through Cronbach's alpha,
contradicts the emphasis on both properties for
ensuring the quality of nursing research findings.

Moreover, a noteworthy concern arises from the
assumption that instruments validated for specific
variables in particular nursing contexts can be
extrapolated to any related target or context. This
assumption lacks a validity check for new contexts and
targets, emphasizing the importance of context
specificity as advocated by recent works.

The findings collectively underscore a critical need
for enhancing the rigor of validity and reliability
reporting in Nursing RAs. Neglecting these essential
elements jeopardizes the credibility and interpretability
of nursing research findings. The observed gap between
validity theory and practice in nursing research journals
suggests that the reporting of specific validity evidence
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is driven more by journal conventions than the purpose
of measurement. This discordance may contribute to
shaping theoretical conceptions of validity based on
conventional practices rather than theoretical
requirements.

In conclusion, researchers in the nursing field are
encouraged to adopt a more transparent and
comprehensive reporting approach, adhering to validity
guidelines and standards. Collaboration between
theorists and practitioners in nursing research is pivotal
in aligning validity practices with theoretical
expectations. Nursing journal editors play a crucial role
in promoting reporting guidelines and could consider
incorporating validity courses into graduate and post-
graduate nursing curricula. Only through concerted
efforts can the nursing research community elevate the
quality and generalizability of its research findings,
fostering a more robust and theoretically sound
foundation for the field. The identified weaknesses in
reporting should serve as a catalyst for these
improvements, ensuring that future nursing research
maintains the highest standards of validity and
reliability reporting.

4.1. Limitations and Future Directions in Nursing Research

Despite the comprehensive classification of
psychometric properties in nursing RAs, certain
limitations must be acknowledged. One notable
limitation is the reliance on reported information
within RAs. Although we aimed for a comprehensive
analysis using the available information, the fact that
researchers report their own methods in published
articles can lead to potential biases or missing
information. To address this limitation, future research
in the nursing context may benefit from employing a
combination of content analysis and direct
communication with authors. Direct communication
with authors would allow us to explore the research
methods in more detail, resulting in a richer
understanding of how psychometrics are actually used
in nursing studies.

Moreover, it is essential to recognize that the focus of
this study was on a specific timeframe and a selective
number of journals. This deliberate scope may limit the
generalizability of the findings to the broader landscape
of nursing research. For future research to be more
generalizable (have higher external validity), it's
important to consider including more recent studies
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and publications from a wider variety of nursing
journals. The evolving nature of psychometrics in the
nursing field necessitates an ongoing exploration of
contemporary studies to capture the latest trends and
advancements in reliability and validity assessments.

4.2. Conclusions

In conclusion, this study highlights the critical
importance of methodological rigor in assessing
reliability and validity within nursing research. By
offering a contemporary perspective, the synthesis of
findings provides valuable insights into prevailing
trends while identifying specific areas for refinement. As
the nursing field continues to evolve, researchers are
encouraged to integrate recent advancements in
psychometrics and embrace a holistic approach to
reliability and validity assessments.

The study underscores the importance of refining
research instruments to withstand the scrutiny of
scientific evaluation, contributing meaningfully to the
advancement of knowledge in diverse nursing domains.
The call for advancing methodological standards in
contemporary nursing research is imperative, and
researchers should actively engage with the latest
developments in psychometrics to ensure the
robustness and reliability of their research instruments.
Through these concerted efforts, the nursing research
community can foster a culture of methodological
excellence, ultimately enhancing the quality and impact
of research outcomes in the field.
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