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Validity of Instrument Development Research in Korean Nursing Research
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Purpose: This integrative review study was done to analyze methods used for validation studies in Korean nursing research. Methods: In
this study, the literature on instrument development in nursing research from Research Information Sharing Service (RISS) and major
nursing journal databases in Korea were examined. The MeSH search terms included ‘nursing’, ‘instrument’, ‘instrument development’,
‘validation” and 189 articles were included in the review. Results: The most frequently reported validity type was content validity, followed
by construct validity, and criterion validity. One third reported a single type of validity, and 15% of the studies demonstrated three kinds of
validity at the same time. In about 40% of the studies, both content and construct validity were examined. Conclusion: The results of the
study indicate that it is necessary to provide a wider variety of evidence to establish whether instruments are valid enough to use in nurs-
ing research.
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361 articles were found through
database search

—)
\4

Duplicate data (n=55)

Potentially relevant articles (n=306)

>

J Irrelevant outcome (n=117)

189 studies were included for analysis

Figure 1. Article selection process flowchart.
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Table 1. Characteristics of Studies (N=189)
Variables Categories n (%)
Year of publication 1970-1979 1(0.5)

1980-1989 3(1.6)
1990-1999 24 (12.7)
2000-2009 103 (54.5)
2010-2013 58 (30.7)
Participants in studies ~ Healthy people 81 (42.9)
using the instruments  Nursing providers 45 (23.8)
Patients 50 (26.5)
Family 3(6.9
Nursing concept Functional health 3(6.9
Physical health 1.8
Psycho-social health 50 (26.5)
Health related knowledge and 31(16.4)
behavior
Perceived health 29 (15.3)
Family health 14 (7.4)
Nursing process and intervention 29 (15.3)
Nursing organization 6(3.2)
Others 6(3.2)
Purpose of studies Instrument development 171 (90.5)
Instrument standardization 18 (9.5)
Type of validity Validity 63.2)
Content validity 141 (74.6)
Construct validity 137 (72.5)
Criterion validity 43 (22.8)
Other validity 13(6.9
Content Construct
Validity
6 (3.2%)
Other validity
6 (3.2%)
Criterion validity

Figure 2. Proportion of reported validity.
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Table 2. Type of Validity in Selected Studies (N=189)
Type (n) Variables Categories n (%)
Content validity (141) Analytic methods CVI 125 (89.3)

Consensus of professionals 15 (10.7)

Evaluation by discriminant group 1(0.07)

% of CVI (n=125) Present 112 (89.6)

Absent 13(10.4)

Construct validity (137) Analytic methods EFA 125 (91.2)
CFA 429

[tem analysis 53 (38.7)

Known-group validity 14 (10.2)
Multitrait-multimethod 4(2.9)
Convergent/discriminant 8(5.8)

Evidence of deciding how many factors to extract in EFA Eigen value > 1 114 (83.2)

Scree plot 25(18.2)

Factor loading 65 (47.4)

Cumulative variance 22 (16.1)

Criterion validity (43) Subtype of criterion validity reported by researcher Concurrent validity 30 (69.8)
Predictive validity 123
Convergent/discriminant validity 123

Criterion validity 11 (25.6)

CVI=Content validity index; EFA=Exploratory factor analysis; CFA=Confirmatory factor analysis.
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Table 3. Sensitivity and Specificity Studies

Authors (year) Studied Phenomenon Instruments Samples Speciality

Shin, Kim, & Lim Developmental risks of Korean-Child Developmental 172 children aged 6-75 months old and Child

(2007) 0-5 years old children Review (K-CDR) their parents
Shin, Kwon, & Lim  Developmental risks for Korean version of Denver Il 113 children referred for developmental assessment ~ Child
(2005) high risk children Developmental Screening Test in the department of rehabilitation of one university
Choi et al. (2005) Pressure ulcers Pressure ulcers 73 inpatients aged 15 years and older Adult
in the neurosurgical department
Ju et al. (2009) Developmental risks Checklist for infant and child 500 infants and children aged between Child
developmental screening 2 to 18 months
So & Cho (2002) Needs for home care Home care need assessment tool 450 registered home care receivers Community
Leeetal (2011) Frail status Korea frail scale 632 seniors aged 65 years and older Gerontology
residing in the community

Kim et al. (2012) Delirium Korean Nursing Delirium Scale 361 older patients with delirium Gerontology
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