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Abstract Content validity, the extent to which a measurement reflects the specific in-

tended domain of content, is a basic type of validity for a valid measurement. It was

usually examined qualitatively and relied on experts’ subjective judgments, not on

respondents’ responses. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to introduce and dem-

onstrate how to use quantitative methods to examine the content validity for a certain

measurement from respondents’ viewpoint with quantitative methods. In the current study,

content validity of the WHOQOL-BREF was examined with quantitative methods among

102 undergraduate students and 128 community adults. They were asked to rate the

appropriateness of each item with the four domains of the WHOQOL-BREF respectively

and also asked to sort the items into the four domains. Then, three quantitative methods on

examining content validity were applied to analyze the rating and sorting data, including

(1) proportion of substantive agreement, (2) substantive validity, and (3) ANOVA ap-

proach. These results were used to compare with the original content structure of the

WHOQOL-BREF, to see if the original structure is consistent with the structure of sub-

jects’ judgments. The results showed that the content structure gained from appropriateness

rating and item sorting was not totally consistent with the original content structure of the

WHOQOL-BREF. Among 24 items, 12 items did not have adequate content validity. More

discussion on these items and the issue of content validity were further provided.

Keywords Content validity � The WHOQOL-BREF

1 Introduction

Quality of life (QOL) instruments abound in the health care literature. Many of them were

developed on the basis of psychological testing principles with solid psychometric
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properties, such as internal consistency reliability, test–retest reliability, content validity,

criterion-related validity and construct validity. Many of these properties were usually

examined by existing numerical index or statistical methods, such as Cronbach’s alpha

coefficients for internal consistency reliability, correlation analysis for test–retest reliability

and criterion-related validity, and factor analysis for construct validity. In addition, many

of these properties were usually examined directly from respondents’ responses.

However, among these psychometric properties, content validity, ‘‘the degree to which

the questions, tasks or items on a test are representative of the universe of behavior the test

was designed to sample (Gregory 2000)’’, was usually examined qualitatively and relied

on experts’ subjective judgments, not on respondents’ responses. This approach may have

a drawback when experts’ subjective judgments were not representative to respondents’

ideas about the measurements. Therefore, Lennon (1956) proposed that content validity is

rooted in the response of respondents. He indicated that content validity can be considered

in a sense that ‘‘the extent to which a subject’s responses to the items of a test may be

considered to be a representative sample of his responses to a real or hypothetical universe

of situations which together constitute the area of concern to the person interpreting the test

(p.295)’’. Following this perspective, content validity should be examined from respon-

dents’ viewpoint rather than experts’ judgments, because experts’ judgments was ex-

tremely based on their subjective knowledge and opinions. In line with this perspective,

Anderson and Gerbing (1991) and Hinkin and Tracey (1999) proposed to use quantitative

methods (their methods were introduced in Sect. ‘‘Method’’) to analyze the judgments of a

representative sample from population of interest for assessing content validity. They

proposed different quantitative methods to collect and analyze respondents’ judgments on

the content of the items in a certain measurement. Their methods not only adopted

respondents’ perspective in examining content validity, but also provided a numerical or

statistical result to evaluate the adequacy of content validity of each item. It is desirable to

apply their methods to evaluate content validity for new developed measurements, espe-

cially for the subjective QOL measurements. Therefore, the main purpose of this study was

to introduce and demonstrate how to use the methods proposed by Anderson and Gerbing

(1991) and Hinkin and Tracey (1999) to examine the content validity for a certain mea-

surement.

In the current study, the methods proposed by Anderson and Gerbing (1991) and

Hinkin and Tracey (1999) to examine the content validity for the WHOQOL-BREF. The

WHOQOL-BREF was developed from the WHOQOL-100, a cross-cultural QOL

instrument developed by the World Health Organization (WHO) for assessing individ-

uals’ subjective perception and feelings of life. The WHOQOL-100 contains 100 items

for 25 facets (24 domain-specific facets and one general facet) covering six domains,

including physical health, psychological state, level of independence, social relations,

personal beliefs, and environment (The WHOQQOL Group 1994). However, the

WHOQOL-100 is too lengthy for some uses, for example, in large epidemiological

studies where QOL is only one variable of interest or in clinical evaluations where

patients did not have enough time or ability to complete all items. Thus, the WHOQOL-

100 was simplified into a brief version, called the WHOQOL-BREF, by selecting 24

items from 24 facets (one item per facet) and two items from the general facet (Ske-

vington et al. 2003). These 26 items covers four domains, including physical health,

psychological state, social relations, and environment. These four domain scores were

used to indicate an individual’s QOL (Skevington et al. 2003). Since then, the WHO-

QOL-BREF was commonly applied to academic research, clinical evaluation, cross-

culture comparison, and so on.
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To date, many psychometric and adaptation studies have showed that the WHOQOL-

BREF has adequate psychometric properties among different populations (Berlim 2005;

Izutsu et al. 2005; Skevington et al. 2003; Trompenaarset al. 2005; Yaoet al. 2002).

However, as we mentioned above, content validity on the WHOQOL-BREF was rarely

examined from respondents’ perspective with quantitative analysis. Therefore, the purpose

of this study was to examine the content validity of the WHOQOL-BREF by quantitative

methods proposed by Anderson and Gerbing (1991) and Hinkin and Tracey (1999). These

results were used to compare with the original content structure of the WHOQOL-BREF,

to see if the original structure is consistent with the structure of participants’ judgments.

2 Method

2.1 Participants

One hundred and two National Taiwan University undergraduate students and 128

community adults at Taipei city participated in this study. For the student sample, 41 of

them were male and 61 of the subjects were female. The range of age was from 18 to 25

with the mean of 20.63 (Std. = 1.43). For the community adult sample, 44 of them were

male and 84 of the subjects were female. The range of age was from 19 to 63 with the

mean of 39.26 (Std. = 10.50). These two samples were selected because the WHOQOL-

BREF was a generic QOL instruments, student and adult populations are the applied

targets of the WHOQOL-BREF. In addition, Yao et al.’s (2000) study revealed that

student sample (homogeneous group) and adult sample (heterogeneous group) have

different perceptions on scale descriptors selected for the WHOQOL-BREF. Although

their study may not directly imply a difference between student sample and adult sample

on content perception of items in the WHOQOL-BREF, however, their results recom-

mend analyzing the judgments of these two groups separately. Therefore, both student

and adult samples were used in the current study and their judgments of content validity

were also compared to see if these two groups have different perceptions on items in the

WHOQOL-BREF.

2.2 Instruments and procedure

2.2.1 The standard WHOQOL-BREF

In this study, the standard WHOQOL-BREF version was used. The 26 standard items were

consisted of one item from each of the 24 facets of the WHOQOL-100 and two items from

the overall QOL and general health facet. The standard WHOQOL-BREF version has been

translated into Chinese for the Taiwan people (Yao et al. 2002). In Yao et al. (2002) study,

exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses of the WHOQOL-BREF Taiwan version

revealed a four-factor model (physical, psychological, social, and environmental domain

factor). The internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) coefficients ranged from 0.70 to 0.77

for the four domains (0.73 to 0.83 in this study). The test–retest reliability coefficients with

interval 2–4 weeks ranged from 0.41 to 0.79 at item/facet level and 0.76 to 0.80 at domain

level (all p < 0.01). Item-domain correlations were in the range of 0.53 to 0.78 for and

inter-domain correlations were in the range of 0.51 to 0.64 for (all p < 0.01). In this study,

only the 24 standard facet items of the WHOQOL-BREF were used.
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2.2.2 Anderson and Gerbing’s sorting method for the WHOQOL-BREF

Anderson and Gerbing (1991) method assumed that an item represents a single construct

for respondents, so that they used sorting task to ask respondents to assign each item to a

construct. Specifically, they asked participants to read each item and assign it to one

construct or concept that, in their judgments, the item best indicated. We used the same

procedure in this study. Participants were asked to sort the 24 facet items (randomly

arranged on the answering sheet) in the WHOQOL-BREF into one of the four domains,

including physical domain, psychological domain, social domain, and environmental do-

main.

Then, two indices proposed by Anderson and Gerbing (1991) were computed from the

sorting data, including (1) proportion of substantive agreement (PSA) and (2) substantive

validity coefficient (CSV). The proportion of substantive agreement (PSA) is the proportion

of respondents who assign an item to its intended construct, as follows:

PSA =
nc

N

where nc is the number of respondents assigning a measure to its posited construct and N is

the total number of respondents. The possible range of PSA is from 0.0 to 1.0. Higher value

of PSA indicates higher agreement of assignment for an item to its posited construct among

respondents. The substantive validity coefficient (CSV) reflects the extent to which

respondents assign an item to its posited construct more than to any other construct. It is

computed by

CSV ¼
nc � no

N
;

where nc is the number of respondents assigning a measure to its posited construct, no is the

highest number of assignment of the item to any other construct, and N is the total number

of respondents. The possible range of CSV is from �1.0 to 1.0. Positive value indicates

assignments of an item to its posited construct are more than assignments to other con-

struct. Conversely, negative value indicates assignments of an item to other construct are

more than assignments to its posited construct. The absolute value indicates the strength of

discrepancy between assignments to posited construct and assignments to other construct.

However, there are no criterion values for PSA and CSV. Thus, in the current study, we used

0.30 as the cut point for PSA. The 0.30 was used because there were four domains in our

study. If one item was randomly assign to any domain, the expected proportion for PSA is

0.25. Thus, we choose 0.30 as the criterion for PSA, which was higher than 0.25. In

addition, we also used 0.30 as the cut point for CSV. Items with either PSA or CSV value

below 0.30 were regarded as items with inadequate content validity.

2.2.3 Hinkin and Tracey’s rating method for the WHOQOL-BREF

Based on the notion that any item may involve multiple constructs with one core construct

and several minor constructs, Hinkin and Tracey (1999) proposed to use rating task to

assess the strength of relations between an item and its constructs to see if an item has a

strongest relation between the item and its posited construct. In their study, they asked

respondents to rate the appropriateness of each item for different constructs on a 5-point

Likert-type scale range from not at all (1) to completely (5). Then, a repeated one-way

486 G. Yao et al.

123



ANOVA was applied to each item to see if an item has significant highest appropriateness

score on its posited construct. Accordingly, in this study, participants were asked to rate the

degree of adequacy of the 24 facet items on four domains, respectively. Specifically,

participants were first asked to rate if each facet item belongs to the physical domain on a

7-point Liker-type scale ranging from 1 (extremely disagree) to 7 (extremely agree). And

then, they were asked if the same items belong to psychological, social and environmental

domains, respectively. Then, a repeated one-way ANOVA was applied to each item to see

if each item has a highest score on its posited domain.

3 Results

3.1 Results on sorting data

The sorting data from both the student and adult samples were analyzed by Anderson and

Gerbing (1991) methods, including (1) proportion of substantive agreement (PSA) and (2)

substantive validity coefficient (CSV). Results for the student sample were presented in

Table 1. In Table 1, the proportion of substantive agreement (PSA) (proportion of

assignment of an item in its posited domains) for each item was highlighted. The sub-

stantive validity coefficient (CSV) for each item was displayed in the last column.

According to the results, it is obvious that 10 items did not have acceptable values on these

two indices (either PSA or CSV was lower than 0.30). These items were Item 6, 7, 10, 15,

16, 17, 19, 20, 21, and 23 (these item numbers were not the same as the item numbers in

the standard WHOQOL-BREF). Two items were originally in the physical domain (Item 6

and 7), one item was originally in the psychological domain (Item 10), two items were

originally in the social domain (Item 15 and 16), and five items were originally in the

environmental domain (Item 17, 19, 20, 21 and 23).

The sorting results for the adult sample were presented in Table 2. Similarly, 11 items

did not have acceptable values on these two indices (either PSA or CSV was lower than

0.30). They were Item 2, 6, 7, 14, 15, 16, 17, 19, 20, 21, and 23. Three items were

originally in the physical domain (Item 2, 6, and 7), three items were originally in the

social domain (Item 14, 15, and 16), and five items were originally in the environmental

domain (Item 17, 19, 20, 21, and 23).

In addition, comparing the PSA and CSV values of acceptable items in Table 1 to those in

Table 2, PSA and CSV values of acceptable items in Table 1 were generally higher than

those in Table 2, revealing that students’ judgments were closer to the original framework

of the WHOQOL-BREF than adults’ judgments.

3.2 Results on rating data

Further, the rating data was subjected to the repeated one-way ANOVA according to

Hinkin and Tracey (1999) suggestion. Results for the student sample were presented in

Table 3, in which the appropriateness ratings of each item on the four domains were

shown, and the results of F-test were also displayed. The appropriateness value of the

posited domains for each item was highlighted. After the F-test, pair comparison tests were

conducted to indicate which domain has the statistically highest appropriateness value for

each item. This result was shown in the last column of Table 3. Ideally, it is expected that
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domain with the highest appropriateness value for each item is the posited domain of each

item. However, according to Table 3, the highest domains for Item 6, 7, 10, 14, 15, 16, 17,

19, and 21 were not consistent to their posited domains. Some of them have a highest

appropriateness value on one but not the posited domain, such as Item 7, 14, 15, and 16,

and some of them have the same appropriateness values on two or three domains, such as

Item 6, 10, 17, 19, and 21. Among these items, two items were originally in the physical

Table 1 Results of the proportion of substantive agreement (PSA) and substantive-validity coefficient (CSV)
for the student sample

Original domain and item Valid
N

PSA CSV

PHY PSY SOC ENV

Physical domain

1. To what extent do you feel that physical pain prevents you from
doing what you need to do?

100 0.87 0.11 0.00 0.02 0.76

2. How much do you need any medical treatment to function in your
daily life?

100 0.62 0.01 0.17 0.20 0.42

3. Do you have enough energy for everyday life? 100 0.87 0.12 0.01 0.00 0.75

4. How well are you able to get around? 100 0.75 0.06 0.04 0.15 0.60

5. How satisfied are you with your sleep? 100 0.79 0.13 0.00 0.08 0.66

6. How satisfied are you with your ability to perform your daily
living activities?

100 0.36 0.51 0.11 0.02 0.15

7. How satisfied are you with your capacity for work? 100 0.07 0.43 0.44 0.06 0.37

Psychological domain

8. How much do you enjoy life? 100 0.01 0.86 0.06 0.07 0.79

9. To what extent do you feel your life to be meaningful? 101 0.01 0.93 0.05 0.01 0.88

10. How well are you able to concentrate? 102 0.39 0.58 0.01 0.02 0.19

11. Are you able to accept your bodily appearance? 101 0.16 0.73 0.11 0.00 0.57

12. How satisfied are you with yourself? 101 0.00 0.97 0.02 0.01 0.95

13. How often do you have negative feelings, such as blue mood,
despair, anxiety, depression?

101 0.02 0.98 0.00 0.00 0.97

Social domain

14. How satisfied are you with your personal relationships? 101 0.00 0.26 0.70 0.04 0.45

15. How satisfied are you with your sex life? 100 0.40 0.41 0.19 0.00 0.22

16. How satisfied are you with the support you get from your
friends?

101 0.00 0.40 0.51 0.09 0.11

Environmental domain

17. How safe do you feel in your daily life? 101 0.01 0.32 0.29 0.38 0.06

18. How healthy is your physical environment? 100 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.97 0.96

19. Have you enough money to meet your needs? 100 0.06 0.09 0.33 0.52 0.19

20. How available to you is the information that you need in your
day-to-day life?

101 0.02 0.02 0.36 0.60 0.24

21. To what extent do you have the opportunity for leisure
activities?

100 0.16 0.14 0.29 0.41 0.12

22. How satisfied are you with the conditions of your living place? 101 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.95 0.92

23. How satisfied are you with your access to health services? 101 0.09 0.00 0.44 0.48 0.04

24. How satisfied are you with your transport? 101 0.00 0.06 0.11 0.83 0.72

PHY physical domain, PSY psychological domain, SOC social domain, ENV environmental domain
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domain (Item 6 and 7), one item was originally in the psychological domain (Item 10),

three items were originally in the social domain (Item 14, 15, and 16), and three items were

originally in the environmental domain (Item 17, 19, and 21).

Similar findings were also observed for the adult sample in Table 4, in which Item 2, 6,

7, 14, 15, 16, 17, 19, 20, 21, and 23 were the items whose highest appropriateness values

did not load on their posited domains. Some of them have a highest appropriateness value

Table 2 Results of the proportion of substantive agreement (PSA) and substantive-validity coefficient (CSV)
for the adult sample

Original domain and item Valid
N

PSA CSV

PHY PSY SOC ENV

Physical domain

1. To what extent do you feel that physical pain prevents you from
doing what you need to do?

121 0.77 0.17 0.01 0.05 0.60

2. How much do you need any medical treatment to function in
your daily life?

118 0.43 0.09 0.31 0.17 0.13

3. Do you have enough energy for everyday life? 120 0.65 0.24 0.03 0.08 0.41

4. How well are you able to get around? 119 0.66 0.10 0.07 0.17 0.50

5. How satisfied are you with your sleep? 122 0.71 0.20 0.02 0.07 0.51

6. How satisfied are you with your ability to perform your daily
living activities?

115 0.33 0.47 0.07 0.13 �0.14

7. How satisfied are you with your capacity for work? 120 0.08 0.54 0.22 0.16 �0.45

Psychological domain

8. How much do you enjoy life? 119 0.07 0.71 0.11 0.11 0.58

9. To what extent do you feel your life to be meaningful? 120 0.08 0.80 0.11 0.01 0.69

10. How well are you able to concentrate? 120 0.28 0.68 0.01 0.03 0.39

11. Are you able to accept your bodily appearance? 119 0.18 0.79 0.01 0.02 0.60

12. How satisfied are you with yourself? 120 0.13 0.83 0.03 0.01 0.70

13. How often do you have negative feelings, such as blue mood,
despair, anxiety, depression?

121 0.06 0.82 0.08 0.06 0.72

Social domain

14. How satisfied are you with your personal relationships? 119 0.02 0.48 0.41 0.09 �0.06

15. How satisfied are you with your sex life? 110 0.63 0.36 0.00 0.01 �0.63

16. How satisfied are you with the support you get from your
friends?

119 0.02 0.56 0.29 0.13 �0.28

Environmental domain

17. How safe do you feel in your daily life? 118 0.02 0.37 0.36 0.25 �0.13

18. How healthy is your physical environment? 119 0.03 0.05 0.07 0.85 0.78

19. Have you enough money to meet your needs? 118 0.12 0.27 0.31 0.30 0.00

20. How available to you is the information that you need in your
day-to-day life?

118 0.01 0.04 0.42 0.53 0.11

21. To what extent do you have the opportunity for leisure
activities?

116 0.17 0.23 0.11 0.49 0.27

22. How satisfied are you with the conditions of your living place? 117 0.00 0.13 0.04 0.83 0.70

23. How satisfied are you with your access to health services? 119 0.13 0.09 0.54 0.24 �0.29

24. How satisfied are you with your transport? 121 0.03 0.07 0.27 0.63 0.36

PHY physical domain, PSY psychological domain, SOC social domain, ENV environmental domain
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on one but not the posited domain, such as Item 7, 14, 16, and 17, and some of them have

the same appropriateness values on two or three, even four domains, such as Item 2, 6, 15,

19, 20, 21, and 23. Among these items, three items were originally in the physical domain

(Item 2, 6, and 7), three items were originally in the social domain (Item 14, 15, and 16),

and five items were originally in the environmental domain (Item 17, 19, 20, 21, and 23).

3.3 Comparison between sorting and rating results for each sample

In this section, the results of comparison between sorting and rating data on the student and

adult samples were presented respectively. Table 5 presented (1) the assigned domain with

highest proportion of assignment in the sorting task and (2) the domain with highest

appropriateness values in the rating task for each item and for each sample respectively.

First, regarding the student sample, ten items, including Item 6, 7, 10, 14, 15, 16, 17, 19

21, and 23, consistently showed worse results either on sorting or rating tasks or both. For

these items, they were assigned to other domains rather than their posited domains in

sorting task or/and they did not have the highest appropriateness values on their posited

domains. Additionally, it should be noted that in Table 5, Item 20 did not have inconsistent

results between sorting task and rating task and it indeed loaded on its posited domain

(environmental domain), however, because Item 20 have lower substantive validity

coefficients (CSV = 0.24, indicating that it has highest proportion of assignment to the

environmental domain, but this proportion is not substantively higher than the proportion

of assignment to other domain when 0.30 was used as cut point), thus, it was also regarded

as an item with inadequate content validity.

Further, regarding the adult sample, eleven items, including Item 2, 6, 7, 14, 15, 16, 17,

19, 20, 21, and 23, consistently showed worse results both on sorting and rating tasks. For

these items, they were assigned to other domains than their posited domains or have a

highest proportion of assignment to their posited domains, but the proportion is not sub-

stantively higher than proportion of assignment to other domain in the sorting task. In

addition, they also did not have the highest appropriateness values on their posited do-

mains. Generally, the findings from the sorting and rating tasks either for the student

sample or for the adult sample were highly consistent. That is, items with worse results in

sorting task usually have worse results in rating task as well.

3.4 Comparison between results of the student and adult samples

Taken all the results from the student and adult samples, it can be found that ten items

exhibited inadequate content validity for both samples. These items were Item 6, 7, 14, 15,

16, 17, 19, 20, 21, and 23. In addition, Item 10 only showed a worse result for student

sample, and Item 2 only showed worse results for adult sample. If all items with inadequate

content validity were taken into account, then, there were 12 items having inadequate

content validity.

Among these 12 items, three items were originally in the physical domain (Item 2, 6,

and 7), one item was originally in the psychological domain (Item 10), three items were

originally in the social domain (Item 14, 15, and 16), and five items were originally in the

environmental domain (Item 17, 19, 20, 21, and 23). Generally, the inadequate items from

physical domain (Item 2, 6, and 7) usually confounded with psychological domain, the

inadequate item from psychological domain (Item 10) usually confounded with physical
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Table 5 Highest proportion of substantive agreement domain and highest appropriateness domain of each
item for the student and adult samples

Original domain and item Student sample Adult sample

Sorting Rating Sorting Rating

Physical domain

1. To what extent do you feel that physical pain
prevents you from doing what you need to do?

PHY PHY PHY PHY

2. How much do you need any medical treatment to
function in your daily life?

PHY PHY PHY PHY, SOC,
ENV

3. Do you have enough energy for everyday life? PHY PHY PHY PHY

4. How well are you able to get around? PHY PHY PHY PHY

5. How satisfied are you with your sleep? PHY PHY PHY PHY

6. How satisfied are you with your ability to perform
your daily living activities?

PSY PHY, PSY PSY PHY, PSY

7. How satisfied are you with your capacity
for work?

PSY, SOC PSY PSY PSY

Psychological domain

8. How much do you enjoy life? PSY PSY PSY PSY

9. To what extent do you feel your life to be
meaningful?

PSY PSY PSY PSY

10. How well are you able to concentrate? PSY PSY, PHY PSY PSY

11. Are you able to accept your bodily appearance? PSY PSY PSY PSY

12. How satisfied are you with yourself? PSY PSY PSY PSY

13. How often do you have negative feelings,
such as blue mood, despair, anxiety, depression?

PSY PSY PSY PSY

Social domain

14. How satisfied are you with your personal
relationships?

SOC PSY PSY, SOC PSY

15. How satisfied are you with your sex life? PHY, PSY PHY PHY PHY, PSY

16. How satisfied are you with the support you
get from your friends?

SOC PSY PSY PSY

Environmental domain

17. How safe do you feel in your daily life? PSY,
ENV,
SOC

PSY, SOC,
ENV

PSY, SOC PSY

18. How healthy is your physical environment? ENV ENV ENV ENV

19. Have you enough money to meet your needs? ENV SOC, ENV ENV,
SOC,
PSY

No
differences

20. How available to you is the information that
you need in your day-to-day life?

ENV ENV SOC, ENV SOC, ENV

21. To what extent do you have the opportunity
for leisure activities?

ENV PHY, ENV ENV No
differences

22. How satisfied are you with the conditions
of your living place?

ENV ENV ENV ENV

23. How satisfied are you with your access to health
services?

ENV, SOC ENV SOC PHY, SOC,
ENV

24. How satisfied are you with your transport? ENV ENV ENV ENV

PHY physical domain, PSY psychological domain, SOC social domain, ENV environmental domain

Examining the content validity 495

123



domain, the inadequate items from social domain (Item 14, 15, and 16) usually confounded

with psychological and physical domains, and the inadequate items from environmental

domain (Item 17, 19, 20, 21, and 23) usually confounded with psychological and social

domains. Among the four domains, social domain has the worst result. The all three items

in the social domains have inadequate content validity for the student and adult samples.

Generally, it is obvious that the findings from the student and adult samples were highly

consistent.

4 Discussion

The purpose of this study was to examine the content validity of the WHOQOL-BREF

using methods proposed by Anderson and Gerbing (1991) and Hinkin and Tracey (1999).

Their approaches were based on the notion that content validity is rooted in the respondents

from interested population, thus, they proposed to examine the content validity of items

using a representative sample’s judgments. In addition, in order to provide a convenient

criterion in evaluation, they also proposed quantitative methods to analyze representative

sample’s judgments in sorting and rating tasks, respectively. In the current study, their

approaches were applied to examine the content validity of items in the WHOQOL-BREF.

Generally, results showed that there were 12 items exhibiting inadequate content

validity regarding to (1) proportion of substantive agreement (PSA), (2) substantive validity

(CSV), and (3) repeated ANOVA approach. These 12 items confounded with the meanings

of different domains. As mentioned in Sect. ‘‘Results’’, generally, the items from physical

domain usually confounded with psychological domain, the items from psychological

domain usually confounded with physical domain, the items from social domain usually

confounded with psychological and physical domains, and the items from environmental

domain usually confounded with psychological and social domains. This finding may

imply that the 12 items are not good at representing their posited domains and may also

result in inadequate discriminant validity of the four domains in the WHOQOL-BREF.

That is, because these 12 items confounded with different domains, relations among the

four domains based on the domains score computed from 24 facet items may be overes-

timated, such as the findings exhibited by the WHOQOL-Taiwan Group (2001) and Wang

et al. (2006).

Indeed, for the WHOQOL-BREF-Taiwan version, several empirical studies showed that

the four domain scores of the WHOQOL-BREF-Taiwan version were significantly cor-

related (e.g., 0.48–0.63, in the WHOQOL-Taiwan Group’s study 2001). In addition, cal-

culating from the confirmatory factor analysis model in Yao et al.’s (2002) study,

correlations among the four-domain factors ranged from 0.77 to 0.91. Moreover, a result of

multidimensional Rasch analysis also revealed that the correlations among latent factors of

the four domains in the WHOQOL-BREF-Taiwan version were higher than 0.80 (Wang

et al., 2006). Recently, Hsiao et al. (2005) conducted multitrait-multimethod (MTMM)

design to examine the convergent and discriminant validity of the four domains of the

WHOQOL-BREF for Taiwan people. Their results also showed that the four domains have

strong correlations, even though method effects were controlled in the MTMM analysis.

These empirical findings for the WHOQOL-BREF lead us to suspect that the four domains

did not tap distinct constructs.

However, what causes this phenomenon? It would be possible that the high correlations

among the four domains were due to the items confounded with different domains in the

WHOQOL-BREF. If we select items that only tap a single domain, the high correlations
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among the four domains may be eliminated. Nevertheless, it is also possible that the four

domains in the WHOQOL-BREF were dependent in nature. That is, these four constructs

are related inherently. Intuitively, this is highly possible, for example, satisfying with

oneself (psychological domain in the WHOQOL) can be influenced by his/her capacity for

work and personal relationships. Therefore, it is nature that items for different domains

may have high correlations. Thus, no matter which items were selected, we would still find

high correlations among these four domains. However, because there were items con-

founded with different domains in the WHOQOL-BREF, we did not know if the corre-

lations among the four domains reflect the nature dependence of the four domains or the

biased correlations due to several confounded items. Accordingly, we would like to

emphasize the importance of content validity. It is obvious now that if we cannot ensure

the content validity of each item for a certain measurement, we did not know how to

interpret the results we gain, such as the higher correlations among the four domains of the

WHOQOL-BREF as noted above.

Thus, we suggest WHOQOL instrument researchers and other QOL instrument

researchers as well re-thinking the meanings of items from respondents’ viewpoints. In

addition, we would also like to recognize that the finding in the current study may be

influenced by a cultural or national factor. Because we only conducted our study for

Taiwan people, we did not know if these items have the same performance in other nations

or cultures. It is possible that the standard items in the WHOQOL-BREF have excellent

content validity based on the procedure of the current study in other cultures. Therefore, it

is important for the WHOQOL researchers to ensure the content validity of the standard

items within their cultures or nations. Because these standard items were used in cross-

cultural comparison, it is worth showing that all these items can represent the same

constructs for respondents from different cultural backgrounds. Moreover, it is also worth

investigating content validity of the items in the WHOQOL-BREF on patients. Although

this study showed that student and adult sample generally have similar perception on the

standard items in the WHOQOL-BREF, however, it is unsure that whether patients with

different diseases would have the same results if we applied the same procedure to assess

the content validity of these standard items.

Generally, this study demonstrates (1) how to assess content validity from respondents’

judgments and (2) examine the content validity of the WHOQOL-BREF for the Taiwan

population by quantitative methods. In the future study, researchers may consider this

respondent-centered and quantitative content validity when a measurement is developed

and adapted.
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