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ABSTRACT

Introduction Contemporary validity testing theory

holds that validity lies in the extent to which a proposed
interpretation and use of test scores is justified, the
evidence for which is dependent on both quantitative and
qualitative research methods. Despite this, we hypothesise
that development and validation studies for assessments
in the field of health primarily report a limited range of
statistical properties, and that a systematic theoretical
framework for validity testing is rarely applied. Using
health literacy assessments as an exemplar, this paper
outlines a protocol for a systematic descriptive literature
review about types of validity evidence being reported and
if the evidence is reported within a theoretical framework.
Methods and analysis A systematic descriptive literature
review of qualitative and quantitative research will be
used to investigate the scope of validation practice in the
rapidly growing field of health literacy assessment. This
review method employs a frequency analysis to reveal
potentially interpretable patterns of phenomena in a
research area; in this study, patterns in types of validity
evidence reported, as assessed against the criteria of the
2014 Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing,
and in the number of studies using a theoretical validity
testing framework. The search process will be consistent
with the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews
and Meta-analyses statement. Outcomes of the review will
describe patterns in reported validity evidence, methods
used to generate the evidence and theoretical frameworks
underpinning validation practice and claims. This review
will inform a theoretical basis for future development and
validity testing of health assessments in general.

Ethics and dissemination Ethics approval is not required
for this systematic review because only published research
will be examined. Dissemination of the review findings

will be through publication in a peer-reviewed journal, at
conference presentations and in the lead author’s doctoral
thesis.

INTRODUCTION

Historically, the focus of validation practice
has been on the statistical properties of a test
or other measurement instrument, and this
has been adopted as the basis of validity testing
for individual and population assessments in
the field of health.! However, advancements
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Strengths and limitations of this study

» This is the first systematic literature review to exam-
ine types of validity evidence for a range of health
literacy assessments within the framework of the
authoritative reference for validity testing theory,
The Standards for Educational and Psychological
Testing.

» The review is grounded in the contemporary defini-
tion of validity as a quality of the interpretations and
inferences made from measurement scores rather
than as solely based on the properties of a measure-
ment instrument.

» The search for the review will be limited only by the
end search date (March 2019) because health liter-
acy is a relatively new field and publications are not
expected prior to about 30 years ago.

» All definitions of health literacy and all types of health
literacy assessment instruments will be included.

» A limitation of the review is that the search will be
restricted to studies published and instruments de-
veloped in the English language, and this may intro-
duce an English language and culture bias.

in validity testing theory hold that validity lies
in the justification of a proposed interpreta-
tion of test scores for an intended purpose,
the evidence for which includes but is not
limited to the test’s statistical properties.Q_7
Therefore, to validate means to investigate,
through a range of methods, the extent to
which a proposed interpretation and use of
test scores isjustiﬁed.7_9 The term ‘test’ in this
paper is used in the same sense as Cronbach
uses it in his 1971 Test Validation chapter® to
refer to all procedures for collecting data
about individuals and populations. In health,
these procedures include objective tests (eg,
clinical assessments) and subjective tests (eg,
patient questionnaires) or a combination of
both and may involve quantitative (eg, ques-
tionnaire) or qualitative methods (eg, inter-
view). The act of testing results in data that
require interpretation. In the field of health,
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such interpretations are usually used for making decisions
about individuals or populations. The process of valida-
tion needs to provide evidence that these interpretations
and decisions are credible, and a theoretical framework
to guide this process is warranted.'* '’

The authoritative reference for validity testing theory
comes from education and psychology: the Standards for
Educational and Psychological Testing (the Standards).® The
Standards define validity as ‘the degree to which evidence
and theory support the interpretations of test scores for
proposed uses of tests’ and that ‘the process of valida-
tion involves accumulating relevant evidence to provide
a sound scientific basis for the proposed score interpre-
tations’ (p.11).” A test’s proposed score interpretation
and use is described in Kane’s argument-based approach
to validation as an interpretation/use argument (IUA; also
called an interpretive argument)."’ '* Validity testing
theory requires test developers and users to generate
and evaluate a range of validity evidence such that a
validity argument can determine the plausibility of the
TUA.? 7' 12 Despite this contemporary stance on validity
testing theory and practice, the application of validity
testing theory and methodology is not common practice
for individual and population assessments in the field of
health.! Furthermore, there are calls for developers, users
and translators/adapters of health assessments to estab-
lish theoretically driven validation plans for IUAs such
that validity evidence can be systematically collected and
evaluated.'?” "

The Standards provide a theoretical framework that can
be used or adapted to form a validation plan for develop-
ment of a new test or to evaluate the validity of an TUA
for a new context.' * Based on the notion that construct
validity is the foundation of test development and use,
the theoretical framework of the Standards outlines five
sources of evidence on which validity arguments should
be founded: (1) test content, (2) response processes,
(3) internal structure, (4) relationship of scores to other
variables and (5) validity and the consequences of testing
(table 1).°

Validity testing in the health context
Two of the five sources of validity evidence defined by the
Standards (internal structure and relationship of scores
to other variables) have a focus on the statistical prop-
erties of a test. However, the other three (test content,
response processes and consequences of testing) are
strongly reliant on evidence based on qualitative research
methods. Greenhalgh et al have called for more credence
and publication space to be given to qualitative research
in the health sciences.'®> Zumbo and Chan (p-350, 2014)
call specifically for more validity evidence from qualita-
tive and mixed methods." It is time to systematically assess
if test developers and users in health are generating
and integrating a range of quantitative and qualitative
evidence to support inferences made from these data.'
In chapter 1 of their book, Zumbo and Chan report
the results of a systematic search of validation studies

Table 1 The five sources of validity evidence®

1. Evidence based on test content
The relationship of the item themes, wording and format
with the intended construct, including administration
process

2. Evidence based on response processes
The cognitive processes and interpretation of items
by respondents and users, as measured against the
intended construct

3. Evidence based on internal structure
The extent to which item interrelationships conform to
the intended construct

4. Evidence based on external variables
The pattern of relationships of test scores to external
variables as predicted by the intended construct

5. Evidence based on validity and the consequences of
testing
Intended and unintended consequences, as can be
traced to a source of invalidity such as construct under-
representation or construct-irrelevant variance

from the 1960s to 2010. Results from this search for the
health sciences categories of ‘life satisfaction, well-being
or quality of life’ and ‘health or medicine’, show that
there is a dramatic increase in publication of validation
studies since the 1990s that produce primarily what is
classified as construct Validity.1 Given this was a snap-
shot review of validation practice during these years, the
authors do not delve into the methods used to generate
evidence for construct validity. However, Barry et al,
in a systematic review investigating the frequency with
which psychometric properties were reported for validity
and reliability in health education and behaviour (also
published in 2014), found that the primary methods used
to generate evidence for construct validity were factor
analysis, correlation coefficient and x>.'* This limited view
of construct validity as simply correlation between items
or tests measuring the same or similar constructs is at
odds with the Standards where evaluation and integration
of evidence from perhaps several other sources (ie, test
content, response processes, internal structure, relation-
ships with theoretically predicted external variables, and
intended and unintended consequences) is needed to
determine the degree to which a construct is represented
by score interpretations (p.ll).3

Health literacy
This literature review will examine validity evidence for
health literacy assessments. Health literacy is a relatively
new area of measurement, and there has been a rapid
development in the definition and measurement of this
multi-dimensional concept."”® Health literacy is now a
priority of the WHO," and many countries have incor-
porated it into health policy,* and are including it in
national health surveys.”?’

Definitions of health literacy include those for func-
tional health literacy (ie, a focus on comprehension and
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numeric abilities) to multi-dimensional definitions such
as that used by the WHO: ‘the cognitive and social skills
which determine the motivation and ability of individ-
uals to gain access to, understand and use information
in ways which promote and maintain good health’.*® The
general purpose of health literacy assessment is to deter-
mine pathways to facilitate access to and improve under-
standing and use of health information and services, as
well as to improve or support the health literacy respon-
siveness of health services.?*™! However, these two uses
of data (in general, to improve patient outcomes and to
improve organisational procedures) may require evalu-
ative integration of different types of evidence to justify
score interpretations to inform patient interventions or
organisational change.” 7O A strong and coherent
evidence-based conception of the health literacy construct
is required to support score interpretations.'* ***° Deci-
sions that arise from measurements of health literacy will
affect individuals and populations and, as such, there
must be strong argument for the validity of score inter-
pretations for each measurement purpose.

Rationale
To enhance the quality and transparency of the proposed
systematic descriptive literature review, this protocol paper
outlines the scope and purpose of the review.”’*” Using
the theoretical framework of the five sources of validity
evidence of the Standards, and health literacy assessments
as an exemplar, the results of this systematic descriptive
literature review will indicate current validation practice.
The assumptions that underlie this literature review are
that, despite the advancement of contemporary validity
testing theory in education and psychology, a systematic
theoretical framework for validity testing has not been
applied in the field of health, and that validation prac-
tice for health assessments remains centred on general
psychometric properties that typically provide insuffi-
cient evidence that the test is fit for its intended use. The
purpose of the review is to investigate quantitative and
qualitative validity evidence reported for the develop-
ment and testing of health literacy assessments to describe
patterns in the types of validity evidence reported,”*
and identify use of theory for validation practice. Specifi-
cally, the review will address the following questions:
1. What is being reported as validity evidence for health
literacy assessment data?
2. Do the studies place the validity evidence within a va-
lidity testing framework, such as that offered by the
Standards?

METHODS AND ANALYSIS

Review method

This review is designed to provide the basis for a critique
of validation practice for health literacy assessments
within the context of the validity testing framework of the
Standards. It is not an evaluation of the specific arguments
that authors have made about validity from the data that

have been gathered for individual measurement instru-
ments. The review is intended to quantify the types of
validity evidence being reported so a systematic descrip-
tive literature review was chosen as the most appropriate
review technique. Described by King and He (2005)* as
belonging towards the qualitative end of a continuum of
review techniques, a descriptive literature review never-
theless employs a frequency analysis to reveal interpre-
table patterns in a research area; such as, in this review,
in the types of validity evidence being reported for health
literacy assessments and in the number of studies that
refer to a validity testing framework. A descriptive liter-
ature review can include qualitative and quantitative
research and is based on a systematic and exhaustive
review method.”* ' ¥ The method for this review will
be guided by the Preferred Reporting Items for System-
atic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) statement.*®

Eligibility criteria

This literature review is not an assessment of participant

data but a collation of reported validity evidence. As such,

the focus is not on the participants in the studies but on
the evidence presented in support of the validity of inter-
pretations and uses of health literacy assessment data.

This means that it will be the type of study that is consid-

ered for inclusion rather than the type of study partici-

pant. Inclusion criteria are as follows:

1. Development/application/validation studies about health lit-
eracy assessments: We expect to find many papers that de-
scribe the development and initial validation studies of
health literacy assessments. Papers that use an existing
health literacy assessment to measure outcomes but do
not claim to conduct validity testing will not be includ-
ed. Studies of comparison (eg, participant groups) or
of prediction (eg, health literacy and hospital admis-
sions) will be included only if the authors openly claim
that the study results contribute validation evidence
for the health literacy assessment instrument.

2. Not limited by date: There will be no start date to the
search such that papers about validation and health lit-
eracy assessments from the early days of health literacy
measurement will be included in the search. Health lit-
eracy is a relatively new concept and the earliest papers
are expected to date back only about 30 years. The end
search date was in March 2019.

3. Studies published and health literacy assessments developed
in the English language: Due to resource limitations,
the search will be restricted to studies published in
the English language and instruments developed in
the English language. Translated instruments will be
excluded. We realise that these exclusions introduce
an English language and culture bias, and we recom-
mend that a similar descriptive review of published
studies about health literacy assessments developed in
or translated to other languages is warranted.

4. Qualitative and quantitative research methods: Given that
comprehensive validity testing includes both qualita-
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tive and quantitative methods, studies employing ei-
ther or both will be included.

5. All definitions of health literacy: Definitions of health lit-
eracy have been accumulating over the past 30 years
and reflect a range of health literacy testing methods
as well as contexts, interpretations and uses of the data.
We include all definitions of health literacy and all
types of health literacy assessment instruments, which
may include objective, subjective, uni-dimensional and
multi-dimensional measurement instruments.

Exclusion criteria

Systematic reviews and other types of reviews captured by
the search will not be included in the analysis. However,
before being excluded, the reference lists will be checked
for articles that may have been missed by the database
search. Predictive, association or other comparative studies
that do not explicitly claim in the abstract to contribute
validity evidence will also not be included. Instruments
developed in languages other than English, and transla-
tion studies, will be excluded as noted previously.

Information sources

Systematic electronic searches of the following data-
bases will be conducted in EBSCOhost: MEDLINE
Complete, Global Health, CINAHL Complete, PsycINFO
and Academic Search Complete. EMBASE will also be
searched. The electronic database search will be supple-
mented by searching for dissertations and theses through
proquest.com, dissertation.com and openthesis.org.
Reference lists of pertinent systematic reviews that are
identified in the search will be scanned, as well as article
reference lists and the authors’ personal reference lists,
to ensure all relevant articles have been captured. The
search terms will use medical subject headings and text
words related to types of assessment instruments, health
literacy, validation and validity testing. Peer reviewed
full articles and examined theses will be included in the
search.

Search strategy

An expert university librarian has been consulted as part
of planning the literature search strategy. The strategy
will focus on health literacy, types of assessment instru-
ments, validation and validity, and methods used to deter-
mine the validity of interpretation and use of data from
health literacy assessments. The search terms have been
determined through scoping searches and examining
search terms from other measurement and health literacy
systematic reviews. The database searches were completed
in March 2019 and the search terms used are described in
online supplementary file 1.

Study selection

Literature search results will be saved and the titles and
abstracts downloaded to Endnote Reference Manager X9.
Titles and abstracts of the search results will be screened
for duplicates and according to the inclusion and exclu-
sion criteria. The full texts of articles that seem to meet

the eligibility criteria or that are potentially eligible will
then be obtained and screened. Excluded articles and
reasons for exclusions will be recorded. The PRISMA flow
diagram will be used to document the review process.*

Data extraction

The data extraction framework will be adapted from tables
in Hawkins e af’ (p-1702) and Cox and Owen (p.254).47
Data extraction from eligible articles will be conducted
by one reviewer (MH) and comprehensively checked by a
second reviewer (GE).

Subjective and objective health literacy assessments will
be identified along with those that combine objective and
subjective items or scales. Data to be extracted will include
the date and source of publication; the context of the
study (eg, country, type of organisation/institution, type
of investigation, representative population); statements
about the use of a theoretical validity testing framework;
the types of validity evidence reported; the methods used
to generate the evidence; and the validation claims made
by the authors of the papers, as based on their reported
evidence.

Data synthesis and analysis

A descriptive analysis of extracted data, as based on the
theoretical framework of the Standards, will be used to
identify patterns in the types of validity evidence being
reported, the methods used to generate the evidence and
theoretical frameworks underlying validation practice.
Where possible and relevant to the concept of validity,
changes in validation practice and assessment of health
literacy over time will be explored. It is possible that one
study may use more than one method and generate more
than one type of validity evidence. Statements about a
theoretical underpinning to the generation of validity
evidence will be collated.

Patient and public involvement
Patients and the public were not involved in the develop-
ment or design of this literature review.

DISCUSSION

With the increasing use of health assessment data for deci-
sion-making, the health of individuals and populations
relies on test developers and users to provide evidence
for validity arguments for the interpretations and uses of
these data. This systematic descriptive literature review
will collate existing validity evidence for health literacy
assessments developed in English and identify patterns
of reporting frequency according to the five sources of
evidence in the Standards, and establish if the validity
evidence is being placed within a theoretical framework
for validation planning.3 The potential implications of
this review include finding that, when assessed against the
Standards’ theoretical framework, current validation prac-
tice in health literacy (and possibly in health assessment
in general) has limited capacity for determining valid
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score interpretation and use. The Standards’ framework
challenges the long-held perception in health assessment
that validity refers to an assessment tool rather than to the
interpretation of data for a specific use.*®*

The validity of decisions based on research data is a crit-
ical aspect of health services research. Our understanding
of the phenomena we research is dependent on the quality
of our measurement of the constructs of interest, which,
in turn, affects the validity of the inferences we make and
actions we take from data interpretations.’ " Too often the
measurement quality is considered separate to the deci-
sions that need to be made.’” However, questionable
measurement (perhaps through use of an instrument
that was developed using suboptimal methods, was inap-
propriately applied or through gaps in validity testing)
cannot lead to valid inferences.” ™’ To make appropriate
and responsible decisions for individuals, communities,
health services and policy development, we must consider
the integrity of the instruments, and the context and
purpose of measurement, to justify decisions and actions
based on the data.

A limitation of the review is that the search will be
restricted to studies published and instruments devel-
oped in the English language, and this may introduce
an English language and culture bias. A similar review of
health literacy assessments developed in or translated to
other languages is warranted. A further limitation is that
we rely on the information authors provide in identified
articles. It is possible that some authors have an incom-
plete understanding of the specific methods they are using
and reporting, and may not accurately or clearly provide
details on validity testing procedures employed. Docu-
mentation for decisions made during data extraction will
be kept by the researchers.

Health literacy is a relatively new area of research.
We are fortunate to be at the start of a burgeoning field
and can include all publications about validity testing
of English-language health literacy assessments. The
inclusion of the earliest to the most recent publica-
tions provides the opportunity to understand changes
and advancements in health literacy measurement and
methods of analysis since the introduction of the concept
of health literacy. Using health literacy assessments as
an exemplar, the outcomes of this review will guide and
inform a theoretical basis for the future practice of validity
testing of health assessments in general to ensure, as far
as is possible, the integrity of the inferences made from
data for individual and population benefits.

Twitter Melanie Hawkins @4MelanieHawkins

Acknowledgements The authors acknowledge and thank Rachel West, Deakin
University Liaison Librarian, for her expertise and advice during the preparation of
this systematic literature review.

Contributors MH and RHO conceptualised the research question and analytical
plan. Under supervision from RHO, MH led the development of the search strategy,
selection criteria, data extraction criteria and analysis method, which was then
comprehensively assessed and checked by GRE. MH drafted the initial manuscript
and led subsequent drafts. GRE and RHO read and provided feedback on manuscript
iterations. All authors approved the final manuscript. RHO is the guarantor.

Funding MH is funded by a National Health and Medical Research Council
(NHMRC) of Australia Postgraduate Scholarship (APP1150679). RHO is funded in
part through a National Health and Medical Research Council (NHMRC) of Australia
Principal Research Fellowship (APP1155125).

Competing interests None declared.
Patient consent for publication Not required.

Ethics approval Ethics approval is not required for this systematic review because
only published research will be examined. Dissemination will be through publication
in a peer-reviewed journal and at conference presentations, and in the lead author’s
doctoral thesis.

Provenance and peer review Not commissioned; externally peer reviewed.

Open access This is an open access article distributed in accordance with the
Creative Commons Attribution Non Commercial (CC BY-NC 4.0) license, which
permits others to distribute, remix, adapt, build upon this work non-commercially,
and license their derivative works on different terms, provided the original work is
properly cited, appropriate credit is given, any changes made indicated, and the use
is non-commercial. See: http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/.

ORCID iD
Melanie Hawkins http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5704-0490

REFERENCES

1 Zumbo BD, Chan EK. Validity and validation in social, behavioral, and
health sciences. Switzerland: Springer International Publishing, 2014.

2 Hawkins M, Elsworth GR, Osborne RH. Application of validity theory
and methodology to patient-reported outcome measures (PROMs):
building an argument for validity. Qual Life Res 2018;27:1695-710.

3 American Educational Research Association, American Psychological
Association, National Council on Measurement in Education.
Standards for educational and psychological testing. Washington,
DC: American Educational Research Association, 2014.

4 Messick S. Validity of psychological assessment: validation of
inferences from persons' responses and performances as scientific
inquiry into score meaning. Am Psychol 1995;50:741-9.

5 Kane MT. Validating the interpretations and uses of test scores. J
Educ Meas 2013;50:1-73.

6 Sireci SG. On the validity of useless tests. Assessment in Education:
Principles, Policy & Practice 2016;23:226-35.

7 Kane MT. Explicating validity. Assessment in Education: Principles,
Policy & Practice 2016;23:198-211.

8 Cronbach LJ. Test Validation. In: Thorndike RL, Angoff WH, Lindquist
EF, eds. Educational measurement. Washington: American Council
on Education, 1971: 483-507.

9 Messick S. Validity of test interpretation and use. ETS Research
Report Series 1990;1990:1487-95.

10 Sawatzky R, Chan EKH, Zumbo BD, et al. Montreal accord on
patient-reported outcomes (pros) use series-Paper 7: modern
perspectives of measurement validation emphasize justification
of inferences based on patient reported outcome scores. J Clin
Epidemiol 2017;89:154-9.

11 Kane M. The argument-based approach to validation. School Psych
Rev 2013;42:448-57.

12 Kane MT. An argument-based approach to validity. Psychol Bull
1992;112:527-35.

13 Greenhalgh T, Annandale E, Ashcroft R, et al. An open letter to the
BMJ editors on qualitative research. BMJ 2016;352:i563.

14 Barry AE, Chaney B, Piazza-Gardner AK, et al. Validity and reliability
reporting practices in the field of health education and behavior: a
review of seven journals. Health Educ Behav 2014;41:12-18.

15 Serensen K, Van den Broucke S, Fullam J, et al. Health literacy and
public health: a systematic review and integration of definitions and
models. BMC Public Health 2012;12:80.

16 Jordan JE, Osborne RH, Buchbinder R. Critical appraisal of
health literacy indices revealed variable underlying constructs,
narrow content and psychometric weaknesses. J Clin Epidemiol
2011;64:366-79.

17 Nguyen TH, Paasche-Orlow MK, Kim MT, et al. Modern
measurement approaches to health literacy scale development
and refinement: overview, current uses, and next steps. J Health
Commun 2015;20 Suppl 2:112-5.

18 Haun JN, Valerio MA, McCormack LA, et al. Health literacy
measurement: an inventory and descriptive summary of 51
instruments. J Health Commun 2014;19 Suppl 2:302-33.

Hawkins M, et al. BMJ Open 2019;9:¢030753. doi:10.1136/bmjopen-2019-030753


https://twitter.com/4MelanieHawkins
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5704-0490
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11136-018-1815-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.50.9.741
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jedm.12000
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jedm.12000
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0969594X.2015.1072084
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0969594X.2015.1072084
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0969594X.2015.1060192
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0969594X.2015.1060192
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/j.2333-8504.1990.tb01343.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/j.2333-8504.1990.tb01343.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2016.12.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2016.12.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.112.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.i563
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1090198113483139
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-12-80
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2010.04.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10810730.2015.1073408
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10810730.2015.1073408
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10810730.2014.936571

19

20

World Health Organization. Shanghai Declaration on promoting
health in the 2030 agenda for sustainable development. Health
Promot Int 2017;32:7-8.

Scotland NHS. Making it easier - a health literacy action plan for
Scotland 2017-2021. Edinburgh: The Scottish Government, 2017.

35

36

Jordan JE, Buchbinder R, Osborne RH. Conceptualising health
literacy from the patient perspective. Patient Educ Couns
2010;79:36-42.

Allers K, Hoffmann F, Mathes T, et al. Systematic reviews with
published protocols compared to those without: more effort, older

21 Schaeffer D, Berens E-M, Weishaar H, et al. Gesundheitskompetenz search. J Clin Epidemiol 2018;95:102-10.
in Deutschland—Nationaler Aktionsplan. De Gruyter, 2017. 37 Pieper D, Allers K. Differences between protocols for randomized

22 Putoni S. Health Literacy in Wales - A Scoping Document for Wales. controlled trials and systematic reviews. J Clin Epidemiol
Wales: Welsh Assembly Government, 2010. 2018;98:144-5.

23. Australian Commission on Safety and Quality in Health Care. 38 Yang H, Tate M. A descriptive literature review and classification of
Health literacy: taking action to improve safety and quality. Sydney, cloud computing research. CAIS 2012;31. )

Australia: ACSQHC, 2014. 39 Schlqgenhaufer C, Amberg M. A‘cilesc:.rlpt!vca. Ilteratur.e review and

24 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services Office of Disease classification framework f_or gamlf_lcahon in information systems. In:
Prevention and Health Promotion. National action plan to improve European conference on information systems. Germany: Gartner,
health literacy. Washington DG, 2010. 2015. , » o

25 Bo A, Friis K, Osborne RH, et al. National indicators of health literacy: 40 Roter DL, Hall JA, Katz NR. Patient-physician communication:
ability to understand health information and to engage actively with ?S;::s%sgrzl%g/eﬁgmmary of the literature. Patient Educ Couns
2Z3:20355\32?‘32;;5,492,&0%'3'22.:’g;gd survey among Danish 41 Winemiller DR, Mitchell ME, Sutliff J, et al. Measurement strategies

26 Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. Australia's health 2018. n soc.:lal_support a descriptive review of the literature. J Clin Psychol
Australia's health series no16 AUS 221. Canberra AIHW: 2018. " :<993'\;‘V%63H8‘380 dorstanding the role and methods of meta.

27 New Zealand Ministry of Health. Content guide 2017/18: New Ing YR, ne J. Understanding e. role and methods of meta
Zealand health survey. Wellington, New Zealand: NZ Ministry of 4 analysis in is ressarch. CAIS 2005;16. . . .
Health 2018. 3 Guzzo .RA, Jackson SE, Katzell RA. Meta‘-anaIyS|‘s ar]aIyS|s. In: ‘

08 Nutbeém D. Health i | Health P tint Cummlr_\gs LL, Staw BM, eds. Research in organizational behavior.

: promotion glossary. Fiealth Fromot in Greenwich, CT: JAI Press, 1987: 407-42.
29 E)%gdi;gg“gGggd S, Osborne RH. Health literacy toolkit for low- 44 Paré G, Trudel M-C, Jaana M, et al. Synthesizing information
) L ’ . i . - systems knowledge: a typology of literature reviews. Inf Manage

and mlddle—lncomg F:ountrles: a series of information sheets to . 2015;52:183-99.
empower communities and strengthen health systems new Delhi, 45 Jabagi N, Jiang J, Maclean D. Communicating to practitioners
2015. WHO Regional Office for South-East Asia. Available: http:// through IS research: A descriptive review. In: Twenty-second
www.searo.who.int/entity/healthpromotion/documents/hl_tookit/ Americas conference on information systems. San Diego, California:
en/ _ AMCIS, 2016.

30 Batterham R, Beauchamp A, Osborne RH. Health Literacy. In: Quah 46 Moher D, Liberati A, Tetzlaff J, et al. Preferred reporting items for
SR, Cockerham WC, eds. The encyclopedia of public health. 3.2 edn. systematic reviews and meta-analyses: the PRISMA statement. PLoS
Oxford: Elsevier Inc, 2017: 428-37. Med 2009;6:¢1000097.

31 Trezona A, Dodson S, Osborne RH. Development of the 47 Cox DW, Owen JJ. Validity evidence for a perceived social support
organisational health literacy responsiveness (Org-HLR) framework measure in a population health context. In: Zumbo BD, Chan EK,
in collaboration with health and social services professionals. BMC eds. Validity and validation in social, behavioral, and health sciences.
Health Serv Res 2017;17:513. Switzerland: Springer International Publishing, 2014.

32 Thompson G. NAPLAN: evaluation is just good policy. Queensland 48 Hubley AM, Zumbo BD. A dialectic on validity: where we have been
Teachers' Journal 2018;123. and where we are going. J Gen Psychol 1996;123:207-15.

33 Nutbeam D, McGill B, Premkumar P. Improving health literacy in 49 Hubley AM, Zumbo BD. Validity and the consequences of test
community populations: a review of progress. Health Promot Int interpretation and use. Soc Indic Res 2011;103:219-30.
2018;33:901-11. 50 DeVellis RF, Alfieri WS, Ahluwalia IB. The importance of careful

34 Nutbeam D. The evolving concept of health literacy. Soc Sci Med measurement in health education research, theory and practice.
2008;67:2072-8. Health Educ Res 1995;10:i-vii.

6 Hawkins M, et al. BMJ Open 2019;9:e030753. doi:10.1136/bmjopen-2019-030753


http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/heapro/daw103
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/heapro/daw103
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-14-1095
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/heapro/13.4.349
http://www.searo.who.int/entity/healthpromotion/documents/hl_tookit/en/
http://www.searo.who.int/entity/healthpromotion/documents/hl_tookit/en/
http://www.searo.who.int/entity/healthpromotion/documents/hl_tookit/en/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12913-017-2465-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12913-017-2465-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/heapro/dax015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2008.09.050
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pec.2009.10.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2017.12.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2017.11.027
http://dx.doi.org/10.17705/1CAIS.03102
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0738-3991(88)90057-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/1097-4679(199309)49:5<638::AID-JCLP2270490505>3.0.CO;2-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.17705/1CAIS.01632
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2014.08.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1000097
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1000097
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00221309.1996.9921273
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11205-011-9843-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/her/10.1.1

	Questionnaire validation practice: a protocol for a systematic descriptive literature review of health literacy assessments
	Abstract
	Introduction﻿﻿
	Validity testing in the health context
	Health literacy
	Rationale

	Methods and analysis
	Review method
	Eligibility criteria
	Exclusion criteria
	Information sources
	Search strategy
	Study selection
	Data extraction
	Data synthesis and analysis
	Patient and public involvement

	Discussion
	References


