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Supplement: Kinds of Reliability and Validity


Validity: To what degree are we truly measuring the attribute or ability we think we are measuring with our measure (e.g., test, questionnaire, scale, rubric, or interview records)?

Content Validity:  How well do the questions on a measure (test, questionnaire, or instrument) actually represent the content they are supposed to?  
One way to find out is to have several experts in an area independently assess the questions for content, and then compare how much they agree.
Predictive Validity:  How well does one measure predict future behaviors or scores?  

One way to find out is to correlate scores that people get on a measure of concern given in the past behaviors or measure results occurring later in time.  We would hope to get correlations that are at least moderately high, ranging from .50 to 1.00.  For example, scores on the SAT should be able to predict to some degree scores on the GRE. (There are always other factors like how hard one studies).  

As another example, how well do SAT scores predict college grades?
Concurrent Validity:  How well does a measure correlate with another measure assessing the same construct given at the same time?  

For example, scores on a teacher-made 9th grade math test can be correlated with the 9th grade math FCAT scores.  We would hope to get correlations that are at least moderately high, ranging from .50 to 1.00.  We wouldn’t want correlations that are from .00 to .50, and we would especially not want correlations from ‑1.00 to .00
Construct Validity:  How well does a measure (test, questionnaire, or instrument) actually assess the construct it is supposed to?  This is the crème de la crème of validity results.
If a measure has content validity, predictive validity, and concurrent validity, we may argue that there is corroborating evidence suggesting that it actually has construct validity. 
Reliability:  To what degree does is our measuring procedure consistent in assessing attributes or abilities?  (By consistent, we are referring to the consistent application of our rules).

Alternate Form reliability:  Do people who complete one version of a measure gets the same scores with another version of that measure? 

When you took the SAT, it should have been administered under controlled conditions at a particular site on a given date.  Because cheating on the exam must be controlled, examinees in adjacent seats should have taken different forms of the exam covering the same content.  The question is just how fair was it to give two different forms of a test to the examinees?  Did one group receive an easier exam? or a more understandable exam?  One way to answer this question is to use Alternate Form reliability.  A correlation coefficient between two forms of the same measure of .80 or higher is desirable.
Test Retest Reliability:  How well does a measure give the same scores for the same people over time?
If you were to take the same version of the GRE two times in a row, assuming that you did not study in between, the GRE would be thought to have high test retest reliability if your scores were very close to being the same.  A correlation coefficient calculated on scores collected on two occasions would be desirable if the correlation coefficient were .80 or higher.
Cronbach’s alpha reliability:  The two reliability procedures described above required that a measure is given twice.  There is a way of calculating reliability with only one administration of a measure.  It involves looking at how well the questions on that measure correlate with one another.  This procedure is referred to as Cronbach’s alpha or Coefficient alpha.  A Cronbach’s alpha of .80 or higher is most desirable.
