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What most of us know about validity:

• Validity is a property of a test: a test is valid if it measures what it claims to 
measure.

• Different kinds of validity exist (e.g., content, predictive, concurrent, and 
construct validity). 

• Test developers have to evaluate if an instrument is valid or not.
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Are these statements true?



American Educational Research Association., American Psychological Association., 
National Council on Measurement in Education., & Joint Committee on Standards for 
Educational and Psychological Testing (U.S.). (2014). Standards for educational and 
psychological testing. Washington, DC: American Educational Research Association.

No more!



1. VALIDITY AS UNITARY CONCEPT

• ”This unified concept of validity integrates considerations of content, criteria, 
and consequences into a construct framework for testing rational hypotheses 
about theoretically relevant relationships, including those of an applied as well as 
of a scientific nature” (Messick, 1989). 

• ”The essence of unified validity is that the appropriateness, meaningfulness, and 
usefulness of score-based inferences are inseparable and that the unifying force 
behind this integration is the trustworthiness of empirically grounded score 
interpretation, that is, construct validity” (Messick, 1989). 



Many kinds of evidence, one kind of validity

• “Construct validity cannot generally be expressed in the form of a single simple 
coefficient. The data often permit one to establish upper and lower bounds for the 
proportion of test variance which can be attributed to the construct. The 
integration of diverse data into a proper interpretation cannot be an entirely 
quantitative process” (Cronbach and Meehl, 1955).

• “Whether or not an interpretation of a test’s properties or relations involves 
questions of construct validity is to be decided by examining the entire body of 
evidence offered, together with what is asserted about the test in the context of 
this evidence” (Cronbach and Meehl, 1955).



The importance of theory

1. Literature review

2. Nomological net (Cronbach and Meehl, 1955)

3. Testable hypotheses: which outcomes? (criterion-related evidence), which 
dimensions? (score structure evidence), which differences across groups? 
(known groups evidence), …

4. Collect the different kinds of validity evidence

5. Make a judgment about the construct validity



2. VALIDITY IS NOT A PROPERTY OF THE TEST 

• “What is to be validated is not the test or observation device as such but the 
inferences derived from test scores or other”  (Messick, 1989).

• “Trying to define validity as a property of tests quickly leads to absurdities since 
the validity of a test can vary from population to population” (Wiliam, 2014).

• “Measurement validation is an ongoing process wherein one provides evidence to 
support the appropriateness, meaningfulness, and usefulness of the specific 
inferences made from scores about individuals from a given sample and in a given 
context” (Zumbo, 2009)

the term "inference" would be reserved for conclusions derived from empirical evidence



Test developers VS Test users

• “Making validation a joint responsibility of test developer and test user draws 
attention to the fact that test users have a responsibility to determine whether 
the validity evidence produced by the developer does in fact support the chosen 
use of the test.” (Wiliam, 2014). 

• “Rather than a general requirement regarding the need for the various lines of 
validity evidence, evidentiary needs follow from the claims one wishes to make 
and the inferences on wishes to draw.” (Sackett, 2014). 



Taking as example

Sorgente, A., & Lanz, M. (2019). The multidimensional subjective financial 
well-being scale for emerging adults: Development and validation 

studies. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 43(5) 466–478.



Many steps are necessary

Hubley, A. M., & Zumbo, B. D. (2011). Validity and the 
consequences of test interpretation and use, Social 
Indicators Research, 103(2), 219-230.

All the kinds of validity evidence have to 
be collected using the Structural 
Equation Models (Zumbo, 2005).



1. THEORY

The contemporary view of construct validity is based on a well-articulated theory and well-planned empirical tests
of that theory. It should provide an explanation for the test scores, in the sense of the theory having explanatory
power for the observed variation in test scores.



• DEFINITION and COMPONENTS: Financial well-being has both an objective and a subjective side, believing 
that objective financial well-being consists of individuals’ material resources (e.g., income), whereas 
subjective financial well-being is individuals’ perception and evaluation of their own financial condition.

• NOMOLOGICAL NET: predictors, outcomes

• CONTEXT: mainly in US

• MEASUREMENT: Lack of adequate instruments to measure the subjective financial well-being of European
emerging adults



2. ITEM
DEVELOPMENT

WHAT?
Developing items that should measure the construct
HOW?
- Literature search
- Developing items ad hoc in order to saturate the construct definition



Literature search

• 44 papers included in the literature 
review

• 36 measuring the subjective financial 
well-being

• 66 items retrieved

Item developed ad hoc

• Structural Interviews with experts 
(eight bank employees and one full 
professor of demography; maximum 
variation sample):

1. Definition of emerging adult client 

2. Definition of financial well-being

3. Comparing the country of 
investigation with other countries

26 out of 66 items not-
fitting with the 
European context

5 items 
developed ad hoc

From 66 to 45 items



3. CONSTRUCT
VALIDITY

CONSTRUCT VALIDITY

Construct validity is the central and most important feature of validity. Construct validity can be argued for by 
collecting different kinds of evidence.



3.1. Content 
evidence

WHAT?
Content evidence evaluates whether the content of the instrument accurately represents the concept it was designed to 
measure.
HOW?
Establishing content evidence of validity may involve a panel of experts reviewing items generated from a literature search 
of the defined concept being measured. 



• Cognitive Interviews with emerging adults (eight emerging adults; maximum variation
sample):

Emerging adults had to evaluate, in terms of its comprehensibility and applicability (think-
aloud procedures; Ericsson & Simon, 1980):

1. each item

2. the instructions

3. response scale for the instrument. 

From 45 to 44 items



WHAT?
Verifying that the test factorial structural is coherent with the theory
HOW?
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

3.2. Score structure 
evidence



EFA

• 374 emerging adults

Descriptive statistics and Exploratory 
Factor Analysis (EFA) in order to evaluate 
each item’s:

1. response rate 

2. normal distribution of answers to that 
item 

3. correlation of the item with other 
items (communality) 

4. whether the item loaded on just one 
factor 

5. and factors’ internal consistency

CFA

• 516 emerging adults

Confirming EFA results

From 45 to 25 items   
5 dimensions

From 25 to 25 items   
5 dimensions



WHAT?
Investigating uniformities and differences in the test processes and structures over time or across groups and settings—that 
is, the generalizability of test interpretation and use.
HOW?
Measurement invariance

3.3. Generalizability
evidence



Gender
123 male VS 393 female

Age
375 aged 18-24 VS 141 aged 25-29

Living Arrangement
231 with VS 276 without parents

Occupational status
149 employed VS 367 unemployed



WHAT?
The ability of an instrument to measure consistently
HOW?
This consistence can be verified at different levels: consistency among items (internal consistency), consistency over time 
(stability), consistency among judges (inter-rater reliability), and consistency among equivalent versions of the instrument 
(parallel forms reliability).

3.4. Reliability
evidence





WHAT?
Criterion-related evidence is based on the degree of empirical correlation between the test scores and criterion scores.
Convergent evidence is based on the degree of empirical correlation between two measures that are supposed to be 
measuring the same construct. 
HOW?
Testing the regression/correlation system linking the latent variables by Structural Equation Modeling

3.5. Criterion-related
evidence
3.6. Convergent
evidence



Psychological Well-being

Subjective Well-being

Physical Well-being

Dimensions of the objective financial well-being



WHAT?
Verifying if the instrument is able to detect difference among groups that are expected according to the theory
HOW?
Factorial invariance: checking if the latent mean of factors changes across group

3.7. Know group
evidence



>

>

>

male higher than female

employed higher than unemployed

25-29 higher than 18-24





WHAT?
Intended and unintended social and personal consequences of the use of the instrument (e.g., for a test measuring 
depression in old people à finding very small or very large numbers of depressed elderly). 
HOW?
Verifying if test use produce negative, harmful consequences. Only if linked to a deficiency in the test do consequences 
affect conclusions about validity. Otherwise, consequences can only affect decisions about test use.

3.8. Consequential
evidence





Contemporary view of validity

• Starting from qualitative study

• CFA 

• Measurement invariance

Traditional view of validity

• Cronbach’s alpha

• Correlation between observed 
variables

• T-test

There is clearly a gap between the recommended guidelines and validation practice
(Menold et al., 2018).

What we have found in “validation” papers published in Emerging Adulthood Journal: 

ABOUT A GAP



HOW TO REDUCE THIS GAP?

• As scholar: remember that
- Validity is unified (construct validity)
- Validity is a property of the inference made from a test score

• As test developer: Collect your test’s validity evidence by Structural Equation Modeling

• As test user: Check if the validity evidence produced by the test developer supports the claims 
you wish to make. If instead the sample is different:
- Perform CFA to be sure that the score structure is the same
- Test measurement invariance before to compare groups  
- Test the reliability of your factors using the composite reliability
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