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ABSTRACT

Reliability and validity of measurement tools instea dissertations is essential in flawless evatuabf research
result. It ensures that collected data by thesdstbelp in achieving results of study. Therefdhés study was
conducted to investigate the properties of meagutovols used in nursing dissertations in Isfahar2015. this
research is descriptive type of study. For thispmse, 237 dissertations of Medical Science Unityerand 125
dissertations of Islamic Azad University were sidcand analyzed using census sampling method. Data
properties of measuring tools used in them werdect#dd by researcher-made information recordingnfofTo
analyze the collected data, descriptive statistis;ng SPSS software was used.in this study, thé coazmon
measuring tool at the dissertations was questianand 50.5% of them made by researcher. In theoritwjof
dissertations, the validity and reliability of reseher-made and standard tool had been evaluatede&cher-
made tools in most cases investigated using comtgidlity and test-retest reliability. In 54.3% tfe cases, validity
had been examined by referring to reference, wieliability had been examined by Cronbach's reliigi Among
the standard tools used in the dissertations exadjithe validity and reliability for the tools fahe available
sample had not been re-examined in majority ofediations. In studies where physiological measurgnteols
have been used, properties of these tools havéewmt considered in the majority of cases. the figslisuggest
there are some problems in the process of provhmg \alidity and reliability of measuring tools usém
dissertations, requiring that researchers, supess and referees to pay enough attention foriggse.
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INTRODUCTION

Dissertations are major sources of knowledge hasiggificant importance at universities. In facissirtation is
teaching the knowledge, skill and methodology afesech for students. On the other hand, any di&gartis
considered as a model for other students who tefitras reference in the conventional structuréhefuniversity.
Therefore, high quality dissertations are requieduide students [23]. Nursing, as a professiteygkey role in
caring people in various situations related to themhd providing high standards of health. In additdevelopment
of nursing and changing its policies are possilaseld on research findings. Given the resourcesgpenditure
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spent for each dissertation in the country, thegdfirequires scientific criticism of studies rethte the profession
and its results. In order to maintain the prdp@ance between current knowledge and practiceingiresearch
should be guided in the right direction so thatrésults to have scientific accuracy and the spesdurces have
positive effects [7].In conducting a study, aftelesting the subject and determining the goalsntbst important,

sensitive, and challenging stage is selecting ¢ésearch tool in achieving the goals of the stuay.cdnduct his

research, researcher should select tools to helpirhiachieving the goals of study. The selected $bould help

him to find research questions answer easily, ately, and quickly with low-cost [14].

Measuring tool is means used to measure conceptari@bles considered by researcher, making ddtaction
process more specific and more objective [16]. Yshre measuring tool is different depending ondhbject area
of research [14].In management dissertations, thsti;nused tool is questionnaire and the less comiool is the
observation method [10]. Most researchers tendéoautool that its reliability and validity havedneproven already
by other researchers. Using pre-made forms mayesttine process of collecting data and increasedagation in
collecting data [39].

Each measuring tool, regardless of the cost speriisfdevelopment, should include basic critdrigexts related to
theory of measurement in 1978, usually two desérabbperties have been accepted to measuremestincbliding
reliability and validity. Validity and reliabilityre two basic components of the data collectiohdad they cannot
be replaced. In 1987, sensitivity was introducethasthird property [40]. The reliability of a meas refers to its
consistency over time and it indicates the errte o measurement method. Reliable sizes incraasegower of
study in exploring the differences and relatiothia studied population. Reliability test emphasizeshree aspects
of stability, equivalence and homogeneity [43]. &y of a tool indicates that how much the toohaaeasure the
concept or structure.

According to Psychological Association of Amerigalidity reflects appropriateness, significanced asefulness
of inferences from scores of a tool. The researdbes not determine if a tool has validity or nédlidity of tools
is measured in terms of content validity, facedigji criterion validity and construct validity [B1

In order to increase the accuracy of the methodduafies, the managers of medical education haiceipereased
attention to validity and reliability of measuringols. However, the quality of the published ditst#ons is lower
than optimal level and it is needed that reseavdbet conducted to show property of tool in sopbédéd way. The
method used in the dissertation determines lartedyconfidence of interpretations made form resofitthe paper
[33]. No study has been conducted so far consigdtie properties of measuring tool in nursing disgi®ns in
Isfahan city both inside and outside of the coutdrprovide an insight with regard to scientifiatsis of nursing in
Isfahan city. The current study provides an imafgth® research tools used in nursing master datsems written in
Isfahan. The results of this study will identifyigting gaps and make aware students and profegfting current
situation of dissertations. It also help them impioved use of measurement tool so that guide fustudies
properly.The present study has been done with the purpodetefmining the measurement tools properties used i
nursing dissertations in Isfahan in 2015.

MATERIALSAND METHODS

In the current study, 479 nursing master's disBers: available in the library of Department of Nimg and
Midwifery is Isfahan University of Medical Sciencesmd 228 nursing master's dissertation in Departnoén
Nursing and Midwifery in Islamic Azad University tffahan were examined using census sampling asatiggve

approach. Tool used to collect data in this studys wesearcher-made information recording form. btaia

scientific validity, content validity was used atodobtain scientific confidence, internal contiryuitith Cronbach's
alpha coefficient of 0.910 technique was used. Mie¢hod of gathering data in this was structureseolation in
which researcher visited the Department of Nurgind Midwifery in Isfahan University of medical so@es and
the Department of Nursing and Midwifery in IslamAzad University of Isfahan (Khorasgan Branch). Tdaa
were collected from library department of the menéid universities.

In the current study, demographic information atadus of measuring tool variable in nursing mastdissertations
were evaluated. Collected data were analyzed (&R8S software.
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RESULTS

The greatest number of dissertation has been writtehe Medical Sciences University of Isfahan.§3@ercent)
between the years 1992 and 1996 and at the IslAmad University (91.2 percent) between the yeark22énd

2015. The greatest number of dissertations have Weitten at the Medical Sciences University (6geBcent) and
at the Islamic Azad University 78.8 percent) anthat universities (71.5 percent) by female studente greatest
number of dissertations at the Medical Sciencewvéigity (38.8 percent) and at the Islamic Azad @rsity 52.8
percent) and at two universities (43.1%) have begitten by and internal surgery students. In bofhthe

universities, only one professor has supervisedrntgjof dissertations so that only one professas bupervised
55.3 of the dissertations written at Medical Sceebniversity and 100% of the dissertations writaéfslamic Azad
University, and 70.7% of total dissertations writte two mentioned universities.

Accordingly, 237 dissertations written at Medicaliehce University had 406 supervisor, and 125 diasens
written at Islamic Azad University had 125 supeovidn total, 531 professors supervised disseratigritten at
these universities. Majority of dissertations (5pe&2cent) were supervised by professors who hademdsgree at
both universities. Majority of dissertations of botiniversities (61.6%) have been written withoupeswisor.
Majority of dissertations (27.1%) written in bothiversities have been conducted by semi-experirheméshod.
At both universities, the majority of dissertatidre/e been conducted only by using a measuremendddhat one
measurement tool was used in 58.0 % of the diggmrsawritten in these universities and 602 measerd tools
were used in the dissertations written in these twdversities. In both universities, the most commesed
measurement tool was questionnaire so that 73.18teoflissertations at both universities have besduacted by
qguestionnaire. Among measurement tools used bgenta (except physiological tools), majority of the
dissertations written in these two universitiesdusssearcher-made measurement tools (50.5%). Amesegrcher-
made tools considering the studied dissertatioakidity of tool has been investigated in majoritydissertations
(85.7). The most common method to examine the ilial dissertations of both universities was comtealidity so
that 99 percent of the tools were examined by ctntalidity. Among researcher-made tools used iregtigated
dissertations, tool of measurement has been imgatstl in majority of dissertations written at bathiversities
(62.4). The most common method to examine theldily in researcher-made tool in dissertationsboth
universities (41.8 percent) was test-retest methodaddition, in terms of reliability value, thedhiest frequency
observed among dissertations was reliability ofveen 70 and 90% in tools used in these dissertatibime mean
reliability value of researcher-made tools in twoversities was 0.87 = 0.08.

Among standard tools used in the studied dissertstithe validity of tool in majority of dissertatis written in
both of these universities was reported 57.8%.m#bjority of these dissertations, validity has beeported by
referring to reference without mentioning its type that validity of 54.3% of used tools has begored by
referring to reference.

Among standard tools used in studied dissertatithes,reliability of tool has been reported 70.6niajority of
dissertations written at Medical Science UniversB%.4% in majority of dissertations written atalslic Azad
University, and 75.3 % in dissertations writterbisth universities.

The most common method of reliability in the staddimol (61.9 percent) was Cronbach's alpha. Adddily, in
terms of reliability, the highest frequency amonigsdrtations of both universities (57.1 percentptesl to
measurement tools with the reliability of 90-70 qaat. The mean value reliability of standard towisall
dissertations of both universities was 084 +0.09.

Among standard tools used in the studied dissertstithe validity of tool for sample available imjority of
dissertations in two universities (69.1%) has reotdexamined. In cases where the validity of thadard tools for
available sample had been re-examined, the mosmoonmethod to examine validity in dissertationsboth
universities was content validity, so that 97.0cpeet of tools used have been examined using contditity.
Among standard tools used in studied dissertatithwes reliability of tool in the available sampler fmajority of
dissertations of both universities (71.7%) has been re-examined. The most common method to examine
reliability of tool in the available sample (63.3%ps Cronbach's alpha. Additionally, in terms dfatglity, the
highest frequency observed among dissertationsotif bniversities (57.1 percent) related to measargnools
with the reliability of 90-70 percent. The mean ualreliability of standard tools in all dissertatsoof both
universities was 087 +£0.07.
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Out of 102 psychological tool used by students oiversity of Medical Sciences, manometer (19.6 peticwas
the most commonly used tool. Out of 15 physiololgtoals used by students of Islamic Azad Universitgight
was the mostly used tool (26.7 percent). In dissiers of both universities, weight and manometerenthe mostly
used tool (17.9%). In studies where physiologicahsurement tools have been used, properties & theks have
not been studied.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In dissertations of both universities, the use g type of measuring tool has the highest frequanclthe lowest
frequency related to use of six measuring tools $tudy conducted by Zachariah and Meru in 20lviduate the
validity and reliability of master's degree disagdn in the social sciences, half of the dissintat used only one
tool. This result was in line with current studgué. In general, 73% of dissertations of two ursitees have been
conducted by using a questionnaire. Frequency fedraibols in dissertation of two universities regpely is as
follows. Khastar et al in 2011 conducted a studgvaluate the methodology, analysis method, aral claitection
tools in dissertations of Public Administration itral998 to 2007 defended at Tehran University. Témycluded
that 68.0% of the dissertations used questionnaife) % of them used interview form, and 2.0 %tafm used
checklist. This result in in line with the resuftaurrent study in terms of frequency of tool useitcording to the
results of the study conducted by Azizi and Fartgkhin 2013, frequency distribution of componentsthe
methodology used in the marketing dissertationgoaf universities of Tehran, 97% of the dissertaiaused
questionnaire, 13.7% of them used interview forrd &f of them used checklist. This study is in lmi¢h the
current study in terms of the most common tool usdghjin in 2011 evaluated the tools used in thé Ph
dissertations of educational sciences in Turkey.cHecluded that 63% of them used scale, 30% of theed
interview form, and 12% of them used observatiorioa$ that is inconsistent with current study. Hadah and
Meru in 2014 examined the psychometric propertiea data collection tools in Social Sciences disgien in
Turkey. They concluded that 48.3 percent of theeduscale, 13.1% of them used questionnaire, 7. tiised
interview form, and 2.1% of them used checklist fkanot consistent with results of our study. miedical science
dissertations, according to different variables sneed, discrepancy in frequency of using tool isur@xpected.

Out of 102 physiological tools used in dissertaiof two universities, weight and manometer hadhigbest use
(17.9 percent) by students. Purkakhki et al in 280&mined and criticized measuring the validity aglchbility of
biophysiological tools used in master dissertation®epartment of Nursing and Midwifery at Shahiéh@shti
University of Medical Sciences. They concluded taiong 343 samples, 7 of the dissertations usesigibgical
tool and mostly biophysiological tool used in meadiwere microscope and thermometer. These findimgs a
inconsistent with the results of current study.

In majority of dissertations of both universitigagasuring tool was mainly researcher-made tool5¢a). The
results of the study of conducted by Sefik et ak012 in determining the validity and reliability the data
collection tool used in evaluation plan of studieSurkey showed that most of the tools used haenbmade by
researcher. This finding was in line with the catrstudy. In a study conducted by Zachariah Mer20i4to
examine the validity and reliability of master digations in the social sciences, it was shown hha#tof the used
tools were researcher-made tool.

Among the researcher-made tools in the studiecedasons, tool validity in majority of dissertati® (85.7%) had
been investigated. The most common method to exaitia validity in dissertations of both universtieias
content validity so that 99% of used tools havenbegestigated using content validity. Based anrbsults of the
study conducted by Sefik et al in 2014 to deterntime validity and reliability of the data colleatidools in
evaluation plan of studies in Turkey, the methoddug 50% of researcher-made tools to prove thiityalwas
content validity.

Among the most common tools in the studied distierts, the standard tool reliability standard hesrbconsidered
in majority of dissertations of these two univaesit 97.8%. Results indicated that almost in less thalf of
dissertations, standard tool reliability has natrbeonsidered. The most common validity methostafidard tool
considered in dissertations of both universities walidity by referring to reference. It meanstttesearchers have
referred to reference proving the validity withanéntioning the type of the validity. 54.3% of tloels used have
been considered by referring to reference. It shdd mentioned that in 5.6% of the cases, religbgroving
methods such as re-test, correlation coefficienterhal consistency and linear regression were idered
mistakenly as method to prove the validity.
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Among the standard tools used in the studied dessems, tool validity for sample in majority ofssiertations of
both universities (69.1%) has not been re-examiledases where validity of standard tool for aafalié sample has
been examined, the most common method to exameealdity in dissertations of both universitiessaeontent

validity so that 97% of tools used have been ingastd using content validity.

Enjin in 2011 examined the tools used in the edoat sciences doctoral dissertations in Turkey.cdecluded
that validity levels in measuring tools have hadrstoming and they vary from 4.74 to 0.37 on averatarshenas
et al in 2012 investigated the quality of methobsgof dissertations of PhD dental students in Gari2entistry
Department. They concluded that in 66.2% of dissierns, the validity of measurement tool has narbeferred.
Janet et al in 2011 conducted a study with the @indentifying the properties of the measurememnt tecsed in
health care research. They concluded that theityalid 50% of the cased has been proved using comaidity.
Azizi and Farhikhteh in 2013 found that 86.2% ofsdirtations used content validity, 10.2% of themduface
validity, and in 2% of them, the method to prove thalidity was unknown. These findings are in limigh the
results of the current study.

Among the researcher-made tools used in studieskdéions, the reliability of the tools has beeangined in

majority of them (62.4%). In other words, in oné&dhof the all dissertations, it has not been exedi The most
common method to examine the reliability in theesrsher-made tool (41.8%) was re-test. Baseti®mesults of
the study conducted by Sefik et al in 2000 to debee the validity and reliability of the data calt®n tool in

evaluation plan of studies in Turkey, the methodptove the reliability in 58% of researcher-madelgowas

Cronbach's alpha. This result in not in line wigsult of current study.

Among the standard tools used in the investigaisskdations, the reliability of tool in majority dissertations of
both universities (75.3%) has been considered.rélebility of standard tool has been investigatethe majority
of dissertation of both universities (61.9%) Croctiia alpha. In terms of reliability value, the nhpstbserved
reliability among the dissertations of both univées (57.1%) related to measurement tools withabdity of 70-
90%. Then value of reliability of standard tooldissertations of both universities was 0.84 + 0109.3.1% of the
cases, the value of reliability was unknown.

These findings suggest that researchers, supesyiand referees did not have enough informatiomntati® kinds
of tools or showed no required sensitivity in poirg their feedback. Janet in 2011, quoted by $&lyrstated that
all current studies have significant shortcomingtiaperties of tools used. The results of thigaesh indicate that
there are some problems in the process of proviagalidity and reliability of measuring tools.idtnecessary that
researchers, supervisors, and referees to pay knatigntion to this issue. In addition, the isshet tthose
dissertations have not considered these propeantiedaveloped by supervisors and referees is wisttusising.
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