
Letter to the Editor
Letter to the editor about the article “Development, reliability, and validity of the mobility 
assessment scale in hospitalized patients (HMob)”

Dear Editor:
We have read with great interest the article “Development, reli-

ability, and validity of the mobility assessment scale in hospitalized 
patients (HMob)” by Rosende Ramos I et al.1 We recognize the impor-
tance and relevance of the proposal of innovative and effective tools to 
evaluate functional mobility in hospitalized patients to improve quality 
of care, plan interventions, and promote the functional recovery of pa-
tients; however, we consider it appropriate to reflect on the methods 
described, considering that the processes related to the clinimetric 
properties of health instruments have become an important area for 
assessment, utility, and applications in clinical practice.2,3

Regarding content validity, a detailed description of the process is 
not provided in the article. Although it mentions that “…content validity 
was evaluated through the qualitative evaluation of a committee of 
experts composed of four physical therapists (three doctors and one 
specialist)”, the description of the methods does not clearly reflect the 
judgment of experts, nor the decisions made based on the Content Val-
idity Index (CVI) and the qualitative comments of the experts.

This validation model is characterized by evaluating the different 
items based on their relevance and representativeness.4 It is important to 
establish consultation rounds with experts through some methodology 
such as Delphi,5 or individual aggregates method6; to assess whether the 
instrument explores all categories (dimensions) or domains relevant to 
the construct.7

Construct validity refers to the instrument’s ability to accurately and 
adequately measure the theoretical construct3,7 and in this regard, we 
consider that the article should have included a clear definition of the 
categories to be measured, the justification of each item, and the theory 
that supports the construct evaluated.

The authors analyzed the concurrent criterion validity, which as-
sesses whether the results obtained with the instrument are in agree-
ment with those obtained by another already validated measurement 
tool that measures the same construct. Pearson correlation analysis was 
used for the HMob scores and those obtained in the Functional Status 
Score for the Intensive Care Unit (FSS-ICU), which is a functional 
assessment instrument designed to measure functionality and the level 
of independence in basic activities in patients who have been in the 
intensive care unit and with the Functional Independence Measure 
(FIM), for the motor domain, which assesses functional independence. It 
is important to consider that the FSS-ICU instrument was designed to 
measure physical function in the intensive care unit8 and the FIM to 
measure functionality during hospitalization.9 Considering the lack of a 
“gold standard” that evaluates functional mobility in hospitalized pa-
tients, it is possible to use several instruments or criteria that measure 
aspects related or similar to the construct of interest; however, the re-
sults should be interpreted with caution.10

The article shows the internal consistency through Cronbach’s Alpha 
of approximately 0.95, without establishing the correspondence of the 
assumptions (the items measure the same trait or latent variable, the 
non-correlation of the errors because their independence is assumed, the 
unidimensionality and continuous measurement),11,12 therefore, for 
future studies, it is recommended to include the value of the confidence 
interval to assess the accuracy of the estimate and allow for secondary 
analysis. Furthermore, given the nature of the construct and assump-
tions involved, it is suggested to consider McDonald’s omega13 because 
it presents lesser demands in this regard.

Finally, it is important that the scales are specific to the setting where 
they are applied. We consider the HMob to be a valuable scale to apply 
to the patient who is in hospital, however, for the patient in critical 
condition, there are some activities that could be risky and others could 
be out of reach. Therefore, the relevance of applying the HMob scale 
should be carefully evaluated in critically ill patients.14

For future studies on psychometric properties of health instruments, 
it is important to provide a detailed description of the methods used; this 
ensures the validity of the scale and its safe use in clinical and research 
settings.
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