The Spanish version of the Clinician Guideline

Determinants Questionnaire was conceptually
equivalent to the original version and provides
satisfactory evidence of content validity

CROSS-CULTURAL ADAPTATION AND VALIDATION INTO SPANISH
OF THE CLINICIAN GUIDELINE DETERMINANTS QUESTIONNAIRE

Background: The Clinician Guideline Determinants Questionnaire (CGDQ) was developed to identify, from the
perspective of health professionals, those factors that determine the use of clinical practice guidelines to select
and prioritize interventions that allow their effective implementation. This instrument was developed in English,
but it should be available in different languages to expand its use worldwide.

We aimed to translate and culturally adapt and validate the CGDQ into Spanish
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Expert Panel rated the items as:
» Conceptually and linguistically equivalent to the original item
» Conceptually equivalent, but with grammatical differences
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The constant comparison method was used to categorize the
information according to the issues identified in each item:

= Writing issues
» Clarity issues
» Applicability issues
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determined through experts in guideline development who rated
instrument items in relevance

» Experts provided feedback on the relevancy and clarity of the
instructions and items

» Experts’ feedback was coded in the same way as cognitive interviews

‘ * The item and scale content validity index (I-CVI and S-CVI) were

Limitation: It is unclear whether the CGDQ is reliable enough to be used in Spanish-speaking countries. Future
research should assess its reliability and reproducibility.
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