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Results of quality assessment and measurement properties of the individual studies 

	

	
Box 3 Structural validity
	
Box 4 Internal consistency
	
Box 6 Reliability
	
Box 7 Measurement error

	
Reference 
	
Instrument
	
n
	
Meth qual
	
Result (rating) 
	
n
	
Meth qual
	
Result (rating) *
	
n
	
Meth qual
	
Result (rating) *
	
n
	
Meth qual 
	
Result (rating) 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Aarons, 2004 (1)
	EBPAS
	322
	VG 
	EFA and CFA: SRMR= 0.077 (+) 
	322
	VG
	α = 0.90 (+), 0.80 (+), 0.78 (+), 0.59 (-)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Aarons et al., 2007 (2)
	EBPAS 
	221
	VG
	CFA: SRMR= 0.07 (+) 
	221
	VG
	α = 0.93 (+), 0.74 (+), 0.81 (+), 0.66 (-) 
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Aarons et al., 2010 (3)
	EBPAS
	1089
	VG
	CFA: SRMR= 0.058 (+) 
	1089
	VG
	α = 0.93 (+), 0.74 (+), 0.81 (+),0.66 (-)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Maessen et al., 2019 (4)
	EBPAS
	273
	A
	EFA Factor loadings > 0.3, cross-loading <10%, and tot variance explained = 63.2% (+)
	273
	VG
	α = 0.90 (+), 0.78 (+), 0.73 (+), 0.55 (-)
	80
	A
	ICC= 0.55 (-), 0.40 (-), 0.64 (-), 0.48 (-)
	---
	---
	---

	Melas et al., 2012 (5)
	EBPAS 
	534
	VG
	CFA: SRMR= 0.099 (-) 
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Skavberg Roaldsen & Halvarsson, 2019 (6)
	EBPAS
	---
	---
	---
	55
	VG
	α = 0.89 (+), 0.72 (+), 0.83 (+), 0.85 (+)

	55
	VG
	ICC= 0.80 (+), 0.56 (-), 0.71 (+), 0.74 (+)

	55
	VG
	LoA −1.028–0.944 < SRD 0.96 (+), 
LoA −1.183–0.965 < SRD 1.066 (+), 
LoA −0.952–0.824 < SRD 0.827 (+),
LoA −0.960–0.896 < SRD 0.902 (+)

	Egeland et al., 2016 (7)
	EBPAS
	294
	VG
	CFA: SRMR= 0.081 (-) 
	294
	VG
	α = 0.88 (+), 0.74 (+), 0.82 (+), 0.64 (-)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Santesson et al., 2019 (8)
	EBPAS 
	565
	VG
	CFA: SRMR=0.061 (+)
	565
	VG
	α = 0.88 (+), 0.74 (+), 0.76 (+), 0.60 (-)

	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Ashcraft et al., 2011 (9)
	EBPAS 
	543
	VG
	CFA: SRMR=0.06 (+)
	543
	VG
	α = 0.94 (+), 0.74 (+), 0.82 (+), 0.51 (-)

	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Baumann et al., 2022 (10)
	EBPAS
	362
	VG
	CFA: SRMR= 0.069 (+)
	362
	VG
	α = 0.86 (+), 0.74 (+), 0.77 (+), 0.60 (-)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Ayhan Baser et al., 2021 (11)
	EBPAS
	151
	VG
	CFA: 
RMSEA = 0.062 (-)
	151
	I
	α = 0.828 on total scale (?) 
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Van Giang et al., 2021 (12)
	EBPAS
	353
	VG
	CFA: 
SRMR = 0.064 (+)
	353
	VG
	α = 0.86 (+), 0.76 (+), 0.81 (+), 0.67 (-) 
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Aarons et al., 2012 (13)
	EBPAS-50
	420
	A
	EFA: (eight factors) Factor loadings > 0.3, cross-loading <10%, and tot variance explained > 50% (+) 
	420
	VG
	α on the 8 new subscales range = 0.77-0.92 (+) 
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Yildiz et al., 2018 (14)
	EBPAS-50
	250
	D
	CFA: No model fit indices reported (?) 
	250
	I
	α = 0.783 on total scale (?) 
	40
	D
	Pearson correlation total scale = 0.344. No ICC calculated (?) 
	---
	---
	---

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rye et al., 2017 (15)
	EBPAS-36
	838
	VG
	CFA: RMSEA= 0.052 (+)
	838
	VG
	Appeal, Fit, Balance and Divergence subscales α = 0.61, 0.62, 0.64 and 0.68. (-). α = >0.70 on rest of subscales (+) 
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Szota et al., 2021 (16)
	EBPAS-36
	278
	VG
	CFA: RMSEA= .064 (-)
	599
	VG
	Appeal, Fit, Balance and Divergence subscales α = 0.69, 0.68, 0.65 and 0.66. (-). α = >0.75 on rest of subscales (+)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Upton & Upton, 2006 (17)
	EBPQ
	500
	A
	EFA: Factor loadings >0.3, cross-loading <10%, and tot variance explained = 61.77% (+) 
	500
	VG
	α = 0.79 (+), 0.85 (+), 0.91 (+) 
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Son et al., 2014 (18)
	EBPQ
	397
	VG
	CFA: SRMR= 0.06 (+)
	404
	VG
	α = 0.819 (+), 0.917 (+), 0.954 (+)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Tomotaki et al., 2018 (19)
	EBPQ
	501
	VG
	CFA: SRMR=0.102 (-)
	501
	VG
	α = 0.69 (-), 0.93 (+), 0.91 (+), 0.90 (+)
	108
	D
	ICC= 0.44 (-), 0.78 (+), 0.70 (+), 0.75 (+)
	---
	---
	---

	Yang et al., 2019 (20)
	EBPQ 
	810
	A
	EFA: Factor loadings >0.3, cross-loading <10%, and tot variance explained = 57.03 (+)
	810 
	VG
	α = 0.83 (+), 0.86 (+), 0.94 (+) 
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Zaybak et al., 2017 (21)
	EBPQ
	123
	A
	CFA: SRMR= 0.051 (+) 
	123
	VG
	α = 0.80 (+), 0.93 (+), 0.94 (+)
	30 
	D
	Pearson correlation= 0.94 (?), 0.96 (?), 0.97 (?). No ICC calculated (?)
	---
	---
	---

	Sese-Abad et al., 2014 (22)
	EBPQ
	1673
	VG
	CFA: SRMR= 0.06 (+)
	1673
	VG
	α = 0.71 (+), 0.86 (+), 0.90 (+)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Rospendowski et al., 2014 (23)
	EBPQ
	---
	---
	---
	158
	VG
	α = 0.68 (-), 0.86 (+), 0.92 (+)
	50
	D
	ICC= 0.86 (+), 0.84 (+), 0.86 (+) 
	---
	---
	---

	Pereira et al., 2015 (24)
	EBPQ
	358
	VG
	CFA: CFI = 0.908 (-) 
	358
	VG
	α = 0.75 (+), 0.74 (+), 0.95 (+) 
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Fajarini et al., 2021 (25)
	EBPQ
	--
	---
	---
	42
	VG 
	α = 0.80 (+), 0.92 (+), 0.96 (+) 
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Melnyk et al., 2008 (26)
	EBP Beliefs
	333
	D
	EFA (Single factor): Factor loadings >0.35, Eigenvalue >1 (+)  
	333
	VG
	α =0.90 (+)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Grønvik et al., 2016 (27)
	EBP Beliefs
	112
	A
	EFA (four factors): Factor loading > 0.52, tot variance explained = 55%, cross-loading not reported (?) 
	112
	VG
	α = 0.72 (+), 0.70 (+), 0.53 (-), 0.54 (-)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Kerwien-Jacquier et al., 2020 (28)
	EBP Beliefs
	131
	A
	EFA (four factors): 
Factor loading > 0.458, tot variance explained = 67.47%, cross-loading >10% (-) 
	131
	VG
	α =0.814 (+), 0.770 (+), 0.757 (+), 0.653 (-) 
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Thorsteinsson, 2012 (29)
	EBP Beliefs
	471
	D
	EFA (single factor):
Factor loading >0.45, Eigenvalue >1 (+) 
	471
	VG
	α = 0.86 (+) 
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Verloo et al., 2017 (30)
	EBP Beliefs
	382
	A
	EFA (four factors):
Factor loading >0.446, Eigenvalue >1, Cross-loading >10 % (-)
	382
	VG
	α = 0.829 (+), 0.872 (+), 0.571
 (-), 0.655 (-) 
	---
	---
	--- 
	---
	---
	---

	Van Giang et al., 2021 (12)
	EBP Beliefs
	353
	VG
	CFA (three factor): SRMR = 0.056 (+)
	353
	VG
	α = 0.83 (+), 0.68 (-), 0.64 (-) 
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Melnyk et al., 2021 (31)
	EBP Beliefs- Short 
	498
	D
	EFA (single factor): Factor loading > 0.70, Eigenvalue = 2.25 (+)  
	498
	VG
	α = 0.89 (+)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Melnyk et al., 2008 (26)
	EBP Implement 
	319
	D
	EFA (single factor): Factor loading >0.60, Eigenvalue >1 (+)  
	319
	VG
	α = 0.96 (+) 
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Kerwien-Jacquier et al., 2020 (28)
	EBP Implement
	131
	A
	EFA (five factors): Factor loading > 0.468, total variance explained = 68.79 %, cross-loading > 10%
 (-) 
	131
	VG
	α =0.841 (+), 0.865 (+), 0.631 (-), 0.639 (-), 0.261 (-) 
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Moore et al., 2018 (32)
	EBP Implement
	316
	D
	EFA (three factors): factor loading >0.30, eigenvalues, total explained variance and cross-loading not reported (?) 
	316
	VG
	α =0.80 (+), 0.83 (+), 0.74 (+)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Verloo et al., 2017 (30)
	EBP Implement
	382
	A
	EFA (Two factors): factor loading > 0.577, eigenvalues > 1, Cross-loading > 10% (-) 
	382
	I
	α = 0.954 (total scale) (?) 
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Melnyk et al., 2021 (31)
	EBP Implement- short
	498
	D
	EFA (single factor): Factor loading > 0.85, Eigenvalue = 2.46 (+)  
	498
	VG
	α = 0.81 (+)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Dessie et al., 2020 (33)
	Ethiopian EBP Implement
	405
	A
	EFA (two factors): Factor loadings > 0.40, Eigenvalues >1, cross-loading, no cross loadings (+)
	405
	I 
	Cronbachs alpha not reported for each subscale. total scale= 0.83 (?) 
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Al Zoubi et al., 2018 (34)
	Al Zoubi Questionnaire
	128
	A
	IRT/ Rasch: Model fit: 
x2 >0.01 on three out of four subscales, . Local independence: items correlating >0.3 led to removal, Monotonicity and unidimensionality not reported (?)
	128
	VG
	Person separation index = 0.63, 0.80, 0.81, 0.86 (?)
	---
	---
	--- 
	---
	---
	---

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bernal & Rodriguez-Soto Ndel, 2010 (35)
	EBPP-S
	86
	D
	CFA: CFI= .96, and RMSEA = .06 (+)
	86
	VG
	α = 0.89 (+), 0.90 (+), 0.83 (+)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Jette et al., 2003 (36)
	EBP (Jette) 
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	54
	A
	ICC ranged from 0.37 to 0.90 (50% > 0.70). ICC per item not reported (?) 
	---
	---
	---

	Ferreira et al., 2020 (37)
	EBP (Jette)
	---
	---
	---
	72
	D
	Not report results due to no defined constructs
	72
	I
	percentage of agreement. No ICC or Pearson or Spearman correlations calculated (?)
	---
	---
	---

	Bernhardsson & Larsson, 2013 (38)
	EBP (Bernhardsson)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	42
	I
	percentage of agreement. No ICC or Pearson or Spearman correlations calculated (?) 
	---
	---
	---

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Kaper et al., 2015 (39)
	EBP inventory
	127
	I 
	EFA: Factor loadings >0.30, cross-loading and tot variance explained/ eigenvalue not reported (?) 
	127
	VG
	α = > 0.7 on all subscales (+) except “Decision making” subscale (α = 0.6) (-)
	93
	A
	ICC= 0.71 (+), 0.63 (-), 0.53 (-), 0.83 (+), 0.76 (+) 
	---
	---
	---

	Braun et al., 2019 (40)
	EBP inventory
	---
	---
	---
	889
	VG
	α = 0.64 (-), 0.86 (+), 0.90 (+), 0.89 (+), 0.83 (+) 
	344
	VG
	ICC= 0.78 (+), 0.86 (+), 0.82 (+), 0.80 (+), 0.76 (+)
	344
	VG
	SEM calculated. MIC not defined (?) 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Salbach et al., 2013 (41)
	EPIC
	275
	A
	EFA: All items loaded into one single factor >0.4, Tot explained variance = 71%, <10% cross-loading (+)
	275
	VG
	α = 0.89 (+) 
	192
	A
	ICC= 0.89 (+) 
	192
	A
	LoA calculated. MIC not defined (?)

	Clyde et al., 2016 (42)
	EPIC
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	79
	D
	ICC= 0.92 (+) 
	79
	D
	MDC calculated. MIC not defined (?)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Borntrager et al., 2009 (43)
	MPAS
	---
	---
	---
	55
	VG
	α = 0.80 (+) 
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Park et al., 2018 (44)
	MPAS
	US: 189
Korea:
283 
	

VG
	US: CFA: RMSEA= 0.030, CFI 0.998 (+)
Korea: CFA: RMSEA= <0.05, CFI >0.95 (+) 
	US: 189
Korea:
283
	

VG 
	US: α = 0.78 (+)
Korea: α = 0.65 (-)  
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rubin & Parrish, 2010 (45)
	EBPPAS
	217
	I
	EFA: Factor loadings= 0.68.0.88, cross-loading <10%, and eigenvalues >1 (+) 
	217
	VG
	α = 0.92 (+), 0.90 (+), 0.57 (-). 0.80 (+), 0.87 (+)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Rubin & Parrish, 2011 (46)
	EBPPAS
	511
	VG
	CFA: CFI= 0.90 (-)
	511
	VG
	α = 0.91 (+), 0.83 (+), 0.63 (-), 0.86 (+), 0.86 (+)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Parrish & Rubin 2011 (47)
	EBPPAS-s
	865
	VG
	CFA: CFI= 0.90, RMSEA= 0.06 (-)
	865
	VG
	α = 0.93 (+), 0.92 (+), 0.74 (+), 0.91 (+) 

	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Chang & Crowe, 2011 (48)
	SE-EBP
	174
	A
	EFA: Factor loadings >0.30, tot explained variance = 73.01%, all items loaded into one of the three factors (+) 
	174
	VG
	α = 0.91 (+), 0.96 (+), 0.96 (+)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Oh et al., 2016 (49)
	SE-EBP
	212
	VG
	CFA: CFI = 0.91 (-)
	212
	VG
	α = 0.89 (+), 0.90 (+), 0.93 (+) 
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Tucker et al., 2009 (50)
	EBPSE 
	---
	---
	---
	93
	VG
	α = 0.95 (+)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Wallin et al., 2012 (51)
	EBP Capability Beliefs
	545
	VG
	IRT/ Rasch: Model fit: 
x2= 42,71. Local independence: Two cross-loadings (0.23 and 0.30). Monotonicity and unidimensionality not reported (?) 
	545
	VG
	person separation index = 0.92 (?) 
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sleutel et al., 2015 (52)
	HEAT 
	1219
	VG
	CFA: SRMR= 0 .063 (+)
	2439
	VG
	α = 0.82 (+), 0.89 (+), 0.92 (+), 0.80 (+) 
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Shi et al., 2014 (53)
	EBP-KABQ
	673
	VG
	CFA: CFI = 0.89, TLI = 0.86, RMSEA = 0.06 (-)
	673
	VG 
	α = 0.66 (-), 0.75 (+), 0.77 (+), 0.83 (+)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Connor et al., 2017 (54)
	Quick EBP-VIK
	382
	D
	EFA: Factor loadings >0.30, cross-loading and tot variance explained/ eigenvalue not reported (?)
	382
	VG
	α = 0.78 (+), 0.93 (+), 0.66 (-)
	131
	A
	ICC= 0.51 (-), 0.70 (+), 0.63 (+)
	---
	---
	---

	Zhou et al., 2019 (55)
	Quick EBP-VIK
	209
	VG
	CFA: CFI 0.957 (+) 
	402 
	VG
	α = 0.89 (+), 0.92 (+), 0.91 (+) 
	20
	A
	ICC= 0.57 (-), 0.88 (+), 0.84 (+) 
	---
	---
	---

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Fernandez-Dominguez et al., 2017  (56)
	HS-EBP
	869
	VG
	CFA: CFI =0.99, RMSEA = 0.047, SRMR = 0.067 (+)
	869 
	VG
	α = 0.93 (+), 0.96 (+), 0.84 (+), 0.94 (+), 0.91 (+) 
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Patelarou et al., 2015 (57)
	EBPRS
	477
	VG
	CFA: CFI= 0.96, TLI= 0.96, SRMR= 0.058 (+)
	477
	VG
	α = 0.85 (+), 0.78 (+), 0.87 (+), 0.84 (+)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	McEvoy et al., 2010 (58)
	EBP2
	526
	A
	EFA (five factors): Eigenvalue >1, cross-loading and factor lading not reported (?)
	106
	VG
	α =0.94 (+), 0.94 (+), 0.93 (+), 0.85 (+), 0.76 (+)
	106
	A
	ICC= 0.92 (+), 0.94 (+), 0.83 (+), 0.83 (+),0.77 (+)
	---
	---
	---

	Hu et al., 2020 (59)
	EBP2
	250
	VG
	CFA (8 factors): CFI 0.88 (-)
	543
	VG
	α =0.91 (+), 0.95 (+), 0.90 (+), 0.85 (+), 0.85 (+), 0.87 (+), 0.92 (+), 0.95 (+)
	22
	A
	ICC= 0.84(+), 0.80 (+),0.91 (+), 0.75 (+), 0.90 (+),0.90 (+), 0.84 (+), 0.96 (+)
	---
	---
	---

	Panczyk et al., 2017 (60)
	EBP2
	1362
	A
	EFA (five factors): tot variance explained 63%, factor loading >0.3, cross-loading <10% (+)
	1362
	VG
	α =0.94 (+), 0.97 (+), 0.94 (+), 0.92 (+), 0.80 (+) 
	160
	A
	ICC= 0.94 (+), 0.97 (+), 0.95 (+), 0.92 (+), 0.68 (-)
	---
	---
	---

	Titlestad et al., 2017 (61)
	EBP2
	149
	VG
	CFA (five factors): CFI: 0.68 (-) 
	149
	VG
	α = 0.91 (+), 0.94 (+), 0.94 (+), 0.90 (+), 0.66 (-)
	53
	A
	ICC= 0.69 (-), 0.79 (+), 0.76 (+), 0.45 (-), 0.47 (-)
	53
	A
	SEM calculated. MIC not defined (?)

	Belowska et al., 2020 (62)
	EBP2
	---
	---
	---
	548
	VG
	α = 0.94 (+), 0.98 (+), 0.94 (+), 0.92 (+), 0.80 (+) 
	---
	---
	--- 
	---
	---
	---

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mah et al., 2020 (63)
	ISP-D
	211
	VG
	CFA (four factors): SRMR= 0.075 (+)  
	211
	VG
	α = 0.75 (+), 0.72 (+), 0.63 (-), 0.84 (+) 
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ruzafa Martinez et al., 2011 (64)
	EBNAQ
	219 
	A
	EFA (three factors): tot variance explained 54.7%, factor loading > 0.3, cross-loading < 10% (+) 
	219
	VG
	α = 0.86 (+), 0.63 (+), 0.70 (+)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Diermayr et al., 2015 (65)
	(EBP Diermayr)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	32
	D
	Mean ICC 0.67 (0.40-0.89) (-) 
	---
	---
	---

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ruzafa-Martinez et al., 2020 (66)
	EBP-COQ Prof
	579
	VG
	CFA (Four factors):  CFI = 0.932 (-)
	579
	VG
	α = 0.888 (+), 0.948 (+), 0.817 (+), 0.840 (+)

	18
	A
	ICC= 0.840 (+), 0.966(+),  0.815)(+),  0.876 (+)
	---
	---
	---

	Schetaki et al., 2022 (67)
	EBP-COQ Prof
	414
	VG
	CFA (Four factors): CFI = 0.82 (-)
	414
	VG 
	Cronbach’s alpha ranging from 0.918 to 0.952 (+)
	20 
	A
	Only for total scale. ICC= 0.994 (+) ??
	---
	---
	----

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ruano et al., 2022 (68)
	I-SABE 
	217
	A
	EFA (four factors): tot variance explained 52.6%, factor loading > 0.3, cross-loading > 10% (-)
	217
	VG
	α = 0.76 (+), 0.30 (-), 0.64 (-), 0.84 (+) 
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Norhayati et al., 2022(69)
	Noor EBM
	90
	A
	EFA: Attitude scale: five factors. Factor loading= 0.44-0.92, tot variance= 66.29%. Cross-loading not reported (?)

Practice scale: Two-factor. Factor loading= 0.43-0.99, tot variance= 55.39. Cross-loading not reported (?) 
	90
	I
	α (on total scales): Attitudes scale= 0.81 (?), Practice scale= 0.84 (?)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Abuadas et al., 2021(70)
	EBP-CBFRI
	612
	VG
	CFA (five factors): RMSA= 0.05 (+)
	612
	VG
	Cronbach’s alpha ranging from 0.92 to 0.95 (+) 
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Abbreviations: 
--- = no info available 
Meth qual: results of quality assessment 
VG= very good; A= adequate; D= doubtful; I= inadequate 
Rating of results: (+) = sufficient result; (-) = insufficient result; (?) = indeterminate result 
Model fit: CFI; Comparative fit index; RMSEA= root mean square error of approximation; SRMR= standardized square residual (71)
EFA= exploratory factor analysis (72); CFA= confirmatory factor analysis
α = Cronbach’s alpha 
ICC= Intraclass correlation coefficient 
SEM= Standard error of measurement; LoA= limits of agreement; SDC/MDC= smallest/minimal detectable change; MIC = minimal important change
*= Results on separate subscales are reported in the same order as the subscales are listed under “subscales” in table 1, unless otherwise stated 
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