
LETTER TO THE EDITOR

Reply to the letter by Siamak Sabour

We thank the author of the letter for reading our paper carefully
and emphasizing a very important statistical methodology which
is indeed often applied in a wrong way. The author stresses two
points about our analysis: first, it is stated that the ICCC instead
of the ICC should be used and, second, that the j statistic is not
a valid tool to assess reliability but a weighted j should be
calculated.

We want to present our point of view and show the validity
of our analysing strategy:

The first issue refers to the ICC. Obviously, we did not apply
Pearson’s correlation coefficient (r) as stated by the author of the
letter (which would not be a valid approach to assess reliability
but is only a measure of correlation). Instead, we used the intra-
class correlation coefficient (ICC), which is distinctly different
from Pearson’s r and did not calculate an ‘inter-class correlation’
(this term was never used in our article). The author of the letter
states that we should not use the ‘inter-class correlation’ but the
‘intra-class correlation coefficient’ using the acronym ‘ICCC’ and
the article by Lawrence [1] as reference. However, Lawrence
introduced an alternative approach to the ICC: the concordance
correlation coefficient. The acronym ‘CCC’ is commonly used for
this measure (not ‘ICCC’) [2]. This does not equal the ICC as
clearly described in Lawrence’s article. Secondly, the ICC is a
standard approach to analyse reliability [3–5], and as stated
above, not equal to Pearson’s r. Furthermore, the CCC and the
ICC both lead to very similar results. An overview can be found in
the article by Watson and Petrie [3].

The second issue about the j-statistic is a very interesting
and important concern. It is true that there is a lot of discus-
sion about that measure. The author mentioned two of the
common criticisms: The dependency of the j-statistic on the
marginal prevalence and the on the number of categories.
However, these criticisms cannot be applied to all situations.
For example, Vach (2005) [6] states that we should stop criticiz-
ing the j-statistic: Besides other issues, Vach addresses the
problem of the dependency on the prevalence (and the main
criticism stated by the author of the letter) and explains that
the j-statistic is a good measure of reliability able to adjust for
imbalances in marginal prevalence. Regarding the dependency
of the j-statistic on the observed prevalence, Vach states that
‘this type of dependence does not, however, indicate any
drawback or weakness of the j-statistic. It merely reflects the
basic aim of the j-statistic’ (p. 656). We certainly agree with
this statement as the statistic measures the amount of agree-
ment observed on top of the agreement by chance.
Furthermore, Vach says that ‘the expected amount of agree-
ment by chance depends on the marginal prevalences, and so
the correction depends on it’ (p. 656). He summarizes ‘it is the
aim of the j-statistic that identical agreement rates should be
judged differently in the light of the marginal prevalences,
which determine the expected amount of chance agreement.
Hence, it makes no sense to criticize j for exactly fulfilling this
property’ (p. 659).

The comparability of the results of a reliability analysis
between different variables with different numbers of categories
might be questionable in general. In our article, we exclusively
check variables with only two categories for reliability. Therefore,
we think that this issue does not apply to our article.
Furthermore, the weighted j does not solve this problem
because it is only applicable to ordinal data and it also depends
on the number of categories as described by Benner and
Kliebisch [7]. Obviously, different analysts have different opinions
about the use of the j-statistic. However, we agree with Vach on
the properties of j. We aimed at correcting the measure of agree-
ment for the marginal prevalence and, hence, the j-statistic is a
valid tool to analyse the data.

We thank the author of the letter for stressing this important
topic and do not wish to criticize his opinion. Indeed we are
thankful for the opportunity to discuss the characteristics of the
applied statistical approach. We hope that we were able to
show the validity of our analysing strategy.
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