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Abstract 

Background: Infertility stigma is a hidden burden that overshadows the dimensions of reproductive and sexual 
health in infertile women. The aim of this study was to develop and evaluate the psychometric properties of the 
Female Infertility Stigma Instrument (ISI-F).

Methods: This mixed method study with sequential exploratory design was conducted in qualitative and quantita-
tive phases. In the first phase, the initial item pool of the Female Infertility Stigma Instrument (ISI-F) was generated 
using in-depth interviews. In the quantitative phase, psychometric properties of the ISI-f including content, face and 
construct validity, as well as reliability (internal consistency and stability) were assessed. Exploratory factor analysis 
was performed on the collected data from 300 infertile women for evaluation of construct validity. Data was analyzed 
using SPSS version 20. This study has followed the Mixed Methods Article Reporting Standards checklist.

Results: The final version of ISI-F had 20 items. Total CVI and CVR were 0.94 and 0.87, respectively. Explanatory factor 
analysis identified 3 main factors that explained 54.013% of the variance. These factors consisted of stigma profile (7 
items), self-stigma (6 items) and escaping from stigma (7 items). Internal consistency and stability of the ISI-F has been 
approved by Cronbach’s alpha, McDonald’s Omega (0.909, 0.916) and Intraclass Correlation Coefficient (ICC = 0.878).

Conclusion: The Female Infertility Stigma Instrument (ISI-F) is a valid and reliable tool for evaluation of the perceived 
female infertility stigma, that was developed in this study.
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Background
Infertility is defined as inability to get pregnant after one 
year of unprotected sexual intercourse and has become 
a global problem. According to international statistics, 
about 186 million individuals are suffering from infertil-
ity around the world and it affects about 10 to 15 percent 

of people during their fertile age [1–3]. Infertility is con-
sidered as one of the most destructive crisis in the cou-
ples’ lives [4]. Due to realistic or unrealistic thoughts, 
infertile individuals usually feel unacceptance from the 
society and lack of empathy from others and therefore, 
they would feel isolated form the world of fertile people. 
Feeling isolated, social stigma and loss of control consti-
tutes their identity [5, 6]. Although the rate of infertility 
is almost equal between men and women; most socie-
ties have held women responsible for infertility and this 
would cause infertile women feel guilty and threaten 
their self-esteem [7, 8].
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Women have described infertility as the most sad-
dening experience of their life [9, 10]. Motherhood is a 
part of identity for many women and they would appear 
more vunerable in the case of infertility in comparison to 
men and would expereince more stigma [2, 11]. Infertil-
ity threaten the security of women and they would bur-
den a great amount of stress due to the stigma. For most 
women, infertility is a hidden stigma which is associated 
with the feelings of shame and secrecy [12, 13]. Stigma 
is defined as a negative feeling of being different from 
others in the society and being unlike the social norms. 
From Goffman ’s point of view, stigma is a discrediting 
social difference that leads to a “spoiled identity"[14], 
and a theoretical overview of the stigma concept showed 
that stigma is in the form of "public stigma; self-stigma; 
stigma by association and structural stigma"; it is state 
that public stigma is the main root of the other forms 
of stigma [15]. If infertility would be experienced as a 
stigma, it would deprive the infertile individual from the 
potential support sources that would lead to feelings of 
anxiety, stress [16, 17], guilt, stigma [18] and disruption 
of relationships [3]. In our qualitative study, the infertile 
women perceive stigma profile as verbal, social and same 
sex stigma. They also experience self-stigma as negative 
feelings, and devaluation. Defensive mechanisms that 
women use were escaping from stigma, acceptance and 
hiding the infertility [12]. Stigma is associated with the 
mental and social dimensions of infertility and cause the 
infertile individual to be unable to accept themselves as 
someone like others in the society [11]. Considering the 
adverse effect of infertility on the mental status and rela-
tionships of the individuals [7, 19], well-designed tool 
with approvd reliability and validity are necessary to eval-
uate the percieved stigma of the infertility.

For evaluating the infertility stigma, some studies have 
used the general tools for evaluation of stigma just by 
adding the word “infertility” into these tools [16, 20–22]. 
Considering that morbidity and physical problems have 
various social, mental and psychological consequences, 
general questionnaires are not able to answer the spe-
cific issues that are raised by a specific condition such as 
infertility. For examples in neurological diseases, ques-
tionnaires are mostly designed based on social rejection 
and discriminatory behaviors [23], For AIDS, stigma 
questionnaire is mostly consisted of concerns about dis-
ease disclosure, having negative image of themselves and 
concerns about social behaviors [24]. Even for a disease 
such as type 2 diabetes, stigma questionnaire is about dif-
ferent behaviors, identity concerns and judgment [25]. 
For associative stigma of mental illness, the dimensions 
of violence-dangerousness, disability, and irresponsibil-
ity-lack of competence have been found [26]. It reveals 
that for each medical issue, based on their type and 

consequences, the type of stigma is different and gen-
eral questionnaires could not address the specific issues 
caused by that condition. For example, in AIDS, people 
are mostly concerned about the transmission of the dis-
ease and stigma would reveal itself as social rejection and 
even violent behaviors but for a condition like infertility, 
this type of stigma might not be common. Even female 
and male infertility might be different regarding their 
experienced stigma [24]. Therefore, it is necessary to 
design a specific questionnaire for this purpose. The pre-
sent study was conducted for designing and psychomet-
ric assessment of the female infertility stigma instrument.

Material and methods
This exploratory, sequential mixed-method study was 
conducted with the qualitative-quantitative sequencing 
design. The protocol of this study has been published 
before. The diagram of the study has been presented in 
Fig.  1[27]. The method will be presented briefly here. 
The present article adheres to the EQUATOR guidelines 
for reporting research using the Mixed Methods Article 
Reporting Standards (MMARS) checklist.

Qualitative phase

i. Item generation In this phase, the ISI-F (Female Infer-
tility Stigma Instrument) items were generated using 
the data from interviews with infertile women who 
refer to the Isfahan fertility and infertility center, Isfa-
han, Iran from 2019 to 2020. The qualitative phase of 
the study has been published before [12] Using the 
data from the interviews, an initial pool of 108 items 
was generated. After a careful review by the research 
team, the number of items was reduced to 55. Upon 
initial agreement, the items were scored on a 5-point 
Likert scale from 1 (totally disagreed) to 5 (totally 
agreed). The questionnaire was prepared for evalua-
tion of psychometric criteria.

Quantitative phase
The psychometric indexes of ISI-F including con-
tent, face and construct validity, as well as reliability 
(internal consistency and stability) were measured 
in this phase.

 i. Content validity Content validity of the instrument 
was carried out using qualitative and quantitative 
approaches.

 In the qualitative content validity method, the 
opinions of experts were evaluated. The purpo-
sive sampling was used to invite 10 experts who 
were well distinguished in the fields of qualitative 
research, instrument development, and health sci-
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ences. The faculty members of nursing, midwifery, 
epidemiology, psychology, psychiatry and repro-
ductive health participated in this stage. The proper 
grammar, appropriate and correct words and items’ 
scoring were assessed by experts.

 The quantitative content validity was evaluated 
using content validity ratio (CVR) and content 
validity index (CVI) [28]. For CVR calculation, 10 
experts were invited to assess item essentiality. The 
score of each item was considered within a three-
degree range of “not essential, useful but not essen-
tial, essential” from 1 to 3 points. The items with 
CVR values above 0.62 were retained in the instru-
ment based on the Lawshe’s table [29]

 For the CVI calculation, the same experts were 
asked to evaluate the relevance and adequacy of the 
items based on 4-point Likert scale (not relevant, 
somewhat relevant, quite relevant, highly relevant). 
The Item-CVI (I-CVI) and Scale-CVI (S‐CVI) were 
calculated. I-CVI was computed by dividing the 
number of experts giving a rating score of either 3 
or 4 by the total number of experts. Values of I-CVI 
more than 0.79 was considered acceptable and 
showed that the item is relevant [30]. The S-CVI 
acceptance criterion was between 0.8 and 0.9 [31].

 ii. Face validity Qualitative and quantitative meth-
ods were used for face validity evaluation. In the 
qualitative approach, the items of the questionnaire 
were evaluated by ten infertile women regarding 
the difficulty level, proportion, clarity, and necessity 

Phase Propose Procedure Product

2nd phase 

Exploring the 
concept of 

infertility stigma1st phase 

Developing item 
pool for ISI-F

Quantitative

data analysis 

(content analysis)

Quantitative

data collection

Psychometric of

ISI-F

Text data 
(interview transcript)

Qualitative

+ 

Quantitative 

data collection 

Final 
questionnaire

Text data 
(Codes, subthemes and 

themes)

Measurement 
properties of 

ISI-F

Quantitative 

data analysis

Primary 
questionnaire

Quantitative 

Fig. 1 Flowchart of the sequential exploratory mixed method study [27]. ISI-F; Female Infertility Stigma Instrument
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of each item. For Quantitative face validity assess-
ment, the impact score of each item was calculated 
(Impact Score = Frequency (%) × Importance). 10 
infertile women scored the importance of each 
item with a 5-point scale from 1 (not important) to 
5 (very important). The impact score of each item 
was calculated by multiplying its importance score 
by the number of participants who had rated it 4 or 
5, and items with impact scores more than 1.5 were 
chosen for further analysis [28].

 iii. Pilot reliability The initial internal consistency of 
the ISI-F was calculated in a pilot study. 50 women 
with primary infertility completed the question-
naire. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of each question 
and of the whole instrument were calculated. Items 
with an internal correlation value of less than 0.2 
were removed. Following the pilot study, a 22 item 
pre-final version of the ISI-F was prepared for con-
struct validity evaluation.

 iv. Construct validity Exploratory factor analysis 
(EFA) was used to evaluate the construct valid-
ity and extract the latent constructs of ISI-F. Psy-
chometric properties of the ISI-F were examined 
by conducting a cross-sectional study. 300 women 
who referred to the Isfahan Fertility and Infertility 
Center with known primary female infertility and 
without any psychological disorder completed the 
questionnaire. All the participants were informed 
about the study objectives and how to complete the 
questionnaire.

To identify the underlying components of the ISI-F 
items, Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was conducted 
using the main methods of principal components analy-
sis (PCA) and varimax rotation. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 
(KMO) measure and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity were 
used to determine the adequacy of the sample for factor 
analysis. To determine the number of potential underly-
ing factors, eigenvalues greater than one and the scree 
plot were used. Factor loadings greater than or equal to 
0.40 were considered appropriate [32]. Statistical calcu-
lations were performed using SPSS software (version 20, 
SPSS Inc., Chicago, USA).

Reliability
Internal consistency and stability were used to verify the 
reliability of ISI-F. To evaluate the internal consistency 
of ISI-F, coefficients of Cronbach’s alpha and McDon-
ald’s Omega were estimated, and values greater than 
0.7 were considered acceptable [33, 34]. The test re-test 
method was used for assessment of stability. 30 infertile 
women completed the questionnaire during a two-week 
interval, and Intraclass Correlation Coefficient (ICC) was 

calculated. ICC values of 0.7–0.8 were considered as hav-
ing suitable stability [32, 35].

Results
Overall, 55 items of ISI-F were developed as a result of 
the qualitative study. In the second stage, consider-
ing CVR above 0.62 and I-CVI above 0.79, and as a 
result of the pilot study 22 items were remained in the 
questionnaire.

For exploratory factor analysis 300 infertile women 
completed the questionnaire. The age range was between 
20 and 46 years old (31.34 ± 5.52). The mean of infertil-
ity duration was 5.27 ± 4.33 (range: 1–24 years). Demo-
graphic data are shown in Table 1. After expletory factor 
analysis two more items were removed, so the final ques-
tionnaire had 20 items. The S‐CVI and S-CVR score for 
all the items was calculated as 0.94 and 0.87 respectively. 
The details of CVI, CVR, and the items that remained in 
the questionnaire are presented in Table 2.

Based on principal component analysis (PCA), 22 
items were refined in the EFA. The adequacy of sam-
ple size and data appropriateness were confirmed by 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett’s Test of Sphe-
ricity (KMO = 0.911 and χ2 = 2619.034, p = 0.001). 
Three main factors were emerged with eigenvalues of 
greater than 1. Also the Scree-plot method confirmed 
the number of factors (Fig.  2). Minimum loading for 

Table1 Demographic characteristics of the study participants 
(n = 300)

Mean(SDa)/ N(%)

Age 31.43(5.52)

Educational level

 Elementary 26(8.6)

 Diploma 119(39.7)

 Academic 155(51.7)

Occupational status

 Employed 68(22.7)

 Housewife 232(77.3)

Residency

 Urban 259(86.3)

 Rural 41(13.7)

Infertility duration 5.27(4.33)

Infertility factor

 An ovulatory cycle & PCOD 176(58.7)

 Fibromyoma 20(6.7)

 Endometriosis 8(2.7)

 Fallopian tube occlusion 18(6)

 Uterine abnormality 2(0.7)

 Unknown 44(14.6)

 Other female factors 32(10.6)
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the items to remain in the questionnaire was set to be 
0.4. None of the correlations among the factors was 
greater than 0.60. Component loadings ranged from 
0.45 to 0.80 (Table 2). Two items were removed because 
of low loading in factor analysis. Finally, 20 items were 
loaded in 3 main factors that explained 54.013% of the 
observed variance, representing factors were consisted 
of:

– Stigma profile (7 items)
– Self-stigma (6 items)
– Escaping from stigma (7 items). The results are 

shown in Table 2.

The Cronbach’s alpha and McDonald’s Omega coeffi-
cient for the entire scale were 0.909 and 0.916 respec-
tively. The results showed that all the factors had 

acceptable internal consistency. The stability of the 
ISI-F and its subscales as measured by the Intraclass 
Correlation Coefficient (ICC) was also found to be sat-
isfactory (ICC = 0.878) (Table  3). The 20 items of the 
ISI-F were scored on a 5-point Likert scale. The scor-
ing of item number 17 is reverse. Therefore, the total 
score of the scale can range from 20 to 100. A higher 
score indicates a greater perception of infertility 
stigmatization.

Discussion
An instrument with 20 items was developed for assess-
ment of perceived female infertility stigma in order to 
evaluate this concept in three dimensions of “Stigma pro-
file”, “Self-stigma” and “escaping from stigma”. Acceptable 
explained variance of the scale shows its ability to meas-
ure the concept of perceived infertility stigma among 

Table2 Content analysis of the questionnaire including CVI, CVR and exploratory factor analysis of ISI-F

a Content validity index
b Content validity ratio
c Bold numbers show the items’ loading of underlying fact
d Reverse scoring

Factors and items of ISI-F Factor loading CVRa CVIb

F1 F2 F3

Factor1: stigma profile (7 items)
Eigenvalue = 4.26, Variance = 21.34%

Others taunt me because of my infertility .699c .220 .204 0.87 0.92

Others’ feeling pity for my infertility is disturbing .801 .138 .057 0.99 0.94

Others’ questions and curiosity about my infertility disturbs me .771 .354 .091 0.86 0.98

I feel that others look at me differently because of my infertility .597 .227 .345 0.89 0.94

Pressure from others and the society is more disturbing than infertility .703 .245 .191 0.89 1.00

I do not like to be called “infertile” .649 .242 .131 0.86 1.00

Other women, do not understand me .665 .087 .175 0.81 0.80

Factor2: self-stigma (6 items)
Eigenvalue = 3.69, Variance = 18.47%

Infertility is considered as a defect for women .076 .634 .169 0.82 1.00

I feel inferior to others because I cannot get pregnant .228 .716 .205 0.84 0.98

I am worry that my husband would remarry or divorce me because I am infertile .123 .534 .007 0.81 0.92

I want to have child as soon as possible to get rid of others’ negative words .452 .551 .185 1.00 1.00

I avoid being in gatherings because of my infertility problem .169 .680 .174 0.87 0.98

I feel sad when others have children .051 .602 .228 0.84 0.80

Factor3: escaping from stigma (7 items)
Eigenvalue = 2.84, Variance = 14.19%

I make excuses for not getting pregnant (I have not decided to have children…) .316 .076 .740 0.84 0.87

I do not want to talk to others about my infertility .374 .133 .596 0.82 0.94

I hide my infertility problem from others .146 .206 .822 0.86 1.00

I talk to my family about my infertility (R)d .201 .168 .510 0.84 0.91

I hide my infertility problem from my in-laws .023 .192 .721 0.90 0.98

I am worried that others know my infertility problem .313 .161 .714 0.98 1.00

I try to keep my distance with others to avoid their interference .350 .315 .518 1.00 0.99
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infertile women. Findings Confirmed that ISI-F is a valid 
instrument and had acceptable validity (content, face 
and construct) and reliability (internal consistency and 
stability).

The first factor of the instrument, Stigma profile, was 
consisted of 7 items. Items of this dimension was speci-
fied to the behavior of the society’s members toward 
an infertile woman and infertility, including verbal sar-
casm, curiosities and inappropriate questions and type 
of look and approach that could impose mental pressure 

on infertile women. Studies have shown that this type of 
behavior exists in every society from outsiders in direct 
or indirect ways [36–39]. In this regard, Slade et  al in 
their questionnaire have noticed different look and judg-
ment and no specific infertility stigma have been men-
tioned [16]. In line with this structure, Fu et al extracted a 
dimension under the title of general stigma in their ques-
tionnaire in which curiosity and inappropriate questions 
have not been mentioned [13]; whilst this was one of the 
most important part of the present study. In the present 

Fig. 2 Scree-plot. Based on the Scree-plot, three factors were proposed for extraction in EFA for ISI-F

Table 3 Cronbach’s α coefficients and ICC for the ISI-F and its subscales

Number of items Cronbach’s α 
coefficients

McDonald’s omega 
coefficients

Intraclass correlation 
coefficients (ICC), 
CI95%

Factor1: stigma profile 7 0.875 0.876 0.836 (0.642–0.875)

Factor2: self-stigma 6 0.757 0.794 0.915 (0.822–0.959)

Factor3: escaping from stigma 7 0.854 0.875 0.929 (0.851–0.966)

Total scale 20 0.909 0.916 0.878 (0.761–0.946)
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study women have reported behaviors and approaches 
from other women. The item of “Other women, do not 
understand me” has been placed in the female infertility 
stigma instrument due to its emphasized role in impos-
ing mental pressure on infertile women. Women had a 
bad feeling while being called “infertile” and did not like 
these nicknames. Most of them were reluctant to use the 
infertility term. The item of “I do not like to be called 
infertile” has been added regarding this feeling in women.

The second factor of the tool was self-stigma. It con-
tained 6 items which was focused on the feelings, per-
ceptions and attitude of women toward themselves in 
relation with infertility. Due to their infertility, these 
women feel isolated from the world of fertile women [5] 
in a way that inferiority complex, humiliation, isolation, 
social stigma, losing control and feeling flawed in asso-
ciation with infertility would become the center of the 
infertile women’s identity [4, 6]. Items of “infertility is 
considered as a defect for a woman” and “I feel inferior to 
others because I cannot get pregnant” are placed in this 
dimension. Infertility could have mental and social con-
sequences for the individual and could affect the couple’s 
marital relationships [9, 19] The item of “I am worry that 
my husband would remarry or divorce me because I am 
infertile” is placed in this dimension. There are items in 
the Fu et al questionnaire about feeling shame and humil-
iation that are similar to the present questionnaire, but in 
the present questionnaire self-stigma has gone beyond 
these feelings and has considered aspects such as getting 
sad when others have children which is a sign of deep 
hidden feeling of humiliation; this could be considered as 
the strength of this instrument.

The third factor of the instrument was escaping from 
stigma. This factor contained 7 items which was about 
the defense mechanisms and family support, such as 
“I make excuses for not getting pregnant (I have not 
decided to have children…)”, “I talk to my family about 
my infertility”. In this factor common defense mecha-
nisms of infertile women including secrecy, keeping dis-
tance with others and making excuses are mentioned. In 
the questionnaire by Slade et al this subject has not been 
mentioned at all [16]. In the questionnaire by Fu et  al 
keeping distance with others and secrecy have been con-
sidered [13].

Regarding family’s support, women’s willingness to 
talk to their families was one of the items that remained 
in the ISI-F. There are items about women family in the 
Fu et al questionnaire considered as the stigma pressure. 
For example, “I feel like a burden to my family”, which has 
been mentioned the Fu et al questionnaire, while was not 
mentioned by any of the interviewed women in the pre-
sent research, on the contrary, women had mostly con-
sulted with their families which was mentioned as “I talk 

to my family about my infertility” in the Female Infertility 
Stigma Instrument (ISI-F).

It seems that the designed questionnaire, while having 
fewer items (20 items), which is considered as an impor-
tant advantage, it is able to cover more aspects of infertil-
ity stigma and is more consistent with infertile women’s 
experiences.

The designed instrument had a high content valid-
ity which indicates that it has been able to evaluate the 
concept of female infertility stigma successfully. Also, this 
instrument had a significant reliability and stability which 
are considered as the strengths of this tool. As far as our 
study show, this instrument is the first tool that has been 
designed to evaluate female infertility stigma which has 
been designed using a mixed method study. Therefore, it 
could be a ground for further investigations in this field. 
Studied women were selected from one center which is 
the country’s referral center and people would visit it 
from different parts of the country, therefore it could be a 
representative of women’s experiences from different cul-
tures and social backgrounds.

Limitations
This study evaluated the perceived stigma and it is pos-
sible that, due to the sensitivity of the subject, feelings 
such as sympathy have also been perceived as stigma 
and therefore the real level of stigma might be lower 
than what they have perceived; this subject requires fur-
ther investigations. Also, it is recommended that male 
stigma would be investigated and a Specific tool would be 
designed for this purpose too.

Conclusions
A 20 items instrument was developed in this mix method 
study based on theoretical knowledge are more likely to 
be effective in the evaluating perceived female infertility 
stigma. The Infertility Stigma Instrument for Female (ISI-
F) had appropriate coherence and desirable reliability and 
validity.

Abbreviations
ISI-F: Female infertility stigma instrument; MMARS: The mixed methods article 
reporting standards; CVR: Content validity ratio; CVI: Content validity index; 
EFA: Exploratory factor analysis; PCA: Principal components analysis; KMO: 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin; ICC: Intraclass correlation coefficient; SPSS: Statistical pack-
age for social science.

Acknowledgements
This article was extracted from a PhD dissertation on sexual and reproductive 
Health. We are grateful to all participants who made this study possible. The 
authors would like to thank the Research and Technology Deputy of Shahid 
Beheshti University of Medical Sciences as well as Isfahan Fertility & Infertility 
Center for cooperation.



Page 8 of 9Taebi et al. BMC Women’s Health          (2022) 22:557 

Author contributions
All the authors contributed to the concept and purpose of the study. MT, NK 
and AM reviewed and involved in the qualitative phase data analysis. MT, HAM 
and MJ contributed in data gathering and data analysis of the quantitative 
phase. MT, NK and AM reviewed the first draft of the manuscript. All authors 
approved the final version of the manuscript.

Funding
This research has been approved by the ethics committee of the Shahid 
Beheshti University of Medical Sciences (Approval ID: IR.SBMU.RETECH.
REC.1397.310/ Research ID: 14782). No funding was received to assist with the 
preparation of this manuscript.

Availability of data and materials
The datasets used and/or analyzed during the current study available from the 
corresponding author on reasonable request.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
All the participants were informed of the study purpose and assured of the 
confidentiality of their data and their voluntary participation. This study pro-
tocol has the ethical approval of the ethics committee of the Shahid Beheshti 
University of Medical Sciences (Approval ID: IR.SBMU.RETECH.REC.1397.310). 
Participants were informed about the aims of the study and informed written 
consent was obtained from all the participants. Study protocol was based on 
Helsinki Declaration of Ethics in Research.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Author details
1 Reproductive Sciences and Sexual Health Research Center, Isfahan University 
of Medical Sciences, Isfahan, Iran. 2 Midwifery and Reproductive Health 
Research Center, Department of Midwifery and Reproductive Health, Shahid 
Beheshti University of Medical Sciences, P.O. Box 1996835119, Tehran, Iran. 
3 Health Metrics Research Centre, Iranian Institute for Health Sciences Research, 
ACECR, Tehran, Iran. 4 Department of Biostatistics, School of Allied Medical 
Sciences, Shahid Beheshti University of Medical Sciences, Tehran, Iran. 5 Faculty 
of Medicine, Nursing and Health Sciences, School of Nursing and Midwifery, 
Monash University, Melbourne, Australia. 

Received: 31 July 2022   Accepted: 20 December 2022

References
 1. Sun H, Gong TT, Jiang YT, Zhang S, Zhao YH, Wu QJ. Global, regional, and 

national prevalence and disability-adjusted life-years for infertility in 195 
countries and territories, 1990–2017: results from a global burden of 
disease study, 2017. Aging. 2019;11(23):10952–91.

 2. Inhorn MC, Patrizio P. Infertility around the globe: new thinking on 
gender, reproductive technologies and global movements in the 21st 
century. Hum Reprod Update. 2015;21(4):411–26.

 3. Kumari S, Singh S, Singh S. A comparative observational analysis of the 
determinants of primary infertility in women of reproductive age. Eur J 
Mol Clin Med. 7(11):2020.

 4. Greil AL, Slauson-Blevins K, McQuillan J. The experience of infertility: a 
review of recent literature. Sociol Health Illn. 2010;32(1):140–62.

 5. Hinton L, Kurinczuk JJ, Ziebland S. Infertility; isolation and the internet: a 
qualitative interview study. Patient Educ Couns. 2010;81(3):436–41.

 6. Greil AL, McQuillan J, Lowry M, Shreffler KM. infertility treatment and 
fertility-specific distress: a longitudinal analysis of a population-based 
sample of U.S. women. Soc Sci Med. 2011;73(1):87–94.

 7. Kearney AL, White KM. Examining the psychosocial determinants of 
women’s decisions to delay childbearing. Hum Reprod (Oxf Engl). 
2016;31(8):1776–87.

 8. Alhassan A, Ziblim AR, Muntaka S. A survey on depression among infertile 
women in Ghana. BMC Womens Health. 2014;14(1):42.

 9. Lei A, You H, Luo B, Ren J. The associations between infertility-related 
stress, family adaptability and family cohesion in infertile couples. Sci Rep. 
2021;11(1):1–8.

 10. Rockliff HE, Lightman SL, Rhidian E, Buchanan H, Gordon U, Vedhara K. 
A systematic review of psychosocial factors associated with emotional 
adjustment in in vitro fertilization patients. Hum Reprod Update. 
2014;20(4):594–613.

 11. Younesi S, Akbari-Zardkhaneh S, Behjati Ardakani Z. Evaluating 
stigma among infertile men and women in Iran. J Reprod Infertil. 
2006;6(5):531–46.

 12. Taebi M, Kariman N, Montazeri A, Majd HA. Infertility stigma: a qualitative 
study on feelings and experiences of infertile women. Int J Fertil Steril. 
2021;15(3):189.

 13. Fu B, Qin N, Cheng L, Tang G, Cao Y, Yan C, et al. Development and valida-
tion of an infertility stigma scale for Chinese women. J Psychosom Res. 
2015;79(1):69–75.

 14. Dovidio J, Major B, Crocker J. Stigma: Introduction and overview. Soc 
Psychol stigma. 2000;1:1–28.

 15. Bos AE, Pryor JB, Reeder GD, Stutterheim SE. Stigma: advances in theory 
and research. Basic Appl Soc Psychol. 2013;35(1):1–9.

 16. Slade P, O’Neill C, Simpson AJ, Lashen H. The relationship between per-
ceived stigma, disclosure patterns, support and distress in new attendees 
at an infertility clinic. Hum Reprod (Oxf Engl). 2007;22(8):2309–17.

 17. Carter J, Applegarth L, Josephs L, Grill E, Baser RE, Rosenwaks Z. A cross-
sectional cohort study of infertile women awaiting oocyte donation: the 
emotional, sexual, and quality-of-life impact. Fertil Steril. 2011;95(2):711-6.e1.

 18. Donkor ES, Sandall J. The impact of perceived stigma and mediating 
social factors on infertility-related stress among women seeking infertility 
treatment in Southern Ghana. Soc Sci Med. 2007;65(8):1683–94.

 19. Onat G, Kizilkaya BN. Effects of infertility on gender differences in marital 
relationship and quality of life: a case-control study of Turkish couples. 
Eur J Obstet Gynecol Reprod Biol. 2012;165(2):243–8.

 20. Justo JMRM, Vieira CFSP, Costa EV. Stigma consciousness and self-efficacy 
in infertile couples: correlation and gender differences. Int J Dev Educ 
Psychol. 2010;1(2):433–42.

 21. Naab F, Brown R, Heidrich S. Psychosocial health of infertile Ghanaian 
women and their infertility beliefs. J Nurs Scholarsh Off Publ Sigma Theta 
Tau Int Honor Soc Nurs. 2013;45(2):132–40.

 22. Ergin RN, Polat A, Kars B, Öztekin D, Sofuoğlu K, Çalışkan E. Social 
stigma and familial attitudes related to infertility. Turk J Obstet Gynecol. 
2018;15(1):46–9.

 23. Ma H-I, Hsieh C-E. Questionnaires on stigmatizing attitudes among 
healthcare students in Taiwan: development and validation. BMC Med 
Educ. 2020;20(1):59.

 24. Berger BE, Ferrans CE, Lashley FR. Measuring stigma in people with 
HIV: psychometric assessment of the HIV stigma scale. Res Nurs Health. 
2001;24(6):518–29.

 25. Browne JL, Ventura AD, Mosely K, Speight J. Measuring Type 1 dia-
betes stigma: development and validation of the type 1 Diabetes 
stigma assessment scale (DSAS-1). Diabet Med J Br Diabet Assoc. 
2017;34(12):1773–82.

 26. Sastre-Rus M, Tomás-Sábado J, Juliá-Sanchis R, Roldán-Merino JF, Puig-
Llobet M, Lluch-Canut MT. Development and psychometric testing of a 
scale for assessing the associative stigma of mental illness in nursing. J 
Clin Nurs. 2020;29(21–22):4300–12.

 27. Taebi M, Kariman N, Montazeri A, Majd HA. Development and psycho-
metric evaluation of the female infertility stigma instrument (ISI-F): 
protocol for a mixed method study. Reprod Health. 2020;17:1–6.

 28. Waltz C, Strickland O, Lenz E. Measurement in nursing and health 
research. Fourth Edition. New York: Springer Publishing Company; 2010.

 29. Lawshe CH. A quantitative approach to content validity. Pers Psychol. 
1975;28(4):563–75.

 30. Tavousi M, Haeri-Mehrizi A, Rakhshani F, Rafiefar S, Soleymanian A, 
Sarbandi F, et al. Development and validation of a short and easy-to-use 



Page 9 of 9Taebi et al. BMC Women’s Health          (2022) 22:557  

•
 
fast, convenient online submission

 •
  

thorough peer review by experienced researchers in your field

• 
 
rapid publication on acceptance

• 
 
support for research data, including large and complex data types

•
  

gold Open Access which fosters wider collaboration and increased citations 

 
maximum visibility for your research: over 100M website views per year •

  At BMC, research is always in progress.

Learn more biomedcentral.com/submissions

Ready to submit your researchReady to submit your research  ?  Choose BMC and benefit from: ?  Choose BMC and benefit from: 

instrument for measuring health literacy: the Health literacy instrument 
for adults (HELIA). BMC Public Health. 2020;20(1):656.

 31. Ebadi A, Taghizadeh Z, Montazeri A, Shahvari Z, Tavousi M. Translation, 
development and psychometric properties of health related measures-
part 2: construct validity, reliability and responsiveness. Health Monit J 
Iran Inst Health Sci Res. 2017;16(4):445–55.

 32. Munro B. Satistical methods for health care research. Philadelphia: Wolters 
Kluwer Health/ Lippincott Williams & Wilkins; 2013.

 33. Jebb AT, Ng V, Tay L. A review of key likert scale development advances: 
1995–2019. Front Psychol. 2021;12:637547.

 34. Hayes AF, Coutts JJ. Use omega rather than Cronbach’s alpha for estimat-
ing reliability. But…. Commun Methods Meas. 2020;14(1):1–24.

 35. Polit DF, Beck CT. Nursing research: generating and assessing evidence for 
nursing practice. 9th ed. Philadelphia: Lippincott Williams & Wilkins; 2017.

 36. Fledderjohann JJ. “Zero is not good for me”: implications of infertility in 
Ghana. Hum Reprod (Oxf Engl). 2012;27(5):1383–90.

 37. Bornstein M, Gipson JD, Failing G, Banda V, Norris A. Individual and 
community-level impact of infertility-related stigma in Malawi. Soc Sci 
Med. 2020;251:112910.

 38. Pacheco Palha A, Lourenço MF. Psychological and cross-cultural aspects 
of infertility and human sexuality. Adv Psychosom Med. 2011;31:164–83.

 39. Dyer SJ, Abrahams N, Mokoena NE, Lombard CJ, van der Spuy 
ZM. Psychological distress among women suffering from couple 
infertility in South Africa: a quantitative assessment. Hum Reprod. 
2005;20(7):1938–43.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in pub-
lished maps and institutional affiliations.


	Development and psychometric properties of Female Infertility Stigma Instrument (ISI-F): A sequential mixed method study
	Abstract 
	Background: 
	Methods: 
	Results: 
	Conclusion: 

	Background
	Material and methods
	Qualitative phase
	Quantitative phase
	Reliability

	Results
	Discussion
	Limitations
	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	References


