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independence in daily tasks, with rapid acquisition occurring during
early childhood. Assessing these abilities is crucial in education
programs to ensure timely interventions for learners with additional
support needs. Even though international functional assessment tools
are available, there are few validated instruments for Malaysian primary
school pupils with special educational needs. Therefore, this study
evaluates the content validity and reliability of a newly developed
functional abilities assessment instrument for Malaysian primary school
pupils with special educational needs. A multidisciplinary panel of
experts reviewed the instrument for fairness, relevance, clarity, and ease
of understanding. The Scale-Level Content Validity Index (S-CVI)
results demonstrated strong agreement among experts. Some items were
removed or revised based on the Item-Level Content Validity Index (I-
CVI]) and modified kappa coefficients (k*). The Rasch Measurement
Model was applied across three domains to examine internal construct
validity and reliability, revealing strong psychometric properties,
particularly for the Body Functions and Activity and Participation
sections. However, the Environmental Factors section showed slightly
lower reliability indices, suggesting reduced measurement precision,
though still within an acceptable range. The findings support the
instrument’s potential in inclusive educational settings, while
highlighting the need for additional large-scale validation before
broader implementation.
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Introduction

Functional abilities refer to the practical, adaptive skills that enable individuals to manage
everyday demands and participate meaningfully in daily activities. In school settings, these
abilities extend beyond academic achievement to include how a child functions across
cognitive, social, physical, communication, and emotional regulation domains within daily
classroom and home routines (Sargent, 2025). While functional ability refers to the potential
capacity of an individual to perform a task without assistance, functional performance reflects
the actual execution of the task in real-world settings (Sargent, 2025).

Primary school is a critical developmental window during which children acquire and refine
these foundational abilities, which directly impact their educational participation and social
adjustment (Pokovi¢ et al., 2022). Pupils with special educational needs (SEN), however, may
face challenges in acquiring these abilities due to difficulties in various developmental
domains, which can compound over time and contribute to poor psychosocial outcomes
(Horridge et al., 2016).

Despite the importance of functional abilities in supporting pupils’ participation, independence,
and lifelong learning, assessment practices in many educational contexts, including Malaysia,
remain heavily reliant on categorical diagnostic labels when making key decisions (Frey, 2019;
Xavier, 2021). Although diagnostic categorization can provide a useful starting point, it often
does not yield sufficiently actionable information for teachers. Planning effective
Individualized Education Plans (IEPs) requires understanding of pupils’ functional profiles to
guide teachers’ decision-making (Klein & De Camargo, 2018).

Since the implementation of the Zero Reject Policy (ZRP) in 2019, more pupils with diverse
and complex support needs have been enrolled in the national education system, making the
need for robust and practical assessment instruments more pressing (Othman & Mohd Matore,
2020). Consequently, longstanding issues in service delivery, instructional differentiation, and
consistent assessment of educational support needs have become increasingly urgent (Othman
& Mohd Matore, 2020; Musa et al., 2021). This underscores the need for assessment
instruments that are psychometrically sound, practical for regular educational use, and
contextually compatible with classroom practice.
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Globally, a conceptual shift has emerged to support these practical needs, in which perspectives

in disability and special education have moved away from the deficit-based model toward

biopsychosocial approaches that emphasize functioning and participation (Klein & De

Camargo, 2018). This biopsychosocial framework was articulated in the International

Classification of Functioning, Disability and Health (ICF) and later extended to include

developmentally relevant domains in the /CF-Children and Youth version (ICF-CY) (WHO,

2001; WHO, 2007). Despite this shift, there remains a lack of psychometrically validated, ICF-

CY-aligned functional abilities assessment instrument for Malaysian primary school pupils
with special educational needs.

For this study, existing international functional and adaptive instruments were considered.
However, evidence remains limited regarding their cultural transferability to non-Western
cultures or low-and-middle income countries (Chiu et al., 2013; Damyanov, 2024). In the
review, no instrument was identified that simultaneously met the following criteria: (1)
comprehensive coverage across the full spectrum of ICF-CY domains, (2) suitability for
school-based decision-making by special education teachers, and (3) cultural and linguistic fit
for Malaysian primary schools. Collectively, these limitations supported the decision to
develop a new locally grounded functional abilities assessment instrument rather than adopt or
adapt an existing measure.

This article reports the initial phase of a broader instrument development study, focusing on
the systematic construction and refinement of items that reflect functional abilities relevant to
Malaysian primary school pupils with SEN and guided by the ICF-CY’s domains (WHO,
2007). Specifically, the study aims to evaluate the content validity and initial psychometric
properties of the developed functional abilities assessment instrument for pupils with SEN in
Malaysian primary schools.

By offering an ICF-CY-referenced tool designed around local classroom practices and enabling
dual reporting by parent and teacher, this study addresses a key gap in Malaysian special
education assessment, which is the lack of a comprehensive instrument for profiling pupils’
functional abilities in ways that support IEP goal setting and intervention planning. In addition,
the study provides culturally nuanced insights from a non-Western context into the
development of an ICF-CY-based assessment instrument, an area that has been predominantly
shaped by Western discourse.

Literature Review
Inclusive and Special Education in Malaysia

According to Malaysia’s Education Regulations (Special Education) 2013, pupils with special
needs are those who have been diagnosed by a health professional as having a visual, hearing,
speech, or physical impairment, learning disabilities, or any combination of these disabilities
(Malaysia Ministry of Education, 2015). In 2022, the term was changed to pupils with special
educational needs to make educational supports more explicit, while retaining the same
definition as in the 2013 regulations (Malaysia Ministry of Education, 2022). This definition
contrasts with the broader concept of SEN, which emphasizes individualized support and
inclusion rather than focusing on medical classifications (Norwich, 2016).
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Historically, many countries, including Malaysia, have relied on a diagnostic-to-education
planning model, whereby access to special education placement and supports depended on
formal medical identification (Pellicano & Houting, 2021; Bolte et al., 2024). While this
approach offers procedural clarity, reliance on diagnostic labels has been criticized for limited
explanatory power and poor predictive validity for educational outcomes. It also often fails to
explain underlying neurological mechanisms, limiting its usefulness for planning effective
supports that improve functioning and participation in schools (Werkhoven, 2022;
Hollenweger, 2011).

Malaysia’s special education landscape has progressively become more inclusive through key
policy changes. These include the Education Act 1996, the Special Education Regulations
2013, the Malaysian Education Blueprint 2013—-2025, and the Special Educational Needs Code
of Practice 2014. The Zero Reject Policy, introduced in 2019, mandated that no child would be
turned away from mainstream education and has become one of the most notable policy
changes (Othman & Mohd Matore, 2022). Despite this progress, the identification and
assessment of pupils with SEN in Malaysia remain strongly shaped by the medical model.

The need for a paradigm shifts from a deficit-based to a rights-based model of disability is
becoming increasingly apparent. According to the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons
with Disabilities (2006), disability should not be seen as inherent medical issues, but rather as
the result of the interaction between a person’s impairment and societal barriers. Within this
orientation, educators are encouraged to adopt a strength-based perspective that goes beyond
diagnoses by focusing on students’ functional abilities.

Biopsychosocial Model of Functioning

The ICF is grounded in a biopsychosocial model that conceptualizes functioning as the
outcome of dynamic interactions between health conditions, body functions and structures,
activities, participation, and contextual factors (WHO, 2001). This biopsychosocial framing
guides the development of the instrument, which is structured around three ICF-aligned
domains: Body Functions ad Structures, Activity and Participation, and Contextual Factors.

Health Condition
(disorder or disease)

l l .
Body Functions and Activities Participation
Structures

-

! v
Environmental Personal
Factors Factors

Figure 1: The Biopsychosocial Model
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Source: International Classification of Functioning, Disability, and Health: ICF by the World Health Organization
(WHO), 2001, World Health Organization.

Body Functions and Structures

Within the ICF, Body Functions refer to the physiological and psychological functions of body
systems, while Body Structures refer to anatomical parts such as organs and limbs (WHO,
2001). A significant deviation in these functions or structures is termed an impairment. In
educational practice, difficulties in mental functions have often been emphasized, sometimes
narrowly equated with intelligence and measured via academic achievement or standardized
testing. Yet, mental ability is broader and includes reasoning, planning, problem-solving,
abstract thinking, and learning from experiences (Gottfredson, 1997).

Beyond cognition, a child’s overall physical and mental health can influence learning-related
functioning (Prokopiak & Kirenko, 2020). However, teachers may not consistently factor body-
function-related impacts into educational planning because these are often perceived as clinical
matters, and teachers typically have limited access to medical or diagnostic information
(Silveira-Maia et al., 2019). This creates a practical gap whereby educators need structured,
observable indicators of functioning that can be meaningfully interpreted for educational
planning without requiring medical assessment.

Activity and Participation

In the ICF framework, activity refers to “the execution of a task or action by an individual,”
whereas participation refers to “involvement in a life situation” (WHO, 2001). In simpler
terms, activity is often interpreted as a person’s capacity to carry out actions in a more
standardized environment, while participation reflects what they actually do in their real-life
environment and how they engage with the world around them (McQuaid et al., 2021). For
pupils with SEN, activity and participation provide relevant lenses for education, as they
capture functioning in daily learning demands and school life.

The ICF lists comprehensive domains under Activity and Participation, including learning and
applying knowledge, general tasks and demands, communication, mobility, self-care, domestic
life, interpersonal interactions and relationships, major life areas, community, social, and civic
life situations (WHO, 2001). These domains are relevant to school-based functional
expectations and provide a structural basis for describing pupils’ functioning (Silveira-Maia et
al., 2019).

Because activity and participation are culturally shaped, it is crucial that participation-based
assessment tools are tailored to a community’s unique cultural and local context to enable more
accurate evaluation (Amini et al., 2019). When no suitable instrument exists, a conceptually
equivalent measure may need to be developed so that the same construct is assessed in a way
that is meaningful to the target population (Hambleton & Li, 2005).

Contextual Factors
Understanding context is crucial in profiling pupils’ functioning. Urie Bronfenbrenner’s

Ecological Systems Theory describes how a child’s development is influenced by different
layers of the environment, from immediate settings like family and school (microsystem) to

740



International Journal of

Education, Psychology and Counseling

EISSN : 0128-164X

Volume 11 Issue 62 (March 2026) PP. 736-778

broader sociocultural factors (macrosystem) (Rosa & Tudge, 2013). The ICF similarly includes
Contextual Factors comprising Environmental and Personal Factors (WHO, 2001).

Environmental Factors include aspects of the physical, social, and attitudinal environment in
which a child lives and learns (WHO, 2001). These factors can operate at the individual or
societal level and can either positively or negatively influence an individual’s functioning.
Personal Factors include individual characteristics that are not part of the child’s health
condition, such as age, gender, temperament, and interest (WHO, 2001).

For school-aged pupils with SEN, functional performance is expressed across settings such as
home and school. Therefore, meaningful educational planning requires both classroom and
home perspectives: teachers observe pupils within structured instructional routines, while
parents observe functioning within daily living routines in home contexts. Ecological validity
can be strengthened by capturing complementary information about the pupil’s functioning
across these two environments (Rosa & Tudge, 2013).

International experiences indicate that applying ICF-based frameworks in education often
requires localisation. The use of the ICF-CY for assessment and curriculum planning has been
studied in European contexts, including Portugal, Italy, and Switzerland (Sanches-Fereira et
al., 2013; Hollenweger, 2011; Moretti et al., 2012). Similarly, Kang et al. (2025) address ICF
integration in non-English education contexts, such as Taiwan and China, emphasising the need
to contextualise functional ability assessment tools so they are meaningful to local educators
and families.

Validity and Content Validation

In measurement, validity is defined as the accuracy of an instrument in measuring the intended
construct or variable (Ahmed & Ishtiaq, 2021). At the initial phase of instrument development,
the most crucial aspect is often content validity. Content validity refers to the degree to which
a set of items in a scale comprehensively assesses the full theoretical scope and existing
knowledge of the construct (DeVellis & Thorpe, 2022; Ahmed & Ishtiaq, 2021; Lac, 2016).
Sireci and Faulkner-Bond (2014) list four elements of content validity: (1) domain definition,
(2) domain representation, (3) domain relevance, and (4) appropriateness of the test
construction procedure. These elements provide a framework for designing content validity
evaluation.

Domain definition involves translating a complex theoretical concept into clearly defined,
tangible content domains (Sireci & Faulkner-Bond, 2014). In the instrument development
process, creating a theoretical blueprint can help establish content validity. In this blueprint,
the content and domain areas for the measured construct are defined, and the number of items
within each domain is determined (Menold et al., 2015).

Domain representation, on the other hand, refers to how accurately a test reflects and assesses
the domain as outlined in its blueprint. To evaluate domain representation, a panel of subject
matter experts (SMEs) is recruited to review all test items. The panel also assesses domain
relevance by ensuring that the test items align appropriately with their intended domains (Sireci
& Faulkner-Bond, 2014).
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The literature outlines several approaches for establishing content validity, with one of the most
commonly used methods being the quantification of the Content Validity Index (CVI) (Polit et
al., 2007). The CVI relies on expert judgment from a panel of specialists with knowledge and
expertise in the domain assessed by the instrument. These experts are asked to rate the items
based on a set of evaluation criteria (Leavy, 2017).

The literature offers some guidelines on acceptable CVI values based on the number of experts
on the panel. Ikart (2019) suggests engaging three to five expert reviewers for a robust content
validation process, while Yusoft (2019), drawing on various sources, recommends using six to
ten experts. With three to five experts, agreement needs to be very high (0.80 and above).
Larger panels can accept a lower proportion of agreement, as chance agreement is less of a
concern. Lynn (1986) recommended that, with six to eight experts, a CVI of 0.83 is a reasonable
minimum. Similar thresholds are suggested by Polit and Beck (2006) and Polit et al. (2007).

The CVI approach was chosen instead of more complex modelling at this stage, such as the
Many-Facet Rasch Model (MFRM), due to its ease of computation and interpretation, and its
focus on experts’ consensus regarding content relevance (Polit et al., 2007). Although the
MFRM offers a more elaborate analysis, including rater bias indices and item fit statistics, it
requires a much larger number of raters and items to produce stable estimates (Abu Kassim,
2024). With only a few experts, MFRM analysis would yield imprecise rater severity estimates
and large standard errors for item statistics (Linacre, 1994; Boone, 2016; Azizan et al., 2020).
Appropriateness of the test construction procedure is the final element of content validity. It
examines the overall procedures involved in constructing a test to ensure that the instrument’s
content accurately and comprehensively represents the intended construct while avoiding the
inclusion of irrelevant material (Sireci & Faulkner-Bond, 2014).

Reliability and Rasch Analysis

After evidence of content validity supports domain relevance and representation, reliability
evidence is needed to establish that an instrument yields consistent measurement. In this study,
reliability and item quality were examined using the Rasch Rating Scale Model (RRSM). Rasch
analysis is widely used in scale development because it evaluates item functioning and
measurement structure and produces separate reliability indices for persons and items (Bond
& Fox, 2015).

Person reliability is analogous to Cronbach’s alpha, but from the perspective of the
reproducibility of person ordering on the trait, while item reliability indicates the
reproducibility of item difficulty estimates across samples (Bond & Fox, 2015). Rasch output
also provides item and person separation indices, which indicate the number of distinct levels
of item difficulty and person ability that the instrument can distinguish. Desirable separation
indices are typically at least 2.0, indicating that the instrument can differentiate between higher
and lower levels of item difficulty and person ability (Boone, 2016).

For pilot calibration, the RRSM is feasible because it supports evaluation of item functioning
even with a modest sample size, as it uses an item-response framework that can maintain stable
measurement properties even with fewer respondents (Bond & Fox, 2015; Linacre, 1994). In a
well-targeted polytomous test, the RRSM can still yield stable item estimates within £1 logit
of its true value at 99% confidence with sample sizes ranging from 27 to 61 (Linacre, 1994).
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Item fit statistics can inform content alignment, item clarity, and measurement precision

(Boone, 2016; Bond & Fox, 2015). For polytomous data, appropriate item fit is commonly

indicated by mean-square (MNSQ) outfit and infit values in the range of 0.4 to 1.5 and z-

standardized (ZSTD) values within the range of -2 to +2 (Aghekyan, 2020). The RRSM also

places item difficulty and person ability on the same interval scale (logits), which can be

visualised using a Wright Map to evaluate item coverage and targeting (Tesio, 2003; Boone,
2016).

In addition, the RRSM can support evaluation of dimensionality and rating scale functioning.
The Principal Component Analysis of Residuals (PCA-R) is used to examine whether items
primarily reflect a dominant underlying construct, while rating scale diagnostics assess whether
response categories operate in an ordered and interpretable manner (Fisher, 2007). Table 1
shows indicators for a quality instrument based on the Rasch analysis.

Methodology

Expert Review

The content validation process consisted of six steps, as presented in Figure 2.

Table 1: Rating Scale Instrument Quality Criteria

Criterion Poor Fair Good Very Good  Excellent
Targeting >2 errors 1-2 errors <1 error <0.5 error <0.25 error
Item Model MNSQ* <0.33- 0.34-2.9 0.5-2.0 0.71-1.4 0.77-1.3
Range Extremes >3.0

Person and Item <0.67 0.67-0.80  0.81-0.90  0.91-0.94 >0.94
Reliability

Cronbach’s Alpha <0.5 0.5-0.6 0.6-0.7 0.7-0.8 >0.8
(KR20)

Unexplained variance in ~ >15% 10-15% 5-10% 3-5% <3%

contrast 1-5 of PCAR**

Note: *MNSQ=Mean Square; **PCAR=Principal Component Analysis of Residuals.
Source: Rating Scale Instrument Quality Criteria by William P Fisher Jr, 2007.
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Figure 2: Determining Content Validity Process

Source: ABC of Content Validation and Content Validity Index Calculation Muhamad Saiful Bahri Yusoft, 2019,
Education in Medicine Journal.

This study computed two types of Content Validity Index (CVI): item-level CVI (I-CVI) and
scale-level CVI (S-CVI). Prior to these calculations, the rating scale was simplified into two
dichotomous categories, with a rating of 1 classified as "content invalid" and ratings of 2 and
3 considered "content valid." This study calculated S-CVI using the average method, as the
universal method was too stringent when involving many experts (Polit & Beck, 2006).

The study used multi-rater kappa statistics to complement the CVI and to account for chance
agreement. The chance agreement can be an issue when choices are dichotomous, as in this
content validation (Polit et al., 2007). Following the recommendations of Landis and Koch
(1977) and Shrout (1998), the acceptable range of modified Cohen’s kappa (k *) values is
between 0.81 and 1.00.

Based on published guidance, eight experts were engaged because this panel size falls within
the recommended range for CVI-based content validation (six to ten experts), as suggested by
Yusoft (2019). This number also aligns with Lynn’s (1986) recommendation that a minimum
CVI value of 0.83 is appropriate when six to eight experts are used. This panel size reduces the
influence of chance agreement compared with smaller panels and allows adequate
multidisciplinary representation (Polit & Beck, 2006; Polit et al., 2007; Lynn, 1986).

The inclusion criteria for selecting the expert panel were carefully established to ensure
comprehensive, multidisciplinary input in the instrument validation process. Experts were
selected based on their qualifications, professional experience, and relevance to the domains
being assessed. All experts selected had between 5 and 10 years of experience in their
respective fields, ensuring a well-rounded and credible validation process. Details of the
recruited experts are presented in Table 2.
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Table 2: The Panel of Experts for Expert Review

Expert  Field of Highest Professional Practice Years of
Expertise Qualification Experience
Expert 1  Occupational PhD in Assistant Director 13
Therapy Occupational (Occupational Therapy),
Therapy Ministry of Education.
Expert 2  Clinical PhD of Health and  Assistant Professor, and 10
Psychology = Behavioural Science Clinical Psychologist
Expert3  Care and PhD in Chief Assistant Director, 25
Community  Management Department of
Development for Persons
with Disabilities,
Department of Social
Welfare (JKM)
Expert4 Education PhD (Special Professor, and 40
(Ministry of  Education Ex- Director, Special
Education) Management) Education Division,
Ministry of Education
Expert 5 Instrument PhD (Ergonomics)  Associate Professor and 24
Development Dean
Expert 6 Language PhD Senior Lecturer 22
(Psycholinguistic)
Expert 7 Education Bachelor of School Inspector for State 29
(Special Education (Special ~ Education Department,
Education Education) and ex-special education
teacher) teacher.
Expert 8 Parent of Bachelor of Fulltime Housewife 15
Pupils with  Engineering
Special (Electrical)
Needs
Instrument

The researcher provided the expert panel with a content validation form designed to
systematically gather their evaluations. The form included a briefing page, the criteria and
rating scale, expert’s demographic details of the experts, and a list of items accompanied by
the rating scale.

An initial pool of 173 items was generated from the ICF-CY 7-12-year code set and was written
in Malay (Ellingsen & Simeonsson, 2024). The item pool was deliberately inclusive to ensure
comprehensive sampling across ICF-CY domains and to reduce the risk of construct
underrepresentation at the early stage of development. The items were assessed using four
specific criteria: fairness, relevance, clarity, and ease of understanding.

Although 4-point Likert scales are commonly used in content validity assessments, they have

limitations, particularly the potential to inflate inter-rater agreement due to chance. To address
this issue, Almanasreh (2020) recommended using either a 5-point or 3-point scale, as these
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options may offer greater reliability. This study opted for a 3-point rating scale to minimize
cognitive overload for experts tasked with evaluating multiple items.

Pilot Study

The pilot study sample consisted of 30 pupils with SEN from the Special Education Integration
Program (SEIP) in Malaysian primary schools. Drawing on a synthesis of the literature on
pilot-study sample sizes, Johanson and Brooks (2010) recommend that around 30 participants
represent a reasonable minimum for pilot testing in initial scale development. Given that stable
item estimates (£1 logit at 99% confidence) can be achieved in well-targeted polytomous
measures with samples as small as 27 respondents, a sample of 30 pupils was deemed adequate
for this pilot calibration. This decision to limit the reliability test sample to 30 pupils was also
guided by practical and ethical considerations, as the study involved a sensitive population.

The pilot study was conducted at two schools in the Hulu Langat district of Selangor. Selangor
was chosen due to its high population of pupils with special educational needs, with Hulu
Langat having the highest concentration within the state. This selection helped to ensure a well-
represented sample that captured a diverse population. Table 3 presents the demographic data
on the pupil participants (n=30) involved in the pilot study.

Table 3: Demographic Data of Pupil Participants in the Pilot Study

Demographic Data Frequency (n) Percentage (%)
Gender

Male 19 63.3
Female 11 36.7
Age (M = 8;00)

6;0-7;11 13 433
8;0-9;11 12 40.0
10;0-11;11 4 13.3
12;0-13;11 1 33
Disability Category

Dyslexia 4 13.3
Autism Spectrum Disorder 17 56.7
Vision Impairment 2 6.7
Multiple Disabilities 3 10.0
ADHD 1 33
Intellectual Disabilities 1 33
Others 2 6.7

Once the study had received approval from the university’s ethics committee, permission was
obtained from the Ministry of Education and the State Education Department to conduct the
study in schools. After consent was received from school administrators, the researcher briefed
teachers about the study and provided training on using the instrument. Due to educational
research policy, the instrument had to be administered by teachers as proxies.
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Twelve teachers (n=12) were involved in the pilot study. All were female and held at least a

bachelor’s degree. Their mean age was 39.83 years, and the mean years of experience was
12.67, indicating a well-seasoned cohort. Each teacher was required to administer the
instrument to two to three pupils under their care. They were given two to three months to
conduct observations and complete the instrument. After the instruments were completed, the
researcher collected the documents for analysis. The instrument data were analysed using
WINSTEPS version 5.8.1 and examined separately in three sections: (1) Body Functions, (2)
Activity and Participation, and (3) Environmental Factors.

Instrument
The instrument consisted of five main sections as presented in Table 4. These sections comprise
subdomains made up of clusters of items. The instrument also includes a page for recording

pupils’ demographic information, and another page summarizing scores for each section.

Table 4: Sections and Number of Items

No. of Items
No Domain
Original Items After Expert Review

1 Body Function 44 49
2 Activity and Participation at School 64 95
3 Activity and Participation at Home 45 47
4 Environmental Factors at School 9 12
5 Environmental Factors at School 11 14

TOTAL NUMBER OF ITEMS 173 217

The instrument uses a 4-point rating scale across sections, with 0=Not applicable/Unknown,
which is used when the teacher or parent has insufficient information about an item. For Body
Functions, the scale rates how often the pupil demonstrates the ability (1=Not at all,
2=Sometimes, 3=Always). For Activity and Participation, the scale rates the level of assistance
the pupil needs to perform the activity (1=Full assistance, 2=Partial assistance, 3=No assistance
needed). For Environmental Factors, the scale indicates how the factor affects participation at
school or home (1=Hinders participation, 2=Neutral, 3=Facilitates participation).

Results
Content Validity

Table 5 outlines the S-CVI values for the four criteria: fairness, relevance, clarity, and ease of

understanding. All criteria show values greater than 0.90, surpassing the acceptable threshold
of 0.83.
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Table 5: S-CVI Values

Criteria Fairness Relevance Clarity Ease of Understanding
S-CVI 0.97 0.97 0.98 0.94
Table 6: Summary of Items Requiring Attention
Domain Item I-CVI/Modified Kappa Value Comment
Fairness Relevance Clarity Easy
BODY FUNCTION
1 Cognitive 1.1 0.88/ 0.75/ 0.75/ 1.00/ The item is too general.
Function 0.87 0.72 0.72 1.00
1.3 1.00/ 1.00/ 1.00/  0.75/ This item is considered
1.00 1.00 1.00 0.72  difficult to answer.
5  Other Body 5.1 0.88/ 0.88/ 0.88/  0.75/ These items were
Function 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.72  questioned for its
5.2 0.88/ 0.88/ 0.88/  0.75/ relevance for teachers to
0.87 0.87 0.87 0.72  fill in as teachers may
53 0.75/ 0.88/ 0.88/  0.75/ not have knowledge
0.72 0.87 0.87 0.72  about these aspects.
5.4 0.75/ 0.88/ 0.88/  0.75/
0.72 0.87 0.87 0.72
ACTIVITY AND PARTICIPATION
2 Basic 2.2 0.75/ 0.88/ 0.88/  0.75/ Double-barrelled item.
Writing 0.72 0.87 0.87 0.72
Skills 2.3 0.75/ 0.75/ 0.88/  0.75/ Double-barrelled item.
0.72 0.72 0.87 0.72
2.6 0.88/ 0.75/ 1.00/  0.88/ Consider not relevant for
0.87 0.72 1.00  0.87 SEN pupils
3  Basic 3.5 0.88/ 0.63/ 1.00/  0.75/ Consider not relevant for
Counting 0.87 0.68 1.00 0.72  SEN pupils
Skills
5 Thinking 53 0.75/ 0.75/ 0.75/ 0.63/ Consider not relevant for
Skills 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.68 SEN pupils
6  Problem 6.2 0.75/ 0.75/ 0.75/ 0.75/ Consider not relevant for
Solving 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72  SEN pupils
7  Completing 7.4 0.75/ 0.75/ 0.88/  0.75/ Consider not relevant for
Task 0.72 0.72 0.87 0.72  SEN pupils
13 Body Care 13.1 0.75/ 0.75/ 0.75/  0.75/ Need to review the item
0.72 0.72 0.72  0.72  clarity and relevance
ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS
2 AtHome 1.8.1  0.88/ 0.88/ 0.88/  0.75/ The item may not be
0.87 0.87 0.87 0.72  applicable to all pupils.

The I-CVI values for all items ranged from 0.63 to 1.00. The modified kappa coefficients (k*)
for all items ranged from 0.68 to 1.00. The detailed I-CVI and «* values for all items are listed
in Appendix. Some items fell below the acceptable I-CVI threshold and the «* range. Table 6
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summarizes the items that fell below the CVI value of 0.83 and outside the acceptable «* range
of 0.81 to 1.00.

A total of 15 items were identified with low [-CVI or «* values across one or more evaluation
criteria, comprising six items from the Body Functions section, eight items from the Activity
and Participation section, and one item from the Environmental Factors section. These items
were distributed across nine subdomains.

These findings were cross-checked against the expert panel’s qualitative comments to clarify
the issues associated with each flagged item. Seven main issues identified: (1) overly general
items, (2) inappropriate levels of difficulty, (3) limited relevance to teachers’ assessment, (4)
limited relevance to pupils with special educational needs, (5) lack of clarity, (6) double-
barrelled items, and (7) limited applicability to all pupils within the population. The flagged
items were re-evaluated for suitability and fairness in measuring the intended constructs. They
were also reviewed for sentence structure and wording to ensure consistent interpretation and
responses across respondents.

Reliability

The three sections of the instrument were analysed separately, as they measure distinct
constructs using section-specific rating scales. Overall, the Body Functions and Activity and
Participation sections demonstrate adequate Rasch measurement precision, with reliability and
separation indices meeting commonly used criteria. The results indicate that the items can be
replicated across samples and that the scales can differentiate pupils across multiple ability
strata.

In contrast, the Environmental Factors section shows reduced measurement precision, with
person and item reliability and separation indices below recommended thresholds. This finding
suggests a limited ability to distinguish pupils and item difficulty levels in this pilot sample.
Although internal consistency is acceptable and overall variance explained meets the minimum
guideline, the separation results indicate that further refinement and re-testing are needed to
improve discrimination and stability. Table 7 summarises the results of this reliability testing.

Table 7: Reliability of the Instrument’s Sections

Reliability Results for Each Section

Statistics Threshold Body Activity and Environmental
Functions Participation Factors
Person reliability >0.80 0.96 0.99 0.69
Item reliability (real) >0.80 0.89 0.93 0.61
Cronbach’s Alpha >0.80 0.98 0.99 0.93
Person separation index >2.00 4.88 9.43 1.14
Item separation index >2.00 2.80 3.61 1.25
Raw variance explained by >40% 59.9% 66.2% 42.8%
measures
Unexplained variance in the <15% 7.4% 5.3% 8.9%
first contrast
Eigenvalue of the first contrast <3.00 9.01 22.18 4.03
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PCA of standardized residuals supports the assumption of unidimensionality for this

instrument. The raw variance explained by the measures across the three sections exceeded the

minimum threshold of 40%, which indicates that a substantial proportion of the variance in

item responses can be attributed to the latent trait being measured. Despite the eigenvalues of

the first contrast exceeding the acceptable threshold of 3.0 in all domains, the unexplained

variance in the first contrast remained well below the maximum recommended value of 15%.
This indicates that no significant secondary dimension was present in the residuals.

Discussion
Content Validity

Ensuring content validity is a crucial step before evaluating an instrument’s construct validity
(Haynes et al., 1995). The primary aim of content validity is to verify that the instrument
contains a sufficient and relevant set of items that accurately measure the intended construct
(Polit et al., 2007).

Content validity is evidenced by the excellent scale-level content validity index (S-CVI) values
for fairness, relevance, clarity, and ease of understanding, all of which exceed the acceptable
threshold of 0.83. These results reflect strong agreement among the expert panel regarding the
instrument’s quality (Polit & Beck, 2006). The fairness and relevance S-CVI values were 0.97,
indicating that the items in the instrument are relevant and unbiased in measuring pupils’
functional abilities, regardless of their race, religion, type, or level of disability.

The high S-CVI values for clarity and ease of understanding also indicate that the items are
written clearly, without ambiguity in meaning. These qualities are essential to ensure that
respondents, regardless of their academic background or proficiency level, can comprehend
and interpret the items consistently. This aligns with Brosnan et al. (2021), who recommend on
strategies to reduce task difficulty when participants respond to an instrument, including
keeping it concise, avoiding jargon, and using clear, simple sentences.

At the item level (I-CVI), fifteen items were found to fall below the acceptable threshold of
0.83, with lower modified kappa (k*) values. These results raise concerns regarding the
fairness, relevance, clarity, and ease of understanding of these items. The items were reviewed
and modified accordingly. Following the expert review, the number of items increased from
the initial item pool of 173 to 217. Although some irrelevant items were omitted based on
expert feedback, the increase occurred because several items were elaborated or broken down
to avoid double-barrelled constructions.

In the Body Functions section, the ‘Other Body Functions’ domain, which assesses general
health aspects such as skin condition, immune system performance, cardiovascular functions,
and respiratory functions, received overall criticism from the expert panel. These items were
considered outside teachers’ observational capacity, as they require clinical evaluation and
access to medical records. Such items can introduce bias, as raters who are unfamiliar with
observing and assessing clinically oriented content may provide inaccurate interpretations
(Luoto et al., 2023). Omitting these items helps ensure that the instrument remains accessible
and appropriate for non-clinical raters, such as school teachers (Ilium & Gradel, 2017).
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In the Activity and Participation section, several items measuring functional academics, such
as reading, writing, and counting skills, were identified as double-barrelled questions (DBQs)
or overly broad in scope. DBQs require respondents to address multiple aspects within a single
response, which increases cognitive load and extends response times, thereby compromising
the efficiency and accuracy of the assessment (Menold, 2020).

Some items were further delineated to align with established literacy, numeracy, and writing
skill frameworks. This alignment facilitated a structured progression of tasks, moving from
simple to complex, thereby more accurately capturing stages of skill development.
Consequently, additional items were incorporated into the instrument. This is a common
practice in psychometric assessment, whereby a construct is initially defined in broad terms
and subsequently refined into more concrete, measurable components to enhance both
reliability and validity in educational settings (DeVellis & Thorpe, 2022).

There were not many issues with the Environmental Factors section, except for one item from
the Home Environment domain, which was flagged as inapplicable to all pupils. Based on these
findings, modifications were implemented to improve the clarity and relevance of the affected
items. Some items were refined for wording, while others were removed following expert
feedback. These adjustments enhance the instrument’s overall validity by ensuring alignment
with the intended assessment framework.

Reliability

The reliability analysis of the functional abilities assessment instrument demonstrated strong
measurement performance, particularly in the Body Functions and Activity and Participation
sections. Both sections exhibited high Cronbach’s alpha values (>0.98), along with person and
item reliability indices exceeding 0.89 and strong separation indices (Bond & Fox, 2015).
These results indicate that the instrument provides consistent measurement of functional
abilities within these domains.

However, the Environmental Factors section exhibited lower reliability. Although Cronbach’s
alpha remained above the acceptable threshold (>0.8), the person and item reliability indices
fell below 0.80 (Bond & Fox, 2015; Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2015). These results indicate
reduced measurement precision. In addition, the person and item separation indices suggest
that the domain does not effectively differentiate items and persons into more than two levels
of difficulty and ability.

This pilot study involved a small sample size of 30 pupils with special educational needs. While
this is adequate for exploratory analyses, the small sample limits the stability of parameter
estimates to approximately =1 logit with 99% confidence (Linacre, 1994). A small sample size
of this magnitude increases the root mean square error (RMSE) and may introduce bias in item
parameter estimates (Azizan et al., 2020). Although this was not a concern for the Body
Functions (49 items) and Activity and Participation (142 items) sections, the smaller number
of items in the Environmental Factors section (26 items) may have affected the stability of the
estimates.

However, Sumintono and Widhiarso (2015) note that reliability indices greater than 0.67 can
be considered sufficient in the early stages of instrument development. Hence, the
Environmental Factors section was retained for further evaluation in the main study with a

751



International Journal of

EISSN : 0128-164X

Volume 11 Issue 62 (March 2026) PP. 736-778

larger sample. The results also highlight that relying on Cronbach’s alpha alone is not

recommended and that it should be interpreted alongside other reliability indices for a more
robust evaluation (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011).

To facilitate a direct comparison between person and item characteristics while keeping them
distinct, the Rasch model requires two fundamental conditions: (1) unidimensionality and (2)
local independence (Abu Kassim, 2024). Based on the reliability findings, the dimensionality
analysis showed that the raw variance explained by the measures exceeded 40% for all sections,
supporting the instrument’s structural validity. The unexplained variance in the first contrast
across all sections was also below 15%, indicating that the influence of a second dimension is
minimal.

These findings support the Rasch model's fundamental requirement of unidimensionality,
confirming that the assessment effectively provides a coherent and focused measurement of
functional abilities (Bond & Fox, 2015). Furthermore, the minimal influence of a second
dimension suggests that the instrument is not substantially affected by construct contamination,
reinforcing its validity.

Implications of the Study

The development of the instrument to assess functional abilities of pupils with special
educational needs in Malaysian primary schools has important implications for policy, practice,
methodology, and theory in Malaysian special and inclusive education. By providing a
structured, strength-based, ICF-CY grounded instrument, it directly addresses a key
implementation gap in the Zero Reject Policy and Classroom-Based Assessment (PBD). The
instrument promotes equitable support planning, which is often constrained by the lack of
context sensitive assessment tools. Its accessible language and multi-informant design support
meaningful parent-teacher collaboration in IEP goal setting and intervention planning by
capturing home and school contexts.

Methodologically, the study demonstrates a systematic multi-stage validation approach,
supporting evidence-informed assessment that is fit for purpose, fair, and interpretable for
educational decision making. Theoretically, the instrument advances the shift from diagnosis-
led classification to a biopsychosocial, rights-based approach of disability. This study
contributes to broader international discourse on ICF-CY-informed functional assessment in
non-Western settings by providing locally relevant empirical evidence.

Limitations and Future Studies

This study is part of a broader instrument development process aimed at creating a standardized
assessment of functional abilities for pupils with SEN in Malaysian primary schools. Despite
the promising outcomes, the study has several limitations that should be addressed in the
subsequent phase or in future studies.

The small sample size of pupils with SEN limits the generalizability of the findings to a larger
population. A larger validation study is needed to obtain more conclusive and generalizable
evidence regarding the instrument’s effectiveness in measuring functional abilities across a
more diverse population (Azizan et al., 2020). While trait homogeneity is necessary in Rasch
analysis, ability homogeneity can reduce the effectiveness of Rasch calibration (Linacre, 1994).
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Including respondents from more diverse demographic backgrounds may improve estimate
stability for the Environmental Factors section.

Although the instrument is highly structured, it may be influenced by raters’ subjective
judgements. Uncontrolled variables such as teachers’ training, teaching experience, and
differing interpretations of items may introduce bias. Using the Many-Facet Rasch Model
(MFRM) can help evaluate data when multiple raters are involved by incorporating additional
facets beyond persons and items (Abu Kassim, 2024).

A comprehensive functional abilities assessment considers a child’s adaptive functioning
across three settings: school, home, and the community (WHO, 2001). This current instrument
measures functioning only in school and home settings and does not include many community-
based activities. Given the important role of community participation in a child’s development,
the absence of a community component is a gap that needs to be addressed in future studies.

With a larger sample in the subsequent phase, the instrument can benefit from Rasch-based
refinement to produce a more efficient and psychometrically sound version. The current
version is lengthy, comprising 217 items. Redundant items can be identified through
overlapping logits and evidence of local dependence and then removed to create a shorter
version that improves precision and reduces response burden for teachers (Bond & Fox, 2015).

Conclusion

Expert content validation using the CVI and Rasch Measurement Model helped refine the
instrument and align it ICF-CY—based constructs. The S-CVI supported overall conceptual
alignment, while I-CVTI ratings confirmed item relevance, clarity, and representativeness; items
below the threshold were revised or removed based on expert feedback. Rasch analysis then
provided empirical evidence of item functioning, reliability, separation, and domain one-
dimensionality, with the Body Functions and Activity and Participation sections meeting
recommended thresholds. Although the Environmental Factors section showed slightly lower
reliability, it remained acceptable for early-stage development and warrants further testing.
Overall, this dual approach strengthened the instrument’s validity and theoretical grounding.
Future studies should validate the instrument with larger, more diverse samples across settings
and disability categories to support broader standardization and potential use alongside
diagnostic assessments for improved multidisciplinary planning.
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Appendix - I-CVI and x *Values for All Items

(1a) Body Function — Fairness

Domain Item Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp I-CVI K *
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1.0 Cognitive 1.1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.88  0.87
Function 1.2.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.2.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.2.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.2.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.2.5. 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.2.6 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.2.7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.4.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.4.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
143 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
144 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.5.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.5.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.6.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.6.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.8.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.8.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.8.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.8.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.8.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.9 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.88  0.87
1.10.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.10.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
2.0 Sensory 2.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Function 2.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
2.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
3.0 Language 3.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
& Speech 3.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Function 3.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
4.0 Cognitive 4.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Function 4.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
4.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
44.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
442 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
443 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
5.0 Other 5.1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0.88  0.87
Body 5.2 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0.88  0.87
Function 5.3 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0.75  0.72
5.4 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0.75 0.72
5.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
5.6 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Proportion relevance 0.98 1 0.93 091 1 1 1 1
Average proportion of items judged as relevance across eight experts 0.98
S-CVI/Average 0.98
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(1b) Body Function — Relevance

Domain Item Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp [-CVI «=x
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1.0 Cognitive 1.1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0.75 0.72
Function  1.2.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.2.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.2.3 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0.88 0.87
1.2.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.2.5. 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.2.6 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.2.7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.4.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.4.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.4.3 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0.88 0.87
1.4.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.5.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.5.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.6.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.6.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.8.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.8.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.8.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.8.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.8.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.9 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87
1.10.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.10.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
2.0 Sensory 2.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
Function 2.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
2.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0.88 0.87
3.0 Language 3.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
& Speech 3.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
Function 33 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
4.0 Cognitive 4.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
Function 4.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
4.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
44.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
442 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
443 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
5.0 Other 5.1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87
Body 5.2 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87
Function 5.3 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87
5.4 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87
5.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
5.6 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
Proportion relevance 0.98 1 098 091 0.95 1 1 0.95
Average proportion of items judged as relevance across eight experts 0.97
S-CVI/Average 0.97
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(1¢) Body Function — Clarity

Domain Item Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp I- K *
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 CVI
1.0 Cognitive 1.1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0.75 0.72
Function 1.2.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.2.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.2.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.2.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.2.5. 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.2.6 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0.88  0.87
1.2.7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.4.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.4.2 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0.88 0.87
143 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.4.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.5.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.5.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.6.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.6.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.8.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.8.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.8.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.8.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.8.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.9 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.10.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
1.102 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87
2.0 Sensory 2.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
Function 2.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
2.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
3.0 Language 3.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
and Speech 3.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
Function 3.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
4.0 Cognitive 4.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
Function 4.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
4.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
441 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
442 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
443 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
5.0 Other Body 5.1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87
Function 5.2 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0.88  0.87
53 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87
54 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87
5.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
5.6 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00  1.00
Proportion relevance 1 098 098 091 098 1 1 095
Average proportion of items judged as relevance across eight experts 0.97
S-CVI/Average 0.97
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(1d) Body Function — Ease

Domain Item Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp I- K *
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8§ CVI
1.0 Cognitive 1.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Function 1.2.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.2.2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87
1.2.3 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87
1.2.4 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87
1.2.5. 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.2.6 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1.00 1.00
1.2.7 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87
1.3 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 075 0.72
1.4.1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87
1.4.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
143 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.4.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.5.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.5.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.6.1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87
1.6.2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87
1.7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.8.1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87
1.8.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.8.3 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87
1.8.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.8.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.9 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87
1.10.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.102 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
2.0 Sensory 2.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Function 2.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
2.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
3.0 Language 3.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
and Speech 3.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Function 33 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
4.0 Cognitive 4.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Function 4.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
4.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
441 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
442 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
443 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
5.0 Other Body 5.1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 075 0.72
Function 5.2 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 075 0.72
53 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 075 0.72
54 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 075 0.72
5.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
5.6 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Proportion relevance 1 0977 0.659 0909 1 1 1 1
Average proportion of items judged as relevance across eight experts 0.94
S-CVI/Average 0.94

762



International Journal of
EISSN : 0128-144X

Volume 11 Issue 62 (March 2026) PP. 736-778
(2a) Activity and Participation — Fairness

Domain Item Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp I- K *
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8§ CVI

1.0 Reading Skills 1.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.2 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

1.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

1.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

1.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

2.0 Writing Skills 2.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
2.2 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 075 0.72

2.3 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 075 0.72

2.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

2.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

2.6 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

3.0 Counting Skills 3.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
32 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

33 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

3.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

3.5 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

4.0 Giving Focus 4.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
and Directing 4.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Attention 4.3 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87

5.0 Thinking Skills 5.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
52 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

53 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 075 0.72

6.0 Problem 6.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Solving and 6.2 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 075 0.72
Making 6.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Decision 6.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

7.0 Completing 7.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Task 7.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

7.3 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

7.4 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 075 0.72

7.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

8.0 School 8.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Activities 8.2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87

8.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

8.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

8.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

9.0 Communication 9.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
9.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

93 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87

9.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

9.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

9.6 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

9.7 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87

9.8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

9.9 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
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Domain Item Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp I- K *
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8§ CVI

10.0 Interaction 10.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
10.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

10.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

10.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

10.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

10.6 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87

10.7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

10.8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

10.9 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

10.10 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

11.0 Handling Stress 11.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
and 11.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Other 11.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Psychology m4 111 1 1 1 1 1 100 1.00
Needs 11.5 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87
11.6 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

11.7 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

11.8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

11.9 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

12.0 Doing Daily 12.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Routine 12.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

12.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

12.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

12.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

13.0 Body Care 13.1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 075 0.72
13.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

13.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

13.4 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87

14.0 Self- 14.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Cleaning 14.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

14.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

14.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

14.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

14.6 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

14.7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

14.8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

15.0 Clothing 15.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
15.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

15.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

15.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

15.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

15.6 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87

15.7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

15.8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

16.0 Family 16.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Relationship 16.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

16.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
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(2a) continues

Domain Item Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp I- K *
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 CVI
17.0 Recreation 17.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
and Leisure 17.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Time 17.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
17.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
17.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
18.0 Play 18.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Activities 18.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
18.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
18.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
18.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1  1.00 1.00
19.0 Eatand 19.1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87
Drink 19.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
19.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
19.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
19.5 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87
19.6 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87
19.7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1  1.00 1.00
Proportion relevance 097 1 079 095 1 1 1 1
Average proportion of items judged as relevance across eight experts 0.96
S-CVI/Average 0.96
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Domain Item Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp I- K *
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 CVI

1.0 Reading Skills 1.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.2 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

1.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

1.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

1.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

2.0 Writing Skills 2.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
2.2 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

2.3 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 075 0.72

2.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

2.5 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 I 088 0.87

2.6 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 075 0.72

3.0 Counting Skills 3.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
3.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

33 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

34 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

3.5 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0.63 0.68

4.0 Giving Focus 4.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
and Directing 4.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Attention 43 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

5.0 Thinking Skills 5.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
5.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

5.3 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 075 0.72

6.0 Problem 6.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Solving and 6.2 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 I 075 0.72
Making 6.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Decision 6.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

7.0 Completing 7.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Task 7.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

7.3 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

7.4 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 I 075 0.72

7.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

8.0 School 8.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Activities 8.2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 087

8.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

8.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

8.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

9.0 Communication 9.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
9.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

9.3 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

9.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

9.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

9.6 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

9.7 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

9.8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

9.9 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
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Domain Item Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp I- K *
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 CVI

10.0 Interaction  10.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
10.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

10.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

10.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

10.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

10.6 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

10.7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

10.8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

10.9 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

10.10 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

11.0 Handling 11.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Stress and 11.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

Other 11.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Psychology 114 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 100 1.00
Needs 11.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
11.6 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

11.7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

11.8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

11.9 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

12.0 Doing Daily 12.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Routine 12.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

12.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

12.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

12.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

13.0 Body Care 13.1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 075 0.72
13.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

13.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

13.4 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

14.0 Self- 14.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Cleaning 14.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

14.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

14.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

14.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

14.6 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

14.7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

14.8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

15.0 Clothing 15.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
15.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

15.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

15.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

15.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

15.6 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

15.7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

15.8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

16.0 Family 16.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Relationship  16.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
16.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
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Domain Item Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp I- K *
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8§ CVI
17.0 Recreation 17.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
and 17.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Leisure 17.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Time 17.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
17.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
18.0 Play 18.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Activities  18.2 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87
18.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
18.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
18.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
19.0 Eatand 19.1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87
Drink 19.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
19.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
19.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
19.5 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87
19.6 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87
19.7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Proportion relevance 097 099 0.82 095 099 1 1 098
Average proportion of items judged as relevance across eight experts 0.96
S-CVI/Average 0.96
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(2¢) Activity and Participation — Clarity

International Journal

of

"EISSN : 0128-164X

Volume 11 Issue 62 (March 2026) PP. 736-778

Domain Item Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp I- K *
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8§ CVI

1.0 Reading Skills 1.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

1.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

1.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

1.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

2.0 Writing Skills 2.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
2.2 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

23 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

2.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

2.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1.00 1.00

2.6 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

3.0 Counting Skills 3.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
3.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

33 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1.00 1.00

34 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1.00 1.00

3.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

4.0 Giving Focus 4.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
and Directing 4.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Attention 4.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

5.0 Thinking Skills 5.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1.00 1.00
5.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

53 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 075 0.72

6.0 Problem 6.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1.00 1.00
Solving and 6.2 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 075 0.72
Making 6.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Decision 6.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

7.0 Completing 7.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Task 7.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

7.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

7.4 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

7.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

8.0 School 8.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Activities 8.2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

8.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

8.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

8.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

9.0 Communication 9.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
9.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1.00 1.00

9.3 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

9.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

9.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

9.6 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

9.7 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

9.8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

9.9 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
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Domain Item Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp I- K *
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8§ CVI

10.0 Interaction 10.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
10.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

10.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

10.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

10.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

10.6 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87

10.7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

10.8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

10.9 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

10.10 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

11.0 Handling 11.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Stress and 11.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

Other 11.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Psychology 114 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 100 1.00
Needs 11.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
11.6 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

11.7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

11.8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

11.9 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

12.0 Doing Daily 12.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Routine 12.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 088 0.87

12.3 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

12.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

12.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

13.0 Body Care 13.1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 075 0.72
13.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

13.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

13.4 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

14.0 Self- 14.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Cleaning 14.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

14.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

14.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

14.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

14.6 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

14.7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

14.8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

15.0 Clothing 15.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
15.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

15.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

15.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

15.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

15.6 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

15.7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

15.8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

16.0 Family 16.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Relationship 16.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

16.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
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Domain Item Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp I- «=x
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8§ CVI
17.0 Recreation 17.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
and 172 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Leisure 17.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Time 174 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
175 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
18.0 Play 18.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Activities 182 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 I 0.88 0.87
183 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
184 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1.00 1.00
185 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
19.0 Eatand 19.1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 I 0.88 0.87
Drink 192 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
193 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1.00 1.00
194 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
195 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1.00 1.00
196 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
197 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1  1.00 1.00
Proportion relevance 0.98 098 091 096 1 1 1 098
Average proportion of items judged as relevance across eight experts 0.98
S-CVI/Average 0.98
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Domain Item Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp I- K *
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8§ CVI

1.0 Reading Skills 1.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

1.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

1.4 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 088 0.87

1.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

2.0 Writing Skills 2.1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87
2.2 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 075 0.72

23 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 075 0.72

2.4 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

2.5 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

2.6 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

3.0 Counting Skills 3.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
3.2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

33 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

34 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

3.5 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 075 0.72

4.0 Giving Focus 4.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
and Directing 4.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Attention 4.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

5.0 Thinking Skills 5.1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87
5.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

53 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 063 0.68

6.0 Problem 6.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1.00 1.00
Solving and 6.2 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 075 0.72
Making 6.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Decision 6.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

7.0 Completing 7.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Task 7.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

7.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1.00 1.00

7.4 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 075 0.72

7.5 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

8.0 School 8.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Activities 8.2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

8.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

8.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

8.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

9.0 Communication 9.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
9.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1.00 1.00

9.3 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

9.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

9.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

9.6 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

9.7 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

9.8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

9.9 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
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Domain Item Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp I- K *
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 & CVI

10.0 Interaction 10.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
10.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

10.3 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87

10.4 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

10.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

10.6 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87

10.7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

10.8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

10.9 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

10.10 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

11.0 Handling 11.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Stress and 11.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

Other 11.3 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87
Psychology 114 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Needs 11.5 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87
11.6 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

11.7 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

11.8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

11.9 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

12.0 Doing Daily 12.1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87
Routine 12.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

12.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

12.4 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87

12.5 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87

13.0 Body Care 13.1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 075 0.72
13.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

13.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

13.4 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87

14.0 Self- 14.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Cleaning 14.2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

14.3 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

14.4 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87

14.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

14.6 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

14.7 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

14.8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

15.0 Clothing 15.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
15.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

15.3 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

15.4 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

15.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

15.6 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.87

15.7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

15.8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

16.0 Family 16.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Relationship  16.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
16.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
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Domain Item Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp I- K *
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8§ CVI
17.0 Recreation 17.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
and 17.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Leisure 17.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Time 17.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
17.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
18.0 Play 18.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Activities 18.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
18.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
18.4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
18.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
19.0 Eatand 19.1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87
Drink 19.2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87
19.3 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87
19.4 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87
19.5 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87
19.6 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87
19.7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1  1.00 1.00
Proportion relevance 098 1 059 095 099 1 1 09
Average proportion of items judged as relevance across eight experts 0.94
S-CVI/Average 0.94
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Domain Item Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp I- K *
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8§ CVI
1.0 At 1.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
School 1.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.4.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
142 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
143 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1.00 1.00
1.6 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.7.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1.00 1.00
.72 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.7.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1.00 1.00
1.8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1  1.00 1.00
2.0 AtHome 1.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1.00 1.00
1.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.4.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1.00 1.00
142 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
143 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1.00 1.00
1.6 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.7 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 088 0.87
1.8.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 088 0.87
1.82 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.9 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.10 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.11 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Proportion relevance 1 1 1 I 096 1 096 1
Average proportion of items judged as relevance across eight experts 0.99
S-CVI/Average 0.99
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Domain Item Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp I- K *
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8§ CVI
1.0 At 1.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
School 1.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
141 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1.00 1.00
142 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
143 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1.00 1.00
1.6 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.7.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1.00 1.00
1.72 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.7.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1.00 1.00
1.8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1  1.00 1.00
2.0 AtHome 1.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1.00 1.00
1.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
141 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1.00 1.00
142 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
143 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1.00 1.00
1.6 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1.00 1.00
1.8.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 088 0.87
1.82 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1.00 1.00
1.9 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.10 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.11 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
Proportion relevance 1 1 1 1 1 1 096 1
Average proportion of items judged as relevance across eight experts 0.99
S-CVI/Average 0.99
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Domain Item Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp I- K *
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 CVI

1.0 At School 1.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.4.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.4.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
143 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.6 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.7.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.7.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.7.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

2.0 At Home 1.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.4.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.4.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
143 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.6 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.8.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0.88 0.87
1.8.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.9 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.10 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.11 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

Proportion relevance 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.96 1

Average proportion of items judged as relevance across eight experts 0.99

S-CVI/Average 0.99
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Domain Item Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp Exp I- K *
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 CVI

1.0 At School 1.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.4.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.4.2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87
143 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87
1.5 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87
1.6 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87
1.7.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.7.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.7.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.8 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87

2.0 At Home 1.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.3 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 088 0.87
1.4.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.4.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
143 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.6 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.8.1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 075 0.72
1.8.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.9 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.10 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
1.11 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00

Proportion relevance 1 1 0.73 1 1 1 0.9 1

Average proportion of items judged as relevance across eight experts 0.96

S-CVI/Average 0.96
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