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Abstract: The current study aimed to develop and validate a scale to assess awareness of
their rights in persons with disabilities. After a literature review and content validity
analysis with disability rights experts, 43 items were developed. Item understandability
was checked with a preliminary group of students to refine the items before inclusion.
Items were also subjected to skewness and kurtosis analyses. A pool of 29 items that
fulfilled the inclusion criteria then comprised the questionnaire that was used in
interviews with a sample of 212 participants. Construct validity was checked with
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). In the EFA,
17 items fulfilled the psychometric criteria and the scree plot indicated one factor whose
eigen values were greater than one. In the CFA, good model fit was reached after
inclusion of five correlated errors. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients supported the reliability
of the scale. We conclude that the 17-item scale is valid and reliable as an assessment
instrument. It is envisaged that the PDRAS will help facilitate unified research in the
field.

Keywords: Rights awareness, People with disability, Validity, Reliability, Saudi Arabia.
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Introduction

It has been estimated that one billion people worldwide live with some form of
disability (World Health Organization & World Bank, 2011). The World Health Survey
(World Health Organization, 2002-2004), conducted in fifty-nine countries, reported the
prevalence of persons aged 18 and older with disabilities is 15.6 percent, ranging from
11.8 percent in higher income countries to 18 percent in lower income countries. In the
United States, Statista (2022) reported that in 2020 13.4% of the US population had some
form of disability. In the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, estimates of the prevalence of
persons with a disability are as high as 3.73 percent, whereas others have reported 0.8
percent, depending on the definition of disability used (Al-Jadid, 2013). Recent data
estimated a prevalence between 7 and 10% in 2021 in Saudi Arabia (Salama, 2021).

People with disabilities are historically poor and experience various forms of social
discrimination (Shakespeare et al., 2009). Society often marginalizes people living with
disabilities by stigmatizing them (Campbell, 2006). The World Health Organization
(WHO) (2001) asserts that disability is increasingly being understood as a human rights
issue, that people with disabilities experience inequalities, are subject to violations of
dignity, and some are denied autonomy. Studies have postulated that some forms of
inequity are still persistent for people with disability (lezzoni et al., 2022; Pita et al.,
2023). WHO calls for equal rights and providing appropriate accommodations for persons
with disabilities.

The Independent Living Movement (Frieden, 1983; Roberts, 1989) played early roles
in providing services that enabled people with disability to reside in communities along
with able-bodied persons, not in institutions for individuals with disabilities, and
advocated for their rights. Subsequently, new movements were formed to raise awareness
in people with disabilities of their civil rights and help them with strategies for integration
in the community (Beaulaurier & Taylor, 2001). A turning point in the advocacy for the
legal rights of the disability community was reached with the Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA) passed in 1990, making the rights of people with disabilities a priority, as
failure to meet their social and physical needs is a violation of their rights (Beaulaurier &
Taylor, 2001). The ADA “prohibits discrimination against people with disabilities in
several areas, including employment, transportation, public accommodations,
communications and access to state and local government programs and services” and
mandates accommodations “to ensure that buildings, facilities and transit vehicles are
accessible to people with disabilities” (U.S. Department of Labor, n.d.). Another
milestone in the rights of people with disabilities was achieved when the United Nations
Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD) was approved by the UN
General Assembly in 2006 (Mukhopadhyay & Moswela, 2020). The CRPD applies
general human rights to persons with disabilities and outlines principals for non-
discrimination, respect for inherent dignity, and full and effective participation and
inclusion in society. It also obliges ratifying states to adopt and adapt legislation, policies,
and other appropriate administrative measures where needed to the needs of persons with
disabilities (World Health Organization & World Bank, 2011).

Laws in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia are shaped by the Islamic Sharia, which
recognizes human rights (Al-Jadid, 2013). The Disability Code mandates free and
adequate medical, social, psychological, educational, and professional services to enable
individuals with disabilities “to achieve the maximum feasible degree of functional
efficiency” (King Salman Center for Disability Research, n.d.). The Saudi Ministry of
Health incorporates an anti-discrimination policy to protect and reinforce the rights of
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persons with disabilities (Ministry of Health, n.d.). In the Vision 2030 initiative in KSA,
the goals of which are to create a flourishing Saudi economy, an ambitious nation, and a
resilient society, the rights of people with disabilities are also on the agenda, where
legislation and policies are to be improved for the well-being of people with disabilities
(Vision 2030, 2016). As an example of the implementation of rights of people with
disabilities, an initiative was launched in Huraymila National Park in order to involve
people with disabilities and their families in community activities (Arab News, 2021),
which emphasizes two of the objectives of Vision 2030, namely, empowering people with
disabilities , where rights of persons with disability are emphasized, and combating
desertification (Vision 2030, 2016).

A number of studies have indicated the importance of raising awareness among people
with disabilities of their rights (Hammell, 2016; Malhotra, 2008). Without awareness of
their rights, it is difficult for people with disabilities to seek out and avail themselves of
those rights. There have been disability rights awareness studies in the general population
(Lindsay & Edwards, 2013), however, awareness of their rights in the population of
persons with disabilities has received little attention, despite the claim of Bannerman and
Harchik (1990) that people with disabilities may not be aware of their rights.

Many studies have investigated the realization of the rights of people with disability
after the United Nations on Rights of Persons with Disabilities (UNCRPD) was adopted
as a human right in 2006. A systematic review examined the realization of the rights of
people with disability in Rwanda and concluded that, although there were many efforts
made, there were still some forms of discrimination and they recommended more
awareness (Njelesani et al., 2018). Winkler and colleagues investigated the adherence to
the UNCRPD in Czech psychiatric hospitals and reported that none of the rights of
UNCRPD was fully implemented ion those hospitals (Winkler et al.2020). Others
investigated how people with disability realize their rights. They found that some people
with disability were not aware of their rights (Muhammad Jahanzaib et al.,2021).

Previous studies have also evaluated the effectiveness of interventions designed to
increase awareness of the rights of people with disability. Hayward and colleagues
investigated the effectiveness of a Disability Awareness Training (DAT) in Ecuador.
They reported that the DAT enhanced the awareness of the rights of people with disability
and decreased negative beliefs towards them (Hayward et al., 2019). Another intervention
study from South Korea concluded that school-based interventions facilitated positive
attitudes towards persons with disability (Chae et al., 2018). Among boy scouts also, it
was reported that an intervention to increase their awareness of their peers with disability
was successful, especially in younger boy scouts. They recommended more interventions
at early stages of life (Anderson et al., 2019).

Scales to assess attitudes on people with disability have been developed. The Attitudes
towards Disabled Persons scale (ATDP) (Yuker et al., 1960), the Multidimensional
Attitude Scale towards Persons with Disabilities (MAS) (Findler et al., 2007), the Social
Worker’s Attitudes Toward Disability Scale (SWADS) (Cheatham et al., 2015), and the
Attitudes to Disability Scale (ADS) (Power & Green, 2010). Nonetheless, these scales
were developed for the perceptions and awareness in the general population about the
rights of people with disabilities. There is no current scale that can be used to investigate
the level of people with disabilities’ awareness of their rights. This study draws on this
gap and develops and validates a scale that can be used to that end.

62023 jamns> (4) 3headt (10) s ‘ Aygrsdt pglad) W UL dealsr Alg



oiis B (653 3131 55 ool iyus Somd) ailiadly ol clcd) . o
PN WE R

Problem statement:

Efforts to raise awareness of the rights of people with disability have yielded
significant improvements in many parts of the world. Parallelly, scales to evaluate people
with disability’s rights awareness in the general population have been developed and
widely used. Nonetheless, the is no scale that assesses that level of awareness in people
with disability, as previous research pointed out that people with disability may not be
aware of their rights. Thus, this study develops a scale to be used to this end, the People
with Disability Rights Awareness Scale (PDRAS). PDRAS was developed after
reviewing the literature on people with disability rights and after conducting semi-
structured interviews with people with disability.

Study objectives:

The objective of this study was to develop and validate a scale (PDRAS) that can be
used to assess people with disability rights awareness.

Importance of the study:

Referencing on this lack of scales in the literature to assess people with disability
awareness of their rights, this study designs and develops one that can be used in this
purpose. The scale of this study can be used by research to investigate how people with
disability are aware of their rights. As such, this study contributes to the literature by
providing a scale that can be used in people with disability to assess the antecedents and
outcomes of people with disability awareness in people with disability. Practically, the
scale can be used by social workers and nurses as well as other professionals to keep track
of the awareness of rights in people with disability.

Study terminologies:
1. Rights awareness:

this is a process where people acquire knowledge about their rights and learn skills and
values to claim and protect these rights (Hayward et al.,2021; Lindsay & Edwards ,2013).

2. People with disabilities:

these are people who have long-term mental, physical, sensory, or intellectual
impairment that prevents them to participate in society at the same level as other people
(Winkler et al.,2020).
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Materials and Methods
Research approach

To achieve the goals of this study, a mixed-method approach was most suitable. We
used qualitative methodology to conduct interviews with respondents in the process of
developing the items of the scale, and quantitative methodology to validate the scale.

Item development stage

Since there are no previous scales that assess awareness of the rights of persons with
disability in the people with disability population, preliminary items of the scale were
developed after reviewing the literature about the rights of individuals with disabilities.
In addition to the literature review, a series of semi-structured interviews were then
conducted to gauge the views of specialists (11 participants, 6 females and 5 males) on
various aspects of the rights of individuals with disabilities. Although the scale was
conceived as unidimensional, the items were developed in 5 content areas that were
inspired from the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities: rights to
education, rights to health, rights to mobility, rights to facilities, and rights to work and
employment. Consequently, a pool of 43 items for the scale was developed and was
subjected to content validity analysis with 14 experts who had more than five years of
academic experience in learning and teaching the rights of individuals with disabilities in
special education and psychology departments, and who had dealt with individuals with
disabilities. These experts were selected because of they were university professors with
experience in special education for individuals with disability. Eight professors were from
special education department and six professors were from psychology department. These
professors were also selected because of their knowledge and experience in scale
development and validation. Content validity ratio (CVR) was used to test the
preliminary content validity of the items. Only items whose CVR was greater than 0.56,
the cutoff recommended for more than 12 but less than 20 experts (Kassiani
Nikolopoulou, 2022), were included in the final item pool in order to avoid expert
agreement due to coincidence. Consequently, 11 items did not meet the criteria and were
removed, yielding a pool of 32 items. This item pool was then presented to 12 students
who read and gave feedback regarding the understandability of the items. Their feedback
was used to refine the items before including them in the questionnaire.

Questionnaire development stage

The questionnaire sent to study participants included 32 items about awareness of the
rights of people with disabilities, as well as questions to gather demographic information.
It included items specifically about Vision 2030, which includes provisions regarding the
rights of people with disabilities: 1) Have you heard about Vision 2030? (with options
never, little, a lot); 2) Have you heard about the rights of individuals with disabilities
included in Vision 2030? (with options never, little, and a lot).

Scale assessment stage

The assessment of the scale was performed via construct and reliability analyses. The
construct validity was done using exploratory factor analysis (EFA), with the maximum
likelihood extraction and oblimin rotation methods, and confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA). In the EFA model, items whose communalities were less than 0.5 were removed
from the item pool and factors whose eigen values were greater than 1 were retained (see
Figure 1). In the CFA model, fit indices were used to check model fit, including Chi-
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square, RMSEA, SRMR, CFl, and TLI (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Finally, the reliability was
checked with Cronbach’s alpha values for the factors of the scale.

Data and participants

This study’s sample was comprised of 212 students and employees in Saudi Arabia.
This sample size was specified by applying the recommendation of 5 items per item for
EFA and CFA. The mean age for the participants was 25.5 (SD = 18, range = 62). Around
65 percent were females. In terms of disability, around 17.5 percent of the sample had
auditory disabilities, 4.5 percent had chronic diseases, 1 percent had learning disabilities,
22.7 percent had mobility disabilities, 3.7 percent had multiple disabilities, and 50.9
percent had visual disabilities. About 11.8 percent were college students and 88.2 percent
were employees. The sample was determined using snhowball sampling, where
participants helped in finding new participants. Table 1 display the socio-demographic
characteristics of the sample. The data were collected via face-to-face interviews and
video calls. For individuals with auditory disabilities, the experimenters were aided by a
sign language expert. Prior to data collection, respondents were apprised of the goal and
intended outcome of the study, and they provided informed consent. Permissions to
conduct this research were obtained from King AbdulAziz University.

Table 1

Socio-Demographic Characteristics of the Sample

Variable n %
Gender

Female 138 65

Male 74 35
Occupation

College students 25 11.8

Employees 187 88.2
Marital status

Divorced 3 14

Single 189 89.2

Married 20 9.4
Father's education

No education 10 4.7

Less than high school 56 26.4

High school 61 28.8

University degree 71 335

Masters 14 6.6
Mother's education

No education 40 18.9

Less than high school 63 29.7

High school 48 22.7

University degree 53 25

Masters 8 3.7
Monthly income

Less than SR 5000 68 32

SR 5000 - less than SR 10,000 60 28.3
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Variable n %
SR 10,000 - less than SR 15,000 39 18.4
SR 15,000 and greater 45 21.3
Disability
Auditory 37 17.5
Chronic disease 10 4.7
Learning disability 2 1
Mobility 47 22.2
Multiple disabilities 8 3.7
Visual 108 50.9
Severity
Simple 22 104
Moderate 88 41.5
Severe 63 29.7
Very severe 39 18.4
Have you heard of Vision 2030?
Never 20 9.4
Little 43 20.3
A lot 149  70.3
Have you heard of rights of people with disabilities in
Vision 2030?
Never 73 34.4
Little 74 349
A lot 65 30.7

Data analysis

All the data analyses were conducted using RStudio statistical software?. Item analysis,
skewness, and kurtosis analyses were conducted first. Then, the descriptive statistics were
compiled. The exploratory factor analysis was done using the psych software package
(Revelle, 2017), a scree plot was inspected to check the number of factors to be extracted,
and the confirmatory factor analysis was done using the lavaan package (Rosseel, 2012).
The internal consistency reliability analysis was checked with Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients using the psych package (Revelle, 2017). The plotting was performed using
the lavaanPlot package (Lishinski, 2020).

https://posit.co/?
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Study results and discussion
Item analysis

The items in the scale were subjected to skewness and kurtosis analyses. Following
the recommendations of West, Finch, and Curran (1995), items with a skewness absolute
value >2 and a kurtosis absolute value >7 were removed from consideration; this included
items 1, 2, and 20. The items were also subjected to item-total correlation analysis. ltems
whose item-total correlations were <0.3 would have also been removed (Boateng,
Neilands, Frongillo, Melgar-Quifionez, & Young, 2018), but all the items had a
correlation of >0.3. Thus, a pool of 29 items was then used in the exploratory factor
analysis.

Construct validity

The Kaiser—Meyer—Olkin (KMO) test showed a value of 0.92 and the Bartlett’s test of
sphericity was 311.52, df = 28, p<0.001. These results support the factorability of the
data. The 29 items were subjected to exploratory factor analysis. As per Mooi, Sarstedt,
and Mooi-Reci (2017), communalities should be greater than 0.5 for all items. Twelve
items — numbers 3, 4, 5, 14, 15, 18, 21, 22, 29, 30, 31, and 32 — were removed due to low
communalities. A second exploratory factor analysis model was fitted with the remaining
17 items. The scree plot (see Figure 1) suggested a one-factor model, as there was only
one factor whose eigen value was greater than 1. The total variance explained was 70.1
percent. The factor loadings are presented in Table 2.

Table 2
Factor Loadings and Crobach’s alpha

Item Skewness Kurtosis EFA loadings CFAloadings  Cronbach's alpha
1 -1.145 0.84 0.78 0.80

2 -1.51 0.84 0.91 0.91

3 -1.21 0.18 0.88 0.88

4 -0.90 -0.35 0.85 0.84

5 -1.95 3.79 0.66 0.65

6 -0.85 -0.87 0.81 0.80

7 -1.66 2.35 0.69 0.68

8 -1.21 -0.02 0.85 0.85 0.97
9 -1.08 -0.36 0.86 0.86

10 -1.21 -0.10 0.87 0.87

11 -0.94 -0.09 0.70 0.70

12 -1.38 0.55 0.90 0.90

13 -1.49 1.09 0.87 0.87

14 -1.66 1.58 0.90 0.91

15 -1.17 0.31 0.85 0.85

16 -1.54 1.29 0.88 0.89

17 -1.84 2.88 0.84 0.86

Notes: EFA = exploratory factor analysis, CFA = confirmatory factor analysis
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Eigen values of factors and components

Notes: FA = factor analysis, PC = principal component

12

02 4 6 8

oBsis B! 93 31 29 il Do Kl (ailiadly ol slidl
PN WE R

Scree plot of Eigen values

y 4 &
P 4

‘3‘B“s—?—5—3—5——5—?——9—9—5—3—?gp;

5

10

factor or component number

15

A model of confirmatory factor analysis was then fitted. The model exhibited poor fit
indices (Chi-square = 982.32, df = 119, p<0.001, RMSEA =0.118, SRMR = 0.058, CFI
=0.814, TLI = 0.787). Modification indices were inspected and showed this was due to
five correlated errors between items 8 and 9, items 9 and 10, items 10 and 15, items 11
and 15, and items 12 and 13. These pairs of items were then analyzed in depth to check
whether they might be measuring the same construct. It turned out that they were distinct,
and it was decided to include them in the model. When these errors were accounted for,
the model exhibited acceptable fit indices (Chi-square = 445.40, df = 100, p<0.001,
RMSEA =0.082, SRMR = 0.042, CFI =0.925, TLI = 0.905). The model is portrayed in
Figure 2. The CFA factor loadings are summarized in Table 2.

Figure 2
Visual representation of the CFA model
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Reliability analysis

The internal consistency reliability analysis was checked with Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients. The standardized Cronbach’s alpha for the one factor of the 17 items was

0.97, indicating good internal consistency reliability.
Discussion

There has been significant progress in legislation and policies regarding the rights of
people with disabilities. Yet, many such individuals with disabilities are not aware of their
rights. It is important for people with disabilities to know their civil rights in order to
more fully exercise them and live fuller lives (Madans et al., 2011). This study found that
34.4 percent of respondents had never heard of the rights of people with disabilities
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provisions in Vision 2030. Similarly, Mukhopadhyay and Moswela (2020) reported that
most of the people with disabilities they interviewed were not aware of their civil rights.

Scales to assess the awareness of the rights of people with disability have been developed
and used in the general population. However, no scale was designed for the population of
persons with disabilities. There is a need for a scale that can be used to assess the awareness
of people with disabilities about their rights, and no such instrument was available prior to
the work reported here. The aim of this study was to develop such an instrument, and the
result is the People with Disabilities Rights Awareness Scale (PDRAS).

The development of PDRAS began with a pool of 43 items developed after a literature
search and review and in-depth interviews with experts in the field. Eleven items were
excluded from the pool due to a low content validity ratio. Three items were deleted
because of high skewness absolute values. The remaining 29 items were then subjected
to exploratory factor analysis. After inspection of communalities, 12 more items were
removed due to low communalities. A unidimensional factor of the remaining 17 items
was then suggested by the scree plot. This unidimensional scale was then subjected to
confirmatory factor analysis. PDRAS exhibited good model fit after inclusion of
correlated errors between some of the items. This is a typical practice in CFA models,
especially when there is high covariation between some of the variables (Hassim et
al.,2020). PDRAS is then a seventeen-item scale that is scored on a 5-point Likert scale,
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly disagree), where higher scores indicate
better awareness of the rights of people with disabilities. The PDRAS and its 17 items are
shown in the Appendix.

The People with Disabilities Rights Awareness Scale fulfilled the necessary
psychometric properties. The construct validity was verified and the internal consistency
reliability was confirmed with adequate Cronbach’s alpha coefficients. Therefore,
PDRAS is valid and reliable and can be used to assess the level of awareness of people
with disabilities of their rights. This scale can be useful to help raise awareness in people
with disabilities of their rights and therefore seek to exercise them fully. Social workers
and healthcare practitioners can also use this scale to assess and educate such individuals
about their civil rights, as well as by researchers to better understand issues affecting the
rights of the disability community.

In spite of the strengths of this study, there are limitations that have to be
acknowledged. The sample was not randomized and was comprised of adults and does
not represent the total population. Future validation studies should use a randomized
sample and should include people of all ages. Also, the sample was only Saudi Arabians,
and the scale should be validated using samples from other Arabic and non-Arabic
countries. In addition, the numbers of males and females was disproportionate. Future
validation studies should use a more proportionate sample.

In conclusion, this study contributes to the literature by developing and validating a
scale that can be used to investigate the level of awareness in people with disabilities of
their rights. The scale was found valid and reliable and ready to be used by people with
disabilities, researchers, social workers, and healthcare professionals.

Acknowledgments

This Project was funded by the Deanship of Scientific Research (DSR) at King Abdulaziz
University, Jeddah, under grant no. (PH:11-279-1441). The authors, therefore, acknowledge with
thanks to DSR for technical and financial support.

62023 jamns> (4) 3headt (10) s ‘ Aygrsdt pglad) W UL dealsr Alg



oiis B (653 3131 55 ool iyus Somd) ailiadly ol clcd) . o
PN WE R

References

Al-Jadid, M. S. (2013). Disability in Saudi Arabia. Saudi Medical Journal, 34(5), 453-460.

Alsalem, M. A. (2021). Towards new disability paradigms: Generating equality in Saudi Arabian
policy in light of the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities. International
Journal of Disability, Development and Education.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1034912X.2021.1980864

Anderson, J. J., Wilbers, L. E., Loepp, E. D., Malek, S. E., Scherer, K. J., & Bero, C. M. (2019).
Effects of a disability awareness clinic on boy scouts’ attitudes toward disability. Journal
of Social Service Research, 47(1), 1-9. https://doi.org/10.1080/01488376.2019.1705959

Bannerman, D. J., Sheldon, J. B., Sherman, J. A., & Harchik, A. E. (1990). Balancing the right to
habilitation with the right to personal liberties: The right of people with developmental
disabilities to eat too many doughnuts and take a nap. Journal of Applied Behavior
Analysis, 23(1), 79-89. doi: 10.1901/jaba.1990.23-79

Beaulaurier, R. L., & Taylor, S. H. (2001). Social work practice with people with disabilities in
the era of disability rights. Social Work in Health Care, 32(4), 67-91.
https://doi.org/10.1300/J010v32n04_04

Boateng, G. O., Neilands, T. B., Frongillo, E. A., Melgar-Quifionez, H. R., & Young, S. L. (2018).
Best practices for developing and validating scales for health, social, and behavioral
research: A primer. Frontiers in Public Health, 6, 1-18.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2018.00149

Campbell, C. (2006). Unravelling the contexts of stigma: From internalisation to resistance to
change. Journal of Community & Applied Social Psychology, 11, 411-417.
https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.901

Chae, S., Park, E., & Shin, M. (2018). School-based interventions for improving disability
awareness and attitudes towards disability of students without disabilities: A meta-
analysis. International Journal of Disability, Development and Education, 66(4), 343-
361. https://doi.org/10.1080/1034912x.2018.1439572

Cheatham, L. P., Abell, N., & Kim, H. (2015). Development and validation of the social workers
attitudes toward disability scale. Journal of Social Work Education, 51(2), 379-397.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10437797.2015.1012939

Cowen, E. L., Rockway, A. M., & Bobrove, P. H. (1967). Development and evaluation of
attitudes to deafness scale. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 6(2), 183-
191. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0024552

Findler, L., Vilchinsky, N., & Werner, S. (2007). The multidimensional attitudes scale toward
persons with disabilities (MAS). Rehabilitation Counseling Bulletin, 50(3), 166-
176. https://doi.org/10.1177/00343552070500030401

Frieden, L. (1983). Understanding alternative program models. In N. M. Crewe & I. K. Zola
(Eds.), Independent living for physically disabled people (pp. 62—72). San Francisco, CA:
Jossey-Bass.

Hammell, K. R. W. (2016). Empowerment and occupation: A new perspective. Canadian Journal
of Occupational Therapy, 83(5), 281-287. https://doi.org/10.1177/0008417416652910

Hassim, S. R., Arifin, W. N., & Kueh, Y. C. (2020). Confirmatory factor analysis of the Malay
version of the Smartphone Addiction Scale among medical students in Malaysia.
International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 17(3820).
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17113820

02023 jons (4) 3u—ai (10) s ‘ iyge ) pghadd W L) deslr g


https://doi.org/10.1080/01488376.2019.1705959
https://doi.org/10.1080/1034912x.2018.1439572
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0024552
https://doi.org/10.1177/00343552070500030401

oiis B (653 3131 55 ool iyus Somd) ailiadly ol clcd) . o
PN WE R

Hayward, L., Fragala-Pinkham, M., Schneider, J., Coe, M., Vargas, C., Wassenar, A.,
Emmons, M., Lizzio, C., Hayward, J., & Torres, D. (2019). Examination of the short-
term impact of disability awareness training on attitudes toward people with disabilities:
A community-based participatory evaluation approach. Physiotherapy Theory and
Practice, 37(2), 257-270. https://doi.org/10.1080/09593985.2019.1630879

Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis:
Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling, 6, 1-55.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118

lezzoni, L. I., McKee, M. M., Meade, M. A., Morris, M. A., & Pendo, E. (2022). Have Almost
Fifty Years of Disability Civil Rights Laws Achieved Equitable Care? Health Affairs,
41(10), 1371-1378. https://doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.2022.00413

Kassiani Nikolopoulou. (2022). What is content validity? (Definition & example).
https://www.statology.org/content-validity/

King Salman  Center for  Disability = Research. (n.d.). Disability  Code.
https://www.kscdr.org.sa/en/disability-code

Lindsay, S., & Edwards, A. (2013). A systematic review of disability awareness interventions for
children and youth. Disability and Rehabilitation, 35(8), 623-646.
https://doi.org/10.3109/09638288.2012.702850

Lishinski, A. (2020). lavaanPlot 0.5.1. https://www.alexlishinski.com/post/lavaanplot-0-5-1/

Madans, J. H., Loeb, M. E., & Altman, B. M. (2011). Measuring disability and monitoring the
UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities: The work of the Washington
Group on Disability Statistics. BMC Public Health, 11(Supplemental 4).
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-11-S4-S4

Malhotra, R. (2008). Expanding the frontiers of justice: Reflections on the theory of capabilities,
disability rights, and the politics of global inequality. Socialism and Democracy, 22(1),
83-100. https://doi.org/10.1080/08854300701820593

Ministry of Health. (n.d.). Anti-Discrimination  Policy: People with Disabilities.
https://www.moh.gov.sa/en/Ministry/Information-and-services/Pages/Disabled.aspx

Mitchell, J. M., & Kemp, B.J. (1996). The older adult disability scale: Development and
validation. Rehabilitation Psychology, 41(3), 187-203. https://doi.org/10.1037/0090-
5550.41.3.187

Mooi, E., Sarstedt, M., & Mooi-Reci, I. (2017). Principal component and factor analysis. In E.
Mooi, M. Sarstedt, & |. Mooi-Reci (Eds.), Market research: The process, data, and
methods using stata (pp. 265-311). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-10-5218-
78

Muhammad Jahanzaib,Ghulam Fatima,Dur eNayab,Sayeda Daud,Shabana
Akhtar.(2021).Realization of Basic Rights among Persons with Disabilities in Pakistan:
A Comparative. Analysis. [k gretim Online, 20(1):1558-70.
DOI:10.17051/ilkonline.2021.01.164

Mukhopadhyay, S., & Moswela, E. (2020). Disability rights in Botswana: Perspectives of
individuals with disabilities. Journal of Disability Policy Studies, 31(1), 46-56.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1044207319871745

Njelesani, J., Siegel, J., & Ullrich, E. (2018). Realization of the rights of Persons with Disabilities
in Rwanda. PLOS ONE, 13(5), e0196347. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0196347

Pita, Y., Bigler, C., Sony, K. C., & Amacker, M. (2023). The right to health: An examination of
health care access for women with disability in Nepal. SSM - Qualitative Research in
Health, 4. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssmqr.2023.100315

02023 jons (4) 3u—ai (10) s ‘ iyge ) pghadd W L) deslr g


https://doi.org/10.1080/09593985.2019.1630879
https://doi.org/10.1037/0090-5550.41.3.187
https://doi.org/10.1037/0090-5550.41.3.187
https://doi.org/10.17051/ilkonline.2021.01.164
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0196347

oiis B (653 3131 55 ool iyus Somd) ailiadly ol clcd) . o
PN WE R

Power, M. J., & Green, A. M. (2010). The Attitudes to Disability Scale (ADS): Development and
psychometric properties. Journal of Intellectual Disability Research, 54(9), 860-874.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2788.2010.01317.X

Revelle, W. (2017). Using the psych package to generate and test structural models. Retrieved
from https://personality-project.org/r/psych_for_sem.pdf

Roberts, E. V. (1989). History of the Independent Living Movement: A founder’s perspective. In
B. W. Heller, L. M. Flohr, & L. S. Zegans (Eds.), Psychosocial interventions with
physically disabled persons (pp. 231-234). New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University
Press.

Rosseel, Y. (2012). Lavaan: An R package for structural equation modeling. Journal of Statistical
Software, 48(2), 2—4. https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v048.i02

Salama, S. (2021). Saudi Arabia: 8% of population has disability, says expert. Gulf News.
https://gulfnews.com/world/gulf/saudi/saudi-arabia-8-of-population-has-disability-says-
expert-1.83259921

Shakespeare, T., lezzoni, L. I., & Groce, N. E. (2009). Disability and the training of health
professionals. Lancet, 374(9704), 1815-1816. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-
6736(09)62050-X

Speakman, H. G. (1989). A scale for the measurement of attitudes toward physically disabled

adults. International Disability Studies, 11(3), 133-
140. https://doi.org/10.3109/03790798909166413
Statista. (2022). Disability in the u.s. - Statistics & Facts.

https://www.statista.com/topics/4380/disability-in-the-us/#topicOverview

Tringo, J. L. (1970). The Hierarchy of Preference Toward Disability Groups. The Journal of
Special Education, 4(3), 295-306. https://doi.org/10.1177/002246697000400306

uU.s. Department  of  Labor. (n.d). Americans  with  Disabilities  Act.
https://www.dol.gov/general/topic/disability/ada

Vision 2030, V. (2016). National transformation program 2020. https://www.vision2030.gov.sa/

West, S. G,, Finch, J. F., & Curran, P. J. (1995). Structural equation models with non-normal
variables: Problems and remedies. In R. H. Hoyle (Ed.), Structural equation modeling:
Concepts, issues, and applications (pp. 56—75). Sage Publications, Inc.

Winkler, P., Kondratova, L., Kagstrom, A., Kucera, M., Palanova, T., Salomonova, M., Sturma,
P., Roboch, Z., & Murko, M. (2020). Adherence to the Convention on the Rights of
People with Disabilities in Czech Psychiatric Hospitals: A Nationwide Evaluation
Study. Health and human rights, 22(1), 21-33.

World Health Organization & World Bank. (2011). World report on disability.
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789241564182

World Health Organization. (2001). International classification of functioning, disability, and
health (ICF). Geneva, Switzerland.
https://www.who.int/standards/classifications/international-classification-of-
functioning-disability-and-health

World Health Organization. (2002-2004). World health survey. Geneva, Switzerland.

Yuker, H. E., Block, J. R., & Campbell, W. J. (1960). Attitude toward disabled persons scale
form-0. PsycTESTS Dataset. https://doi.org/10.1037/t16118-000

Young, D. A., & Quibell, R. (2000). Why rights are never enough: Rights, intellectual disability
and understanding. Disability and Society, 15(5), 747-764.
https://doi.org/10.1080/713661998

02023 jons (4) 3u—ai (10) s ‘ iyge ) pghadd W L) deslr g


https://doi.org/10.3109/03790798909166413
https://doi.org/10.1177/002246697000400306
https://doi.org/10.1037/t16118-000

oiis B (653 3131 55 ool iyus Somd) ailiadly ol clcd) oo
PN WE R

gl
wgsis BeY) (593 51,88 9 s
o ileg WS gn Shlall oda e bl BLeY) (593 SV Boim s Gl Sl s Aoet L L
o= chad¥l sl (o g odall ol 22V (so ptsiins ) SbL) sda O Lde (Bsad ols Sibae
o2l 695 1 5 LT o Jmane o o Sl 8 s 3 L) jlesly B 3ls 1575505 51
iy il 59 33l 4 (e 3 LB 28] 2 G,

bl Ty A Bl drg Y al Lle

S )
- Byl e by - 3Ll ?
° ". ° ".

Alas g ol 6 gl mald) eSS clald) e g ]
LYl g

.guy Tl 518 Aol oledd) 6&1, EREES NN

BN SN el 5 4

NECR SUERTIRCIPNE R IRERV ISR IR E R e
ALY (595 o Lt L Al Al ale )l eus 4

Aeall 5y oo ey 53231 B0 (3 5 ()

dlall Sleadl (3 Bl (555 mo Joladl dnge [0lsS” 1bg5
e B s Bl i Sy s Jpadl 3 51 s

Reeels jse Byl

O N AN W»n B~ W N

BV (593 jatlas e ol U A0 Slibd) (S5 £ 9

BV 693 atlasr e el b 2SN oot (ST £ 10

P ot L Uy b e e Jsadt (3 G s 11

1 corll) BV (5 368 3L Ble] B Wpl) Lo g 12
el of el

Sl sl Y (595 ¥ B L] e Al Jo s 13
(VI el S obos

25 e dyos WS sl wleadt e Jsadt 3 sh g 14
A

el Y gl sle) wlaas Js Jeadt 3 bl gl 15

(sl el paly o Jpad & b1 sl 16

Y o3 23 el ol 3 aa ol g g 1T

02023 s (4) 301 (10) sl ’ Bygiid) pglad) W UL dnolr Ag



