'.) Check for updates

Journal of Applied Research in Intellectual Disabilities

WILEY

Jouma of Rppled Resarch b tllctua Disies

| oRIGINAL ARTICLE CEIEED

Assessing the Right to Interpersonal Relationships, Home
and Family for People With Intellectual Disabilities

Patricia Pérez-Curiel! | Eva Vicente! | M. Lucia Moran? | Estefania Martinez-Isla3 | Laura E. Gomez3

!Departamento de Psicologia y Sociologia, Universidad de Zaragoza, Zaragoza, Spain | *Departamento de Educacién. Universidad de Cantabria, Santander,
Spain | Departamento de Psicologia, Universidad de Oviedo, Oviedo, Spain

Correspondence: Laura E. Gomez (gomezlaura@uniovi.es)
Received: 3 June 2025 | Revised: 8 September 2025 | Accepted: 25 November 2025

Keywords: CRPD | equality | gender | intellectual developmental disorder | sexuality | validation

ABSTRACT

Background: The Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities recognises in Article 23 the right to marriage, family,
parenthood and interpersonal relationships. However, monitoring this right is challenging due to a lack of evaluation tools.
Method: This study presents the psychometric validation of items assessing Article 23, which makes up the interpersonal rela-
tionships subscale of the #Rights4MeToo Scale, based on responses from 1215 people with intellectual disabilities, family mem-
bers and professionals.

Results: The findings revealed a final unidimensional 7-item structure, high internal consistency, full invariance across gender
and partial invariance across respondent types.

Conclusions: This subscale is established as a helpful tool with adequate evidence of validity and reliability for assessing the
respect and exercise of this right, with significant implications for support planning and public policy concerning sexual and

sentimental relationships, ultimately enhancing the quality of life for people with intellectual disabilities.

1 | Introduction

Interpersonal relationships, creating a home and the possibil-
ity of forming a family are fundamental aspects for the well-
being and quality of life of any person, including those with
intellectual disabilities. Maintaining meaningful interpersonal
relationships (e.g., friendships, family bonds, romantic relation-
ships) increases self-esteem, reduces loneliness and is essential
for well-being, health and happiness (Pebdani 2016; Pulido and
Herrera-Clavero 2018; Sullivan et al. 2016). However, establish-
ing and maintaining these relationships can be especially com-
plex (Charpentier and Carter 2023; Pérez-Curiel et al. 2023).

For people with intellectual disabilities, interpersonal relation-
ships not only provide a valuable sense of inclusion and belong-
ing (Lafferty et al. 2013), but also promote the development of
social skills, learning of social norms and adaptive behaviours

(Lacunza and Contini 2016). Adults with intellectual disabili-
ties value and desire intimate romantic relationships, simi-
larly to their peers without disabilities (Gil-Llario et al. 2018;
Kelly et al. 2009; Lafferty et al. 2013; Neuman and Reiter 2017;
Rushbrooke et al. 2014); finding a life partner is an important
life goal for many of them (Bates et al. 2017; Rojas et al. 2016).

Interpersonal relationships are not only essential for well-being
but are also recognised as a fundamental human right (Pérez-
Curiel et al. 2023; World Health Organization 2018). To emphasise
that this right extends to individuals with intellectual disabilities,
the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD;
United Nations 2006) addresses this issue specifically in Article
23, titled ‘Respect for Home and Family’. This article mandates
that State Parties must implement effective measures to eliminate
discrimination in all aspects of marriage, family, parenthood and
relationships for persons with disabilities, ensuring equality with
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Lay Summary

» Evidence of validity and reliability is provided for a
scale measuring Article 23 of the CRPD, demonstrat-
ing a unidimensional structure, high reliability and
consistency across gender and respondent type.

This tool supports people with intellectual disabilities
in learning about their rights and making decisions
about intimacy, love and family life.

This scale is helpful for monitoring how these rights
are fulfilled, thereby guiding more inclusive services
and rights-based planning.

Policymakers must create inclusive frameworks and
resources that support the rights of people with intel-
lectual disabilities to form relationships and families,
fostering their quality of life and ensuring their full
citizenship.

others across all life stages. It explicitly affirms that people with in-
tellectual disabilities have the right to marry and establish a family
based on the free and full consent of the prospective spouses. It
protects their right to decide freely and responsibly on the number
and spacing of their children; access age-appropriate information
and education on reproductive health and family planning; retain
their fertility; and equality and appropriate support in matters of
guardianship, adoption and child-rearing. Importantly, Article 23
extends these protections to children with disabilities, prohibiting
their separation from parents solely because of disability and man-
dating alternative family-based care when necessary.

Among the most significant barriers that people with intellectual
disabilities face in exercising their right to interpersonal relation-
ships are a lack of knowledge, insufficient support from profes-
sionals, family influence, negative social attitudes, stigmatisation
and overprotection (Beltran et al. 2024). The false belief or stereo-
type that they cannot or should not maintain sexual relationships
or form their own families remains quite widespread in our society
(Pérez-Curiel et al. 2023, 2024; Rogers 2016; Young et al. 2012).

Similarly, coercive practices and overprotection by both natural
and professional support networks remain widespread, partic-
ularly when it comes to individuals' most intimate and affective
bonds. Even when well-intentioned and motivated by a desire to
protect, such practices often undermine autonomy, heighten the
risk of abuse (Byrne 2018; Wolfe et al. 2018) and result in a paradox
(McCarthy 2014): although the right to an intimate life is formally
acknowledged, it is frequently restricted in practice, silencing
desires and limiting affective experiences (Evans et al. 2009;
Santinele-Martino and Fudge-Schormans 2018). Restrictive
measures such as forced sterilisation, mandatory contraception
or institutional segregation—justified historically as protective
interventions—have gravely violated the right of people with in-
tellectual disabilities to lead fulfilling sexual and emotional lives
(Carter et al. 2022; McLeod 2023; McCarthy et al. 2020; Strnadova
et al. 2021; Swango-Wilson 2008; Wiseman and Ferrie 2020).

But protection cannot be used as an argument to deny the ex-
ercise of rights (Santinele-Martino 2023). These barriers not
only infringe upon their fundamental rights but also perpetuate

a cycle of discrimination, exclusion and vulnerability, under-
scoring the urgent need for societal change and more nuanced
approaches to support and empowerment in the realm of inter-
personal relationships. While support and protection are im-
portant considerations when addressing the interpersonal rights
of people with intellectual disabilities, it is crucial to recognise
that these should not translate into undue restrictions or the de-
nial of fundamental freedoms. Providing the necessary support
in a suitable manner involves a delicate balance that respects
their autonomy and self-determination.

Structural barriers also limit opportunities for social interac-
tion, such as the lack of inclusive and private spaces (Lafferty
et al. 2013; Solish et al. 2010). Many people with intellectual dis-
abilities are forced to hide their relationships or resort to inap-
propriate places due to the absence of conducive environments
(Maguire et al. 2019).

While supports are the primary predictors and mediators of well-
being, the imposition of (structural and attitudinal) restrictions
is one of the main sources of distress (Fulford and Cobigo 2018).
This not only acts as a barrier to the exercise of their rights but
also confronts their desires to be seen as autonomous agents, ca-
pable of making decisions about their own lives, including their
intimate relationships (McDonald et al. 2018; Santinele-Martino
and Fudge-Schormans 2018). Instead, the provision of support
should empower them to make informed choices, navigate rela-
tionships safely and cultivate their desired level of intimacy, as
well as ensure that they have access to environments where they
can enjoy intimacy as their peers do.

The lack of awareness among people with intellectual disabili-
ties themselves, their support providers and society in general
regarding their right to having a home and family life—coupled
with the absence of systematic monitoring of the actual exer-
cise of these rights—contributes to the persistence of restrictive
practices and discrimination. Therefore, it is essential not only
to recognise these rights but also to develop tools that enable
learning about rights, monitoring their compliance and promot-
ing their effective exercise.

The #Rights4MeToo Scale (Gémez, Moran, Navas, Vicente,
et al. 2024) represents a unique approach to assessing CRPD
rights in accordance with the Quality of Life Support Model
(Gomez, Schalock, et al. 2021a, 2021b; Gémez, Moran, Navas,
Verdugo, et al. 2024; Moran et al. 2023; Verdugo et al. 2021, 2024).
This scale is aligned with the ecological model of disability, rec-
ognising not only the importance of providing personalised sup-
port (which becomes the means to achieve the objectives), but
also the identification of goals that are desired and valued by
the individuals themselves (which become the measurable out-
comes to be pursued). By adopting this comprehensive, person-
centred and rights-based approach, the #Rights4MeToo Scale
represents a significant advancement in ensuring that people
with disabilities can fully enjoy their rights.

Since the #Rights4MeToo Scale was designed to evaluate the
rights enshrined in the CRPD, it is composed of a large num-
ber of items, organised around the eight domains of quality of
life (Schalock and Verdugo 2002). Specifically, the items in-
cluded in the Interpersonal relationships subscale are focused
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on evaluating the fulfilment of Article 23. The scale, written
in Easy-to-Read format, has abundant evidence of validity
based on its content and the alignment between the CRPD
and eight-domain quality of life model (Gomez, Monsalve,
et al. 2020; Goémez, Schalock, et al. 2021a; Goémez et al. 2022;
Gomez et al. 2023), but evidence of its validity and reliability
is not yet known.

The present study aims to provide evidence of validity and
reliability for items designed to evaluate and monitor Article
23 of the CRPD in a large sample of people with intellectual
disabilities. Specifically, we focus on: (a) selecting items with
the best psychometric properties, ensuring representation of
the proposed indicators; (b) providing evidence of validity
based on the internal structure of the scale and (c) offering ev-
idence of the internal consistency of the proposed instrument.
The use of this instrument in contexts of learning, evaluation
and monitoring compliance with the rights recognised in the
CRPD (particularly the right to maintain relationships and
form a family), will facilitate evidence-based decision-making
and improve the quality of life for people with intellectual
disabilities.

2 | Method
2.1 | Participants

A total of 1215 participants completed the interpersonal rela-
tionships and the Right to Home and Family scale. Of these,
45.68% of the scales were self-reported by people with intellec-
tual disabilities (n = 555), while 54.32% were reported by profes-
sionals and family members (n = 660).

The inclusion criteria for people with intellectual disabilities
to complete the self-reported version were: (a) being at least
12years old and (b) having sufficient comprehension skills to
respond to the questionnaire independently or with support.
For family members, professionals and other close individu-
als, proxy responding was allowed for persons with intellec-
tual disabilities who were: (a) aged 4years or older and (b)
well known to the informant and observed in various contexts
over the past 6 months. The inclusion of proxy respondents al-
lowed: (1) the participation of people with significant compre-
hension limitations who could not respond, even with support
and (2) the collection of sociodemographic information that
participants could not provide by themselves (e.g., level of sup-
port needs).

On the one hand, 75% of the participating family members and
professionals were female. Among the family members, moth-
ers were the most prevalent profile, while for the profession-
als, direct support providers were the most common profile
(Table S1).

On the other hand, of the 1215 people with intellectual dis-
abilities evaluated 54.36% were men, 45.48% were women
and 0.16% identified as non-binary (Table S2). The age range
was between 4 and 8lyears (M=34.95; SD=14.37). Most
were unemployed (37.65%) or inactive (46.88%) because they
were students, retired or receiving disability-related benefits.

The majority lived in urban environments (81%) and in fam-
ily homes (61.48%). Very few were in a romantic relationship
(10.89%) or married (0.95%), while the majority were without
a partner (single: 87.06%; separated: 0.59%; widowed: 0.47%).
Although 32 people had children (2.66%), only three of them
(0.2%) lived with both their partner and children. The most
common type of support was intermittent (42.72%), followed
by extensive (22.59%), with 95.92% of participants requiring at
least some level of assistance in daily life. Data on intellectual
functioning were available for 765 individuals: mild (29.67%)
and moderate (32.8%) intellectual disabilities were the most
frequent.

2.2 | Instrument

The pilot version of the Interpersonal relationships subscale
of the #Rights4MeToo Scale (Gémez, Moran, Navas, Vicente,
et al. 2024) is an online tool consisting of 16 items that can be
freely accessed in Spanish at https://pre.tambientengoderechos.
org. These items resulted from a systematic, multi-stage pro-
cess. First, a systematic review of 65 studies identified poten-
tial indicators and personal outcomes related to CRPD Articles
(Gémez, Monsalve, et al. 2020). Second, a Delphi study with 32
experts provided additional evidence of the content validity of
153 items, which formed the pilot version of the #Rights4MeToo
Scale (Gémez et al. 2022). For a detailed description of the de-
velopment process of the scale, see Gomez et al. (2023).

The items, formulated and presented in easy-to-read format
in accordance with national accessibility standards (UNE
153101:2018), were displayed one at a time on the screen. The
presentation of items was tailored to the characteristics of the
individual being assessed: while three items were presented to
the entire sample, the remaining items were conditioned to be
older than 15, having a partner or having children (Table 1).

As shown in Figure S1, each item was preceded by an icon rep-
resenting the domain of quality of life to which it belongs (i.e.,
interpersonal relationships). Following the icon, the item state-
ment was presented, accompanied by an explanation of its con-
tent and examples to aid understanding. For complex terms, a
glossary was provided in yellow.

Items were generally rated on a four-point Likert-type scale,
ranging from ‘totally disagree’ to ‘totally agree’. Some items in-
cluded a fifth option, with wording varying depending on the
content of each item, to indicate ‘not applicable’, meaning that
the person did not need support in that regard (Table 1).

2.3 | Procedure

We conducted a comprehensive search to identify organisations
in Spain that work with people with intellectual disabilities. We
contacted several hundred organisations and services via email,
outlining the aims of the study and seeking their collaboration.
The study was also advertised through the website and social
media platforms of INICO (University of Salamanca, Spain),
as well as during various conferences and courses related to
disability.
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https://pre.tambientengoderechos.org/
https://pre.tambientengoderechos.org/

TABLE1 | Items of interpersonal relationships subscale.

Article 23

indicators Items (explanations)

5th response

Conditioned to Valence option

Right to set up
their own family

i01. I can get married and start my own family. (I can get
married if I want to, and no one would make it hard for me)

i02. I can have children. (If I wanted, I could
have children, I could adopt or I could use
assisted reproductive techniques)

i03. I get guidance on how to start my own
family if I want. (I have people to give me
advice about starting my own family)

i04. I get specific support to maintain my family's
well-being. (I have people who help me with
important issues for my family and for my life
with my partner or my children. For example,
support on how to manage household finances)

i05. I can live in a family setting. (If I want, I can
live with my parents or with other people I love. I
can live with people who feel like family to me)

Right to be a
parent

i06. My fertility was taken away against my will. (I cannot

have children because other people made that decision for
me. I have had a surgical operation so that I cannot have

children. I did not make the decision to have the operation)

i07. I can choose the number of children I will
have. (If I want, I can choose to have lots of
children, not many children or no children)

i08. I get specific support to look after my children
when I need it. (I have people who help me look
after my children when I need it. For example, they
explain what to do or remind me to do it, they help
me with cooking, or run errands for me ...)

i09. Some people do not let my children be
with me. (Some people try to keep them away
from me just because I have a disability)

i10. I have opportunities to meet other
people. (I can meet new people)

Dating people of
own choice

i11. I have opportunities to have friends.
(I can have the friends I want)

i12. I have opportunities to have romantic relationships.
(I can have romantic relationships if I want)

i13. I can be with the partner I want. (No one
stops me from being with the person I want
when that person also wants to be with me).

i14. I can be alone with my partner when we both
want. (No one stops us from being alone when we
both want. For example, to have sex, to cuddle,
to share secrets, to have fun together ...)

i15. People treat me like a child in things to do with feelings
and sex. (When it comes to sex and intimate relationships,
people treat me like a child, instead of treating me
like an adult with the same rights as other adults)

i16. People who support me disapprove of my
intimate relationships. (For example, my friends,
my family or my support professionals make it
hard, frown or criticise the people I date)

>16years Positive

>16years Positive

I do not need this
type of guidance

>16years Positive

I do not need this
type of support

Live with a partner Positive

or to have children

Positive

>16years old Negative

>16years old Positive

Have children Positive

Have children Negative

Positive
Positive
Positive

>16years old

>16years old Positive

1 do not have
a partner

>16years old Positive

>16years old

Negative

>16years old Negative
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We supplied interested organisations with the necessary
materials to implement the pilot version of the scale: a PDF
manual and a short instructional video. For organisations that
required extra assistance, our research team travelled to offer
support to people in completing the questionnaire. Within
each organisation, a designated person was responsible for
(a) acting as a liaison between the research team and the
participants, (b) sharing information about the study among
professionals, family members and people with intellectual
disabilities and (c) organising the assessment process within
the centre.

Organised by the person acting as the manager in each in-
volved organisation, participants accessed the scale through
a web link and an access code. At the beginning of the ap-
plication, they were provided with a clear explanation about
how the scale worked. The first section of the scale included
questions about sociodemographic variables, which differed
depending on whether it was a self-report or a proxy report.
In the case of self-report, only basic data were asked (i.e., date
of birth, gender, whether the person was studying or work-
ing, if they had a partner and lived with them, or if they had
children). In the proxy report, additional and more complex
data were collected related to the type of housing, the level
of support needs, or the health conditions of the person being
evaluated.

Once the sociodemographic data were completed, participants
accessed a general menu displaying the eight scales, including
the one corresponding to Interpersonal relationships and Article
23 analysed in this study. Participants could begin with their de-
sired subscale by clicking on it and continue in the order they
wished to complete the subscales. Within each subscale, the
order of items was always the same.

The study was approved by the Research Ethics Committee
of the University of Oviedo (17_RRI_2021) and by the
Ministry of Social Rights and Welfare of the Principality of
Asturias (Spain). All participants provided informed consent.
Confidentiality and anonymity of responses were ensured
with access codes that were not linked to identifiable personal
information.

2.4 | Data Analysis

Statistical analyses were conducted utilising SPSS v30 (IBM
Corporation 2024), Factor v12.04.05 (Lorenzo-Seva and
Ferrando 2023) and AMOS v29 (Arbuckle 2022). Initially, de-
scriptive statistics were computed (mean, median, standard
deviation, skewness, kurtosis) to examine the distribution
of responses and assess their appropriateness for factorial
analysis (Kline 2016). Subsequently, we provided evidence of
validity based on the internal structure of the scale through
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA), both conducted on the sample divided into
two halves. We hypothesised a unidimensional structure for
the subscale based on the theoretical understanding that, de-
spite Article 23 covering diverse indicators—such as estab-
lishing one's own family, being a parent and dating people
of their own choice—these aspects are interconnected and

can be considered expressions of a broader, latent construct
related to interpersonal and family rights. This perspective
is supported by existing literature (Fulford and Cobigo 2018;
Strnadova et al. 2022), which emphasises that these indica-
tors are interconnected manifestations of a common underly-
ing dimension. Additionally, this latent construct aligns with
the “interpersonal relationships” domain of quality of life, as
described in previous studies (Gémez, Monsalve, et al. 2020;
Lombardi et al. 2019, 2025; Verdugo et al. 2012), further justi-
fying the expectation of a unidimensional structure. Finally,
we established reliability evidence based on the internal con-
sistency of the scale.

Three conditional items (104, i08, i09) were excluded from the
factor analyses due to the low prevalence of participants who
were living with a partner or had children (n=33). The sam-
ple was randomly divided into two groups of equivalent size,
stratified by gender and total mean score. EFA was conducted
on the polychoric correlation matrix of the first subsample
(n=607), using the robust unweighted least squares (RULS)
estimation method (Lorenzo-Seva and Ferrando 2021). The
suitability of the data (Tabachnick and Fidell 2019) was as-
sessed using the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test (KMO >0.80)
and Bartlett's test of sphericity (p<0.05). Additionally, we
examined the individual measure of sampling adequacy
(MSA > 0.50) for each item (Furr 2022) and employed Horn's
parallel analysis to evaluate the actual dimensionality of the
scale independently of sample size (Hayton et al. 2004). The
quality of the factor model was evaluated through (Hu and
Bentler 1999): (a) the total variance explained by the first fac-
tor, (b) the Comparative Fit Index (CFI > 0.95) and (c) the root
mean square of residuals (RMSR <0.08). Items were consid-
ered for removal based on (Furr 2022; Kline 2016): low factor
loadings (<0.30), low communalities (<0.20), low sampling
adequacy (MSA <0.70) or standardised residuals exceeding
[2.58]. Then a second EFA was conducted on the reduced item
set to reassess the robustness of the unidimensional structure
of the subscale.

Following the refinement of items based on the EFA, a CFA was
conducted on the second subsample (n=608). The process of
item refinement and structural confirmation was aligned with
current psychometric recommendations for conducting rigorous
item-level factor analyses (Ferrando et al. 2022). The maximum
likelihood (ML) method was employed for parameter estimation
(Brown 2015). The model's adequacy was evaluated using (Hu
and Bentler 1999; Schermelleh-Engel et al. 2003): CFI>0.90;
IF1>0.90; GFI>0.90; RMSEA <0.08. Factorial invariance was
assessed via multigroup CFA by gender (Byrne 2010; Milfont
and Fischer 2010), and respondent type (self-report vs. proxy-
report), testing for configural, metric, scalar and strict invari-
ance. For the gender-based analysis, seven cases were excluded
(n=601) due to missing data (n=6) or identifying as non-binary
(n=1). Chi-square (y?), CFI and RMSEA were used as fit in-
dices. Invariance between nested models was determined by
ACFI<0.010 and ARMSEA <0.015 (Chen 2007; Cheung and
Rensvold 2002).

Internal consistency was assessed using Cronbach's alpha and
McDonald's omega coefficients (Doval et al. 2023) and disaggre-
gated by gender and respondent type (self-report vs. proxy-report)
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in the same subsample used for the CFA (Brown 2015; Flora and
Flake 2017; Rodriguez et al. 2016). Values >0.70 were consid-
ered acceptable, >0.80 good and >0.90 excellent (George and
Mallery 2003).

3 | Results
3.1 | Descriptive Analysis

Mean scores ranged from 2.14 to 3.35 (Table 2). Generally, items
related to friendship or meeting new people obtained the high-
est means, while items concerning family and reproductive as-
pects, like getting married or starting a family, having children
or choosing the number of children, showed the lowest means,
suggesting relatively greater barriers in these areas, despite still
being above the scale midpoint. Skewness and kurtosis values
were within the acceptable ranges for univariate normality as-
sumptions (Curran et al. 1996).

3.2 | Scale Refinement

An EFA was conducted on the first half of the sample (n=607).
Bartlett's test of sphericity was significant (y*>=3481; df=78;
p<0.00001), and KMO=0.865 (95% CI=[0.834-0.874]) con-
firmed excellent sample adequacy for factor analysis. All indi-
vidual MSA values were >0.50 (range =0.638-0.948). Parallel
analysis indicated a one-factor solution, accounting for 53.1%
of total variance. Unidimensionality indices supported this
solution (UniCo=0.826; ECV=0.798; MIREAL=0.272) and
reliability was high (EAP=0.904; determinacy index=0.951).
However, RMSR was 0.994 (> 0.08). Factor loadings ranged from
0.117 to 0.802, and communalities from 0.342 to 0.871. Despite
the global indices supporting the unidimensionality of the initial

TABLE 2 | Descriptive statistics of the items.

13-item model (excluding the three conditional items), two items
(106, i16) were removed due to very low factor loadings (< 0.300)
and MSA (<0.700).

A second EFA was then conducted with the remaining 11 items.
Fit indices improved (CFI=0.927; NNFI=0.906; GFI=0.969;
AGFI=0.961; RMSR =0.0975), and the explained variance was
48.8%. The model showed strong reliability (EAP =0.905; deter-
minacy=0.951), and unidimensionality was mostly supported
(UniCo=0.962; MIREAL=0.271; ECV=0.821). However,
items 10, i11 and i15 exhibited standardised residuals> [2.58I,
prompting a new refinement.

A third final EFA was conducted with the remaining eight
items, yielding satisfactory goodness-of-fit indices (CFI=0.959,
NNFI=0.942, GF1=0.984, AGFI=0.978, RMSR=0.0769). The
model explained 53.3% of the variance and unidimensionality was
supported (UniCo=0.976; ECV=0.848; MIREAL =0.249). After
the removal of item i13 due to high standardised residuals and
content redundancy, the final scale retained seven items (Table 3).

3.3 | Validity Evidence Based on the Internal
Structure

3.3.1 | Unidimensionality

The CFA was conducted on the second half of the sample
(n=608) using the seven selected items to verify their unidi-
mensionality (Figure 1). Standardised factor loadings ranged
from 0.296 to 0.882, indicating moderate to high item contri-
butions to the latent factor (Table 4). The explained variance
(R?) for the items ranged from 0.087 to 0.778, with all regres-
sion coefficients reaching statistical significance (p <0.001).
The fit indices with a recommended threshold of 0.90 or

Items M (men, women) SD Variance Skewness Kurtosis
i01 2.26 (2.36, 2.14) 1.020 1.039 0.316 -1.021
i02 2.14 (2.26, 2.00) 1.004 1.008 0.478 —0.858
i03 2.63(2.67,2.59) 1.069 1.143 —0.088 —1.255
i05 3.05(3.13,2.97) 0.934 0.871 —0.684 —0.465
i06 3.31(3.39, 3.20) 0.818 0.669 -1.124 0.755
i07 2.21(2.30, 2.11) 1.019 1.037 0.337 —-0.98
i10 3.25(3.28,3.22) 0.697 0.486 -0.714 0.531
i11 3.35(3.36, 3.34) 0.679 0.461 —0.816 0.515
i12 2.90(2.96, 2.82) 0.920 0.847 —-0.478 —0.604
i13 2.89(2.97, 2.80) 0.921 0.848 -0.471 —0.612
i14 3.21(3.27,3.13) 1.005 1.011 —0.875 —0.602
i15 2.70 (2.74, 2.65) 0.955 0.911 -0.217 —0.894
i16 2.88(2.94, 2.80) 0.859 0.738 —0.448 —0.398
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above, such as CFI, IFI and GFI, were all met or exceeded.
Although the RMSEA was slightly higher than the 0.08 cutoff,
it was within the acceptable range for models of low complex-
ity (Table 5).

TABLE 3 | Summary of items retained after third EFA.

Factor

Item loading MSA Communality Article 23

i01 0.859 0.873 0.766 Setting up

102 0.842  0.830 0.896 their own
family

i03 0.669 0.927 0.701

i05 0.341 0.888 0.243

i07 0.819 0.783 0.803 Being a
parent

i12 0.645 0.924 0.723 Dating

i14 0.468 0919 0.295 people of

own choice

FIGURE1 | Pathdiagram of the unidimensional structure.

3.3.2 | Multigroup Invariance by Gender

A multigroup CFA supported the structural equivalence
across gender (Table 6). The configural model showed good
fit (CFI=0.964; RMSEA =0.062), indicating that the internal
structure of the scale was similar for men and women. Across
increasingly constrained models, CFI values remained above
0.96 and RMSEA values were close to or below 0.060, support-
ing an adequate fit. Furthermore, the changes in CFI (ACFI) and
RMSEA (ARMSEA) between nested models were below recom-
mended thresholds for measurement invariance (Cheung and
Rensvold 2002).

3.3.3 | Multigroup Invariance by Respondent

To examine the factorial equivalence of the subscale across in-
formant types, another multigroup CFA was conducted com-
paring self-reports and proxy reports (Table 7). The configural
model showed good fit (CFI=0.967; RMSEA =0.058), indicat-
ing that the structure of the latent construct was adequately
replicated across informants. In all models, CFI values were

o

0,2

i01 41—‘
0,22

02 <1—‘
0,60

03 <1—‘

i05 41—'
0,35

07 <1—‘
0,54

12 41—'
0,96
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close to the recommended threshold of 0.95, and RMSEA
values approached 0.060, supporting an overall adequate
fit. Nonetheless, a ACFI value slightly exceeded the recom-
mended cutoff (ACFI<0.010) from the unconstrained model
to the metric model, suggesting partial measurement invari-
ance. The RMSEA changes (ARMSEA <0.003) remained
within acceptable limits (< 0.015). Taken together with the
significant chi-square differences, these results indicate that
some parameters varied across informants.

3.4 | Evidence of Reliability

Internal consistency was assessed using Cronbach's alpha and
McDonald's omega. All coefficients indicated adequate to good

TABLE 4 | Standardised factor loading and explained variance.

reliability across groups (Table 8). Reliability was slightly higher
for self-reports and among women.

4 | Discussion

This study provides empirical evidence regarding the psycho-
metric properties of a pool of items designed to monitor the ful-
filment of Article 23 of the CRPD, which enshrines the right to
family life, intimate relationships and parenthood. The final
version of the subscale, including the seven validated items and
three additional items related to parenting retained for future
research, is available in both Spanish and English at https://
sid-inico.usal.es/documentacion/escala-yotambien-tengo-
derechos/.

TABLE 8 | Internal consistency.

Standardised Explained
Item loading (1) variance (R?) Cronbach’s McDonald's
B Group N alpha omega
i01 0.873 0.762
. ‘Women 260 0.850 0.859
102 0.882 0.778
. Men 336 0.835 0.846
i03 0.685 0.469
. People with 212 0.851 0.856
i05 0.461 0.212 .
intellectual
i07 0.812 0.659 disabilities
i12 0.611 0.373 Proxies 396 0.808 0.816
i14 0.296 0.087 Total sample 608 0.844 0.855
TABLE 5 | Global model fit indices.
x? df P RMSEA CI90% CFI IFI GFI
74.870 14 <0.001 0.085 0.066-0.104 0.968 0.968 0.965
TABLE 6 | Fitindices and measurement invariance by gender.
Model X2 @df) CFI RMSEA ACFI ARMSEA Conclusion
Configural 95.35(29) 0.964 0.062 — — Adequate fit
Metric 103.18 (36) 0.963 0.056 0.001 0.006 Invariance accepted
Scalar 107.60 (42) 0.964 0.051 0.001 0.005 Invariance accepted
Strict 106.98 (41) 0.964 0.052 0.000 0.001 Invariance accepted

Note: ACFI and ARMSEA represent absolute changes in fit indices compared to the less constrained model.

TABLE 7 | Multigroup confirmatory factor analysis by type of respondent (self-report vs. proxy-report).

Model X% (df) CFI RMSEA ACFI ARMSEA Conclusion
Configural 148.23 (76) 0.967 0.058 — — Adequate fit
Metric 170.12 (83) 0.955 0.061 0.012 0.003 Partial invariance
Scalar 192.47 (90) 0.948 0.063 0.007 0.002 Partial invariance
Strict 210.32 (97) 0.944 0.065 0.004 0.002 Partial invariance

Note: ACFI and ARMSEA represent absolute changes in fit indices compared to the less constrained model.
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There was an urgent need for a psychometrically sound instru-
ment that enables people with intellectual disabilities to learn
about their rights and to advocate against their violation, given
the persistent barriers affecting their intimate lives. Despite the
normative framework established by the CRPD, numerous stud-
ies have shown that the right to establish and maintain affective
and sexual relationships, form a family and make autonomous
decisions about parenthood remains restricted for many people
with intellectual disabilities, particularly women (Bjornsdottir
and Stefansdottir 2020; Brown and McCann 2018; Strnadova
et al. 2022). As noted by Bacherini et al. (2024), women with
intellectual disabilities are more likely to be denied access to
assisted reproductive technologies and to have their children
removed by child protection services. These limitations are
reinforced by systemic practices such as the medicalisation of
intimacy, the lack of accessible reproductive and sex education
programmes, and third-party control over reproductive choices,
all of which increase vulnerability to abuse, exclusion from fam-
ily life, and even removal of parental custody (Carter et al. 2022;
Pérez-Curiel et al. 2023; Wiseman and Ferrie 2020).

These discriminatory practices are rooted in ableist and gen-
dered narratives that delegitimise their roles as partners or moth-
ers (Strnadova et al. 2022). As such, this study offers not only
a psychometric contribution but also a rights-based response:
it provides a tool to measure the fulfilment of personal rights
from the perspective of the individuals concerned, in line with
Article 31 of the CRPD on data collection and monitoring. The
tool's development process, grounded in cognitive accessibility
principles (Asociacion Espafiola de Normalizacién (UNE) 2018)
and involving the active participation of people with intellectual
disabilities (Gémez, Monsalve, et al. 2020), reinforces its legiti-
macy and practical utility. It provides an accessible mechanism
to integrate the voice of people with intellectual disabilities into
evaluative and planning processes in real-world settings, such
as service delivery, quality of life assessment and monitoring
of rights-based outcomes. In this context, the scale serves as
a screening and preliminary assessment instrument aimed at
reflecting, empowering and assessing current perceptions and
support needs to guide immediate interventions, aligning with
the philosophies of the Quality of Life Support Model. It is in-
tended to enable people with intellectual disabilities and those
who provide them with support to learn about and reflect on
their rights, thereby fostering empowerment, informing tar-
geted follow-up and encouraging rights-based dialogue between
service users and supporters.

The tool aligns with contemporary efforts to embed disability
rights within systems of support planning and public policy
evaluation. This pool of items functions as a mechanism for
translating the rights to home, family and intimacy into empiri-
cal evidence that can guide systems transformation and person-
centred planning, enabling a meaningful operationalisation of
abstract legal principles into actionable and measurable frame-
works (Verdugo et al. 2021). Many participants with intellec-
tual disabilities expressed that completing the scale encouraged
them to reflect on their rights and motivated them to seek fur-
ther information on how to act if these rights were not respected.
At third-sector organisations, results were often integrated into
person-centred planning processes, reinforcing needed sup-
ports and adding personal goals. Therefore, in applied settings,

administrators of the instrument should receive training and
guidance on how to proceed if rights violations are suspected,
including information on appropriate reporting channels and
safeguarding measures. Moreover, the use of this scale should
be contextualised and complemented with multiple sources of
information—including qualitative insights, systemic monitor-
ing of legislation and policy implementation and media analysis
reflecting societal attitudes towards disability. This triangula-
tion approach is essential to form a comprehensive understand-
ing of the real-world exercise of rights, avoiding reliance on a
single measure as the sole basis for decision-making (Rioux
et al. 2019).

The results support the robustness of the unidimensional fac-
torial structure of the pool of items, their high internal consis-
tency across gender and partial measurement invariance across
respondent types. However, slight differences in the functioning
of some items may occur depending on whether the report is
self- or proxy-based. Proxies might underestimate or overesti-
mate certain experiences, leading to systematic discrepancies—
often rating outcomes lower than individuals themselves (e.g.,
Koch et al. 2015; Tournier et al. 2022). These patterns highlight
the importance of analysing and interpreting self- and proxy-
reports separately, considering their agreement, potential bi-
ases and context (e.g., proxy type). While self-reports should
be prioritised and proxy-reports considered complementary,
both perspectives offer a more comprehensive understanding,
as discrepancies should be recognised as valuable information
(Balboni et al. 2013; Claes et al. 2012).

This study presents certain limitations that suggest valuable av-
enues for future research. First, some items linked to parenting
could not be included in psychometric analyses due to the small
number of respondents with children. While these items were re-
tained for their normative and theoretical importance given their
relevance to Article 23, further research is needed to validate
their psychometric properties and gain a deeper understanding
of the parenting aspect. Importantly, this limitation also reflects
a structural reality: only 32 participants had children. This low
prevalence illustrates the significant barriers that people with
intellectual disabilities continue to face in forming a family and
exercising their right to parenthood. Second, although measure-
ment invariance across gender was supported, the results also
highlight subtle differences in how self- and proxy-reports op-
erate, emphasising the need to explore how item interpretation
may vary depending on who completes the scale. Future studies
should examine differences in proxies’ perspectives compared
to those of the individuals they support, to better understand
potential biases. Analysis of invariance by the level of support
needs should also be conducted, as our distribution of partici-
pants across support needs levels did not permit this examina-
tion. Third, the recruitment process often relied on third-sector
organisations as intermediaries, which acted as gatekeepers and
could therefore either facilitate or hinder access to participants
with intellectual disabilities (Brodeur et al. 2025). Fourth, biases
such as social desirability, acquiescence, fatigue, the presence
of support professionals during communication barriers could
have influenced responses. Fifth, the cross-sectional design of
this study limits conclusions regarding the scale's sensitivity to
changes over time, indicating a need for longitudinal research
to assess its responsiveness and utility in tracking progress.
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Sixth, cultural and contextual factors specific to the study set-
ting might influence responses. Further validation across di-
verse populations and contexts is necessary to ensure the scale’s
broader applicability. Indeed, investigating how individual and
contextual variables impact the scores will enhance opportuni-
ties for meaningful relationships and reduce inequalities, guid-
ing the development of more equitable interventions (Gomez,
Schalock, et al. 2020; Kijak 2021).

In conclusion, this tool serves as a valuable resource for assess-
ing a critical yet often overlooked aspect of the lives of people
with intellectual disabilities. Its design, empirical grounding
and alignment with international rights frameworks position
it as a transformative instrument for advocacy, evidence-based
practices and policymaking. In a context where affective and
family rights are still frequently denied, having accessible and
meaningful tools like this is essential not only for monitoring
rights but also for supporting, protecting and enabling their full
realisation.
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