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ABSTRACT

Personal development and inclusive education are fundamental rights. However, people with intellectual disability face signifi-
cant barriers in accessing these rights. Empowering them is crucial to enable the exercise of their rights and achieve full social in-
clusion, which can be facilitated through tools that capture their experiences in personal development and education. The United
Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities mandates the collection of statistical data to inform policies, eval-
uate compliance, and identify barriers. The study aimed to refine and validate a subscale designed to monitor the fulfillment of
rights to personal development and inclusive education, and to examine its relationship with age, gender, and type of education
(inclusive or mainstream). A total of 237 people in Spain participated in the study, using the pilot self-report or third-party ver-
sion of the subscale related to personal development and inclusive education rights, which is part of the #Rights4MeToo Scale.
This group included 138 students with intellectual disability, 15 family members, and 84 professionals. The analyses confirmed
that the subscale has adequate evidence of reliability and validity. No significant relationships were found between the rights to
personal development and inclusive education and age, gender, or educational setting among participants. The final version of
the subscale serves as a valuable tool for monitoring these rights, crucial for planning policy and interventions to improve the
quality of life for people with intellectual disability. To maximize outcomes in personal development and inclusive education,
comprehensive sexuality education, flexible educational environments, vocational training tailored to individual aspirations,
and inclusive recreational opportunities are needed.

1 | Introduction adaptive behavior during the developmental period (Schalock

et al. 2021)—and urges nearly 200 States Parties to implement

The Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities
(CRPD; United Nations 2006) aims to achieve an inclusive so-
ciety where everyone can actively participate in societal life and
enjoy full citizenship on equal terms, eliminating all forms of
discrimination. The CRPD recognizes the fundamental rights
of persons with disabilities, including those with intellectual
disability—defined as a wide range of conditions character-
ized by significant limitations in intellectual functioning and

measures to ensure their full community participation. Within
this crucial framework, personal development (PD) emerges as
avital element of empowerment, understood as an ongoing pro-
cess of growth and improvement across all life areas through the
acquisition of knowledge, skills, attitudes, and behaviors that
enrich individuals' capacity to be autonomous, engage mean-
ingfully, and contribute to society (Alvarez-Aguado et al. 2023;
Santander et al. 2022).
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Inclusive education is fundamental for fostering PD, as it ensures
that all students enjoy a quality education on equal terms and
nurtures diversity by enhancing each student's abilities (Heras
et al. 2021). The relationship between PD and inclusive edu-
cation is profound for several reasons (Bako¢ 2022; Dell’Anna
et al. 2022; Gomez et al. 2020, 2022; Kramer et al. 2021;
Lombardi et al. 2025; Shutaleva et al. 2023; Verdugo et al. 2012):
(@) it provides students with intellectual disability access to the
same curriculum and learning opportunities as their peers,
which is fundamental to their intellectual growth; (b) it fosters
social interactions and relationships among students with and
without disabilities, which is essential for developing social
skills, emotional intelligence, and a sense of belonging critical
for social inclusion and well-being; (c) it encourages a diverse
learning environment where all students learn from each other’s
strengths and challenges, enriching the educational experience
and promoting empathy, understanding, and respect; and (d) it
supports the development of life skills necessary for indepen-
dence and self-determination such as problem-solving, decision-
making, and self-advocacy.

The CRPD establishes a comprehensive framework with
50 Articles aimed at fostering an inclusive society (Verdugo
et al. 2025). Articles 1 to 4 outline the Convention's purpose, key
concepts, guiding principles, and general obligations of States
Parties. The core of the CRPD, detailed in Articles 5 to 30, spec-
ifies rights such as legal capacity, independent living, accessibil-
ity, health, employment, and education. Article 24 specifically
addresses the right to education for persons with disabilities,
promoting non-discrimination and equal opportunities. It em-
phasizes the importance of an inclusive education system at all
levels to fully develop human potential, dignity, self-esteem, per-
sonality, talents, creativity, and mental and physical abilities for
effective societal participation. The right to inclusive education
is foundational to the principles of PD, ensuring that all individ-
uals, regardless of their abilities, can grow and thrive in an envi-
ronment that nurtures their unique strengths and contributions.

To realize the rights to PD and education, States Parties must
ensure that people with intellectual disability (United Nations
2006): (a) are not excluded from the general or mainstream ed-
ucation system, avoiding segregated settings such as special ed-
ucation schools; (b) have access to inclusive, high-quality, and
free education, on an equal basis with others, within their com-
munities; (c) enjoy reasonable accommodations tailored to their
individual needs; (d) receive personalized support necessary for
effective education in inclusive settings, maximizing their aca-
demic and social development; and (e) have the opportunity to
fully and equally participate in education as valued members of
their communities. States Parties should also employ qualified
professionals trained in disability support and the use of appro-
priate augmentative and alternative communication methods
and educational techniques.

Furthermore, Articles 31 to 40 address crucial elements such as
data collection, international cooperation, and monitoring mech-
anisms to evaluate compliance and enhance policy implementa-
tion. Significantly, Article 31 mandates States Parties to collect
relevant information, including statistical and research data,
to enable the formulation and implementation of policies that
uphold the Convention. For effective monitoring of compliance

with the CRPD, the full involvement and participation of civil
society—particularly people with intellectual disability and the
third sector organizations that represent them—is mandatory at
all levels of the monitoring process. Therefore, it is essential to
provide them with tools that enable them to understand their
rights and communicate the extent to which they feel their
rights are being respected or violated. This process must comply
with legally established safeguards, including data protection
laws, to ensure confidentiality and respect for privacy.

Moreover, the information collected must adhere to internation-
ally accepted norms that protect human rights and ethical prin-
ciples in the collection and use of statistics. The data gathered
should be disaggregated where appropriate and used to moni-
tor the implementation of States Parties’ obligations stemming
from their commitments upon ratifying the CRPD. This data is
crucial for identifying and eliminating barriers faced by persons
with disabilities in exercising their rights. Additionally, States
Parties are responsible for disseminating these statistics and en-
suring their accessibility to persons with disabilities and other
stakeholders. The remaining Articles (41-50) address proce-
dural issues, including signature and entry into force, to ensure
the effective realization of the Convention's goals.

Over 15years since the CRPD's entry into force, member States
have made significant progress in realizing its principles. This
progress extends beyond restoring voting rights (Martinez-
Santiago 2024) and prohibiting forced sterilizations (Pérez-
Curiel et al. 2023) to promote supported decision-making (Devi
et al. 2020; Robinson et al. 2025), independent living (Navas
et al. 2024, 2025), or inclusive education (Buchner et al. 2021).

Despite these significant achievements, members have em-
braced the concept of “progressive realization,” recognizing that
not all resources are available to fully implement every Article
immediately. Continuous efforts are essential to tackle the re-
maining challenges faced by people with intellectual disability.
Numerous blatant violations of their fundamental rights persist,
including issues related to health, supported decision-making,
equality and non-discrimination, liberty, access to justice, social
participation, restrictive practices, and exploitation, violence,
and abuse (Didi et al. 2018; Gémez et al. 2020; Murphy and
Bantry-White 2021; Pinto et al. 2023). Among these violations,
the right to inclusive education stands out as one of the most
frequently compromised (Byrne 2022).

Reports on (non-)compliance with the CRPD highlight inclu-
sive education as a critical area of concern, particularly in Spain
(CERMI 2023), where this study was conducted. Furthermore,
international comparative studies and insights into the imple-
mentation process reveal significant gaps in understanding
these complexities (Buchner et al. 2021). This pressing issue is
echoed in the existing scientific literature, which predominantly
features theoretical and descriptive articles discussing inclusive
education. Alarmingly, there remains a troubling lack of empir-
ical studies that establish evidence-based practices in inclusive
environments (Amor, Hagiwara, et al. 2018).

A significant distinction that emerges in these discussions
is the difference between mainstream and special educa-
tion (Woolfson 2025). Special education provides segregated
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environments specifically tailored for students with disabili-
ties. While these settings may offer specialized resources and
individualized support, they can also limit opportunities for
communication and social inclusion (Buckley et al. 2006). In
contrast, mainstream education aims to serve all students, in-
cluding those with intellectual disability, by providing the nec-
essary support and accommodations that facilitate PD alongside
their peers (Amor, Hagiwara, et al. 2018). The CRPD empha-
sizes the importance of inclusive education, asserting that ad-
aptations should be implemented within mainstream settings
to meet the diverse needs of all learners. This approach seeks
to prevent the establishment of separate educational systems for
specific populations and requires a transformative approach to
enhance the educational system's capacity for inclusivity, rather
than reverting to traditional special education models.

While inclusive education can enrich the educational experience
for students with disabilities (Krédmer et al. 2021)—helping alle-
viate challenging behaviors and improving academic achieve-
ment and adaptive skills (Dell’Anna et al. 2022), it also fosters
positive attitudes toward inclusion among teachers and students
without disabilities, promoting more frequent interactions with
peers with disabilities (Bako¢ 2022). However, inclusive ed-
ucation also poses challenges that must be addressed, includ-
ing increased marginalization and social isolation (Dell'’Anna
et al. 2022), negative attitudes toward inclusion, inadequate
teacher training and capabilities, insufficient reasonable adjust-
ments, lack of disaggregated data, environmental barriers, and
funding limitations (Buchner et al. 2021; Byrne 2022).

To achieve genuine inclusive education, several key strategies
must be prioritized: (a) fostering positive attitudes toward inclu-
sion among educators, students, and the community (Moreno
et al. 2022); (b) implementing comprehensive training for teach-
ers to equip them with the necessary skills and knowledge to
adapt their teaching methods and assessments to meet the di-
verse needs of all students (Marquez and Sanchez 2023); (c) de-
veloping a robust inclusive curriculum that addresses multiple
learning styles and provides reasonable adjustments (Rendoth
et al. 2022); (d) establishing strong monitoring systems to col-
lect disaggregated data, which will help identify areas need-
ing improvement and track progress over time (Abualghaib
et al. 2019); and (e) reinforcing policies that ensure that every
student is valued and supported (Buchner et al. 2021).

Currently, Spain is advancing inclusive education through a
strategic plan aligned with the CRPD. However, effective im-
plementation and clear evidence of outcomes remain crucial.
The country’s decentralized education system, divided among
17 autonomous communities and two autonomous cities, leads
to significant disparities in the application of national and inter-
national laws recognizing inclusion as a fundamental principle
(Amor, Verdugo, et al. 2018). These variations highlight the crit-
ical need for enhanced interterritorial cooperation to improve
data sharing, statistics, and evidence-based practices that are
essential for effective inclusion (Marquez and Sanchez 2023).

Given the urgent need to monitor compliance with the CRPD
and to implement effective measures to enhance the full citizen-
ship and quality of life (QOL) of people with intellectual disabil-
ity, it is essential to have instruments with adequate evidence of

validity and reliability. With this objective, the #Rights4MeToo
Scale (#YoTambién Tengo Derechos; Gomez, Moran, Navas,
Vicente, et al. 2024) was developed in Spain. It is the only ex-
isting tool specifically designed to monitor compliance with the
CRPD, proposing indicators and items to evaluate all the rights
enshrined therein. Its development began with a theoretical pro-
posal in which Verdugo et al. (2012) articulated the relationship
and alignment between the eight domains of the QOL model and
the articles of the CRPD. Subsequently, a Delphi study (Lombardi
et al. 2019) was conducted with 153 experts from 10 countries,
including self-advocates with disabilities, support professionals,
family members, academics researching the concept of QOL,
and legal experts. The outcome was an international consensus
and a proposal for specific QOL indicators to operationalize the
rights contained in the CRPD through the eight QOL domains
(Schalock and Verdugo 2002). This was complemented by a sys-
tematic review of the scientific literature, which extracted more
than a hundred indicators that were found to be useful for mea-
suring the implementation of the CRPD and that related to the
eight QOL domains (Gémez et al. 2020). Building on this exten-
sive groundwork, the scale further underwent a crucial valida-
tion step: a consultation with 32 Spanish experts. This process
achieved consensus on the suitability, importance, and clarity of
41 QOL indicators and 153 items that comprised the pilot version
of the scale, structured around the eight QOL domains and the
specific rights of the CRPD (Gomez et al. 2022). Further details
on the scale’'s development and content-based evidence can be
found in Gémez et al. (2023).

In particular, inclusive education (Article 24 of the CRPD) was
primarily addressed within the PD QOL domain. Items in this
domain covered key aspects such as the right to receive individ-
ualized supports within mainstream settings, the availability of
necessary educational aids and reasonable accommodations, ac-
tive participation in activities, opportunities for lifelong learning
and development of personal skills, and training related to em-
ployment, rights, sexuality, family planning, and independent
living skills. Alongside this, complementary sociodemographic
variables such as type of educational setting (mainstream or
special education) were collected to provide essential contextual
information. This approach captured the various dimensions
of inclusive education, from structural access to the quality of
personal experience and growth. More specifically, it not only
measures the presence of inclusive opportunities but also the
subjective quality of these experiences from the individual's
perspective.

For this subscale, specifically designed to evaluate PD and as-
pects related inclusive education, the study was guided by the
following specific objectives: (a) to identify and select the items
with optimal psychometric properties, ensuring accurate and
methodologically sound representation of proposed indicators;
(b) to provide empirical evidence of the reliability and validity of
the items included in the final subscale; (c) to analyze the results
obtained from a large sample of people with intellectual disabil-
ity; and (d) to investigate the relationships between the PD/in-
clusive education scores and demographic variables such as age,
gender and type of education. Consistent with prior scientific
literature, it was hypothesized that no statistically significant
differences would be found in scores based on gender (Balboni
et al. 2020; Lombardi et al. 2016), age (Goémez et al. 2016; Lee
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et al. 2021; Moran et al. 2022, 2024; Simdes and Santos 2017),
or type of educational setting (mainstream or special education)
(Morén et al. 2024).

2 | Methods
2.1 | Participants

A total of 237 participants were included in this study to pro-
vide their views on the right to PD and inclusive education for
people with intellectual disability in Spain. Among these par-
ticipants, 138 people with intellectual disability provided self-
reports. Additionally, 15 family members and 84 professionals,
who themselves did not have intellectual disability, contributed
third-party reports regarding the other 99 participants with in-
tellectual disability.

Out of the 237 participants with intellectual disability, whose ex-
periences were documented either through self-reports or third-
party reports, 59.49% (n=141) were women. Their ages ranged
from 12 to 63years, with a mean age of 28.29years (SD =12.99).
In terms of educational placement, 68.78% (n=163) were en-
rolled in special educational settings, while the remaining
31.22% (n="74) were in mainstream education.

Among the 237 participants with intellectual disability, 138 com-
pleted self-reports. This subgroup's ages also ranged from 12 to
63years (M =28.66; SD=12.88), and 50% identified as women.
Regarding the third-party reports, a majority were completed by
women, with 86.67% of family members and 82.14% of profes-
sionals being female. Most family members were mothers (60%)
and fathers (20%). The professionals included teachers (40.48%),
caregivers (14.29%), educators (13.10%), direct care supporters
(9.52%), and psychologists (7.14%), among others.

2.2 | Instrument

The instrument used was the Spanish pilot version of
#Rights4dMeToo Scale (Gdémez, Mordn, Navas, Vicente,
et al. 2024), an electronic tool validated in Easy-to-Read format.
This version begins with an initial section collecting personal
and contextual information about the person with intellectual
disability, followed by 153 items organized according to the
eight QOL domains, which incorporated specific rights outlined
in the CRPD. The instrument offers both a self-reported version
and reports by others, providing a comprehensive understand-
ing of perceptions regarding (non)compliance with these rights
in the current context and moment.

Participants were encouraged to complete the eight QOL sub-
scales in any order they preferred. They could select the domain
to start with and, after completing all items in that subscale,
choose the next one. Within each domain, the order of item pre-
sentation was consistent for all participants.

All items shared the same format and were displayed individu-
ally on the screen, one at a time. As illustrated in Figure 1, each
item featured a short sentence in bold, accompanied by an icon
representing the QOL domain and a brief written explanation

to aid understanding and provide examples (see Figure 1). The
items were phrased in either the first or third person, depending
on whether the scale was self-reported (i.e., completed by the
person with intellectual disability) or reported by others (i.e.,
completed by a family member or professional regarding the
person with intellectual disability).

Item presentation was tailored to the characteristics of the in-
dividual with intellectual disability. For instance, items were
adjusted to reflect their gender (masculine or feminine), and
certain items were selectively presented according to variables
such as age or current educational or employment status. These
selectively presented items are referred to as “conditional items.”

As shown in Figure 1, all items featured a four-option Likert-
type response format ranging from “totally disagree” to “totally
agree”. The response options were displayed in text beneath
their corresponding icons (thumbs up or thumbs down) and
were color-coded according to the direction and polarity of the
response (green for affirmation, red for negation). Some items
included a fifth option, represented by an icon of an open hand.
The wording of this fifth option varied depending on the content
of each item and was used to indicate “not applicable,” meaning
that the person did not need support in that aspect. Choosing
this option implied the full exercise of the right. The response
coding was “totally disagree”=1; “disagree”=2; “agree” =3;
“totally agree=4", and “not applicable” =4 for items with posi-
tive valence. For items with negative valence, the response cod-
ing was reversed.

This study specifically focuses on the PD subscale, which ad-
dresses Article 24 of the CRPD regarding inclusive education.
The PD subscale comprises 17 items distributed across five QOL
indicators (Table 1). These items reflect various educational con-
texts in which the person with intellectual disability is currently
engaged, encompassing not only formal schooling but also di-
verse lifelong educational experiences, such as training courses
of any type, regardless of age. Within this subscale, there were
no reverse items, and three specific items (i15, i16, i17) included
the fifth response alternative (“not applicable”). Additionally,
the presentation of 10 items was contingent upon whether the
person with intellectual disability was in an educational setting,
while two items depended on their age. Consequently, only five
items were presented to all people, regardless of age or educa-
tional status.

2.3 | Procedure

To achieve the broadest and most heterogeneous sample possi-
ble, we initially conducted a search to identify as many organi-
zations working with people with intellectual disability in Spain
as possible. We reached out to several hundred third-sector or-
ganizations and schools by e-mail, informing them of the study's
objectives and requesting their collaboration. Additionally, the
study was promoted through the website and social media chan-
nels of INICO (University of Salamanca, Spain), as well as at
various disability-related conferences and courses.

Upon receiving interest from participating associations, we pro-
vided them with the necessary materials to administer the pilot
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My educational setting
makes changes
so | can study

and join in class easily.

disagree

()

STOP

| have the curriculum adaptations | need*

TF € & 44 0

Totally Disagree Agree

* item only applies if answered “yes” to study.

#Rights4MeToo

Curriculum adaptation:
Educational strategy

used to adjust or modify

learning outcomes, content,

or activities.

This is so that they are accessible
to all students.

For example, activities in Braille
for students with visual disability.

| do not need
curriculum
adaptations

Totally
agree

NEXT

FIGURE1 | Example of an item, explanation, gloss, icons, web buttons, and response alternatives.

version of the #Rights4MeToo Scale. These materials included a
PDF manual and a concise instructional video that offered clear
and detailed guidance on completing the scale. For profession-
als, family members, and people with intellectual disability who
requested additional support, our research team traveled to pro-
vide assistance.

Within each organization or educational setting, a designated
individual was responsible for: (a) acting as the contact and me-
diator between the research team and the participants; and (b)
disseminating information about the study among profession-
als, family members, and people with intellectual disability, as
well as organizing the procedural aspects within the center.

The inclusion criteria for people who could complete the self-
reported version of the scale were: (a) having intellectual dis-
ability; (b) being at least 12 years old; and (c) being enrolled in an

educational setting. For adults providing third-party reports on
a person with intellectual disability (aged 4 years and older), the
inclusion criteria were: (a) being professionals, family members,
or close relatives; (b) having known the person with intellectual
disability well (for at least 6 months); and (c) having had the op-
portunity to observe the person in various contexts.

The project was approved by the Research Ethics Committee
of Universidad de Oviedo (17_RRI_2021) and the Principality
of Asturias Ethics Committee for Social Intervention. All par-
ticipants provided informed consent to take part in the study
and did not receive any financial compensation for their in-
volvement. Confidentiality and anonymity of responses were
ensured by refraining from collecting any personal data that
could identify participants. Instead, identification codes were
generated automatically by the web application. The link be-
tween these codes and specific individuals was known only to
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TABLE1 | Items and indicators for PD and inclusive education field-test subscale.

QOL indicator

Item Conditions

Educative context 1

Istudy in a mainstream setting

Educative setting

2 My educational setting is accessible Educative setting

3 I attend the educational center of my choice Educative setting
Involvement in educational program 4 I have the materials I need to learn Educative setting

5 My family or my legal representative helps me Educative setting

6 I have friends at my educational setting Educative setting

7 I take part in the activities I like at my educational setting ~ Educative setting
Lifelong learning 8 I have learned about sexuality, +11years old

reproduction, and family planning
9 I can ask someone about any subject I am interested —
in, and they answer me in a way I can understand

10 I learn about my rights —
Personal skills 11 I learn skills to be independent —

12 I learn about the skills I need to get the job I want +15years old

13 I can develop my talent and creativity —

14 I learn social skills —
Supports for personal growth and 15 At my educational setting, I get the support I need Educative setting
development 16 I have the curriculum adaptations I need Educative setting

17 My educational setting helps me learn Educative setting

different forms of communication

Note: Conditions, conditions that the person must meet to respond to each item; —, items applicable to all participants.

the participants. To access their session and continue answering
items from where they had left off in the previous session, par-
ticipants were required to save or remember their unique code.

2.4 | Data Analysis

Descriptive statistics were calculated for each item of the PD
subscale (i.e., M, Me, SD, skewness, and kurtosis). Next, an
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted on the poly-
choric correlation matrix using Robust Unweighted Least
Squares (RULS) as the estimation method. The adequacy of the
data for conducting the EFA was assessed using the Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test and Bartlett's test of sphericity. A
sample is considered adequate for study when the KMO coef-
ficient exceeds 0.80 and Bartlett's test is statistically significant.
Additionally, the adequacy of each item was evaluated using the
Measure of Sampling Adequacy (MSA) index, with values below
0.50 deemed unacceptable.

The determination of the number of factors in the model was
based on an optimal implementation of Horn's Parallel Analysis,
which identifies the number of factors underlying the data, re-
gardless of sample size. The goodness of fit of the model was
evaluated using the total variance explained, the Comparative
Fit Index (CFI), and the Root Mean Squared Residuals (RMSR)
indices. To indicate a good fit, the CFI should be greater than

0.95 and the RMSR should be less than 0.08. Since the sub-
scale was anticipated to be essentially unidimensional, the
Common Explained Variance (CVE) was also computed, with
a value greater than 0.80 considered acceptable. Regarding fac-
tor weights, items with weights below 0.30 were iteratively re-
moved. If the criteria for the RMSR were not met, items whose
residuals correlated at a higher level with those of other items
were also iteratively removed. Finally, the internal consis-
tency of the subscale was assessed using Cronbach's alpha and
McDonald's omega coefficient, with values above 0.70 consid-
ered satisfactory.

Percentages of responses were analyzed for remaining items.
Additionally, the linear relationship between PD/inclusive
education and age was analyzed using Pearson's correlation.
Differences in scores based on gender (male vs. female) or type
of educational setting (mainstream vs. special) were then tested
using t-tests. Before performing these analyses, the assumption
of homoscedasticity was checked with Levene's test. If Levene's
test indicated statistically significant differences, Welch's cor-
rection was applied to the t-test. Cohen's d was used to estimate
effect size for the mean difference tests.

For inferential tests, the significance level was set at p<0.05.
The EFA was performed using the Factor.12.04.05 statistical
program, while the remaining analyses were conducted with the
JAMOVI.2.3.28 statistical program.
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TABLE 2 | Descriptive statistics of the initial items.
Item M Me SD Asymmetry Kurtosis MSA Factor loadings
1 2.038 2 1.210 0.632 -0.977 0.598 —-0.019
2 3.532 4 0.317 —0.838 0.503 0.862 0.519
3 3.080 3 0.808 -0.719 -0.292 0.882 0.503
4 3.401 3 0.434 —0.830 0.359 0.895 0.583
5 3.388 4 0.550 -1.139 0.985 0.768 0.310
6 3.464 4 0.358 —0.868 0.986 0.901 0.560
7 3.380 4 0.590 —1.218 1.163 0.893 0.518
8 2.907 3 0.759 —0.510 —0.361 0.805 0.369
9 3.371 3 0.512 -1.102 1.247 0.886 0.612
10 3.338 3 0.509 —0.948 0.850 0.876 0.613
11 3.430 3 0.405 —0.968 1.190 0.923 0.690
12 3.127 3 0.668 -0.610 —-0.314 0.888 0.612
13 3.447 4 0.408 -0.914 0.679 0.893 0.681
14 3.485 4 0.385 -1.211 2.341 0.878 0.647
15 3.532 4 0.468 —1.463 1.908 0.782 0.390
16 3.527 4 0.359 —0.983 0.583 0.855 0.528
17 3.498 4 0.528 —-1.482 1.896 0.826 0.404

TABLE 3 | Initial and final EFA for the PD and inclusive education subscale.

% VE CFI RMSR ECV Cronbach's o McDonald's Q

Initial 31.85 0.907 0.086 0.800 0.852 0.856
Final 38.46 0.956 0.067 0.856 0.863 0.865

3 | Results

High mean scores (M > 3) were observed for most items, with =~ TABLE4 | MSA and factor loadings of the final items.

the exception of I study in g mamstream setting (i1; Me =2) an‘d I Item MSA Factor loadings

have learned about sexuality, reproduction, and family planning

(i8). The highest scores (M > 3.5; Me =4) were recorded for the 2 0.870 0.517

items My educational setting is accessible (i2), At my educational 3 0.892 0.529

setting, I get the support I need (i15), and I have the curriculum

adaptations I need (i16). Skewness values ranged from —1.482 4 0.873 0.564

to 0.632, while kurtosis values ranged from —0.977 to 2.341 6 0.908 0.564

(Table 2).

7 0.884 0.500

The Bartlett's test statistic was statistically significant 8 0.791 0.372

(¥*=1219.4; df=136; p<0.001), and a KMO of 0.870 was ob-

tained, indicating that the sample was adequate for conducting 9 0.892 0.620

the EFA. Furthermore, all MSA values exceeded the recom- 10 0.874 0.637

mended cutoff, suggesting that the items were appropriate for

analysis (see Table 3). Additionally, the parallel analysis sug- 1 0.914 0.697

gested retaining a single factor. Next, the fit and reliability in- 12 0.899 0.644

dices were calculated (Table 3). Although the values did not 13 0.900 0.606

indicate a poor fit, the CFI and RMSR did not reach the stipu- ’ ’

lated cutoff points. All factor loadings were above 0.300, except 14 0.887 0.621

for. item 1 (see Table '2). Consequently, item 1 was eliminated due 16 0.836 0.480

to its low factor loading.
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After the elimination of item 1, a new EFA was conducted. In
this iteration, all factor loadings were adequate; however, the
model residuals remained somewhat high. To address this issue,
pairs of items with the highest residual correlations were re-
viewed, and decisions on item removal were based on a substan-
tive analysis of their content. Items 5, 15, and 17 were iteratively
removed as they were found to be redundant with other items.
Their removal did not compromise the coverage of the core as-
pects of PD and inclusive education.

After removing these four items, a final EFA was performed
with the remaining 13 items. The MSA indices ranged from
0.791 to 0.914, and the factor loadings for each item ranged from
0.372 to 0.697 (Table 4). The fit and reliability indices for the
final version of the subscale (see Table 3) surpassed all the estab-
lished cutoff points.

| have learned about sexuality, reproduction, and family planning 1254
| attend the educational center of my choice 181

| learn about the skills | need to get the job Iwant 16

| take part in the activities | like at my educational setting 19,4

I have the materials | need to learn 17,2

| can ask someone about any subject | am interested in... 17,2

I learn about my rights 16,5

I have the curriculum adaptations | need 51

I learn skills to be independent 1§

I candevelop my talent and creativity 4,3

| learn social skills 12,9

My educational setting is accessible 1,4

| have friends at my educational setting 10,7

Regarding the percentages of responses, an analysis of the
most positive responses (“totally agree” and “agree”) in the self-
reported version (see Figure 2) reveals that a majority of par-
ticipants reported having friends at their educational setting
(99.3%), attending an accessible educational setting (98.6%),
learning social skills (97.1%), being able to develop their talents
and creativity (95.7%), and acquiring skills for independence
(95%). Conversely, the most negative responses (“disagree” and
“totally disagree”) showed that many had not learned about sex-
uality, reproduction, and family planning (25.4%), did not attend
the educational setting of their choice (18.1%), had not learned
the skills necessary for their desired job (16%), and did not par-
ticipate in activities they enjoy (9.4%).

In terms of the most positive responses (“totally agree” and
“agree”) from other informants (see Figure 3), the majority

FIGURE2 | Percentages of response in the final self-report of the subscale.

He/she has learned about sexuality, reproduction, and family planning
He/she attends the educational center of his/her choice

He/she learns about the skills he/she needs to get the job he/she wants
He/she learns about his/her rights

He/she takes part in the activities he/she likes at his/her educational setting
He/she can ask someone about any subject he/she is interested in...
He/she has the materials he/she needs to learn

He/she can develop his/her talent and creativity

He/she has friends at his/her educational setting

He/she learns skills to be independent

His/her educational setting is accessible

He/she has the curriculum adaptations he/she needs

He/she learns social skills

FIGURE 3 | Percentages of response in the final report by others of the subscale.

Totally disagree / Disagree Agree / Totally agree

74,6

81,9

84

90,6

92,8

92,8

93,5

94,9

95

95,7

971

98,6

99,3

Totally disagree / Disagree Agree / Totally agree

31,3 68,7
30,3 69,7
28,3 71,7
14,1 85,9
13,1 86,9
11,1 88,9
9,1 90,9
91 90,9
8,1 91,9
6 94
4,1 95,9
4 96
4 96
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reported that people with intellectual disability learn social
skills (96%), receive the necessary curricular adaptations (96%),
attend accessible educational settings (95.9%), acquire skills for
independence (96%), and have friends within their educational
settings (91.9%). Conversely, the most negative responses (“dis-
agree” and “totally disagree”) revealed that many individuals
had not learned about sexuality, reproduction, and family plan-
ning (31.3%), did not attend their preferred educational setting
(30.3%), had not acquired the skills necessary for their desired
job (28.3%), had not learned about their rights (14.1%), and did
not participate in activities they enjoy at their educational set-
tings (13.1%).

Finally, the Pearson correlation between PD scores and age was
not statistically significant (r=-0.195; p=0.864), indicating no
linear relationship. Levene's test also showed no significant re-
sults for educational setting (F[1.235]=0.854, p=0.356) or gen-
der (F[1.233]=0.467, p=0.495), confirming the assumption of
homoscedasticity. Additionally, Student's t-tests indicated no
significant differences in scores based on educational setting
(t[235]=—-0.195, p=0.846) or gender (¢[233]=-0.865, p=0.388).
Thus, scores did not differ significantly between males and females
or between those in mainstream and special educational settings.

4 | Discussion

Ensuring the right to PD and inclusive education for people
with intellectual disability is fundamental to upholding their
broader human rights, as enshrined in Article 24 of the CRPD.
This article underscores the importance of inclusive education
across all levels—not only within formal education systems
from preschool to university, but also through lifelong learn-
ing opportunities. Given that one of the most frequently vio-
lated rights for people with intellectual disability is the right
to PD and inclusive education (CERMI 2023), the primary ob-
jective of this study was to provide evidence supporting the
validaty of the scores of a subscale designed for effectively
monitoring these rights.

The scale development process provided substantial evidence
supporting its content-based validity, grounded in a robust theo-
retical framework (Gomez, Moran, Navas, Verdugo, et al. 2024;
Verdugo et al. 2012) and an exhaustive review of the scientific
literature (Gomez et al. 2020). This review linked research ev-
idence on PD and inclusive education, identified specific indi-
cators and personal outcomes necessary for achieving inclusive
education, and highlighted the significance of inclusive educa-
tion policies. Consultations with a diverse group of stakehold-
ers—including people with intellectual disability, professionals,
family members, academics (Goémez et al. 2022, 2023; Lombardi
et al. 2019, 2025)—further enriched the content validity.

These studies underscore the importance of including the right
to attend accessible educational settings within one's commu-
nity, participation in school activities, individualized supports,
training in various domains, including rights, employment,
sexuality, family planning, and preparation for independent liv-
ing. Additionally, they stress the need for appropriate materials,
reasonable accommodations, training for families and teachers
about disabilities, families and peers' participation, coordination

among professionals and families, and fostering environments
that enhance self-esteem, autonomy, and a sense of belonging.

The refinement process led to the removal of four items with
lower factorial weights and higher residuals, adjusting the data
to fit a unidimensional model. The final version of the sub-
scale, consisting of 13 items, demonstrated adequate internal
consistency. Its satisfactory psychometric properties provide
evidence of validity based on internal structure, supporting the
reliability of the scores obtained in the validation sample as an
effective tool for monitoring compliance with the rights to PD
and inclusive education for people with intellectual disability.
Notably, our findings reflect broader trends in the literature that
assert the necessity of monitoring inclusive education policies,
values, strategies, and outcomes to enhance QOL for students
with intellectual disability (Buchner et al. 2021; Hornby and
Kauffman 2024).

Our findings align with prior scientific literature, as we did
not find significant differences in PD scores based on gen-
der (Balboni et al. 2020; Lombardi et al. 2016), age (Gémez
et al. 2016; Lee et al. 2021; Moran et al. 2022), or type of edu-
cational setting (Moran et al. 2024). In fact, there is no consis-
tent evidence favoring either special education or mainstream
education (Dalgaard et al. 2022; Stephenson and Ganguly 2022).

On the one hand, several studies indicate that special education
can effectively enhance outcomes for students with intellectual
disability (Hornby and Kauffman 2024), particularly in terms
of overall QOL and emotional well-being (Moran et al. 2024).
This effectiveness may stem from the successful implemen-
tations of inclusive practices within special education settings
(Woolfson 2025). Additionally, contrary to the CRPD, many
existing policies tend to prioritize special educational resources
rather and do not adequately address the need to restructure the
dual education system to better meet the needs of all students
(Buchner et al. 2021).

On the other hand, mainstream education often falls short in
providing appropriate and effective education for many stu-
dents with intellectual disability within a fully inclusive system
(Hornby and Kauffman 2024). Consequently, these students are
frequently placed in special settings against their preferences,
often located far from their communities. The perceived ad-
vantages of special education may reflect not only the tailored
support it offers but also the systemic challenges present in main-
stream education. These challenges include the lack of resources
and comprehensive financing strategies (Buchner et al. 2021),
negative attitudes, inadequate teacher training, and a lack of
preparedness to effectively address microaggressions, bullying,
and cyberbullying (Aragén et al. 2025; Arcangeli et al. 2020;
Begara et al. 2019; Llaurad6 and Estévez 2024). Therefore, these
intersecting factors highlight the urgent need for targeted inter-
ventions, quality research, and enhanced policies to promote
genuine inclusion within mainstream educational settings.

The item I study in a mainstream setting was initially included
due toits perceived relevance based on theoretical, bibliographic,
and expert consultations. However, it was ultimately removed
from the scale due to inadequate factor weight. This outcome
suggests that the intended content of the item may not have been
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fully understood despite the provided clarification (i.e., I am in
an educational setting and in a classroom alongside students
without disabilities. This means I am not in a special school or
in a special classroom). The inclusion of this explanation might
have inadvertently caused further confusion, as mainstream ed-
ucation can still include students with disabilities, and special
education can implement very inclusive practices. Our field-
work revealed that participants frequently sought clarification
regarding the distinctions between mainstream and special ed-
ucational settings, indicating a lack of clear understanding and
underscoring the complexity and contested nature of inclusive
practices. Despite the removal of this item from the PD subscale,
it remains crucial to evaluate the impact of studying in a main-
stream versus a special setting not only on the PD subscale but
across all QOL domains and CRPD rights. This understanding
will enhance our insight into the relationship between educa-
tional settings and participants’ perceptions, ultimately pro-
viding valuable implications for the broader understanding of
citizenship and QOL for people with intellectual disability.

The analysis of self-reports and reports from others demon-
strated a strong alignment in aspects where both groups agree,
such as learning social skills and fostering independence, as
well as having the necessary adaptations and materials. While
both groups largely agree on having friends and learning about
rights, people with intellectual disability expressed slightly
higher satisfaction with these aspects, with a percentage differ-
ence of approximately seven points.

However, there are notable areas of divergence between the two
groups, particularly regarding their expressions of dissatisfac-
tion. This is evident in aspects such as learning about sexuality
and family planning, acquiring the skills necessary for acquir-
ing their desired jobs, and attending their desired educational
center. In the latter two aspects, the percentage differences rise
to 12 points, with people with intellectual disabilities again
showing higher scores in their self-reports. This reflects a more
favorable view of their experiences compared to the more critical
perspectives of external informants. These differences may arise
from varying viewpoints, social expectations, and potential
gaps in knowledge, underscoring the importance of incorporat-
ing multiple perspectives (Dada et al. 2020). While the insights
of people with intellectual disability are crucial, considering a
range of viewpoints is vital to fully capture their experiences
and needs. Furthermore, this diversity of opinions can enhance
the understanding of those who may struggle to respond to the
scale, providing alternatives and opportunities for appropriate
support.

The results revealed that the lowest scores in the PD domain
and inclusive education were linked to essential areas: learn-
ing about sexuality and family planning, attending the educa-
tional center of their choice, acquiring the skills necessary for
employment, learning about rights, and participating in enjoy-
able activities. Thus, for instance, in Spain, students with intel-
lectual disability may be compelled to attend a special school
rather than the nearby mainstream school because it is argued
that the latter cannot provide the necessary support. Many stu-
dents are not receiving adequate support in crucial areas such
as education, recreation, employment, independent living, sex-
uality, and family planning, all of which are vital for making

informed decisions about their present and future. To address
these barriers, targeted interventions and policy changes are re-
quired to fully realize the rights to PD and inclusive education.
This includes implementing comprehensive sexuality educa-
tion programs (Pérez-Curiel et al. 2023, 2024, 2025), ensuring
person-centered support with greater flexibility in educational
settings (Amor, Verdugo, et al. 2018), providing vocational train-
ing aligned with individual interests and labor market needs
(Wehman et al. 2021), and developing inclusive and accessible
recreational programs (Heister et al. 2023).

Although this study is groundbreaking, it is not without limita-
tions. Firstly, the sample was one of convenience, determined by
the willingness of contacted centers and individual participants.
However, the sample size can be considered large, particularly
in comparison to typical sample sizes used in the field of intel-
lectual disability and given the challenges due to the absence
of a comprehensive census of people with intellectual disabil-
ity in Spain. Another common limitation in studies involving
people with intellectual disability is the tendency to include par-
ticipants with higher levels of functioning or those associated
with organizations, which may bias the findings (Rosencrans
et al. 2021). Secondly, despite ensuring anonymity and confiden-
tiality, biases such as social desirability and acquiescence may
have influenced the results. Thirdly, the study collected a limited
range of sociodemographic variables (i.e., gender, date of birth,
educational and/or employment status) from participants with
intellectual disability. This limited scope was guided by ethical
considerations related to risk minimization and proportionality,
aiming to reduce fatigue and protect privacy. Moreover, some
participants had limited familiarity with certain sociodemo-
graphic issues. Consequently, relevant variables—such as the
level of intellectual disability, support needs, chronic health
conditions, additional disabilities, concurrent behavioral or
mental health problems, family background, or socioeconomic
status—were not considered, despite their potential significant
impact on the findings. Notably, the reports by others version
of the #Rights4MeToo Scale incorporates many of these socio-
demographic variables. Therefore, future research should strive
to evaluate as many critical personal and contextual variables
as possible. Understanding the influence of these factors will
not only inform necessary policy changes but also enhance our
comprehension of the impacts of educational settings on the ex-
periences of people with intellectual disability.

Despite the limitations, this study represents a significant con-
tribution to research on the QOL of people with intellectual dis-
ability, particularly regarding their rights to PD and inclusive
education. The #Rights4MeToo scale, validated in Spain, is the
first Easy-to-Read instrument created internationally to mon-
itor compliance with the CRPD. The inclusion of perspectives
from people with intellectual disability, their families, and pro-
fessionals provides a comprehensive view of rights fulfillment.
Its subscale on PD and inclusive education offers significant
practical applications across various contexts.

In educational settings, the scale enables the assessment of the
effectiveness of inclusive education practices, identifies gaps and
guides the development of personal educational plans that en-
compass learning experiences. This ensures that plans meet the
needs of students with intellectual disability and support their
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PD while allowing for necessary adjustments to maintain genu-
inely inclusive educational environments.

For third-sector organizations—entities providing educa-
tional services such as special schools, vocational preparation,
or transition to adulthood, as well as support for people with
intellectual disability in mainstream settings—this subscale
serves as a valuable tool for evaluating and enhancing the
quality of their support services. By pinpointing areas where
current practices may be lacking, organizations can implement
targeted improvements, such as refining support strategies,
promoting positive attitudes, providing specialized staff train-
ing, and increasing collaboration with families and other sup-
port networks.

For policymakers, the scale provides valuable insights into how
well (or badly) current policies promote inclusive practices,
guiding the development of new policies or adjustments to ex-
isting ones that better align with the CRPD and address the
specific needs of students with intellectual disability. For in-
stance, effective policies could enhance vocational and sexual-
ity training opportunities, promote collaboration, and training
among professionals across different sectors, facilitate partici-
pation from families and peers, and ensure adequate support,
resources, materials, and funding in mainstream educational
settings.

Additionally, researchers can leverage this scale to contribute
to the body of knowledge on effective practices in inclusive
education and the rights of people with intellectual disability.
There is an urgent need for high-quality research in this field,
as existing literature on the effectiveness of educational expe-
riences is scarce and often suffers from significant method-
ological shortcomings (Hornby and Kauffman 2024). By using
this scale, future studies can provide more robust insights that
accurately reflect the experiences and challenges faced by stu-
dents with intellectual disability. The data collected through
the subscale can support longitudinal studies assessing the im-
pact of different interventions, help identify emerging trends
and needs, guide effective policy development, and advocate for
meaningful changes. Furthermore, this research can contrib-
ute to evidence-based practices that enhance both the compli-
ance with rights and PD outcomes of students with intellectual
disability.

In conclusion, the tool not only facilitates learning and shifts atti-
tudes regarding the rights of people with intellectual disability—
essential for empowering them to exercise full citizenship—but
also serves as a resource for monitoring (non)compliance with
the CRPD. This tool provides invaluable information for person-
centered planning, evidence-based practices, and the develop-
ment of public policies aimed at eliminating barriers, combating
prejudices, and promoting the QOL for people with intellectual
disability.
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