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VALIDATION OF THE FRENCH-CANADIAN MPAI-4 2 

Validation of the Mayo-Portland Adaptability Inventory-4 (MPAI-4) and reference norms in a 23 

French-Canadian population with traumatic brain injury receiving rehabilitation 24 

Abstract 25 

Objective: To validate the factor structure and establish internal consistency reliability of the 26 

French-Canadian version of the Mayo-Portland Adaptability Inventory (MPAI-4), using a 27 

Canadian sample of adults with traumatic brain injury (TBI) receiving post-acute rehabilitation 28 

services. 29 

Design: Psychometric analysis of prospectively collected French-Canadian MPAI-4 data. 30 

Setting: Inpatient and outpatient TBI rehabilitation programs. 31 

Participants: Adults (N = 1012) with a mild, moderate or severe TBI who received inpatient or 32 

outpatient rehabilitation interventions and for whom a first French-Canadian MPAI-4 measure 33 

was completed between 2016 and 2020. 34 

Interventions: Not applicable. 35 

Main Outcome Measure: French-Canadian MPAI-4 questionnaire. 36 

Results: To evaluate the factor structure of the French-Canadian MPAI-4, an exploratory factor 37 

analysis using a varimax rotation method was conducted on z-scores for all items. The final and 38 

best solution was a three-factor solution, which accounted for 48.68% of the variance. The 39 

internal consistency of the French-Canadian MPAI-4 was determined using Cronbach’s alpha 40 

and all three subscales showed good internal consistency (all .70 £ a £ .89). Reference norms for 41 

the TBI sample are provided in the form of T scores for subscales and total score, as well as 42 

descriptive raw data according to sex, age, TBI severity and rehabilitation setting. 43 

Conclusions: The three factors extracted using data from the French-Canadian MPAI-4 are 44 

similar, but not entirely identical to the three subscales of the original MPAI-4. Overall, the 45 
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VALIDATION OF THE FRENCH-CANADIAN MPAI-4 3 

French-Canadian MPAI-4 factor structure is validated. The questionnaire shows good 46 

psychometric properties and represents a suitable tool to measure functional evolution and social 47 

participation of TBI adults receiving rehabilitation services in a French-Canadian context. The 48 

provided reference norms will also help guide the clinical use of the MPAI-4 in French-Canadian 49 

TBI populations. 50 

Key Words: Traumatic Brain Injury; Rehabilitation; Outcome Assessment (Health Care); Social 51 

Participation; Psychometrics, Validation Study. 52 

List of abbreviations: Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA); Mayo-Portland Adaptability 53 

Inventory-4 (MPAI-4); Traumatic Brain Injury (TBI). 54 
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VALIDATION OF THE FRENCH-CANADIAN MPAI-4 4 

Traumatic brain injury (TBI) is the leading cause of death and disability across the world 56 

and consists of a serious health problem.1 It also remains a complex medical condition because 57 

patients are at high risk of having long-lasting physical, cognitive or behavioural sequelae that 58 

may impact their social integration or vocational recovery. Therefore, the use of standardized, 59 

valid and reliable tools that measures sequelae and help professionals identify functional 60 

impairment and predict the outcome is necessary,2 such as during the assessment following TBI. 61 

However, considering the complexity and heterogeneity of TBI sequelae, there are few available 62 

tools that measure TBI impairments and participation levels, as most of the accessible 63 

measurement tools are generic and not specific to TBI.3–5  64 

One measurement tool commonly used by rehabilitation professionals working with TBI 65 

population is the Mayo-Portland Adaptability Inventory-4 questionnaire (MPAI-4),6 developed 66 

in the United States of America. Lezak7 produced the initial Portland Adaptability Inventory 67 

(PAI), which was refined by Malec and Thompson8 and renamed the Mayo-Portland 68 

Adaptability Inventory (MPAI). Over the years, the MPAI was further modified to maximize its 69 

internal consistency and reliability (for example, see Malec et al.9), resulting in its most recent 70 

version, the Mayo-Portland Adaptability Inventory, 4th revision (MPAI-4).6 The MPAI-4 71 

questionnaire was broadly designed to assess functional abilities, global outcome and community 72 

integration by covering a wide range of physical, cognitive, emotional, behavioural and social 73 

problems that TBI patients may experience following their brain injury. 74 

The MPAI-4 is a 30-item questionnaire measuring the patient’s magnitude of 75 

impairments. The 30 items are divided into three subscales (i.e. Ability, Adjustment, 76 

Participation), with some overlap in categories. The Ability index consists of 13 items measuring 77 

mobility, hand function, vision, hearing, dizziness, motor speech, verbal and nonverbal 78 
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VALIDATION OF THE FRENCH-CANADIAN MPAI-4 5 

communication, attention and concentration, memory, information retrieval, problem solving and 79 

visuospatial abilities. The Adjustment index, with 12 items, assesses anxiety, depression, 80 

irritability and anger or aggression, pain and headaches, fatigue, sensitivity to mild symptoms, 81 

inappropriate social interactions, impaired self-awareness, family and significant relationships, 82 

initiative, social contact, and leisure and recreational activities. The Participation index, with 8 83 

items, measures initiative, social contact, leisure and recreational activities (i.e. the latter three 84 

items contribute to both the Adjustment index and the Participation index), self-care, 85 

independent living, independent use of transportation, employment status and financial 86 

management. Each item is scored on a 5-point scale (from 0 to 4), with higher score indicating 87 

greater clinical impairment. Each subscale evaluates different aspects of TBI sequelae, and the 88 

subscales can be used separately or combined in a total MPAI-4 score, reflecting the general 89 

level of adaptation and social participation. 90 

The MPAI-4 questionnaire is now extensively used worldwide in inpatient, outpatient and 91 

vocational rehabilitation settings to measure TBI patients’ progress and outcomes.10–14 The 92 

multifaceted structure of the MPAI-4 makes it a useful tool for planning and assessing 93 

interventions, and studies have demonstrated the MPAI-4’s clinical sensitivity to the effect of 94 

rehabilitation.15–17 The MPAI-4 is best completed by consensus of the rehabilitation team, but 95 

can be completed by caregivers, significant others or by the patients themselves. For example, 96 

Malec18 compared MPAI-4 scores between rehabilitation professionals, significant others and 97 

TBI patients, which revealed satisfactory internal consistency and interrater agreement. Finally, 98 

the MPAI-4 is among the recommended Common Data Elements Project for TBI adults, and an 99 

emerging measure for youth with TBI.19,20 It is also a recommended participation measure in the 100 

INESSS-ONF Clinical Practice Guidelines following moderate and severe TBI.21 101 
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VALIDATION OF THE FRENCH-CANADIAN MPAI-4 6 

Using Rasch analysis, item clusters, principal component analyses and other traditional 102 

psychometric measures, numerous studies provided further evidence of satisfactory internal 103 

consistency,9,16,22 construct validity,9,16,17,23 as well as predictive and concurrent validity8,23–28 for 104 

the full MPAI-4 measure and its subscales. Moreover, the MPAI-4 also proved itself to be a 105 

useful measure of global outcome for patients following a stroke.29,30 106 

Overall, given its clinical usefulness, comprehensiveness and good psychometric 107 

properties, the MPAI-4 questionnaire was translated into other languages, notably French, 108 

Danish, Spanish, German, Italian, Portuguese, Swedish and Dutch. However, aside from the 109 

original MPAI-4, psychometric properties have only been established for the Italian4 and 110 

Arabic31 versions of the MPAI-4. Thus, the objective of this paper was to validate the factor 111 

structure and establish internal consistency reliability of the French-Canadian MPAI-4, using a 112 

Canadian sample of TBI adults receiving post-acute rehabilitation services in a French-speaking 113 

environment. A secondary aim was to provide a set of French-Canadian MPAI-4 reference 114 

norms for TBI to guide clinical use. 115 

Methods 116 

French-Canadian version of the Mayo-Portland Adaptability Inventory-4 117 

With the permission and collaboration of the MPAI-4’s author (James F. Malec), the 118 

questionnaire was translated into French and adapted to a French-Canadian cultural context. The 119 

original MPAI-4 questionnaire was translated into French by a professional scientific translator 120 

and was then back-translated into English. The two versions were then submitted to an expert 121 

multidisciplinary clinical team for review (neuropsychologist, occupational therapist, 122 

physiotherapist, social worker) in order to choose the most appropriate terms in French for 123 

describing the different MPAI-4 items. The resulting version was then submitted to a second 124 
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VALIDATION OF THE FRENCH-CANADIAN MPAI-4 7 

panel of clinicians (neuropsychologist, occupational therapist) for final validation of the French-125 

Canadian questionnaire’s terminology. The resulting French-Canadian version of the MPAI-4 126 

and its user’s manual can be found on the COMBI website.32–34  127 

Procedure and Participants 128 

Between 2014 and 2017, the French-Canadian MPAI-4 was implemented in the clinical 129 

practice of four rehabilitation centres in the greater Montreal region. Since 2016, for every TBI 130 

patient receiving post-acute rehabilitation services, the MPAI-4 is completed by team consensus 131 

at the beginning of inpatient rehabilitation, and at the beginning and end of outpatient 132 

rehabilitation. For the purpose of this study, all patients’ first MPAI-4 measure (at intake either 133 

for inpatient or outpatient rehabilitation) was used in the analysis. Eligible patients (N = 1020) 134 

were TBI adults participating in a TBI rehabilitation program at one of the four rehabilitation 135 

centres, and for whom at least a first MPAI-4 measure was completed between 2016 and 2020. 136 

Data from 1012 of these patients were included in the final analyses. The patients’ 137 

sociodemographic and clinical characteristics are presented in Table 1. Ethical approval for 138 

collecting patients’ MPAI-4 scores, sociodemographic and clinical characteristics was obtained 139 

from each rehabilitation centre’s research ethics board. 140 

------------------------------------------------------------ 141 

Approximate position for Table 1 142 

------------------------------------------------------------ 143 

Statistical Analysis 144 

An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) using orthogonal (varimax) rotation method was 145 

used to evaluate the construct validity of the French-Canadian MPAI-4. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 146 

(KMO) measure verified the sampling adequacy for the EFA and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity 147 
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VALIDATION OF THE FRENCH-CANADIAN MPAI-4 8 

was used to assess the degree of inter-correlation between variables. Analyzed matrices 148 

(correlation, anti-image and reproduced correlations) are available upon request. Factors were 149 

selected if the eigenvalue was > 1 as suggested by Kaiser35 and the number of factors was 150 

validated by inspection of the scree plot36,37 with clinical consideration for coherence and 151 

interpretability of the factors. Appropriate for our sample size, conservative cutoffs of .20 on 152 

loading values were applied for statistical significance of an item38 and items with loading values 153 

³ .40 were included in the interpretation of a factor.36,37 The internal consistency of the French-154 

Canadian MPAI-4 was determined using Cronbach’s alpha. For all analyses, the level of 155 

significance was .05 using 95% confidence intervals. Finally, French-Canadian reference norms 156 

were developed for the MPAI-4 total score and subscales by converting raw scores into 157 

standardized T scores (Mean = 50; SD = 10). Means and SD were also computed on raw MPAI-158 

4 data according to sex, age, TBI severity and rehabilitation setting. Analyses were conducted 159 

using IBM SPSS Statistics for Macintosh version 26.0 (2019). 160 

Results 161 

Prior to the factor analysis, raw MPAI-4 scores were examined for accuracy of data entry, 162 

missing values, outliers and fit between data distribution and the assumptions of multivariate 163 

analyses. The variables were examined separately for all participants. No missing values were 164 

found. No extremely low or high z-scores were found to be univariate outliers, but eight cases 165 

were identified as multivariate outliers using Mahalanobis distance (p < .001). The eight 166 

participants were removed. The final sample size of 1012 participants is adequate for factor 167 

analysis according to literature guidelines.39 168 
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Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) 170 

Before conducting the factor analysis on the full sample, participants were randomly 171 

divided into two groups. Exploratory factor analyses (EFA) with varimax rotation methods were 172 

performed separately on z-scores from both groups. The number of extracted factors, factor 173 

loadings for individual items as well as proportion of variance explained by each factor was 174 

similar between groups. The random samples were therefore combined and the EFA was 175 

performed on the whole sample. The EFA with varimax rotation method was performed on z-176 

scores for the 30 items of the French-Canadian MPAI-4. The overall KMO was .93 and all KMO 177 

value for individual items were larger than or equal to .76, which is above the acceptable limit of 178 

.50.36 Bartlett’s test of sphericity, c2(435) = 14188.20, p = .000, indicated that correlations between 179 

items were sufficiently large to conduct an EFA.36 Five factors had eigenvalues superior to 180 

Kaiser’s35 criterion of 1, but the scree plot (see Figure 1) showed inflections that would justify 181 

retaining only three factors. Subsequent factor analyses on three-factor varimax and oblimin 182 

rotation solutions revealed little difference. Owing to parsimony, interpretability of factors and 183 

consistency with the factor structure of the original MPAI-4, a three-factor solution with a 184 

varimax rotation method was thus preferred. 185 

------------------------------------------------------------ 186 

Approximate position for Figure 1 187 

------------------------------------------------------------ 188 

The final solution accounted for 48.68% of the variance. Communalities, factor loading 189 

values and percent of variance for the final solution are presented in Table 2. Items are ordered 190 

by their item number to facilitate interpretation. Items allocated to a specific factor were based 191 

on loading value ³ .20 on that factor. A total of 20 items in the final solution also had loading 192 
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VALIDATION OF THE FRENCH-CANADIAN MPAI-4 10 

values ³ .20 on multiple factors, but those items had a higher primary loading value on their 193 

assigned factor. Only one of 30 items failed to have a primary factor loading value ³ .20 on any 194 

factor (item 4). Failure to load on a factor reflects the homogeneity of participants’ responses on 195 

that specific item, resulting in less variability and positively skewed data. Additional EFAs after 196 

eliminating cross-loading items and item 4 did not result in an improved final solution. In order 197 

to maintain the questionnaire’s integrity, cross-loading items were retained and item 4 was 198 

rationally assigned to the Factor 2.  199 

------------------------------------------------------------ 200 

Approximate position for Table 2 201 

------------------------------------------------------------ 202 

In sum, the three factors extracted using data from the French-Canadian MPAI-4 in a 203 

Canadian TBI sample were similar, but not entirely identical to the three subscales found in the 204 

original MPAI-4. This may be explained, for example, by sociocultural differences between 205 

American and French-Canadian samples, which can affect the distribution of items between 206 

factors. However, the factor labels proposed by Malec6 also suited the extracted factors and were 207 

thus retained. Factor 1, labelled “Participation”, includes 11 items for mobility, motor control, 208 

initiative, social contact, independent living, employment status and financial management and 209 

accounted for 31.45% of the total variance. Factor 2 labelled “Ability” consists of 10 items, 210 

relates to hearing and cognitive abilities, communication and interpersonal interactions and 211 

accounted for 10.36% of the total variance. The Factor 3 labelled “Adjustment” accounted for 212 

6.86% of the total variance and consists of 8 items assessing eye vision, symptoms and mood, 213 

such as dizziness, anxiety or depression, pain, headaches and fatigue. 214 

  215 
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Internal Consistency Reliability Analysis 216 

 Values of Cronbach’s alpha for the French-Canadian MPAI-4’s three subscales are 217 

presented in Table 2. According to Kline’s40 guidelines, the subscales showed good internal 218 

consistency, all Cronbach’s alpha values .70 £ a £ .89. No significant increase in alpha for any 219 

of the subscales could have been achieved by eliminating individual items. 220 

Reference Norms 221 

T score conversion is recommended for clinical use of the MPAI-4, to compare subscale 222 

scores and identify areas needing intervention.41 Using data from participants included in the 223 

validation analyses (N = 1012), French-Canadian reference norms for TBI were computed by 224 

converting raw scores into T scores. Notably, subscales scores were computed using the original 225 

MPAI-4 subscale composition to allow comparison between studies using different versions of 226 

the MPAI-4. Conversion tables for the MPAI-4 total and subscales scores can be found online in 227 

the Supplementary material (tables S1a to S1d). Tables presenting raw MPAI-4 means and SD 228 

according to sex, age, TBI severity, and rehabilitation setting are also included in the 229 

Supplementary materials (tables S2a to S2d). 230 

Discussion 231 

The aim of this paper was to validate the factor structure and establish internal 232 

consistency reliability of the French-Canadian MPAI-4 in a Canadian sample of TBI adults 233 

receiving post-acute rehabilitation services in a French-speaking setting. We also aimed to 234 

provide a set of reference norms to guide clinical use of the MPAI-4. The resulting French-235 

Canadian MPAI-4 was implemented in the clinical practice of four rehabilitation centres in the 236 

Greater Montreal region, thus generating MPAI-4 data for all TBI patients receiving post-acute 237 

rehabilitation services in those centres. The internal consistency of each subscales in the French-238 
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Canadian MPAI-4 was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha and our findings show good internal 239 

consistency, with alpha values similar to those reported for the original MPAI-4.41 To validate 240 

the factor structure of the French-Canadian MPAI-4, we collected all patients’ first MPAI-4 241 

measure and conducted an exploratory factor analysis (EFA). To our knowledge, this study is the 242 

first to try and replicate the original MPAI-4 factor structure using another version of the MPAI-243 

4 questionnaire. Our results also show that the factor structure of the French-Canadian MPAI-4 244 

is similar to the original MPAI-4’s, that is, the questionnaire’s items distribute themselves 245 

between three factors (i.e. three subscales). However, some discrepancies were found at the item 246 

distribution level between the French-Canadian and the original MPAI-4. 247 

First, one item (item 4, audition) did not load on any subscale. To preserve the 248 

questionnaire’s integrity, we decided to retain the item 4 and rationally assign it to the Factor 2 249 

“Ability”, as it was attributed to that subscale in the original MPAI-4. We found important and 250 

clinical utility in keeping the item 4, as hearing impairment is not reflected in any other item in 251 

the questionnaire. Retention of this item also ensures that we maintain the questionnaire’s power 252 

of generalization and do not compromise comparison purpose with other studies using different 253 

versions of the MPAI-4. Secondly, the composition of the subscales slightly differs between the 254 

French-Canadian and the original MPAI-4. The EFA attributed a few items to different subscales 255 

when compared to the original MPAI-4. For instance, our results suggest that the items 1 256 

(mobility) and 2 (use of hands) belonged to the Participation subscale, rather than the Ability 257 

subscale as in the original MPAI-4.  258 

The small differences in item distribution between subscales can be explained by a few 259 

factors, such as sample-specific clinical characteristics and inherent sociocultural differences 260 

between American and French-Canadian samples, but also the choice of statistical analysis used 261 
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to measure construct validity. It is well supported in the literature that different factor structures 262 

can be obtained following administration to a second sample due to a combination of sampling 263 

variations, sociocultural/linguistic context and applied methodology (for example, see Chen et 264 

al.42 or Gaskin et al.43). Besides those subtle variations in item distribution and in line with Kean 265 

et al.’s16 conclusions, our results nevertheless show general support for the MPAI-4’s subscale 266 

structure developed in previous psychometric studies: the French-Canadian MPAI-4 displays 267 

three subscales that represent domains broadly defined as Ability, Adjustment and Participation. 268 

Finally, given our EFA results, modifications to the tool (i.e. rearranging item order) so 269 

subscales’ score calculation reflected the French-Canadian factor structure was considered. 270 

However, such a major change to the questionnaire would rather be detrimental, as comparison 271 

purpose with other studies using different versions of the MPAI-4 would no longer be possible. 272 

Lastly, the translation and validation of the French-Canadian MPAI-4 was of primary 273 

importance, given the critical lack of available assessment tools for TBI sequelae in French for 274 

use in French-Canadian rehabilitation settings. The access to not only a standardized tool, but 275 

one that has been translated and validated in the primary language of the setting, allows 276 

measuring more accurately TBI patients’ impairments, progress and outcomes. The need to 277 

validate the MPAI-4 in a French-Canadian sub-population is also in line with recommendations 278 

made by the Center for Disease Control and Prevention44 regarding the importance of conducting 279 

validation studies of outcome measures among sub-populations in order to expand scientific 280 

knowledge of outcomes and establish best practices. Moreover, INESSS-ONF Clinical Practice 281 

Guidelines in TBI rehabilitation21 also prescribe standardized evaluations of patients’ condition 282 

using validated assessment tools in order to orient interventions. The use of the validated French-283 

Canadian MPAI-4 with its specific reference norms will indeed allow professionals to apply best 284 
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practices, but also guide the use of a common measure between rehabilitation centres, which in 285 

turn facilitates clinical discussions and comparisons as well as generates new knowledge 286 

regarding TBI outcomes. Overall, the French-Canadian MPAI-4 presents to be a validated TBI 287 

assessment tool for use in a French-Canadian post-acute rehabilitation setting. The translation of 288 

such a comprehensive and established clinical tool certainly fills a gap in the field of TBI 289 

rehabilitation and also adds to the assessment options available for use by French-speaking 290 

rehabilitation professionals, individuals with TBI and their significant others. 291 

Study Limitations 292 

One limitation of this study is the lack of direct comparison of factor structure measures 293 

between the original and French-Canadian versions of the MPAI-4. Rasch analyses were used for 294 

the development of the original MPAI-4 questionnaire and its factor structure.41 In our case, 295 

however, it was best to deploy EFA, as our aim was to reveal item distribution and factor 296 

structure of the French-Canadian MPAI-4 without a priori manipulations.45,46 Consequently, the 297 

statistical methodology used does not allow direct comparison and may also lead to a different 298 

final solution with slightly different item distribution between factors. 299 

Conclusions 300 

Using an exploratory factor analysis on data from the French-Canadian version of the 301 

MPAI-4 and a Canadian sample of TBI adults receiving rehabilitation services, three factors 302 

were extracted and are similar to the three subscales found in the original MPAI-4. Small 303 

differences in item distribution across factors can be explained in part by sociocultural and 304 

clinical differences between the Canadian and American samples used to establish the factor 305 

structure of the questionnaire. The factor labels suggested by Malec6 also suited the extracted 306 

factors and were thus retained for the French-Canadian MPAI-4 (i.e. Ability, Adjustment, 307 
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Participation). In sum, the French-Canadian MPAI-4 factor structure is validated, and the 308 

questionnaire shows good internal consistency. The French-Canadian MPAI-4, with its reference 309 

norms, represents a suitable tool to measure functional evolution, outcomes and social 310 

integration of individuals with TBI receiving rehabilitation services in a French-Canadian 311 

context.   312 
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Figure Legend 467 

Figure 1. Scree plot obtained by performing an exploratory factor analysis using varimax 468 

rotation on z-scores from the 30 items of the French-Canadian MPAI-4.  469 
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Table 1 494 

 495 

Patients’ sociodemographic and clinical characteristics 496 

 497 

 Total N = 1012 (%) 
Mean age (in years) at TBI (N = 1012) 55.83 ± 21.07 
Sex  

Male 625 (61.80) 
Female 386 (38.10) 
Missing 1 (0.10) 

TBI severity  
Mild 229 (22.60) 
Complicated mild 229 (22.60) 
Moderate 371 (36.70) 
Severe 183 (18.10) 

Education level  
University 284 (28.10) 
College 221 (21.80) 
High school 223 (22.00) 
Elementary 216 (21.30) 
None 38 (3.80) 
Missing 30 (3.00) 

Mean time (in months) between TBI 
and MPAI-4 measure (N = 1011) 4.93 ± 14.16 

 498 

  499 
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Table 2 500 

 501 

Summary of exploratory factor analysis results for the French-Canadian MPAI-4 questionnaire 502 

(N = 1012) 503 

 504 

Item Communality Varimax rotated factor loadings 
F1 F2 F3 

1. Mobility 0.61 0.79   
2. Use of hands 0.43 0.58   
3. Vision 0.19   0.20 
4. Audition 0.12    
5. Dizziness 0.22   0.40 
6. Motor speech 0.31 0.34 0.26  
7a. Verbal communication 0.59 0.37 0.61  
7b. Nonverbal communication 0.59 0.32 0.67  
8. Attention/concentration 0.54 0.21 0.63 0.29 
9. Memory 0.64 0.37 0.70  
10. Fund of information 0.50 0.32 0.60  
11. Novel problem-solving 0.73 0.46 0.73  
12. Visuospatial abilities 0.59 0.51 0.54  
13. Anxiety 0.46   0.68 
14. Depression 0.41   0.65 
15. Irritability, anger, aggression 0.39  0.39 0.36 
16. Pain and headaches 0.33  -0.21 0.54 
17. Fatigue 0.40 0.41  0.44 
18. Sensitivity to mild symptoms 0.44   0.68 
19. Inappropriate social interaction 0.44  0.49  
20. Impaired self-awareness 0.66 0.37 0.70  
21. Family/significant relationships 0.20  0.27 0.27 
22. Initiation 0.54 0.48 0.42 0.20 
23. Social contact 0.39 0.46 0.29  
24. Leisure/recreational activities 0.46 0.56   
25. Self-care 0.72 0.78 0.35  
26. Residence 0.65 0.78 0.23  
27. Transportation 0.65 0.73 0.25  
28. Work/school 0.18 0.29 0.22  
29. Money management 0.69 0.61 0.56  
Eigenvalues  9.44 3.11 2.06 
Percent of variance (%)  31.45 10.36 6.86 
Cronbach’s alpha (a)  .89 .89 .70 

 505 

Note. Factor loading values < .20 are not shown. Highest factor loading values are in bold. F1 506 

represents the subscale Participation; F2 represents the subscale Ability; F3 represents the 507 

subscale Adjustment. 508 

 509 
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Supplementary materials: French-Canadian TBI reference norms and raw scores 510 

 511 
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Table S1a 512 

 513 

Conversion of MPAI-4 Total raw scores to T scores (mean = 50; SD = 10) for Canadian TBI 514 

adults receiving rehabilitation services in a French-speaking setting (N =1012) 515 

 516 

Raw 
score T score 

Raw 
score T score 

Raw 
score T score 

Raw 
score T score 

0 N/A 28 42.05 56 58.39 84 N/A 
1 N/A 29 42.63 57 58.98 85 75.32 
2 N/A 30 43.22 58 59.56 86 N/A 
3 27.46 31 43.80 59 60.15 87 N/A 
4 N/A 32 44.38 60 60.73 88 N/A 
5 28.62 33 44.97 61 61.31 89 77.66 
6 29.21 34 45.55 62 61.90 90 N/A 
7 29.79 35 46.14 63 62.48 91 78.82 
8 30.38 36 46.72 64 63.06 92 N/A 
9 30.96 37 47.30 65 63.65 93 N/A 
10 31.54 38 47.89 66 64.23 94 N/A 
11 32.13 39 48.47 67 64.82 95 N/A 
12 32.71 40 49.05 68 65.40 96 N/A 
13 33.29 41 49.64 69 65.98 97 N/A 
14 33.88 42 50.22 70 66.57 98 N/A 
15 34.46 43 50.81 71 67.15 99 N/A 
16 35.05 44 51.39 72 67.73 100 N/A 
17 35.63 45 51.97 73 68.32 101 N/A 
18 36.21 46 52.56 74 68.90 102 N/A 
19 36.80 47 53.14 75 69.48 103 N/A 
20 37.38 48 53.72 76 70.07 104 N/A 
21 37.96 49 54.31 77 70.65 105 N/A 
22 38.55 50 54.89 78 71.24 106 N/A 
23 39.13 51 55.48 79 71.82 107 N/A 
24 39.71 52 56.06 80 72.40 108 N/A 
25 40.30 53 56.64 81 72.99 109 N/A 
26 40.88 54 57.23 82 N/A 110 N/A 
27 41.47 55 57.81 83 74.15 111 N/A 

 517 

Note. N/A T score = Raw score not obtained within the sample. According to Malec and Lezak41: 518 

T scores between 40 and 60 would be considered average or typical of people involved in 519 

outpatient rehabilitation following acquired brain injury (ABI); T scores between 40 and 50 may 520 

be considered in the mild to moderate range of overall severity compared to other people with 521 

ABI; T scores between 50 and 60, may be considered in the moderate to severe range compared 522 

to other people with ABI. Hence, T scores above 60 would suggest severe limitations even as 523 

compared to other people with ABI, T scores between 30 and 40 suggest mild limitations, and T 524 

scores below 30 represent relatively good outcomes.  525 
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Table S1b 527 

 528 

Conversion of MPAI-4 Ability subscale raw scores to T scores (mean = 50; SD = 10) for 529 

Canadian TBI adults receiving rehabilitation services in a French-speaking setting (N =1012) 530 

 531 

Raw 
score T score 

Raw 
score T score 

Raw 
score T score 

0 32.34 16 53.26 32 74.19 
1 33.65 17 54.57 33 75.49 
2 34.96 18 55.88 34 76.80 
3 36.26 19 57.19 35 78.11 
4 37.57 20 58.49 36 79.42 
5 38.88 21 59.80 37  N/A 
6 40.19 22 61.11 38 82.03 
7 41.50 23 62.42 39 83.34 
8 42.80 24 63.73 40 N/A 
9 44.11 25 65.03 41 N/A 
10 45.42 26 66.34 42 N/A 
11 46.73 27 67.65 43 N/A 
12 48.03 28 68.96 44 N/A 
13 49.34 29 70.26 45 N/A 
14 50.65 30 71.57 46 N/A 
15 51.96 31 72.88 47 N/A 

 532 

Note. N/A T score = Raw score not obtained within the sample. According to Malec and Lezak41: 533 

T scores between 40 and 60 would be considered average or typical of people involved in 534 

outpatient rehabilitation following acquired brain injury (ABI); T scores between 40 and 50 may 535 

be considered in the mild to moderate range of overall severity compared to other people with 536 

ABI; T scores between 50 and 60, may be considered in the moderate to severe range compared 537 

to other people with ABI. Hence, T scores above 60 would suggest severe limitations even as 538 

compared to other people with ABI, T scores between 30 and 40 suggest mild limitations, and T 539 

scores below 30 represent relatively good outcomes. 540 
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Table S1c 542 

 543 

Conversion of MPAI-4 Adjustment subscale raw scores to T scores (mean = 50; SD = 10) for 544 

Canadian TBI adults receiving rehabilitation services in a French-speaking setting (N =1012) 545 

 546 

Raw 
score T score 

Raw 
score T score 

Raw 
score T score 

0 23.01 16 46.73 32 70.46 
1 24.50 17 48.22 33 71.94 
2 25.98 18 49.70 34 73.42 
3 27.46 19 51.18 35 74.90 
4 28.94 20 52.67 36 76.39 
5 30.43 21 54.15 37 77.87 
6 31.91 22 55.63 38 79.35 
7 33.39 23 57.11 39 N/A  
8 34.87 24 58.60 40  N/A  
9 36.36 25 60.08 41  N/A  
10 37.84 26 61.56 42  N/A  
11 39.32 27 63.04 43 N/A   
12 40.80 28 64.53 44 N/A   
13 42.29 29 66.01 45 N/A   
14 43.77 30 67.49 46 N/A   
15 45.25 31 68.97 

 547 

Note. N/A T score = Raw score not obtained within the sample. According to Malec and Lezak41: 548 

T scores between 40 and 60 would be considered average or typical of people involved in 549 

outpatient rehabilitation following acquired brain injury (ABI); T scores between 40 and 50 may 550 

be considered in the mild to moderate range of overall severity compared to other people with 551 

ABI; T scores between 50 and 60, may be considered in the moderate to severe range compared 552 

to other people with ABI. Hence, T scores above 60 would suggest severe limitations even as 553 

compared to other people with ABI, T scores between 30 and 40 suggest mild limitations, and T 554 

scores below 30 represent relatively good outcomes. 555 
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Table S1d 557 

 558 

Conversion of MPAI-4 Participation subscale raw scores to T scores (mean = 50; SD = 10) for 559 

Canadian TBI adults receiving rehabilitation services in a French-speaking setting (N =1012) 560 

 561 

Raw 
score T score 

Raw 
score T score 

0 27.78 16 49.07 
1 29.12 17 50.40 
2 30.45 18 51.74 
3 31.78 19 53.07 
4 33.11 20 54.40 
5 34.44 21 55.73 
6 35.77 22 57.06 
7 37.10 23 58.39 
8 38.43 24 59.72 
9 39.76 25 61.05 
10 41.09 26 62.38 
11 42.42 27 63.71 
12 43.75 28 65.04 
13 45.08 29 66.37 
14 46.41 30 67.70 
15 47.74 

 562 

Note. According to Malec and Lezak41: T scores between 40 and 60 would be considered average 563 

or typical of people involved in outpatient rehabilitation following acquired brain injury (ABI); T 564 

scores between 40 and 50 may be considered in the mild to moderate range of overall severity 565 

compared to other people with ABI; T scores between 50 and 60, may be considered in the 566 

moderate to severe range compared to other people with ABI. Hence, T scores above 60 would 567 

suggest severe limitations even as compared to other people with ABI, T scores between 30 and 568 

40 suggest mild limitations, and T scores below 30 represent relatively good outcomes. 569 
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Table S2a 571 

 572 

Descriptive raw data for the MPAI-4 according to sex, for a sample of Canadian TBI adults 573 

receiving rehabilitation services in a French-speaking setting (N =1011) 574 

 575 

 Mean (SD) 
Male (N = 625)  

Ability subscale 13.99 (7.78) 
Adjustment subscale 17.91 (6.88) 
Participation subscale 17.03 (7.41) 
MPAI-4 total score 42.11 (17.39) 

Female (N = 386)  
Ability subscale 12.66 (7.32) 
Adjustment subscale 18.62 (6.49) 
Participation subscale 16.13 (7.62) 
MPAI-4 total score 40.72 (16.67) 

  576 



VALIDATION OF THE FRENCH-CANADIAN MPAI-4 33 

Table S2b 577 

 578 

Descriptive raw data for the MPAI-4 according to age, for a sample of Canadian TBI adults 579 

receiving rehabilitation services in a French-speaking setting (N =1012) 580 

 581 

 Mean (SD) 
Ages 14-19 years (N = 30)  

Ability subscale 11.47 (7.44) 
Adjustment subscale 17.37 (7.05) 
Participation subscale 14.47 (7.30) 
MPAI-4 total score 36.83 (16.93) 

Ages 20-29 years (N = 127)  
Ability subscale 12.48 (8.62) 
Adjustment subscale 18.46 (6.73) 
Participation subscale 15.23 (7.80) 
MPAI-4 total score 39.53 (18.30) 

Ages 30-39 years (N = 117)  
Ability subscale 10.74 (6.97) 
Adjustment subscale 18.20 (7.23) 
Participation subscale 13.66 (6.85) 
MPAI-4 total score 36.91 (16.04) 

Ages 40-49 years (N = 111)  
Ability subscale 12.30 (7.38) 
Adjustment subscale 19.41 (6.43) 
Participation subscale 15.04 (6.81) 
MPAI-4 total score 40.15 (15.76) 

Ages 50-59 years (N = 159)  
Ability subscale 12.67 (7.49) 
Adjustment subscale 18.08 (6.12) 
Participation subscale 14.85 (7.14) 
MPAI-4 total score 39.34 (16.50) 

Ages 60-69 years (N = 146)  
Ability subscale 13.57 (7.00) 
Adjustment subscale 17.63 (6.87) 
Participation subscale 16.48 (7.30) 
MPAI-4 total score 40.83 (16.90) 

Ages 70-79 years (N = 168)  
Ability subscale 15.36 (7.50) 
Adjustment subscale 17.94 (7.46) 
Participation subscale 19.27 (7.26) 
MPAI-4 total score 45.25 (18.02) 

Ages 80 years and above (N = 154)  
Ability subscale 16.37 (7.01) 
Adjustment subscale 18.21 (6.24) 
Participation subscale 21.09 (6.29) 
MPAI-4 total score 48.05 (15.39) 
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Table S2c 582 

 583 

Descriptive raw data for the MPAI-4 according to TBI severity, for a sample of Canadian TBI 584 

adults receiving rehabilitation services in a French-speaking setting (N =1012) 585 

 586 

 Mean (SD) 
Mild (N = 229)  

Ability subscale 8.68 (4.88) 
Adjustment subscale 18.11 (6.26) 
Participation subscale 10.61 (5.09) 
MPAI-4 total score 32.04 (12.18) 

Complicated Mild (N = 229)  
Ability subscale 14.38 (7.67) 
Adjustment subscale 17.68 (6.93) 
Participation subscale 18.68 (7.34) 
MPAI-4 total score 43.55 (17.36) 

Moderate (N = 371)  
Ability subscale 13.45 (6.94) 
Adjustment subscale 17.36 (6.50) 
Participation subscale 17.45 (6.86) 
MPAI-4 total score 41.35 (16.07) 

Severe (N = 183)  
Ability subscale 18.48 (8.16) 
Adjustment subscale 20.65 (7.08) 
Participation subscale 20.40 (7.10) 
MPAI-4 total score 51.96 (17.73) 
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Table S2d 588 

 589 

Descriptive raw data for the MPAI-4 according to rehabilitation setting, for a sample of 590 

Canadian TBI adults receiving rehabilitation services in a French-speaking setting (N =1012) 591 

 592 

 Mean (SD) 
Inpatient Rehabilitation (N = 636)  

Ability subscale 16.19 (7.32) 
Adjustment subscale 19.09 (6.50) 
Participation subscale 20.29 (6.02) 
MPAI-4 total score 48.01 (15.75) 

Outpatient Rehabilitation (N = 376)  
Ability subscale 8.94 (5.73) 
Adjustment subscale 16.69 (6.89) 
Participation subscale 10.66 (5.61) 
MPAI-4 total score 31.06 (13.73) 

 593 
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Author Guidelines for Reporting Scale Development and Validation Results 
(Cabrera-Nguyen, 2010) 

 
Manuscript Guidelines 

Precisely define the target construct. 
P 
As much as possible, given the 
maximum word limit. 

Justify the need for your new measure. For example, if measures of the 
construct exist in the literature, explain the value added by your new 
scale. How might the new measure enhance the substantive knowledge 
base or social work practice? 

P 
See Introduction and Discussion 
sections. 

Indicate that you have submitted your initial pool of items to expert 
review (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). Report (a) the number of 
items in the preliminary pool; (b) the number of expert reviewers and 
their qualifications; and (c) any major changes to your initial item pool 
following the review (e.g., a substantial decrease in the number of items, 
changes to the original item response format, overhaul of item pool due 
to experts’ assessment regarding content validity). 

P 
See Methods section. No changes in 
pool of items (number, response 
format, etc.). Only translation and 
adaptation to cultural context, as 
mentioned in manuscript. 

Report the name and version of the statistical software package used for 
all analyses. 

P 
See Methods section. 

Identify and justify the sampling strategy (e.g., convenience, snowball) 
and sampling frame. Report standard sample demographic characteristics 
as well as other salient sample characteristics (e.g., “participants were 
advanced- standing MSW students at a large public Midwestern 
university concentrating in social service administration”). 

P 
See Methods section. 

Discuss relevant data preparation and screening procedures. For 
instance, do the data meet the appropriate assumptions for factor 
analysis? If not, what actions were taken? Report tests of factorability if 
appropriate (e.g., report Bartlett’s test of sphericity). 

P 
See Results section. 

Provide all dates of data collection. P 
See Methods section. 

Avoid use of principal components analysis (PCA) as a precursor to 
CFA (Costello & Osborne, 2005; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). 
Instead, start with EFA to assess the underlying factor structure and 
refine the item pool. EFA should be followed by CFA using a different 
sample (or samples) to evaluate the EFA-informed a priori theory about 
the measure’s factor-structure and psychometric properties. (Costello & 
Osborne, 2005; Henson & Roberts, 2006; Worthington & Whittaker, 
2006). For CFA, authors should specify an a priori hypothesized model 
and a priori competing models (Jackson, Gillaspy, & Purc-Stephenson, 
2009). 

P 
An EFA was conducted, as we 
wanted to reveal the factor structure 
of the French-Canadian MPAI 
without a priori assumptions. 
Following recommendations from 
Kline (2016), the EFA was not 
followed up with a CFA. 

Describe the matrix (or matrices) you analyzed (e.g., covariance, 
correlation). Include matrices in the manuscript if feasible; otherwise, 
indicate these data are available upon request. 

P 
See Methods section. 
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Report the amount of missing data and describe how missing data were 
handled. For a review of practices for handling missing data, see Sterne 
and colleagues (2009), Rose and Fraser (2008), and Horton and 
Kleinman (2007). Provide a rationale for your approach to handling 
missing data. Authors are encouraged to consider using multiple 
imputation or model estimation with full-information maximum 
likelihood (FIML; Rose & Fraser, 2008). 

P 
No missing data, as mentioned in the 
Results section. 

Compare your CFA model with the alternative or competing models. Do 
competing models fit the data better or worse than your model (e.g., does 
your four-factor model of acculturation fit the data better than a two-
factor model or a one-factor model)? Identify the preferable model based 
on appropriate fit statistics (e.g., chi-square difference test for nested 
models, Akaike information criterion for non-nested models), 
parsimony, and relevant theory. 

N/A (no CFA was conducted). 

Include your scale (items and response options) in an appendix. 
French-Canadian version of the 
MPAI-4 can be found on the COMBI 
website, as mentioned in the 
Introduction. 

Report how methodological limitations may have impacted findings 
regarding your measure’s psychometric properties (e.g., note potential 
repercussions of suboptimal sampling techniques, discuss implications of 
using listwise deletion to handle missing data instead of multiple 
imputation or FIML). 

P 
See Discussion section. 

Discuss directions for future research (e.g., if appropriate, testing your 
scale for measurement invariance by conducting CFA on different 
populations). 

P 
See Discussion section. 

Reporting Guidelines for Exploratory Factor Analysis 
How large a sample? One common rule of thumb is to ensure a person-
to-item ratio of 10:1. Another rule of thumb is that N = 300 is usually 
acceptable (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). However, some 
researchers have criticized these sample size rules of thumb, noting the 
appropriate sample size is dependent on the features of the gathered data. 
These researchers recommend obtaining the largest possible sample 
because the adequacy of the sample size cannot be determined until after 
the data have been analyzed (Henson & Roberts, 2006). 

P 
Sample size (N = 1012) is appropriate 
for EFA of the French-Canadian 
MPAI-4 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 
2013). 

Run EFA . . . or not. Run a preliminary EFA to determine if further data 
collection is required based on the following criteria: (a) If 
communalities are greater than .50 or there are 10:1 items per factor with 
factor loadings of roughly |.4|, then a sample size of 150 to 200 is likely 
to be adequate; (b) If communalities are all at least .60 or there are a 
minimum of 4:1 items per factor with factor loadings above |.6|, then 
even smaller sample sizes may suffice; (Worthington & Whittaker, 
2006). Report if additional data collection was necessary due to 
inadequate sample size. If so, report the new participants’ 
sociodemographic characteristics and test for differences between groups 
using standard statistical procedures (e.g., t tests). 

P 
Sample size (N = 1012) is appropriate 
for conducting an EFA. No additional 
data collection was necessary due to 
inadequate sample size. 
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Give EFA details. Report the specific rotation strategy used (e.g. 
varimax, geomin). Justify the decision to use an orthogonal or oblique 
solution. One recommendation is to always begin with an oblique 
rotation, empirically assess factor intercorrelations, and report them 
before deciding upon a final rotation solution (Henson & Roberts, 2006; 
Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). Some researchers argue oblique 
rotation is always the best approach because (a) factor intercorrelations 
are the norm in social sciences and (b) both approaches yield the same 
result if the factors happen to be uncorrelated (Costello & Osborne, 
2005). Conversely, other researchers contend that orthogonal rotation is 
preferable because fewer parameters are estimated—orthogonal rotation 
is more parsimonious and amenable to replication (Henson & Roberts, 
2006). Similarly, some researchers warn against relying on a statistical 
software package’s default settings to determine the appropriate type of 
oblique rotation (Henson & Roberts, 2006; Worthington & Whittaker, 
2006). Others state that doing so is fine (Costello & Osborne, 2005, p.3). 
Given the lack of consensus, it is probably best to describe what you do 
and defend your approach on substantive grounds, if possible.. 

P 
See Results section. 

Report the whole factor pattern/structure. Always report the whole factor 
pattern/structure matrix, including all of the items in the analysis. It is 
recommended that authors report this information in a chart following 
the example provided by Henson and Roberts (2006) on page 411. 

P 
See Table 2. 

Criteria for deleting (cross-loaded) items. Report any deleted items and 
the criteria used for deletion. Cross-loading items with values ≥ .32 on at 
least two factors should generally be candidates for deletion, especially if 
there are other items with factor loadings of .50 or greater (Costello & 
Osborne, 2005). Rerun the EFA each time an item is deleted. 

P 
See Results section. Cross-loading 
items were retained in order to 
maintain the questionnaire’s 
integrity. 

Criteria for number of factors. Report the number of factors retained and 
justify this decision using multiple criteria (eigenvalue > 1, scree test, 
parallel analysis, rejection of a factor with fewer than 3 items, etc). 
Reporting the eigenvalue > 1 rule alone is inadequate because it is 
among the least accurate criteria for assessing factor retention (Costello 
& Osborne, 2005; Henson & Roberts, 2006). 

P 
See Results section. 

Explained variance. Report the variance explained by the factors. P 
See Table 2. 

In general, describe your decisions. EFA is a complex, iterative, and 
subjective process. Therefore, it is very important that researchers [and 
reviewers] be able to independently evaluate the results obtained in an 
EFA study. This can, and should, occur on two levels. Given the myriad 
subjective decisions necessary in EFA, independent researchers should 
be able to evaluate the analytic choices of authors in the reported study. 
Second, independent researchers should be able to accurately replicate 
the study on new data, or even employ a CFA (Hensen & Roberts, 2006, 
p. 400). Every decision should be thoroughly reported and justified. 
When in doubt, err on the side of over reporting. 

P 
As much as possible, given the 
maximum word limit. 
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