Appendix 2. 
Item-Retention Decision Table
	Attribute / metric
	Ideal threshold
	Action

	
	
	Retain
	Review / revise
	Discard

	Qualitative item development pre-testing retention

	Item comprehension/ clarity (qualitative)
	No complains Consensus among reference group and participants as 
	Understood by all reference group members and target group participants
	Item revised in English and Setswana translation updated if re-phrasing and explanation required frequently
	If any member of reference group or several pre-testing participants or misinterprets or hedges response based on item phrasing

	Item tautology (qualitative)
	Consensus among reference group that items uniquely cover targeted content
	Consensus that item content coverage unique, or, if tautologous, better phrased or comprehendible compared to similar items.
	Consensus that tautologous items of similar comprehension and clarify
	Deemed to duplicate content coverage of another item and phrased in a manner less clear or understandable in either English or Setswana

	Differential item comprehension or clarity by participant sub-group or language (qualitative)
	Understood across all identified pilot participant sub-groups
	In both English and Setswana, item observed to be similarly understood across all participant subgroups (urban vs. peri-urban).
	For items observed to have comparable comprehension / clarity across participant subgroups (urban vs. peri-urban) but poorly understood in either English or version translated into Setswana 
	In both English and Setswana, item observed to be less well understood among particular participant subgroups (urban vs. peri-urban). 

	Quantitative piloting retention

	Inter-item correlation 
	0.2 to 0.7
	No bivariate correlations >0.7 and matrix determinant ≥ 0.0001


	Assess for redundancy if matrix determinant too small (<0.0001), any bivariate correlations (0.7<0.8) items are nearly identical in wording. 
	Very strong bivariate correlation >0.8 and item statement structured less simply and/or identified culture-salient domain not elicited

	Factor loading (EFA on training data)*
	≥0.40
	Item strongly loads (≥0.40) on assigned primary factor; or loading is adequate (0.30 to 0.39) and covers culture-salient domain content not covered by other retained items (theoretically vital)
	Consider removing item loading |0.30 to 0.39| after removing items loading weaker, unless item covers content not covered by other retained items 
	|0 < 0.30|: insufficient alignment with theoretical model; remove beginning with the weakest loadings (closest to 0) 

	Item uniqueness (1- communality~) (EFA on training data)
	<0.60 
	Low <0.50

	0.60 - 0.70

	>0.70 (unless item covers culture-salient domain content not covered by other retained items (theoretically vital)

	McDonald’s Omega (ω) if item removed
	Lower than overall ω
	Removing item reduces overall scale reliability


	No change to overall ω. Keep if content coverage required 
	Overall ω increases significantly if item removed; item that yields the largest increase in ω if removed, is discarded first

	McDonald’s Omega (ω) of each factor’s final item set
	ω≥0.80
	Item set ω≥0.7 (at least acceptable reliability)
	n/a
	Item set ω<0.7 (low reliability)

	Model fit (CFA on test data)**
	RMSEA<0.08
CFI>0.90
TLI>0.90
	RMSEA<0.08
CFI>0.90
TLI>0.90
	RMSEA:0.08<0.10
CFI≤0.90
TLI≤0.90
Re-consider model of scale items
	RMSEA≥0.10
CFI≤0.90
TLI≤0.90
Re-consider model of scale items 


* Factor loading coefficient indicated are absolute values (E.g., 0.30 to 0.39 includes positive and negative ranges (-0.30 to -0.39 and +0.30 to +0.39).
**Thresholds of fit indices for Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA); Comparative Fit Index (CFI); Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) suggested by Browne and Cudeck (1992).
~Proportion of variation in the measured variable accounted for by the factor(s) retained.
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