Calculation Face Validation - Respondent (adolescents) views
A. Clearity
	Not clear
	 Almost clear
	clear 
	Very clear

	1
	2
	3
	4

	0
	0
	1
	1



Table 1. Clearity rating calculation 
	Q/ RATER
	*A1
	 
	A2
	 
	A3
	 
	A4
	 
	A5
	 
	A6
	 
	A7
	 
	A8
	 
	A9
	 
	A10
	 
	 
	SUM OF RATER
	I-FVI
	UV

	S1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	
	10
	1
	1

	S2
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	3
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	
	10
	1
	1

	S3
	3
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	3
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	3
	1
	
	10
	1
	1

	S4
	2
	0
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	2
	0
	4
	1
	
	8
	0.8
	0

	S5
	3
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	3
	1
	3
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	3
	1
	
	10
	1
	1

	S6
	4
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	2
	0
	4
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	
	9
	0.9
	0

	S7
	3
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	3
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	3
	1
	
	10
	1
	1

	S8
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	
	10
	1
	1

	S9
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	
	10
	1
	1

	S10
	3
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	4
	1
	
	10
	1
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	9
	
	10
	
	10
	
	10
	
	10
	
	10
	
	9
	
	10
	
	9
	
	10
	
	
	
	

	Proposition clearity
	
	0.9
	
	1
	
	1
	
	1
	
	1
	
	1
	
	0.9
	
	1
	
	0.9
	
	1
	
	S-FVI
	9.70
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	S-FVI/Ave
	0.97
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	SUM
	9.9
	
	
	
	8

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Proposition clearity across raters
	0.99
	
	S-FVI/UA
	0.80


*A= participant (adolescents), Q= Questionnaire
Scores of FVI >0.83 for 10 raters are acceptable (Yusoff, 2019)

B. Comprehensive 
	Not understandable
	 Almost understand
	 Understand
	Very understandable

	1
	2
	3
	4

	0
	0
	1
	1



Table 2:  Comprehensive rating calculation
	Q/ RATER
	A1
	 
	A2
	 
	A3
	 
	A4
	 
	A5
	 
	A6
	 
	A7
	 
	A8
	 
	A9
	 
	A10
	 
	 
	SUM OF RATER
	I-FVI
	UV

	S1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	 
	10
	1
	1

	S2
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	 
	10
	1
	1

	S3
	3
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	3
	1
	 
	10
	1
	1

	S4
	3
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	4
	1
	 
	10
	1
	1

	S5
	3
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	3
	1
	3
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	4
	1
	 
	10
	1
	1

	S6
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	 
	10
	1
	1

	S7
	3
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	3
	1
	 
	10
	1
	1

	S8
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	 
	10
	1
	1

	S9
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	 
	10
	1
	1

	S10
	2
	0
	4
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	 
	9
	0.9
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	9
	
	10
	
	10
	
	10
	
	10
	
	10
	
	10
	
	10
	
	10
	
	10
	
	
	
	

	Proposition comprehensive
	
	0.9
	
	1
	
	1
	
	1
	
	1
	
	1
	
	1
	
	1
	
	1
	
	1
	
	S-FVI
	9.90
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	S-FVI/Ave
	0.99
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	SUM
	9.9
	
	
	
	9

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Proposition is comprehensive across raters
	0.99
	
	S-FVI/UA
	0.90


Scores of FVI >0.83 for 10 raters are acceptable (Yusoff, 2019), (Zamanzadeh et al., 2015),
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