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Purpose : The purpose of this study was to conduct a validity test for test items and graphic
symbols to develop an AAC symbol assessment tool (AAC-SAT).

Methods: The AAC symbol tests that are currently used in Korea were critically reviewed.
A literature review on preschool children's vocabulary was conducted to develop a
vocabulary list for the AAC-SAT. Twenty-one speech-language pathologists participated in
the validity tests. They evaluated each test item and graphic symbol using a 5-point Likert
scale. The scores were inverted into a content validity index (CVI) to analyze the overall
validity of the sub-tests and each test item.

Results: All 65 test items had a CVI of .80 or higher. Regarding the sub-test, the average
CVI was .92 for the 30 items of the symbol type test. For the 20 items included in the
semantic categorization test, the average CVI was .97. The average CVI was .98 for the
15 items of the symbol-based communication level test. The average CVI for the 70
individual graphic symbols was .94, and the average CVI for the 10 semantic category
symbols was also .94. Among the individual graphic symbols, three symbols showed a CVI
greater than .50 and less than .80, which required correction.

Conclusions: The results contributed to developing the AAC-SAT based on the literature
review and validity tests. It is expected that the competencies of individuals with complex
communication needs can be evaluated through this well-developed AAC symbol
assessment tool.
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Figure 1. Two types of the symbol size and number test in the
AAC-SAT: (A) is the visual symbol identification test, and (B) is
the visual symbol verification test
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Figure 2. An example of the symbol type test in the AAC-SAT:
clockwise from the top left, irrelevant ‘camera’, semantically
related ‘chick’, phonologically related 'sweet potato’, and the

target word 'cat’
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Figure 3. Semantic categorization test of the AAC-SAT
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Figure 4. Symbol-based communication level test of the
AAC-SAT
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Table 1. Number of test items and words included in the
AAC-SAT

Number
Sub-test Number of test items . of

different

words
Symbol type test 30 40

(10words x 3types)
Semantic categorization 20 20
test (2words X 10categories)
15
Symbol l?ase'd (5words/phrases/sentences 24
communication level test
x levels)

Note. AAC-SAT=AAC symbol assessment tool.
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Figure 5. Examples of categorical graphic symbols
(A) is a symbol representing ‘transportation’, and (B) is a
symbol of ‘animal
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Table 2. Demographic information of the participants

Category Sub-category n % M (SD)
Sex Female 21 100.0
Age (years) 39.24 (7.67)
Education  Undergraduate 2 9.5

Graduate (Master) 13 61.9

Graduate (Doctoral) 6 28.6
Work experience (years) 9.90 ( 4.18)
Number of clients to whom 9.57 (13.83)

AAC intervention provided
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Min=.85)°|{tHTable 5).

Table 3. Descriptive statistics of CVls for the symbol type
test of the AAC-SAT (=21)

# Item  CVI SD # Item CVI SD
1 94 11 16 .87 15
2 .96 .09 17 .92 12
3 .95 .10 18 .94 11
4 .87 13 19 .88 15
5 .88 17 20 .96 .09
6 .88 15 21 .96 .09
7 .86 24 22 .88 15
8 94 11 23 .93 12
9 .92 14 24 .95 .10

10 .94 11 25 .94 13
11 .96 .09 26 .92 12
12 .94 13 27 .94 13
13 .82 .16 28 93 12
14 .94 A1 29 .86 17
15 .94 A1 30 .96 .09

Note. CVl=content validity index; AAC-SAT=AAC symbol
assessment tool.

Table 4. Descriptive statistics of CVls for the Semantic
categorization test of the AAC-SAT (7=21)

Semantic category # Item CVI SD
People 1 .99 .17
2 .90 17

Body part 3 .99 .05
4 .99 .05

Animal 5 .98 .08
6 .98 .08

Food 7 .96 12
8 .99 .05

Clothing & jewelry 9 .99 .05
10 .99 .05

Household items 1 92 14
12 .88 .15

Stationery 13 .99 .05
14 .98 .08

Transportation 15 .99 .05
16 .98 .08

Place 17 .98 .08
18 .99 .05

Action 19 .99 .05
20 .98 .08

Note. CVI=content validity index: AAC-SAT=AAC symbol
assessment tool.
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Table 5. Descriptive statistics of CVIs for the symbol-based
communication level test of the AAC-SAT (r=21)

Communication level # Item CVI SD
Single word level 1 .90 .15
2 .92 12
3 .90 12
4 .89 .15
5 .90 12
Word combination 6 .90 12
level 7 85 19
8 .87 .15
9 .92 12
10 .89 13
Word combination 11 .89 .15
using basic 12 90 15
grammatical rules 13 9 14
14 .87 .15
15 .89 .15

Note. CVl=content validity index; AAC-SAT=AAC symbol
assessment tool.
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Table 6. Descriptive statistics of CVI for categorical graphic
symbols that are used in the semantic categorization test of
the AAC-SAT (/=21)

[tem Semantic category CVI SD
1 People .90 17
2 Body part .99 .05
3 Animal .94 13
4 Food .94 A1
5 Clothing & jewelry .96 .09
6 Household items .87 17
7 Stationery .98 .08
8 Transportation .98 .08
9 Place 92 12

10 Action .92 12

Note. CVl=content validity index; AAC-SAT=AAC symbol
assessment tool.
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