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24 Abstract

25 Objective: This study aimed to develop and concurrently validate a simple, resource-

26 efficient, and time-efficient bedside tool based on day-to-day movement tasks for evaluating 

27 upper limb function in stroke survivors. 

28 Methods: The study’s qualitative and cross-sectional component was conducted in 2 

29 stages. At the initial stage, a relevant literature review was carried out to conceptualize and 

30 define the theoretical framework of day-to-day movement tasks, in evaluating upper limb 

31 function. Subsequently, an initial item pool of 18 upper limb and hand movements was 

32 developed. A Delphi method was employed to verify content validity of the initial 18-item 

33 scale using an expert consensus panel of 6 subject matter experts (three neurologists, two 

34 physiotherapists, and 1 occupation therapist). At the first round, 4 items were excluded using 

35 expert panel consensus method. During the second round of the content validation phase, the 

36 remaining 14-item scale was revised and refined to a final 12-item scale by the expert panel 

37 using a 5-point Likert rating scale. A score of 2 or below by at least two experts on a 5-point 

38 Likert scale was used as the criterion to modify or remove the components. During the 

39 second stage, the final 12-item bedside upper limb evaluation tool (BUFET) scale underwent 

40 concurrent validation using purposive sampling of 25 stroke survivors. Concurrent validity 

41 was assessed by correlating the BUFET score with Wolf Motor Function (WMT) scores 

42 using Spearman's correlation coefficient and internal consistency was evaluated through 

43 Cronbach’s alpha. 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted January 30, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.01.29.24301976doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.01.29.24301976
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


3

44 Results: Concurrent validity and internal consistency of the scale were supported by a 

45 high correlation coefficient (r = 0.937; p<0.001) with WMFT and high Cronbach’s alpha 

46 (0.948).

47 Conclusions: The newly developed BUFET was found to be a valid and reliable bedside 

48 tool in the evaluation of upper limb functions and can be administered in a resource and time-

49 efficient manner. 

50 Keywords: Stroke, Upper limb function, Outcome measures, Bedside assessment, 

51 Evaluation tool.

52 INTRODUCTION

53 The daily activities of individuals with stroke are significantly influenced by the upper limb 

54 (UL) and hand function[1] Evidence from several studies suggested that 85% of stroke 

55 survivors suffer UL and hand impairments. [2–5] In particular stroke survivors with middle 

56 cerebral artery infarction have been associated with muscle weakness[6], inability to control 

57 all UL segments in space and time (inter-joint coordination)[7] [8], difficulty in grasping and 

58 holding an object, reduced ability to independently move individual fingers.[3]There is 

59 significant evidence to suggest that these UL impairments contribute to loss of UL function, 

60 loss of independence in activities of daily living, and impaired quality of life.[9,10] The 

61 presence of these diverse motor impairments a few weeks after a stroke can predict future UL 

62 function.[3] Therefore, evaluation of UL function is critical in day-to-day stroke 

63 rehabilitation.[11]

64 Evaluation of UL functional movements following stroke has been performed by several 

65 types of tools ranging from observer-based scales, instrumented tests, and self-reported 
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66 questionnaires.[12] Some of the commonly reported reliable and valid performance 

67 assessment tools to quantify UL function in stroke survivors include the Fugl-Meyer 

68 Assessment of Upper Limb (FMA-UL), Wolf Motor Function Test (WMFT), Action 

69 Research Arm Test (ARAT), Box and Block Test (BBT), Nine Hole Peg Test (NHPT).[12–

70 14] Although FMA-UL has been reported to have the highest level of psychometric and 

71 clinometric properties, it does not evaluate functional arm and hand movements.[15] FMA-

72 UL mainly evaluates body function and structures as per the international classification of 

73 functioning (ICF) framework. In addition, FMA-UL and ARAT are noted to exhibit some 

74 overlap in their assessment of UL function, suggesting that they may not be entirely distinct 

75 in their evaluations of UL capabilities.[16] Clinical tools such as ARAT, WMFT, BBT, and 

76 NHPT predominantly measure grasping and displacement movements of different object 

77 sizes with less emphasis on gross movements.[17,18] ARAT involves a subjective scoring 

78 method, with poor definitions of the test item positioning and time allocation for each 

79 item.[14,19] Currently, there is no agreement on the selection of any particular tool for a 

80 particular individual with a stroke.[3]

81 Despite the excellent psychometric properties of FMA-UL, WMFT, and ARAT, all these 

82 tools require a considerable amount of time and are resource-intensive due to their 

83 comprehensive nature and need for manual administration.[20] In particular, FMA-UL 

84 requires longer than 30 minutes to complete the test and needs material resources and/or tools 

85 including a standardized chair and/or desk to execute the same.[21]  Furthermore, 

86 administration of these said measures can be exhaustive, cumbersome, and often impractical 

87 for bedside evaluation. The time taken to administer a tool significantly influences its 

88 probability of regular usage in clinical practice. Hence, tools that take a quicker time are 

89 more likely to be utilized.[3]
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90 Emerging evidence suggests that the inclusion of non-contact gesture movements (e.g., 

91 salute, hand waving gesture, etc.) and contact-grasping (e.g., grasping a small glass, etc.) 

92 would strengthen the representativeness and comprehensiveness of evaluation of UL 

93 movements of daily life.[2,22] In addition, analysis of gesture and grasp movements can 

94 demonstrate task-specific and impairment-specific characteristics.[22] In line with that, we 

95 propose a conceptual framework for the clinical utility of day-to-day movement tasks such as 

96 hand gesture movements, grasping movements,[23] and rhythmic finger tapping[24] in 

97 evaluating the UL function in stroke. Although previous studies have quantified the 

98 impairments in hand gestures, grasping, and finger tapping, these studies primarily employed 

99 expensive quantifiable technology to investigate such as wearable gloves for hand gesture 

100 recognition,[25,26] and ultrasound-based motion analyzer for kinetic and kinematic analysis 

101 of grasping. [27] Evidence suggests that the finger-tapping test is a useful tool in predicting 

102 recovery in stroke survivors.[28,29] Currently, there is no simple, qualitative, resource, and 

103 time-efficient tool that could be quickly administered at the bedside to evaluate UL function 

104 in stroke survivors.

105 Therefore, the primary aim of the present study was to develop a bedside tool based on day-

106 to-day movement tasks that can be administered with ease, accuracy, minimal time 

107 consumption, and less exhaustion to measure the UL function following stroke. The 

108 secondary aim was to assess the concurrent validity of the new bedside tool.

109 Materials and Methods

110 The study comprised of 2 phases 1) scale development and content validity verification 2) 

111 concurrent validity determination with WMFT. After receiving approval from the 

112 Institutional Ethics Committee (IEC KMC MLR 1/2022/15), a dual-phasic study containing 

113 qualitative and cross-sectional elements was undertaken in teaching hospitals affiliated with 
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114 Kasturba Medical College, Mangalore, from February 2022 to January 2023. The qualitative 

115 phase included tool development, whereas the cross-sectional phase focused on tool 

116 validation. Purposive sampling was implemented for participant recruitment. The study 

117 participant characteristics are depicted in Table 1. The study included adult participants (>18 

118 years of age) diagnosed with primary infarction/hemorrhagic stroke and hemiparesis of the 

119 upper limb (UL). Exclusion criteria of the study were i) other neurological disorders, ii) 

120 severe cognitive deficits (Montreal Cognitive Assessment score < 24), iii) perceptual 

121 dysfunctions, and iv) pre-existing UL musculoskeletal conditions affecting testing.

122 Scale Development 

123 The theoretical conceptualization and development of the new Bedside Upper Limb 

124 Evaluation Tool (BUFET) was guided by AMJ. Initially, the research team identified 18 

125 simple day-to-day movement tasks (Table 2 and Table 3) as potential scale items through a 

126 comprehensive review of relevant literature. The initial 18-items scale comprised of tasks 

127 such as UL and hand gesture movements, grasping movements, and finger tapping. All the 

128 identified movements require coordinated function of the shoulder, elbow, wrist, hand, and 

129 fingers.

130 Content Validation

131 A Delphi-method was implemented to achieve content validity, involving an expert 

132 consensus panel comprised of 6 clinical researchers with a minimum of 15 years of 

133 experience in specialized neurological clinical practice.  Evidence indicates that Delphi 

134 technique is an efficient method to obtain feedback from panel of experts to reach consensus 

135 after several iterative rounds of communication.[30] The expert panel included 3 neurologist, 

136 2 physiotherapist, and 1 occupational therapist. For content validation, the 18-item was 

137 reviewed by each panelist to evaluate the construct relevance. Using the expert consensus 
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138 method, 4 items (item # 15 to 18, Table 2) were excluded from the initial 18-item scale that 

139 were identified as having non-relevance at the first round of panel discussion. 

140 The remaining 14-item scale (Table 3) was subsequently evaluated by the expert panel to 

141 identify redundancies and eliminate duplications by rating all the items using a 5-point Likert 

142 scale and providing critical remarks for items that need to be refined or excluded. The scale 

143 items were revised or excluded if at least two experts rated them 2 or below. Accordingly, 

144 two test items were excluded from the 14-item scale (Table 3). The rating systems of the 

145 remaining 12 were reviewed and a final 12-item BUFET entered subsequent concurrent 

146 validation phase. The finalized 12-item BUFET, including rating scores, is available as an 

147 appendix from https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/UFHK5. 

148 Concurrent Validation

149 After developing the final version of scale, concurrent validation process was initiated with 

150 purposive sample of 25 stroke survivors. This phase involved recruiting 25 stroke survivors 

151 meeting inclusion criteria against the estimated minimum sample size of 20. All the 

152 participants were administered with BUFET and Wolf Motor Function Test (WMFT) 

153 randomly with a one-hour interval between the two tests. Evidence indicates that WMFT 

154 comprises 15 timed task-performance items that can assess functional ability with excellent 

155 reliability. The correlation between BUFET and WMFT scores of all 25 participants were 

156 determined using Spearman’s correlation coefficient method. 

157 Outcome Variables

158 The WMFT includes 15 timed tasks with each item rated on a six-point functional ability 

159 scale, assessing effort, smoothness, and overall quality. At the outset, the scale tests the 

160 unaffected side, followed by the affected limb, and generally takes 30-35 minutes to complete 
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161 the evaluation. Evidence suggests that WMFT exhibits excellent test-retest reliability 

162 (r=0.95) and strong inter-rater (ICC=0.93) and intra-rater (ICC=0.97) reliability. Required 

163 materials for WMFT include a standardized table, chair, box, 12-oz beverage can, 7” pencil 

164 with six flat sides, 2” paper clips, lock and key, face towel, and basket.[31–33]

165 Statistical Analysis

166 Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS, Version 25.0, released 2017. IBM Armonk, 

167 NY: IBM Corp) was used for data analysis. The concurrent validity of BUFET was assessed 

168 by correlating the scores against those of WMFT using Spearman rank correlation analysis. 

169 The internal consistency of the tool was analyzed by obtaining Cronbach’s α. 

170 RESULTS

171 Participant Characteristics

172 A total of 25 participants (17 males, 8 females), with a mean age of 60.6 years, participated in 

173 the concurrent validation study. All participants suffered supratentorial infarction (84%) or 

174 hemorrhagic type (16%) of stroke (Table 1). 

175 Table 1. Demographic and clinical Characteristics of the participants
176

Characteristics Total(N=25)
Gender- female/male 8/17
Mean age in years (SD) 60.6 (9.55)
Lesion Location- Supratentorial (%) 25 (100%)
Lesion Type-Infarction/hemorrhagic 21(84%)/4 (16%)
Side of Involvement-left/right 9/16
Mean MoCA/30 (SD) 26.96 (1.65)
Mean WMFT/75 (SD) 52.64 (12.75)
Mean BUFET/48 (SD) 34.36 (7.97)

177 Note: SD = standard deviation, % = percentage, N = number
178

179
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180 Content Validation

181 The principal investigator (PI) organized an initial 18-item scale focusing on essential day-to-

182 day movement tasks including gestures, grasping, and finger tapping (Table 2 & Table 3). 

183 This scale was subsequently revised to 14 items based on recommendations from the six 

184 subject experts who participated in the study (Table 3). Removal of scale item/element was 

185 considered if at least two subject experts rated a score of 2 or below for that item. According 

186 to this specified criterion, items were eliminated, as shown in Table 2 and Table 3.

187 A closing agreement from the subject experts on the revised 12-item scale was carried out 

188 and the finalized BUFET comprised of 7 gesture items, 3 grasping/gripping items, 1 item for 

189 wrist movement, and 1 finger tapping item (available from 

190 https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/UFHK5). 

191 Table 2. Items Excluded with Delphi Method
192

Item Expert’s Rationale for Exclusion
15.Elbow flexion- Break test for 
strength examination

Excluded as this item focuses solely on evaluating the 
muscle strength rather than priority hand function. Also, its 
inclusion would necessitate further evaluation of multiple 
muscles to validate strength examination.

16. Make a ring by opposing 
thumb & index- Examiner breaks 
to check the strength 

Excluded due to duplicity, given its similarity to the action of 
"Gesture 3.

17.Functional position of hand Excluded as the scoring can be difficult and may resemble 
the typical hand posture observed in many  stroke 
individuals. 

18.Elbow extension- Break test for 
strength examination

Excluded as this item focuses solely on evaluating the 
muscle strength rather than priority hand function. Also, its 
inclusion would necessitate further evaluation of multiple 
muscles to validate strength examination

193

194
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195 Table 3. Content Validation for Bedside Upper Limb Functional Evaluation Tool

196 Note: E = Expert.

Items E-1 E-2 E-3 E-4 E-5 E-6 Remarks Included/ 
Excluded

1.Salute 5 5 5 5 5 5 Included
2.Hold the nose 4 5 5 4 3 4 Included
3.Hand Waving 5 5 5 5 4 5 Included
4.Make a claw/hook

1 1 1 1 1 1

Claw being a 
deformity is 
misfit as a 
component

Excluded

5.Grip the 
examiner’s fingers 5 5 5 5 5 4 Included

6.Oppose and 
maintain the contact 
of thumb and little 
finger

5 5 5 5 5 4

Included

7.Point the index 
finger upwards with 
wrist in extension

4 5 5 5 5 5
Included

8.Clockwise and 
anticlockwise 
stirring action of 
wrist

4 5 5 4 4 5

Included

9.Snapping action 
of the fingers 4 5 5 4 4 4 Included

10.Hold the 
examiners finger 
using the thumb and 
index finger

5 5 5 4 4 3

Included

11.Gesture a 
scissoring action 
using the index and 
middle finger

5 5 5 5 5 5

Included

12.Interlacing of 
Fingers

5 4 3 4 1 1

A representation 
of abduction and 
adduction of 
fingers is 
covered in the 
“scissoring 
action” hence 
removed due to 
similarity

Excluded

13.Gesture the 
number 3 using 
middle, ring, and 
little finger

5 5 5 5 5 3

Included

14.Finger tapping  4 5 5 5 5 5 Included
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197 Correlation Analysis

198 Correlation analysis was utilized to confirm the concurrent validity of the proposed BUFET 

199 scale by comparing them to WMFT which was used as reference standard.  The normality of 

200 BUFET scores suggested a normal distribution and WMFT scores revealed absence of 

201 normal distribution. Since one of the variables was not normally distributed, Spearman rank 

202 method was used for correlation coefficient analysis. The results of analysis indicated a high 

203 significant correlation coefficient (r = 0.937; p < 0.001) as presented in the Figure 1. 

204 Additionally, the BUFET demonstrated high internal consistency, as reflected by a 

205 Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.948.

206 Fig 1. This is the Fig 1 Correlation between BUFET and WMFT Scores.

207 DISCUSSION

208 In the current study, evidence is provided for the contention that day-to-day movement 

209 gestures, grasping activities, and rhythmic wrist and finger movements constitute a 

210 significant tool for the evaluation of UL function in stroke survivors. Previous research 

211 primarily focused on investigating the therapeutic efficacy of gesture, grasping, and finger-

212 tapping movements to enhance UL function using quantitative and expensive methods.[2,27] 

213 Nonetheless, there is an apparent significant gap in the literature regarding the development 

214 and validation of a qualitative bedside tool utilizing daily gesture, grasping, and finger 

215 tapping movements for evaluating UL function in stroke survivors. Existing tools in 

216 assessment of shoulder, elbow, wrist, and hand motor impairment require specific materials, 

217 training, and excessive amount of time. Consequently, a simple, inexpensive, resource (no 

218 resources) and time-efficient (<10 mins) Bedside Upper Limb Evaluation Tool (BUFET) was 

219 developed and validated with methodological study design. Such a qualitative bedside tool 
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220 that can be implemented in clinical, research, or home settings could be a critical component 

221 in stroke rehabilitation.

222 Evaluation of UL and hand function is pivotal for the comprehensive rehabilitation of stroke 

223 survivors. The newly developed BUFET serves as a qualitative instrument that can be 

224 efficiently administered at the bedside. This tool facilitates the observation of intricate 

225 patterns in shoulder, elbow, hand, and wrist movements during the execution of gestures, 

226 grasping, and fine finger movements. According to Michael Roth, symbolic hand gestures are 

227 predominantly upper arm and hand movements, conceptualized as originating from ergotic 

228 hand movements associated with object manipulation and epistemic hand movements related 

229 to sensing activity.[34] In general, hand orientation assumed by the grasping hand depends on 

230 the initial hand position, location, shape, and orientation of the object to be grasped.[35] 

231 However, stroke survivors often exhibit impaired gesture imitation, influencing the 

232 performance of specific arm and hand segments (limb apraxia).[36] 

233 Kinematic studies have indicated that complex hand gestures and grasp movements in stroke 

234 survivors are associated with altered joint rotation patterns, hand orientations, and impaired 

235 inter-joint coordination of grasp and twist.[2,7] Evidence also suggests that impaired hand 

236 gesture imitation is linked to posterior lesions in the left inferior parietal lobule (LIPL) and 

237 temporal-parietal-occipital junction (TPOJ), while impaired finger gesture imitation is 

238 associated with lesions in the inferior frontal gyrus (IFG).[37,38] These brain regions are 

239 responsible for motor planning, coordination, and the integration of sensory-motor 

240 information.[7] 

241 Consequently, prompt qualitative movement analysis of gestures, grasping, and fine finger 

242 movements using BUFET at the bedside empowers the examiner to raise clinical suspicion 

243 regarding the potential location of brain lesions in stroke survivors. This tool facilitates early 
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244 and timely interventions. In particular, the qualitative assessment focused on UL motor 

245 function can reveal distinctive patterns that correlate with the left inferior parietal lobule 

246 (LIPL) and temporal-parietal-occipital junction (TPOJ), enabling differentiation between 

247 stroke groups and offering valuable insights into the functional abilities of stroke survivors. 

248 Furthermore, it may provide indications of specific brain lesion types, distinguishing between 

249 posterior (LIPL) and anterior (IFG) lesions.

250 The BUFET covers a wide range of UL, hand, and finger movements. The first component-

251 salute evaluates the ability to produce a movement pattern away from the typical attitude of 

252 the affected limb.[39] The second and the third components (holding the nose and hand 

253 waving, respectively) help to assess the quality of control of shoulder flexors and external 

254 rotators which are reported to be considerably impaired among stroke subjects.[40] Also, the 

255 second item (holding the nose) reflecting hand-to-mouth function is reported to be a 

256 significant method to evaluate UL in subjects with stroke.[41]  The functional ability of the 

257 intermediate joint (i.e., elbow), to achieve complete flexion is also tested in the first and 

258 second components while the elbow extension is tested in the third component. Levin et al 

259 emphasized that the movement amplitudes at the shoulder and elbow joints were significantly 

260 impaired during the excursion of the hemiparetic arm.[42] In particular, during reach-out 

261 tasks, effective shoulder movements with inter-joint coordination are paramount. [43] Hence, 

262 hand waving has been included as a third component to evaluate shoulder function. 

263

264 Wrist circumduction movement is usually described as flexion-extension motion in function 

265 of radio-ulnar deviation. Most daily activities of life can be performed through an arc from 

266 100 flexion to 350 extensions. Evidence suggests that static flexion posture of finger 

267 significantly influences wrist circumduction with a linear relationship between wrist and 

268 finger movements.[44] This phenomenon is particularly implicated in wrist drop observed 
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269 among people with unilateral stroke. A Rasch model analysis of the psychometric properties 

270 of wrist and hand subscales of FMA-UL in stroke reported a higher/large positive factor 

271 loading (0.846) for wrist circumduction representing the unidimensional construct of UL and 

272 hand motor function.[45] Thus, inclusion of clockwise and anti-clockwise stirring action of 

273 the wrist as one of the items demonstrated that BUFET is unidimensional. Furthermore, 

274 reduced selectivity of the muscles that control isolated index finger extension, a deficit in the 

275 ability to perform isolated finger extension, has also been studied.[46] Hence, inclusion of 

276 pointing the index finger upwards with the wrist in extension is considered significant.

277 Maximum grip force is generated with the wrist held in extension,[23] and lack of recovery of 

278 grasp efficiency may suggest the inability of the descending pathways to control the distal 

279 muscles.[47] Additionally, the radial aspect of the hand plays a significant role in fine motor 

280 tasks such as gripping, which require greater dexterity and strength. Liu et al. stated that the 

281 thumb, index, and middle fingers that are controlled by the radial aspect of the hand are more 

282 prone to impairment compared to other fingers.[48] Due to these reasons, the evaluation of 

283 the grip strength through the radial aspect is considered.

284

285 The opposition of thumb is essential for daily activities like picking up small objects. The 

286 opposition was noted to be reduced in stroke subjects when compared to healthy.[49]

287 Nijland et al. reported that the ability to extend the finger within 72 hours post-stroke can 

288 predict functional recovery in the hemiplegic arm at 6 months.[50] While attempting to move 

289 a specific digit, inappropriate contractions of muscles in other digits were noted among stroke 

290 subjects.[46] Prior research also stated an increased level of motor impairment with ulnar 

291 fingers i.e., middle, ring, and little finger.[51] Since specific digit(s) movements are likely to 

292 be impaired in stroke subjects pointing the index finger upwards and gesturing the number 

293 “3” are included.
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294 Studies have reported impaired thumb movements and reduced velocity in finger flexion 

295 movements among stroke subjects.[52] To evaluate thumb and middle finger control, the 

296 snapping action of the finger that requires quick flexion of the middle finger against the 

297 thumb is selected as a component. In addition, finger abduction/adduction was reported to be 

298 greatly impaired compared to flexion/extension.[46] Thus, BUFET included the scissoring 

299 action of the index and middle fingers as a test item to evaluate the finger abduction and 

300 adduction movements.  Reduced individual finger movement is associated with greater hand 

301 impairment and the same study also reported unwanted extra finger movements during finger 

302 individuation that correlated with lower ARAT and Moberg Pick-Up Test scores.[53] Hence, 

303 finger-tapping that assesses individual movement of the digits is incorporated. 

304

305 WMFT assesses the functional ability of the UL. Out of the 15 items, 6 components (40%) 

306 focus exclusively on the proximal joints. Contrary to that, 3 components of BUFET (25%) 

307 assess proximal control, thus ensuring a larger proportion of the scale to focus on diverse 

308 hand functions. All the test components of BUFET were administered at ease at the bedside. 

309 The BUFET required an average of 10 minutes to complete its administration when 

310 compared to the 30–35-minute requirement for WMFT. [13,54]

311

312 Our results for the correlation analysis between BUFET and WMFT revealed a high 

313 correlation coefficient (r = 0.937, p<0.001) which suggest that both tools measure similar, 

314 unidimensional construct. The BUFET also demonstrated a high internal consistency with 

315 Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.948 (p<0.001) which is consistent with the alpha scores of 

316 WMFT-0.92[32], FMA-U -0.98 [55], and ARAT -0.98 [56] . The results imply that the 

317 BUFET is capable of detecting motor functions nearly identical to the WMFT. In addition to 
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318 the above, it also suggests that BUFET can be used as an easy-to-administer bedside outcome 

319 measure for UL function post-stroke. 

320 Limitations 

321 Firstly, the items on the scale were narrowed down based on subject experts’ opinions and 

322 clinical acumen. An alternative could have been based on direct administration of the 

323 components on a limited number of study participants. Secondly, the minimum requirement 

324 to carry out the test is that the subject should be made to sit either at the bedside or on a chair 

325 which might make its administration difficult for those with a greater degree of motor 

326 involvement. 

327 Future scope 

328 Studies should aim at analyzing other psychometric properties including intra-rater and inter-

329 rater reliability based on observations made by multiple observers. The prognostic value of 

330 the tool can also be assessed through well-designed prospective studies. A Rasch analysis 

331 may help in identifying the key components of the scale to further narrow down the 

332 components if indicated. 
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