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ABSTRACT

The goals of the study were threefold: to examine, in a sample of Hindi-speaking
Indian women, (1) the internal consistency reliability and psychometridityadif a
broad assessment of intimate partner aggression (IPA) that previously hasééén
multiple languages in the public-health domain; (2) the extent to which the ruatuse
of a widely used personality measure conforms in this sample to the perssinatityre
that has been found in many other cultural and geographic groupings and across many
languages; and (3) relations between personality traits and the experiéihée of
including physical, psychological and sexual IPA. A sample of rural, nortindia
women were recruited and asked to complete several psychological measiuds)g
one of personality and one of their experience as a recipient of IPA. Thaudgtst
that the structure of IPA, but not personality, in this sample is consistent with tha
commonly found in western samples. Reasons for the lack of replication in peysonalit
structure are discussed. Nonetheless, the relations between persondi dochains
found in this sample suggest that personality is related to these women’sspeii

IPA, but in ways that differ somewhat from western samples.
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CHAPTER I. STUDY 1: INTRODUCTION

Cross-cultural comparative psychological research is intended to generate
knowledge about universal versus specific psychological processes, often using
assessments developed by American and/or western European reseathers-w
American, non-western-European participants (Matsumoto & Yoo, 2006). Some
researchers, however, have argued that this type of research is “culture-btuexd, va
laden and [possesses] limited validity” (Kim, Yang & Hwang, 2006, p. 4), which
necessitates the development of new psychological approaches that gxqaisitder
the context of psychological phenomena, allowing for a more nuanced and measured
view of these processes.

In contrast to cross-cultural comparative research, indigenous psychological
research, such as what is known as “native anthropology,” aims to measureqaggahol
phenomena from the perspectives of specific geographic, ethnic and/or cultural groups
using theories, concepts, hypotheses, and instruments generated by and for biose wit
the group (YU, 2006). In other words, indigenous psychology investigates psychological
phenomena in specific contexts, which are incorporated into the research dasign (K
al., 2006). The distinction between these two approaches is often referred to as €tic (non
native, nomothetic, generally applicable) versus emic (native, idiographic,icalécif
applicable); some researchers have argued that bridging this gap and iregtimeitwo
approaches is a necessary next step in culturally relevant psychotegeaich,
requiring the “enactment of hybridity” (Narayan, 1993, p. 671).

Others have stated that, in reconciling these approaodegnougsychology

increasingly has beconmedigenizedpsychology (psychology specific to one, usually



western, culture made more appropriate to another, usually non-western culture; Y
2006). These researchers describe the indigenization process as one in which a non-
native psychological theory and/or methodology is transformed to become apprapriate
the new context through four stages: importation, implantation, indigenization, and
perpetuation of the new discipline through the training of new scientists (Adair, 1999;
Kim et al., 2006). The ultimate goal of this type of research is “transfameatithe
imported discipline into a mature, self-sustaining scientific disciplitessing the

needs of the country and culture” (Adair, 2004, p. 1). In other words, indigenized
psychology seeks to distinguish the portion of an imported psychological theory,
construct or measure that can be retained and the portion that needs adapting or
indigenizing.

It is important to acknowledge that the extent of adapting or indigenizing likely is
not universal across countries or even population groups within a country, making
necessary a careful study of psychological phenomena within, as well asmetwe
countries (Adair, 2006). It also is critical for researchers to avoid invesggahat they
consider ‘culturally unique’ constructs and processes without first considéjihgw
commonly they occur, (2) how they integrate with other phenomena, and (3) how
meaningful they are to individuals within the sample under consideration (Adair, 2006).
In short, studies from an indigenous or indigenized perspective require careful
forethought and consideration of how both the variable and the population under study
are conceptualized and defined in the research design.

To that end, it is worth considering briefly the construct of “culture” and how it is

defined in the current study. Culture commonly is considered a homogenous entity



composed of beliefs and values shared, adhered to, and perpetuated by individuals within
it. However, many anthropologists and some psychologists have argued convincingly
that culture can be understood better as unbounded by geography or politics, fluid, and
open to change; they also argue that the development of culture is a dynamis proces
(Kim et al., 2006; Merry, 2006). Further, culture and cultural practices often include
ideas and institutions that are contested by members within the culture and cahd® use
a vehicle in competitions over power (Merry, 2006). As such, conversations about
cultural practices need to take into account the broad context, so the understanding of
these practices can change as the cultural context that produced them changes. Mer
(2006) also has argued that one must consider who speaks for a particular cultu, define
in the more traditional sense. Individuals of diverse backgrounds likely have very
different experiences of a given “culture,” regardless of whether tirag érom the
same geographic location and political, educational or social sphere. As ssitiesit io
be as specific as possible when defining and conceptualizing a sample undar study i
order to be clear about the extent to which findings may or may not generalize to a
broader context.

Finally, cross-cultural researchers must balance the potentialbgsary
modification of theory and/or method with maintaining sufficient similaotshe
original theory and/or methodology to allow for cross-cultural comparison (Clark,.1987)
In other words, scientists must avoid both viewing the imported approach as an
indigenous or indigenized one simply for the sake of maximally adhering to the brigina
theory and/or methodology, and also being so sensitive to indigenous views that the

adapted approach departs too far from the original, making cross-culturzdison



invalid. The ideal approach to indigenizing a theory and/or method, then, allows for
sufficient similarity to the original theory and/or construct to allow tanparison while
simultaneously incorporating culture-specific variance (Rogoff, 2003).

The studies conducted for this thesis approach the issues of personality and
domestic violence or intimate partner aggression (IPA) from the perspettive
indigenized psychology and begin to address stages one and two of the indigenization
process. | seek to import an American measure of personality and a westarreraéas
IPA to India for use with a rural, north Indian sample of women from the villages@
Gorakhpur, Uttar Pradesh, India. | then seek to understand the extent to which the pattern
of results obtained with these instruments in this sample is consistent with resul
obtained with these measures in other linguistic, geographic, ethnic and cultural
groupings, versus demonstrate variance specific to this sample. Cdoisidaraple-
specific variance would suggest that these measures might require furthtetiadaor
indigenization for future use in similar samples.

Before describing the studies, | review relevant previous reseatuteadteps.

First, | review definitions of IPA proposed by American and western European
psychological researchers and Indian researchers, with the goals of amdiagst
similarities and reconciling differences. Based on this review, | hypiaththat the
construct of IPA, as defined by these two groups of researchers, shal@sémbal
similarities and that the importation of a western measure of IPA maysatbe
phenomenon defined by Indian researchers adequately. Second, | consider the cross-
cultural and cross-linguistic applicability of the Five-Factor Model os@&wality (FFM),

paying particular attention to the investigation of this model in Indian sangoid |



hypothesize that the model will generalize to the sample used in the pradgnt&hird,

| review research on relations between a woman’s personality angigesieace of

being the target of IPA. To date, the literature on these last links is mindmauch,

the study described below, undertaken to examine these relations in a sampleeadf mar
women from North India, is intended (1) to demonstrate the potential utility of the
study’s personality and IPA measures in an Indian sample, (2) to offer fevidence

for the links between these two constructs, and (3) to begin the indigenization foocess
these personality and IPA measures to Gorakhpur, Uttar Pradesh, India.

This study is intended to address the second step in the indigenization process,
specifically: importation. To import a measure, one first must investigagéher the
patterns of results obtained with that measure in the target sample astertvgith
results obtained in other linguistic, geographic, ethnic and cultural groupings. With
regard to the present study, to be relatively confident that there is ateonhsisucture of
both IPA and personality in western research, it is important first to dentenstra
agreement among researchers with regard to the components of these const tines, a
to ensure that the measures used to assess these constructs are psyalhorek#inte
and valid. If these measures are psychometrically sound and produce a consistent
structure, there will be a ‘baseline’ structure to which the results obtairtbe married
Indian female sample can be compared. Deviations from this structure thenafigtenti
may be considered meaningful and suggest that adaptation or indigenization of this

measure may be necessary.



Domestic Violence and Intimate Partner

Aggression in Western Research

Definitions and Conceptualization

Domestic violence (DV) and IPA have been described variously in American and
other western research. In early research, DV was conceptualized pasaavly act
performed with the intention or perceived intention of causing pain or injury to another
(Straus, 1979). This narrow definition subsequently was broadened to include threats of,
attempted, or completed behaviors that were likely to cause physical injuy ¢gW\fes,
1989). Still later definitions took into account perpetrators’ intentions, defining DV as
“the acts a husband [sic] directs toward his wife which are intended, or aetvpdras
being intended, to physically or psychologically harm his wife, or coerceitteuy
regard for her rights” (Rodenburg & Fantuzzo, 1993, p. 206). Even more recently,
researchers have expanded the DV definition by arguing that DV need notictecest
husband-wife partners, nor to husbands’ behaviors directed towards their wives, but
instead can exist within any intimate relationship and thus is better labél¢tdidn DV;
these researchers also argued that certain parameters within IR&yfesg), severity,
frequency, and meaning of potentially abusive behaviors) also should be explored
(Hegarty, Sheehan & Shonfeld, 1999).

Among the most comprehensive definitions of the IPA construct is that proposed
by the Centers for Disease Control (CDC; Saltzman, Fanslow, McMahon &\5helle
2002), which argues for four main types of IPA that can exist in any intimate
relationship: (1Physical violences the intentional use of physical force with the

potential for causing death, disability, injury, or harm. §8xual violencencludes (a)



the use of physical force against unwilling individuals to force, or try to fdrea) tnto a
sexual act, (b) attempted or completed sexual acts against individuals unable to
understand the act, who decline to participate in the act, or communicate thaethey a
unwilling to participate and (c) abusive sexual contact.T(Bgats of physical or sexual
violenceinclude both verbal threats and threats with a gesture or weapon that
communicate the intent to do violence. Andgdychological/emotional violence
includes trauma as a result of violent acts and threats of acts or coertinge the CDC
definition also stipulates that this violence often occurs in the context ofiamstap
currently and/or previously characterized by physically or sexuallgnidhreats or acts.
In this review, | use the term IPA to refer to both DV and IPA, unless otherwise
noted. However, it is important to acknowledge that not every aggressive or violent
behavior (Hegarty et al., 1999) nor psychologically aggressive act (Ro &ehawyr
2007) is conceptualized by given measures as necessarily constitéti(ey 4P
Composite Abuse Scale; CAS; Hegarty et al., 1999). For example, some authors have
noted that the acts included in their measures are only psychologically agoifebey
take place within the context of a relationship characterized by physicakagm
(Shepard & Campbell, 1992), similar to the distinction made above in the CDCidefinit
of psychological IPA.
In recent years, western IPA researchers have shifted their focusxeonining
the core construct of IPA behaviors to more nuanced interpretations and explanations of
the IPA environment. Among the more frequently addressed aspects oiMinisment
are the psychological consequences of IPA (e.g., Arias, Lyons & St98&), female

targets’ responses to IPA (e.g., Dutton, Goodman & Bennett, 2001), trajectory of change



in IPA (e.g., Lawrence & Bradbury, 2007), effects of mediating and moderatiiadp hes
on IPA (e.g., Leonard & Roberts, 1998), personality predictors of IPA peipgt(a.g.,
Langer & Lawrence, 2008), cross-cultural aspects of IPA (e.g., Kirk,&&Bmery,
2009) and IPA targets’ perception of IPA (e.g., Winstok & Perkis, 2009).

For the field to progress to this point, it was necessary first to examine the IPA
construct thoroughly. That is, this broad, contextual research developed baseéawn a cl
and consensual understanding of what behaviors are central to IPA, and on valid and
reliable measures of this construct. As addressed later in this reviewatiast to the
western consensus, psychological researchers in India currently do not shanecancom
understanding of IPA behaviors, and there is no demonstrated psychometricabig reli
and valid assessment of IPA in Hindi, the most commonly spoken language in India.

Measures

This review begins with an examination of the most frequently used IPA
assessment instruments in western psychological research. ltidgestr female self-
report, quantitative assessments of heterosexual, male-to-femaleaP&xamine
specific and concrete acts of IPA and violence. Notably, it does not include eseakur
either targets’ or perpetrators’ understanding of the acts, perpetiatergions, or
antecedents of or contexts in which the acts occurred. These selectionwsterizssed
to focus on théehavioralacts that western researchers consider either integral or more
tangential to the construct of IPA. This review is the first step in comparingiséact
of IPA developed by western versus Indian researchers.

A cross-measure review is critical because an individual who experiences

specific acts of IPA that are not included in a given instrument cannot be cedsader



target of IPA according to that instrument (Waltermaurer, 2005). For exaasple
mentioned, until approximately the early 1990s, IPA measures solely addressed
physically aggressive acts. However, later researchers acknowlédgjéaig narrow
definition excluded a great many individuals who were experiencing psychallogic
sexual IPA. By comparing across measures, it is possible to minimizkasyncrasies
of each measure and determine which IPA acts are cited most frequently sact ase
most central to the IPA construct in western research.

It is important to note that some researchers integrally include the geferit
IPA behaviors (e.g., which acts are considered moderately vs. mildly sesgyait of
their definition, whereas others criticize suchriori distinctions, arguing that what is
considered severe by the instrument may not be considered severe by tHe.@rget
Smith, Smith & Earp, 1999; Waltermaurer, Ortega & McNutt, 2003). As this review is
concerned with the acts themselves, not interpretations of these acts, | do ra#rconsi
severity further, except for noting which measures specifically quan#éfyséverity
(e.g., Severity of Violence Against Women Scales; SVAWS; Marshall, 1992).

Most current, western, empirical measures of IPA include three faolysical,
psychological/emotional/verbal and sexual aggression. These facets pasedrof
core behaviors unique to each, but there also is wide variation in the operational
definitions of these facets across measures. Researchers developedifibdisiseof
acts included in these measures in various ways, such as using behaviors (i tloged i
family violence literature (e.g., SVAWS), (2) considered abusive by egpegrion (e.g.,
Conflict Tactics Scales; CTS; Straus, 1979), (3) cited in Temporary Restr®rders

filed by clients in a program for abused women (e.g., Measure of Wife Al\WS&;
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Rodenburg & Fantuzzo, 1993), (4) generated by targets of IPA to open-ended questions
(e.g., Abuse Within Intimate Relationships Scale; AWIRS; Borjesson, Aardhsn,
2003) and (5) drawn from qualitative assessment (e.g., Abusive Behavior Inyé&Rdary
Shepard & Campbell, 1992).

Physical Aggression

Table 1 lists the physical IPA acts included in the most commonly used western
measures of IPA; the measures are arranged from most to least recetipaliate.

Table 2 provides the percent of measures from Table 1 including each specific act (i
included in more than one measure). Across measures, the most commonly included acts
are kicked (88% of measures), slapped (88%), hit with object (75%), punched (75%),
shoved (75%) and pushed (63%). However, some measures further refine these broad
acts. For example, the Moderate Violence subscale of the SVAWS sepsieaiped’

into ‘slapped with palm of hand,” ‘slapped with back of hand,” and ‘slapped around face
and head.” Moreover, it is noteworthy that these acts are not mutually excarsivilne
SVAWS allows multiple checks for the same behavior, meaning that one incident of
physical IPA may result in a respondent checking both ‘slapped with palm of hand’ and
‘slapped around face and head.’

Given the overlapping nature of the SVAWS items, a deeper investigation of the
scoring procedures of this measure is warranted. The SVAWS is scored on a four-point
Likert-type scale; the respondent indicates how often their partner has pertbene
behavior in the past 12 months, from never (1) to many times (4). The original SVAWS
publication (Marshall, 1992) offers scoring weights based on the severisi¢ahgnd

emotional impact) of each specific act, determined from student and nonstudent samples
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These weights are multiplied by the frequency of each act, and the wetgmedre
summed to yield subscale scores. Interestingly, the physical and ematipaat i
scoring weights for the three items mentioned above are significangyedhitf(‘slapped
with palm of hand’ = .767 and .894, ‘slapped with back of hand’ = .872 and .889,
‘slapped around face and head’ =.921 and .956, respectively, Marshall repgoged all
.001 across items). These data suggest that the severity of a slap mayrheekdte
more by where than how it was given.

Notably, the Severe Combined Abuse subscale of the CAS, the Injury subscale of
the Revised Conflict Tactics Scales (CTS2; Straus, Hamby, Boneyyv&Gagarman,
1996), the Physical Abuse subscale of the ABI, and the Physical subscalenolethef
Spouse Abuse (ISA; Hudson & Mcintosh, 1981) include items relevant to forced sexual
acts or intercourse. It appears that in the early 1990s researchersobeghrde a
sufficient number of items assessing sexual aggression in IPA scalesta fisscrete
sexual IPA subscale. Before that (e.g., ABI; ISA) only one or two itegasding these
acts were included in the physical IPA subscales. The Injury Scale 62 is a
notable exception to this trend, having been developed after the early 19904, yet stil
combining items relevant to sexual and physical IPA in the same scaleeaEoa for
this may be that the scale was intended to capture the consequences of all type
aggression, including physical and sexual aggression, and thus considers the two part of
the same domain.

Further, the Severe Combined Abuse subscale of the CAS and the Physical
subscale of the ISA each include items that may be more relevant to psycidRg

(e.g., controlling behavior and verbally abusive behavior). With regard to the CAS, its
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authors (Hegarty, Bush & Sheehan, 2005) argue that women who are the targetsif at le
one episode of Severe Combined Abuse either alone or in combination with other types
of abuse may represent a distinct category of IPA. As such, the Severen€dabuse
behaviors were grouped according to severity, and represent acts perfgrmed b
perpetrators of this most severe type of IPA. In contrast, the ISA waspedeising
factor analysis, and three of the items included on the Physical subscaleaftvgr
screams and yells at me,” ‘My partner acts like a bully towards Mg, partner
frightens me’) show significant cross loadings on the Nonphysical subaogdessing
that they may be markers of both the Physical and Nonphysical subscales.tli the
constructs of physical and psychological IPA are moderately cteuelas discussed
further below, such cross-loadings are expected. Thus, it appears that thelosivigx
of physical IPA content in these measures is due either to the theorehdplosta of the
scale in question (e.g., injuries may result from many different typi&Agfor the
method of empirical development used for the measure (e.g., factor analysaly, Fi
the earlier measures demonstrate considerably more overlap in contentehan lat
measures, suggesting that researchers are moving toward developingstrate di
physical, sexual and psychological scales and subscales.

However, despite the inclusion of some items perhaps more relevant to
psychological or sexual IPA, Tables 1 and 2 demonstrate that certain phiscil IPA
are included consistently across western measures of this construct.dataesepport
the ideas that there may be a consensus among western researchers asdothieis
construct, and that a comparison between this construct and the physical IPA tonstruc

developed by Indian researchers may offer insight into the indigenization ofiegbhys
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IPA measure to northern India. This point is considered further below.
Psychological Aggression

Table 3 lists the psychologically aggressive acts included in the mostardynm
used western measures of IPA, again arranged from most to least reciatipuldate.
Table 4 offers a preliminary rational sorting of these acts into broad caetgord
provides the average number of acts within these categories per meas@leaagtve
percent of measures that include at least one act from the given catdgogasure may
include several acts from each category and each act included is counted as one
occurrence. It is possible that several of these categories could be cbllaps®oader
dimensions (e.qg., Restricted Physically and Restricted Socially), butithireed to be
determined through future research. For the purposes of this review, | adopted the
conservative approach of only grouping acts that clearly belonged together.

Across measures, the most commonly cited acts are in the Belittleziz€d
category, with an average of 3.33 acts per measure from this category and 92% of
measures including at least one such act. The most common types of insults included are
those directed at the target’s physical appearance and personal worthcorteasel
third most commonly included types of acts are Threatening Behavior (1.75 actsf 82%
measures) and Angry Behavior (1.92 acts, 64% of measures). Interestihglyghltew
measures included acts from the categories of Restricted Phyditaissed and
Betrayed, those measures that did include acts from these categoriexkalddi
several acts. For example, only the CAS and MWA included acts from the gategor
Restricted Physically, but the CAS included 4 acts and MWA included 6 acts.

As can be seen in Tables 3 and 4, the construct of psychological IPA is quite
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broad. Among the least common, and thus presumably more tangential, aspects of
psychological IPA in the measures reviewed are Harassed and Betraped m@asures
include acts which, taken alone, may not be considered abusive. For example, tiie Test
Negative Social Exchange (TENSE; Ruehlman & Karoly, 1991) Interferemhseae
includes item content such as, ‘distracted target when he/she was doing something
important.” As stated previously, some IPA researchers argue that thechagd in
these measures are only psychological IPA if performed within the contaxt of
relationship characterized by physical IPA (Shepard & Campbell, 1992).
Researchers also have distinguished the construct of psychological iRA fro
negative communication patterns. Ro and Lawrence (2007) examined the CTS2
Psychological Aggression subscale, the Multidimensional Measure of Emotionsé A
(MMEA; Murphy & Hoover, 1999), and the TENSE in newlyweds (modified for use in
romantic relationships). They found the correlations of these three meagtres w
measures of negative communication among newlywed wives were moderate to
moderately high: for the CTS2, MMEA and TENSE, respectivaly; .38, .55 and .53
with Problem Solving Communication and .35, .45 and .51 with Affective
Communication. These data suggest that the construct of psychological IPAt aslea
instantiated in these three measures, is somewhat distinct, but not wholly indépende
from negative communication. However, it also is important to acknowledge that thi
study used a relatively normative sample; the constructs of negative caratitamand
psychological IPA may be more distinct in samples with higher levels ohpkgical
IPA.

Tables 3 and 4 suggest that there are two types of psychological IP# sogihe
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measures are part of a larger IPA inventory (e.g., CAS Emotional A& are
specifically measures of psychological IPA (e.g., Follingstadidggical Aggression
Scale, FPAS). Importantly, with one exception per type (PMWI and CTS), aflures
in Table 3 include at least one item from two of the top three most cited categories
Table 4. Further, both types of IPA measures have one or more measures \a&gh at le
one item from all of the top three most cited categories (e.g., CTS2 and MMEA). The
two inventories that have only one item across the top three categories are among the
oldest psychological IPA scales developed, and one (the CTS) has been updated and
refined since its original publication. Finally, of the categories outlineclneT, there
are no categories whose items come exclusively from the stand-alone psipethdiRAy
measures; in contrast, the categories of Restricted Physicalpsd¢drand Suicidal/Self-
Harming Behaviors draw content from the subscales of broader IPA measumes al
Taken together, these data suggest that despite the exclusivity in content of those
measures developed specifically to assess psychological IPA, thesgeneas neither
broader nor better able to assess the core acts of the psychologidahitPftAdg subscales
of a broader IPA measure. Further, neither the date of publication nor the number of
psychological IPA subscales included in the measure affects the broadoesteat
assessed by the scale or subscale. There appears to be no consistent reaasarfes me
to include or not include specific acts except for (a) the method used to selsdfasem
described earlier; e.g., cited in the family violence literature) lanth¢ theoretical
approach taken to develop the measure (e.g., the TENSE assesses more verbal than
nonverbal behavior; the SVAWS assesses primarily threatening behavibardf lvdtich

vary markedly across measures. Regardless, there is a core setrafladés! in almost
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all measures, and these acts together may be considered to form the core of the
psychological IPA construct.
Sexual Aggression

Table 5 lists the sexually aggressive acts included in the most commonly used
measures of IPA arranged, as before, from most to least recent publication alalte6
provides the percent of the measures from Table 5 including each specific actsfor
that are included in more than one measure. Across measures, the acts ved brtwat
categories: sexual acts and coercive sexual methods. The most commaongdncl
sexual acts are forced sexual intercourse (71% of measures), forcedgqaadho),
forced sex with an object (43%) and forcibly inserting foreign objects into ‘®xg&ina
(43%). However, like the physical IPA acts described above, some measurBsapieci
to a much greater detail than others. The two most detailed measures araifthe Sex
Experiences Survey (SES; Koss et al., 2007) and the Coercive SexualityCR3aje (
Rapaport & Burkhart, 1984). Unsurprisingly, these two are measures of sexual
aggression alone, as opposed to a subscale of a broader IPA measure. Among the less
common acts addressed are those included in the MWA (e.qg., ‘cut pubic hair,’
‘prostituted,” ‘forced sex with animals’). Recall that the MWA was develapeng acts
drawn from Temporary Restraining Orders filed by abused women, and thus may
represent very infrequent, severe acts.

Coercive sexual methods, beyond pressuring (57% of measures) and threatening
(29% of measures), are unique to the SES. Many of the methods included in this measure
are similar to the psychological IPA acts listed in Tables 3 and 4. Spdyiftbal SES

includes lying, showing displeasure, criticizing sexuality/appearandegetting angry,
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although in responding to the SES, these behaviors are to be considered only when
performed in connection with sexual IPA. Nonetheless, these behaviors nmay beg
broader pattern of behavior that is not limited to this context. That is, perpetdor
use these methods in connection with sexual IPA also may be likely to use these
behaviors outside of sexual IPA and to perpetrate psychological IPA tieimpartner.
At least one study offers preliminary support for this hypothesis, linking Bgxua
coercive behaviors to an index of psychological IPA (Starratt, Goetz, $loadke
McKibbin & Stewart-Williams, 2008).

Unlike the psychological IPA measures described above, it appears thahthe st
alone sexual IPA measures are notably broader in content than the sexu#hdPAes
of broader IPA measures. However, both types of measures include both sexaatiac
coercive sexual methods, suggesting a core to the sexual IPA construct.

Psychometric Properties of IPA Measures

Table 7 presents an overview of the psychometric properties of the instruments
described in Tables 1, 3 and 5, divided into physical, psychological and sexual IPA scales
and subscales. Within each section, measures used in multiple studies are pliestented f
Table 8 presents the characteristics of the studies included in Table 7, lipangtsky
the measures characterized as indices of either convergent or disetivaindity by the
cited studies. In general, authors considered measures of the same, a siendamarn
hypothesized to be related as indices of convergent validity. These measludsd
other indices of IPA, measures of problems potentially caused by IPAdepgession,
low self-esteem), reverse-keyed indices of relationship satisfacttbreal-life outcomes

of IPA (e.qg., abuser’s arrest history). Thus, the operationalization of rgemievalidity
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was fairly broad. Authors considered measures of presumably unrelated domags indi
of discriminant validity, including problems in other life domains (e.g., work, friends)
indices of socially desirable responding, psychiatric symptoms not hypothesized t
related to IPA (e.g., anxiety, hostility) and stereotyping sex roleseatils
conservatism. The primary goal of this part of the review is to determirextibret to
which the western measures used to assess IPA are sufficiently psyratadineeliable
and with sufficient convergent and discriminant validity to provide an appropriate
‘baseline’ IPA structure to which results obtained in the current study ceonfygared.

In general, the physical IPA scales demonstrate moderate to high internal
consistency reliabilitydy = .84, range = .68 to .94; I|G .45, range = .27 to .67).
These scales also demonstrate moderate convergent valjdity%5) and good
discriminant validity (u = .11). Finally, in general, the physical IPA subscales correlate
moderately with other subscales from the same measure, with one exc&aion: |
Physical and Nonphysical Abuse correlated quite stromgty.92). Although the
SVAWS subscales may demonstrate higher than ideal interrelatiprs&9; range =
.34 to .88), it is worth noting that these relations are averaged across alluftbales
and it should be expected that the four physical IPA subscales in this measure would be
more highly related, raising the overall inter-scale correlation.

In general, the psychological IPA scales demonstrate psychometric @®pert
very similar to those of the physical IPA scales. Specifically, thenpsygical IPA
scales have moderate to high internal consistency reliakility=(.83, range = .65 to .98;
lICw=.42, range = .15 t0 .62). The convergent validity of these scales is modgrate (

.46), and the discriminant validity is excelleny € .01; for both sources of validity, the
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absolute values of the original correlations were converted usimedhe
transformation, weighted by sample and averaged). Finally, these ssalesratlate
moderately iy = .54; range = .34 to .74) with other scales from the same measure,
although there are far fewer studies reporting these relations than foytheaptPA
scales.

The sexual IPA scales, in general, show slightly less adequate psycbometr
properties than the physical and psychological IPA scales. Notably, thelnter
consistency reliabilitygy = .67, range = .32 to .95; |G .31, range = .04 to .73) and
convergent validityryy = .32, range = .09 to .57) of these scales is lower than the other
two sets of scales. The convergent validity of the SES Sexual Coerciohasdleen
investigated in only one sample (inmatds; 65), whereas the Sexual Contact scale has
been investigated in two (undergraduatés-[62] and inmates). It is worth noting that
the low internal consistency reliability and convergent validity values for duatles
come from the inmate sample, whereas the undergraduate sample’s converdjgnt val
value is much more consistent with those presented in the rest of the table.

It is not entirely clear why this is so. Cook (2002) stated that she spegificall
chose to study an inmate sample because they likely experienced the ssygrabsive
“behavior and related risk factors frequently” (p. 561). The rate of Sexual Conthrst
sample was significantly higher (21%) than in the undergraduate sampdé, evidiorsed
more normative rates (8.8%, the difference is significapt<at05). Further, the inmate
study used the CTS2 as a measure of the convergent validity of the SES, wieereas th
undergraduate sample used the CSS, a measure more similar to the SES tha@.the CTS

Cook (2002) investigated relations between various measures of sexual IPA ahd soci
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desirability ¢v = -.10;range = -.04 to -.20) and found the highest relations with the SES
scalesi(v = -.16). Although the inmates were relatively willing to disclose themalex

IPA behaviors, their responses still may have been somewhat minimizé&al sheal
desirability concerns.

It appears that some measures are more vulnerable to socially desirable
responding than others. Walker, Rowe, and Quinsey (1993) hypothesized that social
desirable responding is more frequent in self-reports of violence against woameof t
general violence, as the emotional consequence of admitting these behayieasesin
the former. Cook (2002) hypothesized that the interviewer's sex may affedlysoci
desirable responding and may moderate the relation between social dgsaadil
disclosure. Specifically, in a male prison context, social desirabilitydeesease or
increase reports depending on whether inmates reported to men or women, régpective
Relevant to the point above, Cook (2002) had both men and women interviewers,
whereas Ouimette and colleagues (2000) did not report interviewers' sex. Altbook
(2002) did not find the hypothesized moderator relationship, the sample size was small
and the relations between social desirability and IPA rates were lomab\és that may
impact disclosure rates are important to investigate as they impactahditgland
validity of measures. Specifically, these variables may potentlaly seported rates of
certain behaviors, removing the presumed link between self-reported and actuedrbeha
It is a question for future research whether this hypothesis is borne out in aseaech
in more heterogeneous, larger samples.

Although not every scale has data to support the relations among its subscales, in

general the data presented in Table 7 suggest that IPA measures' subscateieeately
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interrelated and thus may be assessing aspects of a single, underlyingctostne
factor-analytic data support this hypothesis. Specifically, Bjoressonodiedgues
(2003) found that a hierarchical five-factor model fit their data AWIRS bett,hwmgher
order physical and psychological abuse factors that split into overt violence and
restrictive violence and into emotional abuse, deception and verbal abuse, regpectivel
= .88 between the two higher order factors). Further, Hegarty and colleagues (2005)
found that the four scales of the CAS formed one higher order “abuse dimension,”
empirically distinct from a “conflict dimension” in a principal componentdyamwith
a varimax rotation. Finally, Marshall (1992) conducted a second-order factosiartdly
the nine SVAWS scales and found two higher order dimensions: Actual Violence (Mild,
Minor, Moderate, Serious and Sexual Violence) and Threats of Violence (Mild, Mederat
and Serious Threats and Symbolic Violence). These data suggest that the various
dimensions of IPA are moderately related and may be components of a higher order
construct. The structural data specific to the CTS2, perhaps the most invedigate
measure, is explored further below.

As noted above with the SES scales’ psychometric properties, it is important to
consider two factors when reviewing the above data. First, the particulaesampl
types of samples studied may affect the measures’ validity and r¢yiatdices,
although the reasons for, and nature of, this are unclear and require furthégatioest
For example, a sample of male chemical dependency patients and thedr ffantars
with admitted physical abuse (Shepard & Campbell, 1992) and a female waiting room
sample (Zink, Klesges, Levin & Putnam, 2007) yielded different internal comsyste

reliabilities for the ABI. Second, the measures used to examine an instrument’s
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convergent and discriminant validity affect the results obtained. Instrartettmore
specifically assess IPA generally demonstrate higher convergentyalithitmeasures
of IPA than those instruments that assess theoretically related, botildissonstructs
(e.g., marital satisfaction). However, together the above data demotisitates
commonly used western IPA measures show generally adequate psychometrieeprope
and their component scales show consistent interrelations suggestive of tigtinct-
related domains that likely emerge from a single higher order construc
Summary of Western IPA Measures

The above review highlights that certain physical, psychological and d8Xual
acts commonly are included in western IPA measures, specificallyn@)gphysical
IPA acts: kicked, slapped, hit with object, punched, shoved and pushed; (2) among
psychological IPA acts: belittled/criticized, threatening behawdrangry behavior; and
(3) among sexual IPA acts: forced to have sex and pressured to have sex ihat \Weaey
target did not like or want. Thus, this content analysis of western IPA measures has
identified those acts that are considered most central to the westernciooistiPA,
thereby facilitating a comparison with those acts considered mostl¢ertrdian
researchers’ construct of IPA. If the acts included in the western and bahatructs
are similar, an investigation into the single western IPA instrument thaeleas
translated into Hindi has merit to the extent it adequately measures tleserac! to
the western IPA construct. This measure is based largely on the CTS2, seXamite
this scale more closely.

Further, the scales used to assess the IPA construct in western psyahologic

literature show adequate psychometric properties and suggest that the aiimehdrA
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are components of a single, underlying construct, providing a consistent sttacture
which the data obtained in the Indian sample can be compared. This hypothesis also will
be considered further below with regards to the CTS2.

The Revised Conflict Tactics Scales

Content

The CTS was developed originally in 1979 (Straus, 1979) and revised in 1996
(Straus et al., 1996). It was designed to assess both violent and non-violent methods that
families use to resolve conflict. The CTS2 is widely used: A Psycinfolsearclucted
in April, 2011, indicated that Straus et al. (1996) had been cited 1243 times. Many
authors call the CTS2 the “gold standard” of IPA measurement (e.g., tealar§

Lucente & Birchler, 2002, p. 123; Hegarty et al., 1999, p. 401, Zink et al., 2007, p. 923).
As mentioned previously, this review is focused on behavioral acts of IPA, so the CTS
Reasoning scale and the CTS2 Negotiation scale are not considered here. Thus, the
relevant CTS2 scales are Physical Assault, Injury, Psycholdgcpession and Sexual
Coercion.

The revision addressed many drawbacks of the original measure. Among the
most major changes were the addition of Sexual Coercion and Injury scales, and
transforming the measure from an interview to a self-report questionames minor
changes included the addition of items to the Psychological Aggression andaPhysic
Assault scales, improved wording of items (e.g., changing “his/her” orlibrhto “my
partner”), and interspersing items of different types rather than admimgsteem
grouped by category. Among the strengths of the CTS and CTS2 is that both are brief

enough to be used in situations with limited assessment time, yet possessnshyffi
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diverse content for an adequate sampling of IPA behaviors. Finally, altheu@is

and CTS2 can be scored from both the perpetrators’ and targets’ perspectives, this
review’s focus is on women who have been the targets of IPA, so only data from the
targets’ perspective are considered.

Reliability Data

The internal consistency reliabilities of the CTS2 subscales range foalerate
to high (Psychological Aggressian= .54 to .84 ¢uy = .72]; Physical Assault = .62 to
.94 [om = .81]; Sexual Coercioa = .74 to .87 ¢um = .80]; Injurya. = .81 to .95 ¢ =
.87]), and the mean inter-item correlations (fJTargely fall within the .15 to .50 range
recommended by Clark and Watson (1995) (Psychological Aggressigr IT7 to .40
[mean = .24]; Physical Assault JG= .23 to .57 [mean = .39]; Sexual CoercionjI€
.29 to .48 [mean = .36]; Injury lig= .42 to .75 [mean = .53]; Calvete, Corral &
Estévez, 2007; Connelly, Newton & Aarons, 2005; Lucente, Fals-Stewart, Richards &
Goscha, 2001; Newton, Connelly & Landsverk, 2001; Ro & Lawrence, 2007; Straus et
al., 1996). The high ligz of the Injury subscale suggests it taps a relatively narrow range
of content. Corrected item-total correlations range from .35 to .66 for the Psychblogi
Aggression scale, .39 to .70 for the Physical Assault scale, .34 to .74 for the Sexual
Coercion scale and .74 to .92 for the Injury scale (Straus et al., 1996). Finally, 9-week
test-retest reliabilities indicate that the scales are modgsisdile (Psychological
Aggressiorr = .69; Physical Assautt=.76; Injuryr =.70; Vega & O’Leary, 2007).

Validity Data

Factor Structure

One of the most commonly cited limitations of the CTS2 is its unstable or
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unreplicable factor structure (e.g., Calvete et al., 2007). Researchersxdaanined
whether the measures’ four rationally derived content scales are consistesuh
empirically-based factor structure using a variety of factolyinanethods, most
commonly confirmatory factor analysis (e.g., Newton et al., 2001). Although some
studies have produced item-level factor structures incongruent with the rgtiderdied
scale structure (Calvete et al., 2007; see below for details of this studyeralgéhe
analyses show a similar empirically based structure, which is considettest foelow.
Confirmatory Factor Analyses

Newton and colleagues (2001) examined the factorial validity of the CTS2 in a
sample of women at high risk for experiencing IPA using confirmatory facialysis
with maximum likelihood estimation methods. They did not consider the Sexual tAssaul
or Injury scales in their analyses, and tested a three- (Negotiationc&Assault and
Psychological Aggression) and a five-factor (Negotiation, Minor and Seves&cBhy
Assault, and Minor and Severe Psychological Aggression) model; their data supported
the five-factor model.

Calvete and colleagues (2007) used confirmatory factor analysis to compare thre
models of the Spanish CTS2 in Spanish-speaking women: (1) a five-factor model
composed of the CTS2 Negotiation, Physical Assault, Psychological Aggrdagion,
and Sexual Coercion scales, (2) a 10-factor model composed of rationally derived
emotional negotiation, cognitive negotiation, minor psychological aggression, severe
psychological aggression, minor physical assault, severe physicatassaol sexual
coercion, severe sexual coercion, minor injuries, and severe injuries constnec(8), a

hierarchical factor structure, with the five scales of Model 1 composed of thettO fir
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order factors of Model 2, which best fit the data. Correlations among the higeer o
factors ranged from .82 (Injury and Physical Assault) to .54 (Psychologica¢#sign
and Sexual Coercion), with an average correlation of .62. Although correlations khis hig
suggest the possibility of a single, third-order factor, the authors did not testatiel.

The authors also examined the scale score differences between victims and
nonvictims of IPA. Those receiving social-service help for IPA victinopateported
higher prevalence rates (the authors did not specify how this variable laagatea) of
Psychological Aggression, Physical Assault, Sexual Coercion and Injudifferences
p <.005). The effect sizes for these differences were small for minor psydablogi
aggression and minor sexual coercion (Cohdrs34 and .39, respectively) and large
for all other forms of IPA (Cohends ranged from .92 to 1.26).

Other Factor Analytic Methods

Lucente and colleagues (2001) stated that they conducted a confirmatory
multiple-groups factor analysis of the CTS2 in a group of incarcerated wontea wit
history of substance abuse. However, there was no mention of additional groups and the
data presented appeared to be the result of an exploratory factor analyssefy.
reported only factor loadings and no model-fit statistics).

Three of the eight Psychological Aggression items loaded most strongly on
factors other than that labeled Psychological Aggression (two on a Sexuab@oerci
factor and one on a Physical Assault factor). All of the items showed sagmiimss
loadings, and only three loaded on Psychological Aggression with a greater than .10
difference from the next highest loading. All of the Physical Assautisileaded most

highly on the Physical Assault factor, although these items also showedtaignfoss-
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loadings. Among the Sexual Coercion items, each loaded most highly on a Sexual
Coercion factor, and five of the seven items showed a greater than .10 differédnce wi
their next highest loading. Finally, among the Injury items, four of the sixdoadst
highly on an Injury factor, two loaded most highly on a Psychological Aggressitam,fa
and four of the items showed greater than .10 differences with their next hagdisgl
Together, these data suggest that what appears to be an item-levelfalgtis anay not
produce a structure consistent with the rationally derived content scalesvefipothese
authors appear to have mislabeled their analytic procedure, so, it seems bestlér consi
these data with caution.

Connelly and colleagues (2005) examined the factor structure of the CTS2 among
self-identified Latina women, who completed the instrument in either $fngfi Spanish.
They analyzed the Psychological Aggression and Physical Assault sslseadeately,
and reported that two-factor solutions with Minor and Severe dimensions provided the
best fit to the data in each case. Finally, the loadings were comparabkelasgumge of
administration, suggesting that the two-factor models for Psychologicaé#gign and
Physical Assault are cross-lingually similar.

Construct Validity

Ro and Lawrence (2007) examined the convergent and discriminant validity of
the CTS2 Psychological Aggression scale with the TENSE, MMEA and sevexsiiras
of both positive and negative communication using a normative sample of newlyweds.
The CTS2 Psychological Aggression scale demonstrated moderate to mypdegatel
correlations with the TENSE, MMEA, and CTS2 Physical Assault scake (51,.69, and

.55, respectively). This scale also showed moderate correlations with a nefasure
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positive communication, two measures of negative communication, and a measure of
depressive symptomss(= -.29, .38, .35, and .28, respectively), demonstrating some
external validity, although it was unrelated to a measure of maritalositist.

To examine the external validity of the CTS2, Sugihara and Warner (2002)
investigated relations among income, education, dominance (as assessed by the
Dominance Scale; Hamby, 1996) and IPA behavior. They found that income was
associated negatively with being the target of physical and psychologicahiBng
women p < .001 and .05, respectively), and with inflicting injury among npen .05).
Education did not differ between those who reported IPA and those who did not. These
authors did not report correlations, only significance values, limiting the canwdubat
can be drawn from these data.

Zink and colleagues (2007) examined a normative sample of women drawn from
primary-care waiting rooms who completed both the CTS2 and the ABI. ABI
Psychological Abuse and CTS2 Psychological Aggression were highlyated él=
.74), as were ABI Physical Abuse and CTS2 Physical Assaaltq1l), demonstrating
good convergent validity, but the discriminant, cross-correlations between tbe \seat
not provided. Further, the CTS2 discriminated well between women who did and did not
experience IPA, in contrast to the ABI, which had a tendency to overclassifgnvas
“at-risk for DV.”

Finally, to help create a short-form version of the CTS2, Straus and Douglas
(2004) examined the external validity of the CTS2 among introductory psychology
students at a New England university. These authors reported partisdtoomse|

between the CTS2 scales and anger management, couple conflict, crimina) history
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negative attributions and violence approval, after controlling for socioeconatus,st
social desirability, and gender. The authors reported controlling for thesblea due
to possible confounding of these variables with the risk factors and the CTS2 theales;
original relations were not reported. All of the correlations were sogmifip < .05), but
low, ranging from .05 (Psychological Aggression and criminal history) to .2&1§be
Coercion and violence approval).
Summary of CTS2 Reliability and Validity Data

In general, the data presented above support the reliability and validity of the
CTS2 as a measure of IPA. The CTS2 has shown moderate to high internal consistency
and moderately high test-retest reliability. Further, the factor ategcbbtained from the
CTS2'’s four rationally derived IPA content scales were generally ¢censisSome
evidence supported separating the Physical Assault and Psychological Aggiasers
into Minor and Severe factors, respectively, but these may simply be “diffiaittyprs
as frequency and severity of IPA are negatively correlated. Theravatssome
evidence to support a hierarchical structure of IPA, as the correlations found ta@ong
CTS2 scales ranged from moderate to high across stugies§7; e.g., Calvete et al.,
2007; Jones et al., 2002), although no studies specifically examined the existence of a
higher order factor underlying all the scales. However, these data, takémetogith
the data on the other IPA scales presented above, suggest the potentialeeaisienc
hierarchical structure of IPA, with a higher order dimension comprised of lander
physical, psychological and sexual IPA dimensions. Finally, across thesstiegdieribed
above, the CTS2 has demonstrated moderate to high conveggentQ among

reported relations) and criterion-related validjg @ll < .05 among reported relations),
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and moderate discriminant validitg(= .32 among reported relations; several other
relations were reported only as nonsignificant).
Cross-Cultural Utility

Because the proposed study is concerned with the use of a CTS2-based measure
in Gorakhpur, Uttar Pradesh, India, it also is necessary to consider the ctoss-cul
utility of the CTS2. The CTS and CTS2 have been translated and used in such diverse
geographic areas as South Africa (Mathews et al., 2009), Myanmar (Kyund&i,K&05),
Canada (Cormier & Woodworth, 2008), China (Chan, 2009), New Zealand (Fergusson,
Boden & Horwood, 2008), France (Lejoyeux, Fichelle & Saliou, 2007), Spain (Calvete et
al, 2007), Russia (Lysova & Douglas, 2008), Mexico (Rios, Rey, Sainz & Juarez, 2008),
Poland (Doroszericz & Forbes, 2008), Palestine (Haj-Yahia & Abdo-Kaloti, 2008),
Bangladesh (Naved, Azim, Bhuiya & Persson 2006) and with Somali refugeeso(Nils
Brown, Russell & Khamphakdy-Brown, 2008) and Nepali immigrants (Thapa-Oli| Dula
& Baba, 2009) in America. Importantly, translated versions of the CTS and CTS2 als
have been used in the development of other “emic” IPA measures as a target for
assessing construct validity (e.g., Au et al., 2008), and items from the CTS aBd CTS
have been used as a basis for creating indices of IPA to be used in cross-cultural
comparative research (e.g., Castro, Garcia, Ruiz & Peek-Asa, 2006). Alttathghe
CTS and CTS2 have been used in India, neither has been translated into Hindi nor used
with a Hindi-speaking Indian sample. However, the measure used in this stusgds ba
on the CTS2, and has been translated into Hindi and used with Hindi-speaking samples in
India (discussed further below).

Use in India
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Straus (2004) examined the cross-cultural reliability and validity of the CTS2
among university-student dating couples, sampling 33 universities across 17 countries,
including Marathi-speaking students from Pune, India. He found high internal
consistency reliabilities (Psychological Aggression .81; Physical Assauit = .93;
Sexual Coerciom = .90; Injurya = .92) comparable to those found in western samples.
Further, the scales’ correlations with an index of social desirabilitg n@nsignificant
(rs range -.03 to -.07), suggesting that participants’ responses were noirtkddiyn
their willingness to disclose potentially socially undesirable behaviorbelreds.

Stanley (2008) reported IPA data using a Tamil translation of the CTS2 among
wives of alcoholics and non-alcoholics from Tamil Nadu, India. The wives of alceholi
reported higher levels of Psychological Aggression, Physical Assaulty bipd Sexual
Coercion (allps < .001) than wives of non-alcoholics. Further, among the wives of
alcoholics, Psychological Aggression correlated .56 and .59 with Physical trescul
Injury, respectively, and Physical Assault correlated .25 with Injury. Nottedfcales
correlated significantly with Sexual Coercion. As evidence of construdityathe
authors reported that Psychological Aggression was related mildly but cagitliito a
measure of communication apprehension (26), and both Psychological Aggression
and Sexual Coercion were related mildly but significantly to a measure ofrdange
assessmentg = .25 and .33, respectively).

Kumagai and Straus (1983) reported data on the English version of the CTS
among high-school seniors in Bangalore, India. These authors used principa-fact
factor analysis with varimax rotation, and found a three-factor solution of Verbal

Aggression, Violence, and Reasoning, the same factor solution found in the American



32

and Japanese samples examined in the study. The Verbal Aggression and Violence
scales were correlated moderately highly in all three sampfe$(, .64, and .57 in
India, Japan, and America, respectively). The Spearman-Brown split-hetilres for
Verbal Aggression and Violence were high=(.93 and .95, respectively), as were the
average uncorrected item-total correlations<.71 and .79 for Verbal Aggression and
Violence, respectively). Finally, although no site-specific data weretegpbeyond IPA
prevalence rates, data have been collected using a Bengali translatierCaig2

(Hines, 2007) and a Punjabi translation of the CTS (Gulati & Dutta, 2008).

Together, these data support similar levels of validity and reliabityng Indian
samples as among other samples investigated with the CTS2. Further, there were
consistent inter-scale correlations at levels similar to those found in d@mksamples,
although Sexual Coercion showed nonsignificant relations with the other CT8R iscal
the one Indian sample reporting these relations.

Limitations of the CTS2

The three most commonly cited limitations of the CTS2 are (1) it ignores the
context of IPA, (2) its factor structure is unclear, and (3) it assesses syicablPA
inadequately. In the initial publication of the CTS2, however, Straus and colleagues
(1996) argued that the measure’s focus on specific acts of IPA, as opposed tfh contex
cause and consequence variables, was deliberate. These authors stétedrbastre
is intended for use in conjunction with other measures that assess those vandbles, a
that the CTS2’s focus on specific acts is one of its greatest strengthall@ss for a
deeper assessment of the IPA construct.

Moreover, the criticism of unstable factor structure does not appear to be well
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founded. Although some authors have stated that the factor structure of the CTS2 may
change depending on whether the population under investigation has low versus high
rates of IPA (Jones, Ji, Beck, & Beck, 2002), the data reported earlier onttre fac
structure of the CTS2 does not support this hypothesis. These samples ranged from
women at high risk for IPA, to incarcerated women with a history of substanae &bus
normative samples. Three of the four analyses support Minor and Severe Psyahologic
Aggression factors, and Minor and Severe Physical Assault factors. Two of the four
analyses did not consider the Injury or Sexual Coercion scales, though there is
preliminary evidence to support Minor and Severe Sexual Coercion and Minor and
Severe Injury factors, as well. Regardless, the data suggest that thea@adisly

derived content scales are consistent with an empirically derived factciuseé and

these data suggest more similarities than differences across studies.

Further, the factor structures found with the CTS2 are similar to those found with
the other IPA measures cited above. Specifically, the factor analisgsupport the
structural distinction of physical, psychological and sexual aggression, aradiatinens
among these factors (and scales) across measures are consistentyanodegh,
suggesting the potential for an underlying higher order IPA dimension. In gehess
data support the existence of a consistent, empirically derived IPA strucivestern
psychological literature. The implications for this structure are corsidarther below.

Regarding the third criticism, Hegarty and colleagues (2005), for examplegdargue
that the CTS2 Psychological Aggression scale, although improving on the CTS Verbal
Aggression scale, does not include emotional abuse items that are often adp&cts of

specifically social isolation and harassment. It is true that the CTy8Rhdtsgical
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Aggression scale primarily assesses verbal aggression (e.gsmtibreats) as opposed
to nonverbal, psychological aggression. Thus, the criticism of the inadequate assessm
of psychological IPA in the CTS2 appears well founded.

However, and importantly, the current study did not use the CTS2, but instead a
modified version of the CTS2 (the Domestic Violence Module [DVM]; MEASURE
DHS, 2005) that previously had been translated into Hindi. Among the modifications
made in developing the DVM was the inclusion of several psychological &a#s ithat
specifically tap nonverbal psychological IPA (this is addressed itegréetail
subsequently). Further, the current study was not intended to investigate te caus
context or consequences of IPA, but rather the construct of IPA behaviors. hAtheuc
focus on acts of IPA of both the CTS2 and DVM are strengths of these measurésefrom
perspective not only of its authors but also of this study’s research focus.

Summary of Domestic Violence and Intimate

Partner Aggression in Western Research

As stated earlier, this study is intended to address importation of a psychblogic
measure, the second step in the indigenization process. To import a measure, one first
must investigate whether the pattern of results obtained with that measuréaingéte
sample is consistent with results obtained in other linguistic, geographic, &tichic
cultural groupings. With regards to the present study, we can be relativatjeconiat
there is a consistent structure of IPA in western research because theabhew
demonstrated (1) agreement among researchers with regards to the comgfdhants
construct; (2) that the measures used to assess this construct, includin®h@heT

“gold standard” of IPA assessment), are psychometrically releatulevalid; and (3) that
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these measures produce a reasonably consistent, empirically derived stfucture
distinguishable but related physical, psychological and sexual dimensions, wWihavi
supporting a potential underlying higher order IPA construct. Together, thasafféat
reassurance that there is a ‘baseline’ IPA structure to which thesrebtdined with the
imported sample can be compared. Deviations from this structure may be mdaningf
and suggest that adaptation or indigenization of this measure may be necessary.

Intimate Partner Aggression in Indian Research

Intimate partner aggression has been described variously in Indian psychlologic
and public health research. This construct has been assessed using a singhe(gLgest
Koenig et al., 2006), multiple questions (e.g., Verma & Collumbien, 2003), and a
definition determined by the respondent (e.g., Ramanathan, 1996). The frequency of IPA
behaviors assessed include: at least once in the respondents’ lifetim@®(l8ia,

2000), at least once in their marriage (ICRW, 1999), and at least once in therdadt yea
their marriage (Koenig et al., 2006). Moreover, some studies do not report the fiequenc
of IPA behaviors assessed (Jeyaseelan et al., 2007), and in others respondentseeffer
response indicating only the last time the behavior occurred (Verma & Collumbie

2003). Finally, studies measure differing types of IPA, including phystalVerma &
Collumbien, 2003), physical and psychological IPA (ICRW, 1999; Jeyaseelan et al.,
2007; USAID India, 2000), physical and sexual IPA (Koenig et al., 2006), or physical,
psychological and sexual IPA (NFHS, 2005; Ramanathan, 1996).

Definitions of IPA, as assessed in Indian psychological research,tackitis
Table 9. Table 10 presents the frequency with which physical IPA acts laicethc

across Indian measures, with parallel data across western measui@sdofor
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comparison. Among the most striking aspects of Tables 9 and 10 are (1) sexigal IPA
assessed either little or not at all in the Indian measures and (2) asgedsme
psychological IPA ranges across Indian measures from broad to not at all.vafowe
Table 10 also demonstrates the marked similarities between the Indian agrwh west
constructs of physical IPA, as instantiated in these measures: thetmmreéween the
two sets of frequencies is .80.

The two physical IPA acts most commonly included in Indian and western
measures are the same (kicked and slapped); furthermore, the five mostntpmm
included Indian physical IPA acts are included in half or more of westeasures.
Notably, the NFHS Domestic Violence Module (DVM; 2005) definition of physieal |
includes 10 of the west’'s 16 most commonly included physical IPA acts. Only tsvo act
in Indian measures are not included in western measures, one of which (‘triet)tis hur
a very broad act that is a milder version of the broad ‘physically hurt/abuged’ ite
included in five of the six western IPA measures. Taken together, these dediteitioiat
the Indian and western constructs of physical IPA are reasonably similar.

However, there are a few discrepancies between the western and Indian
representations of psychological and sexual IPA. That four of the six Indesures
include at least one item addressing either psychological or sexual gigésssi many
Indian psychological researchers recognize these as part of the IPAiconBtobwever,
only one measure (the DVM) included more than one sexual IPA Mem1(.17 acts per
measure) and the number of psychological IPA behaviors ranged from zerdvta=18 (
5.67 acts per measure). These data suggest that the sexual and psychological IPA

constructs may be less elaborated and play a less prominent role in Indiaermgtiens
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of the IPA construct; nonetheless, there are notable similarities in tlzwstestations
that are included in the Indian measures.

Importantly, the sexual IPA behavior most commonly included in Indian
measures is also the most commonly included in western measures, namdlgdarcd
intercourse. Further, the psychological IPA behaviors included in the Indiaurasa
can be placed easily into the categories described in Table 4. Across Indsurese
five behaviors each fall into Belittled/Criticized, Threatening &8ebr, and Restricted
Socially. Three belong in Restricted Physically, two in Angry Behavior, and charea
Embarrassed/Humiliated, Harassed, Jealous/Suspicious, and Destroyed. Again, onl
few behaviors mentioned in the Indian IPA measures are not in the westsuresea
(e.g., took another wife) and these appear exclusively in the ICRW.

Together, the data presented in Table 10 suggest a reasonably high level of
convergence between the Indian and western definitions of physical iRétastiated in
psychological or public health assessments of the construct, supporting thimopaf
a Hindi-translated western measure of IPA, such as the DVM (discussedilibeleta),
for use in psychological research in India. To date, the only research to useMhia DV
Hindi or any language is in the public-health domain, and the data presented are purely
descriptive. | was unable to locate any information on the interview’s psychometri
properties in any version; thus, there is no information that can be used to determine
whether similar items can be aggregated to form more reliable scates.akr
indigenization perspective, this situation offers a key opportunity to establish whi
aspects of the DVM can be retained and which need adapting or indigenizing into a new

context. First, the psychometric properties and the underlying structire wieasure
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must be established, and then the obtained IPA structure can be compared to the structur
obtained with western IPA measures.
The NFHS Domestic Violence Module

TheMonitoring and Evaluation to Assess and Use Refdtaographic and
Health Survey$MEASURE DHS, 2005) project was implemented and funded between
1997 and 2007 by the United States Agency for International Development’s Boreau f
Global Health. The surveys of the MEASURE DHS project, one of which is the DVM,
have been used in over 75 countries, including India (administered as part of thelNationa
Family Health Survey of 124,385 women). The developers of the DVM state that it i
“modified Revised Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS2)” (MEASURE DHS, 2005, p. 498). |
developers purposefully included multiple questions assessing each of thegbeecefty
IPA (physical, psychological and sexual), and specifically addressed aotéenice or
aggression as opposed to the respondent’s experience of IPA in general. Tsese ste
were taken to remove, to the greatest extent possible, the effectsookviaterpretations
of what constitutes IPA to different respondents. Further, the DVM allowkdor t
assessment of IPA severity and frequency, and includes items relevant tdbabnve
psychological IPA that were not included in the CTS2. The only CTS2 content not
included in the DVM is the CTS2 Negotiation scale.

The NFHS (2005-2006), using the DVM, reported that 35.1% of ever-married
Indian women aged 15-49 have experienced some type of physical IPA since age 15, and
21.4% experienced physical IPA in the preceding year. The most common piBAical
behavior assessed was slapping (34% and 20.1%, ever and in the last yearvebgpecti

and the least common assessed was threatening or attacking the woman wehguinif
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or other weapon (1.2% and 0.7%, ever and in the last year, respectively), consthtent wi
the notion that less severe types of physical IPA are more common than vesee se
ones.

Further, 10% of the sample experienced sexual IPA at least once in thieneljfet
7.2% in the past year. It was more common for women to be physically forced to have
sexual intercourse when they did not want to (9.5% and 6.9%, ever and in the last year,
respectively) than to be forced to perform any other sexual act they did not waeeto (
and 3.4%, ever and in the last year, respectively).

Approximately 16% of the sample experienced psychological IPA, 11.2% in the
past year. The most common psychologically aggressive act assesskd esband
saying or doing something to humiliate his wife in front of others (13.1% and 9.1%, ever
and in the last year, respectively); the least common was threatening oo hamnn her
or someone close to her (5.4% and 3.6%, ever and in the last year, respectively). One i
four women in this sample stated that her husband is jealous or angry if she tdhex t
men, and 12% said their husband displays three or more controlling behaviors (e.g., does
not trust her with money).

Combining different types of IPA, 7.9% experienced physical and sexual IPA and
4.2% experienced physical, psychological and sexual IPA since age 15 (6.3% and 3.6%
in the last year, respectively). Of the 29 Indian states, Uttar PradB¥iated sixth in
spousal IPA. In UP, approximately 61% of ever married women aged 15-49 deporte
experiencing any form of physical IPA since age 15, 26.5% any form of psyatalogi
IPA, 16% any form of sexual IPA, and 8.1% reported all three types.

As noted previously, it is important to determine whether the DVM adequately
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assesses the three types of IPA defined by western and IndianhesBaedatems of the

DVM are presented in Table 9. Of the physical IPA items, 10 are commonly id@ade
both the western and Indian measures of physical IPA (including hurt while pregnant
which is not included in the main DVM but is a supplemental question that will be
included in the study measure described below). Further, the only IPA acts cgmmonl
cited on western measures but not included in the DVM are grabbed (50% of measures)
and threw (25% of measures; see Table 2). However, there are several items on the
DVM that may be considered specific examples of grabbing (e.qg., twisted akeal, pul

hair) and one that is somewhat analogous to threw (dragged); these itenesl (@nnst

pulled hair, dragged) are not commonly cited in western or Indian measures (17%, 13%,
17% and 13%, 17%, 0%, respectively). The only items included in other Indian measures
of physical IPA that are not in the DVM are broad items (physicallgkdthand tried to

hurt; 17% of Indian measures). Overall, these data suggest that the DVMderzaidg

good measure of the physical IPA construct, as defined by both westendand |

research.

The DVM also includes acts from the three most commonly cited categories of
psychological IPA acts in western measures (Belittled/Critici2agry Behavior,
Threatening Behavior). Further, it includes items from the categoriesstfiéted
Socially, Embarrassed/Humiliated and Jealous/Suspicious. Only the ICR&, wiens
discussed above as the broadest measure of psychological IPA in Indiarhresearc
includes psychological IPA items that the DVM does not. However, half the itetims |
ICRW, in particular those items that are most similar to the Americanunesasf

psychological IPA, also are included in the DVM with either identical or higjinhylar
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item content (threatened, threatened with weapon, insulted, humiliated, confined/
restricted physically/restricted socially, verbally abused/sadisisulted/made to feel
bad). Overall, these data suggest that the DVM is a reasonably good measure of
psychological IPA, as defined by western and Indian research.

The DVM includes forced sex, which is the sexual IPA act most commonly cited
in both western and Indian measures of IPA. Further, the DVM includes an item
assessing forced sex acts (“Did your husband force you to perform anyasxiuhat
you did not want to?”), which encompasses many of the other items commonly included
in western measures of sexual IPA. The DVM items also assess evgay/ IB&Xitem
commonly cited in Indian measures of IPA (although, as noted earlier, thestatvely
uncommon in Indian IPA measures, generally speaking). The DVM does not include the
specific coercive sexual methods cited in several American measwsesual IPA.

Although it includes threatening (29% of measures) as a measure of psychoigjca

to be considered a measure of sexual (rather than psychological) B&inis seasonable
that this tactic should have to be used in connection to sexual behavior, as in the SES.
Thus, this and the fact that the DVM does not include pressuring (57% of western
measures) are limitations of the DVM; however, as mentioned earlierm Imdiasures in
general contain fewer sexual IPA items than western measures. Althouggian

measure of IPA includes any specific coercive sexual method, neighitregrincluded

in the CDC definition of sexual IPA, which is among the most comprehensive definitions
of IPA used in western research. Overall, these data suggest that, whirghadme

limited in scope, the DVM measures sexual IPA in a way that is consistarawitit is

defined generally in both western and Indian research.
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At present, the psychometric reliability and validity of the DVM have not been
established, although available data are encouraging. Establishing the pgyichome
properties of this measure would enhance basic research and facilitatgatiogsof
both the correlates of IPA type, severity and frequency, and the structév of India
compared to that obtained in western research, so examining the DVM'’s ttg/|todli
validity is an important empirical question that is part of this study’s purpose.

The Five-Factor Model of Personality

The same desiderata that pertain to IPA also are important considerations for
indigenizing a Five-Factor Model (FFM) personality measure. The FleMeaf the
most well-known and widely investigated personality systems. This model pestulat
that five broad dimensions—Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness (to Expeence)
Culture, Agreeableness and Conscientiousness (Costa & McCrae, 1992; Goldberg,
1992)—account for the majority of individual differences in personality. Among the
most commonly used FFM instruments are the Revised NEO Personality Inventory
(NEO PI-R; Costa & McCrae, 1992), the NEO-Five Factor Inventory (NEQaFshort
form of the NEO PI-R; Costa & McCrae, 1992), the Big Five Inventory (BFI; John,
Donahue & Kentle, 1991) and FFM scales developed from the International Personality
Item Pool (IPIP-NEO; Goldberg et al., 2006). The facets of the NEO PI-Rstae iin
Table 11.

A Psyclinfo search in April, 2011 using the words “FFM,” “five-factor model of
personality,” or “five factor model of personality” in article titlaslged 491 articles
published since 1985; using these search terms in “any field” generated 1,22 esfere

published since 1985, of which 31 were classified as literature reviews ande26 wer



43

classified as meta-analyses. This volume of literature amounts to an avedae
publications a month for the last 25 years. Further, the meta-analyseseited a
restricted to personality or social psychological research. In fautatlphenomena
such as personality disorder (Miller & Lynam, 2008; Samuel & Widiger, 20@8si@an
& Page, 2004; Widiger & Costa, 2002), externalizing pathology (Ruiz, Pincus &
Schinka, 2008), and alcohol problems (Malouff, Thorsteinsson, Rooke & Schutte, 2007)
were the most common focus. However, other meta-analyses focused on academic
performance (Poropat, 2009), occupational performance (Barrick, Mount & Gupta, 2003;
Mount, Barrick & Stewart, 1998; Salgado, 1997), job satisfaction (Judge, Heller &
Mount, 2002), and emotional intelligence (McCrae, 2000), as well as stability and change
of the FFM dimensions over time (Roberts & Delvecchio, 2000; Roberts, Walton, &
Viechtbauer, 2006). Thus, the FFM clearly is well established across aangkeof
psychological research as a—if not ‘the’—dominant personality trait model.
Reliability of the Five-Factor Model of Personality

The internal consistency reliabilities for each of the NEO PI-R domesnslla
above the widely accepted threshold for good internal consistency and reliability
(Neuroticisma = .92; Extraversiow = .89; Openness to Experience- .87,
Agreeablenesa = .86; Conscientiousness= .90), and range from moderate to
acceptable for the faceta (ange = .57-.81q median = .72; Costa & McCrae, 1992).
Those for the NEO-FFI are somewhat higher, as expected from more focused scale
(Neuroticisma = .79; Extraversiom. = .79; Openness to Experienge .80;
Agreeablenesa= .75; Conscientiousness= .83; Costa & McCrae, 1992). The test-

retest reliability of the NEO PI-R domains over varying intervals from3 years, and
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over 6 years is high (Neuroticisn¥ .85 and .83, respectively; Extraversion .94 and
.82, respectively; Openness to Experiense98 and .83, respectively; Agreeableness
.87 and .63, respectively; Conscientiousnmess87 and .79, respectively; Costa &
McCrae, 1992; Hampson & Goldberg, 2006).

Finally, the FFM traits demonstrate consistent patterns of mean-levege
across different studies and different FFM measures of the FFM, spécificabases
with age in Extraversion (both its social dominance and social vitality dimensions),
Openness, Agreeableness and Conscientiousness, and decreases in Neuroticitsn; Rober
et al., 2006). These traits also demonstrate adequate consistency (i.eggest-ret
reliability) estimates (ranging from .46 for Neuroticism to .55 for&srsionMr = .51;
Roberts & DelVecchio, 2000). These longitudinal data are important because, as is
discussed further below, many of the studies investigating relationsdrmepgesonality
and the experience of IPA are not longitudinal. This presents a problem for the
interpretation of these data as (1) many personality traits are magévageongly
related to psychopathological symptomatology (e.g., neuroticism and depresaldR)
it is unclear in a cross-sectional study whether the IPA preceded or fdltbeve
trait/symptom assessed. Establishing the stability of personaltsydfters some
support for the primacy of traits in trait-behavior sequences.

Validity of the Five-Factor Model of Personality

Construct Validity

Samuel and Widiger (2008) conducted a meta-analysis examining relations of the
NEO PI-R domains and facets with the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual calMent

Disorders personality disorders (PDs) based on 16 empirical studies thatdntBude
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independent samples (totdl= 3,207 participants). These authors also examined
relations between meta-analytically derived FFM profiles for eadmeoPDs in their
aggregated sample and the consensus profiles provided by Saulsman and Page (2004) and
Lynam and Widiger (2001) using intraclass correlations, which consider bqit shd
magnitude of profiles. These correlations ranged from .71 to .45, with a mean of .55,
suggesting a moderately high level of convergence between empirical aegtcahc
clinical profiles.

Malouff and colleagues (2010) conducted a meta-analysis of relations between
FFM personality factors and relationship satisfaction among intimate pagross 19
samples, they found that lower Neuroticism, higher Agreeableness, higher
Conscientiousness and higher Extraversion were related significantly toiragtent
partner’s level of relationship satisfaction; however, effect sizes smead for
Neuroticism (-.22), and negligible for the other domains (.15, .12 and .06, respectively).
In a similar meta-analytic study, Heller and colleagues (2004) exdnefaions
between FFM personality traits and matrital, job, and life satisfactionin Agaver
Neuroticism, higher Agreeableness, higher Conscientiousness and higlaeeEton all
were related to marital satisfaction; moreover, effect sizes sligtely stronger than in
the previous analysis (-.29, .29, .25 and .17, respectively). It is possible that stronger
relations were found due to participants being in longer term relationships. ,That is
Malouff and colleagues included studies of dating, cohabiting and married pairsasvhere
Heller and colleagues focused on only married pairs.

Structural Validity

Markon, Krueger and Watson (2005) examined the hierarchical structure of
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normal and abnormal personality in both a meta-analysis and an empirical stady, usi
various FFM measures—including three versions of the NEO (NEO-PI, NEO RHR, a
NEO-FFI) in the meta-analysis, and two FFM measures (NEO PI-R andBhRé
empirical study—as well as three measures of personality pathology. gbaéivas to
integrate “Big Trait” structural theories of personality and abnopeaedonality. Two-,
three-, four- and five-factor models of personality replicated well in astens
hierarchical structure across methodologies and samples. Relevant to 8vis tlewi
five-factor personality model extracted in both studies strongly resembleé&théaEtor
structure, and included Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, Agreeableness and
Conscientiousness factors. Similarly, in their review, Widiger and Simo26866)(note
that the NEO PI-R FFM structure bears striking similarity to other nothtslensional
personality models (both normal and pathological), such as the Schedule for Nonadaptive
and Adaptive Personality (Clark, Simms, Wu & Casillas, in press) and the Domains
Assessment of Personality Pathology—Basic Questionnaire (Liveslkagkson, 2010).
Aluja, Garcia, Garcia and Seisdedos (2005) examined the factor structuge of t
NEO PI-R using a variety of factor-analytic strategies with thenative American and
Spanish standardization samples, plus a sample of Spanish university students. They
used three factor-extraction methods (principal-components, principal-factbrs
maximume-likelihood confirmatory factor analysis) with three rotation wath{varimax,
Procrustes and promax) to obtain nine factor solutions. The average of factor
congruence coefficients across varimax and Procrustes solutions was .97. Tdese dat
suggest that the factor structure of the NEO PI-R may be largely invadeoss factor

analytic strategies.
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Cross-Culture Generalizability of the Five-Factor
Model of Personality to India

The cross-cultural generalizability of the FFM is notable. Mc(2861)
analyzed NEO PI-R data from 114 samples drawn from 36 cultural and geographic
groupings, including such diverse geographic areas as Asia, both eastern amd weste
Europe, the United States, the Pacific Islands, Africa, South America an@.RUksise
data included two samples from India, a Telugu-speakinrg14 adolescents) and a
Marathi-speaking sampla € 259 adults). Telugu is a Dravidian language, whereas
Marathi is very similar to Hindi, the language spoken by over 40% of India; bth ar
Indo-Aryan languages that evolved from Sanskrit. The composite factor T-moties
Telugu and Marathi Indians were not markedly different, except for a moderate
difference in Openness (Neuroticism = 52.3 and 49.1, respectively; Extraversion = 43.5
and 40.7, respectively; Openness = 44.0 and 51.4, respectively; Agreeableness = 55.9 and
56.7, respectively; Conscientiousness = 54.0 and 55.7, respectivgly; 85 and 9.8,
respectively across all factors, indicating somewhat less valyatidih in the
standardization sample; factor-specific SDs were not provided).

The raw score means were standardized to U.S. norms before calculating the
factor T-scores reported above, which allows for a comparison between theltamo |
samples and the U.S. standardization sample. Schmitt and colleagues (2007)timaticate
“this procedure may appear unnecessarily ethnocentric” (p. 187), but it maximize
comparability to previously reported findings as the procedure has been usecabefor

as such, using another method would make future cross-nation comparisons impossible.
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In comparison to U.S. norms, all factors were within one SD of these norms, with
Neuroticism the most similar. Further, it appears that in these Indian sacopipared
to U.S. norms, Extraversion and Openness are lower and both Agreeableness and
Conscientiousness are elevated.

Examination of the data from all 36 of McCrae’s (2001) culture groupings
suggests that men and women of the same age show markedly similar pertartatity
structures. The mean factor congruence across all groupings and traits hé lmtimain
and facet levels was .90 (domain range = .85 for Extraversion to .94 for Neuroticism and
Conscientiousness; facet range = .72 for O6 Values to .99 for N1 Anxiety and N2 Angry
Hostility). However, Extraversion showed greater structural difterexcross gender
than the other traits. Overall, these data suggest that the structure of thé-REO P
largely consistent across cultural and geographic groupings and across genevert
McCrae (2001) did not report facet-level factor-congruence data fofisasnples,
precluding a more nuanced analysis of the Indian data.

Lodhi, Deo and Belhekar (2002) presented additional data from the Marathi
Indian sample. Alpha reliabilities ranged from .73 to .90 for the NEO PI-R domain
scales. Statistically significant gender differences on faset-kcores were infrequent
(men were higher on only two facets, Impulsiveness and Excitement-Seeildng, a
women were higher on only six, with no more than two from the same domain (Positive
Emotions, Aesthetics, Straightforwardness, Altruism, Order and Dédilitr@ra These
same gender differences also have been found in analyses of data from 26 cultural and
geographic groupings, with small effect sizes (Cohdr*s30, .39, .29, .41, .42, .46, .35

and .31, respectively; Costa, Terracciano & McCrae, 2001). Correlations among the
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NEO PI-R domains ranged from .04 (Extraversion with Agreeableness) to -.51
(Neuroticism with Conscientiousnessy), = .21), which is consistent with those presented
by Costa and McCrae (1992) for the American adult normative sample, whggdran
from .02 (Openness with Neuroticism, Agreeableness and Conscientiousness) to -.53
(Neuroticism with Conscientiousnesgy; = .20.

Further, the part-whole correlations between the NEO PI-R and NEO-FFimdoma
scales were .86, .78, .79, .73 and .89, respectively, for Neuroticism, Extraversion,
Openness, Agreeableness and Conscientiousness in the Marathi sgrap&l¢ Lodhi
et al., 2002). These correlations were slightly lower than those found with thecAmeri
normative sample (.92, .90, .91, .77 and .87, respectiyghy;.87)

Factor analyses of the domains and facets of the NEO PI-R using an orthogonal
Procrustes rotation toward the American normative factor pattern produocgiaience
coefficients ranging from .97 for Conscientiousness to .89 for Openness among the
domains, and from .99 to .73 for the facets, with an average of .94. The average facet-
level congruence coefficients across domains were .98, .93, .90, .89, .97, respectively, for
Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, Agreeableness and Conscientiousnebl, Nota
the congruence coefficient for Tender-Mindedness was only .73, and when thigdacet
removed, the average facet-level congruence for that domain increased to .93cerhis fa
was one of the two with notably elevated means compared to U.S. norms in previous
research.

Lodhi and colleagues (2002) also administered both the NEO-FFI and the
Eysenck Personality Questionnaire-Revised (EPQ-R, which assesskestiés,

Extraversion, Neuroticism and a validity index, the Lie scale; Eysenck &nelgs1997)
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to 300 Marathi-speaking adults. Women in this sample scored higher on NEO-FFI

Agreeableness and lower on NEO-FFI Extraversion than the men (effect siras<d

= .55 and .35, respectively), differences in the expected direction that have been found

previously (e.g., Costa et al., 2001). The variance-covariance matrices based on the

NEO-FFI and EPQ-R scales did not differ significantly between men and wdimeimi (

et al., 2002), and were consistent with previous research (e.g., McCrae & Costa, 1985)

and theoretical predictions: Neuroticism and Extraversion correlated .60 and .53,

respectively, whereas Psychoticism correlated -.42 with Agreeablands.33 with

Conscientiousness. Previous research using the NEO PI-R and the EysenckiBersonal

Inventory (1964) and the EPQ Psychoticism scale shows similar relatiensofdism

and Extraversion correlated .75 and .69, respectively, whereas Agreeableness and

Conscientiousness correlated -.42 and -.25, respectively; McCrae & Costa, 1985).
Schmitt, Allik, McCrae, and Benet-Martinez (2007) reported data obtained from

200 English-speaking adult Indians in their study of personality, including tha&Bss

56 nations in 10 world regions. Their data suggest adequate internal reliabilthes of

BFI scales (ranging from .70 for Agreeableness to .79 for Neurotidewpever, the

scales are clearly less internally consistent than the Englishdgagriginals, which

typically average in the mid-.80s (e.g., Soto & John, 2009). Nonetheless, a clear FFM

structure was obtained when item-level data from all respondents were pooled, both

before and after the scores were standardized within each sample. Thie overal

congruence coefficient was .98 when the obtained factor structure was comparéd to tha

obtained in the U.S., where the BFI was developed.

In this study, the Indian sample was considered part of the South and Southeast
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Asia world region. The factor congruence coefficients between the dataHi®region
and the American data were .95, .91, .86, .85 and .89, respectively, for Neuroticism,
Extraversion, Openness, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness, with an av8gge of
suggesting a range from highly to moderately similar factors. Pditgdreit profiles

also were developed for each country, using American standardized scolesltdeca
T-scores. Data from English-speaking Indian adults were consistent withdJnss
(Neuroticism = 50.0, Extraversion = 47.4, Openness = 48.5, Agreeableness = 50.4,
Conscientiousness = 473Dy = 9.3 across all traits).

McCrae and Terracciano (2005) reported on observer-rated personality $raits, a
measured by the third-person version of the NEO PI-R, in 50 cultural and geographic
groupings. Indian participants were 185 Telugu-speaking young adulis<&tje0
years) who were asked to rate one specific target; subjects werefgur groups from
which to choose their target: college-aged women and men, and adult [over age 40]
women and men. The structure of the self-report NEO PI-R replicated reasardhbty
the third-person version of the NEO PI-R in this sample; the congruence eveffiaith
the American normative data were .93, .87, .80, .91 and .92, respectively, for
Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, Agreeableness and Conscientiousness, with a
average of .89, suggesting a range from moderately to highly similar factors

Finally, Narayanan, Menon and Levine (1995) examined the structure of
personality in an Indian sample using two emic (culture-specific) ap@saaliree-
descriptor method and a critical-incident method. In the free-descriptbod) 221
Hindi-speaking undergraduates from two universities generated the perstadligrms

and descriptors used, and a second group of Indian participants rated themsadves usi



52

these terms and descriptors. In the critical-incident method, 336 critickmts (direct
observations of behavior that reveal an important aspect of the individual'steharac
were generated by 183 Hindi-speaking undergraduates and classified by &tened r
into personality categories based on the trait most reflected by behavsp@hse to the
incident. Incidents were then randomized and resorted by different ratecategories,
which the authors stated were similar to those developed by the previous raters.

Both methods produced five personality factors that were largely consistient wi
the FFM traits (Narayanan et al., 1995). The factors developed using the taptdes
method were: Conscientiousness/Dependability (8 markers), Agreealie@ssntness
(8 markers), Surgency (Extraversion; 6 markers), Emotional Stabilitylewvoticism;
5 markers) and Openness to Experience (4 markers). The 10 most frequem#tegene
trait terms and descriptors included at least one marker of each of the REMUWsing
the critical incident method, 23.2% of the incidents reflected Dutifulness/Coheae
ness, 22.4% reflected Concern for Others/Amiability/Agreeableness, 18fkétec
Broad-Mindedness/Wisdom/ Culture/Openness to Experience, 15.9 % reflected Self-
Expressiveness/Surgency and 15.6 % reflected Placidity/Emotional $tabilit
Approximately 4% of the incidents generated were not considered reflecting of the
above dimensions, and these were classified into Morality, Conservative, and
Nationalism groupings.

Overall, Narayanan and colleagues (1995) concluded that their data “strongly
supported the five-factor model, while also revealing certain culturalgdodepartures”
(p. 61). For example, Conscientiousness and Agreeableness were described aad obser

more frequently in critical incidents than were other traits (e.g., 8 msagleeh vs.



53

Openness 4 markers). Similar emic methods used to examine the FFM imtiffere
cultures corroborate Narayanan and colleagues’ (1995) finding of a persetralityre
generally similar to the FFM, although these structures also provided evidetice
existence of culturally based departures from this structure (e.g., CheanggrCHau,
Lew & Lau, 1992; Church & Katigbak, 1989). In general, therefore, it appears that the
overall FFM structure was replicated in this sample by both emic methods.

Together, the data reported here suggest that the FFM—as assessed by the
NEO PI-R, NEO-FFI, BFI, and two emic approaches—is a robust personalitjusér
widely generalizable to diverse countries, cultures and languages, inchediegl
samples in India. Further, the structure and external correlates of thishavddeen
demonstrated in India across gender in three languages (Marathi, Telugugisb)E
across two age groups (adolescents and adults), two types of ratings (seftieacod
using both etic and emic methodologies. These data suggest that Indian samples show
marked similarities in personality structure to at least 50 other cultuiabordtic
groups, while demonstrating somewhat consistent slight to moderate vanaticns
structure, particularly involving Extraversion and Openness. However, the
inconsistencies in Extraversion from U.S. data were not uniform across Indiplesam
suggesting that they may be sample specific. Moreover, the cross-cultural
generalizability of Openness has been shown to be problematic in a mgtasanal
(Rolland, 2002), and these data reflect that property. Proponents of the FFM thebrize tha
the overall similarities in trait structure are attributable to thetfedttpersonality traits
are biologically based and that “cultures shape the expression of trafstdék &

McCrae, 2004, p. 74).
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As mentioned previously, the second aim of this review was to demonstrate the
cross-cultural and cross-linguistic applicability of the FFM, withipaldr attention to
the use of the FFM in Indian samples. The research described above demdhstiates
in general, the NEO PI-R and NEO-FFI display adequate reliability ardityads
measures of personality traits in several linguistic groupings in ladththe FFM has a
replicable structure both in western research and across FFM measdregsloda,
including the NEO PI-R and NEO-FFI. These data together suggest that theizidgye
process for a FFM measure is worth pursuing, and that there is a ‘baBEMestructure
to which results obtained within the imported sample can be compared. Deviations from
this structure may be meaningful and suggest that adaptation or indigenization of this
measure may be worthwhile.

However, although the NEO PI-R and the NEO-FFI have been translated into
Hindi, | could find no research into the psychometric properties of the translations.
Establishing the psychometric reliability and validity of a Hindi FFM soea would
enhance basic research and enable researchers to investigate thesafrpktsonality
in more Indian samples, given that Hindi is a dominant Indian language. From an
indigenized psychological perspective, this goal is scientificallyaldé as it would
allow Indian researchers to investigate FFM theory to determine whitshgra cross-
culturally consistent and which require adaptation or indigenization.

Personality Traits Among Women Who Are

Targets of Intimate Partner Aggression

Multifactor theoretical frameworks posit that IPA results from the aat&on

between the individual and the environment that serve as risk factors for or protective
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factors against IPA (Stith, Smith, Penn, Ward & Tritt, 2004). Dutton (1995) presented a
nested ecological theory of IPA that examined variables at four leresrosystem
(e.g., cultural values and beliefs), exosystem (e.g., job stress, socialtsuppor
microsystem (e.g., interaction patterns of the family) and ontogentic—varihiale
individuals bring to their current relationships as a result of their developrhesttay
(e.q., learned behaviors), and cognitive and emotional responses to microsystem or
exosystem stressors. Although this theory does not specifically address iddividua
predispositions and temperament/personality, it is reasonable to assume theipavoul
included at this level, as Stith and colleagues specifically mention botarfdar
depression as ontogentic variables and victim risk factors.

Although Dutton’s (1995) theory pertained only to IPA perpetrators, Stith and
colleagues (2004) argued that it also may be applied to IPA targets. ,Tthat is
personality traits of IPA targets may serve as ontogentic variablesgting with
perpetrator and environmental variables to become either risk factors foremtipeot
factors against IPA. Existing research suggests several distigetinwahich women'’s
personality may be a risk factor for increased likelihood of experienchgsifecific
types of IPA, or moderate versus severe IPA. This review describesdirgy$ to date
and considers the explanatory hypotheses researchers have offered. ésedrishr
remains limited, there currently are no firm conclusions regardingaetatietween
personality and targets’ experience of IPA. In particular, | was abbeabel very few
articles investigating how personality may serve as a protective factétA (e.g., an
unpublished dissertation, Buckhout, 2001; Steinberg, Pineles, Gardner & Mineka, 2003),

clearly offering an avenue for future research.
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Studies have investigated both predictors and outcomes of IPA. For example,
some research has investigated the psychopathological results of expelfiéAcisigch
as depression and depressive symptoms, both of which are linked closely with the
personality trait of Neuroticism (e.g., Clark, Vittengl, Kraft, &ré#t; 2003), higher
levels of which may serve as a precursor of or risk factor for IPA (s¢s@&eion).
Whereas retrospective reporting can suggest variables that may beqsectitBA
within a romantic relationship, only longitudinal research can determine witle¢her
personality trait or the IPA is temporally primary. Importantly, howeweta-analytic
evidence supports the stability of personality traits, even in the face sdfstride
events, such as IPA (e.g., Roberts & Delvecchio, 2000; Roberts et al., 2006), suggesting
that personality traits assessed during or following a woman’s expeé¢teA may
have been or likely were present at similar levels prior to the experieregardress, the
studies described below are longitudinal, unless otherwise noted.

Trait Neuroticism

Relations between Neuroticism and IPA

Depression and Depressive Symptoms

Aspects of trait Neuroticism show many of the clearest links to women’s
experience of being the target of IPA. Depression and depressive symptaneéa
linked consistently to trait Neuroticism and, to a more moderate extent, lowé&rsicmn
(e.g., Clark, Vittengl, Kraft, & Jarrett, 2003; Mineka, Watson, & Clark, 1998). Meta-
analytic evidence suggests that depressive symptom$0) and fearr(= .57) are
moderate risk factors for women to be a target of IPA (Stith et al., 2004). \&wxina

Hébert (2007) reviewed the literature on risk factors for IPA and found seuhasst
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three of which were longitudinal, demonstrating that depressive symptoms were
antecedents to physical and sexual IPA; one study found that suicidal behaviaiskas a
factor for IPA (Cleveland, Herrera & Stuewig, 2003). Finally, a diagradsasiyDSM-
llI-R Axis | diagnosis, many of which are associated significantly wih fevels of
Neuroticism, has been shown to be associated with slightly greater reskpkeniencing
IPA (r = .17; Danielson, Moffitt, Caspi & Silva, 1998).
Interpersonal Sensitivity and Hostility

The Interpersonal Sensitivity and Hostility scales of the Brief Symeentory
(BSI; Derogatis & Melisaratos, 1983) are moderately related to NEHONRuroticism
(rs =.59 and .47, respectively; Piedmont & Ciarrocchi, 1997). In a cross-sectional study,
Lento (2006) found that higher levels of BSI Hostility in women were related to both
relational and physical victimization by one’s romantic partner.G9 and .25,
respectively). Relational victimization was defined as ostracism, éxclaad
manipulation, and was assessed by the Revised Self-Report of Aggression and Social
Behavior (Morales & Crick, 1998). Interpersonal sensitivity, assessdu:BSI
Interpersonal Sensitivity scale, was defined as marked discomfort wekeactmg with
others and feelings of personal inadequacy/inferiority, and was relatedcsigtiyfito
relational victimization by one’s romantic partner(.25; hostility and interpersonal
sensitivityr = .54). Further, hostility remained a significant predictor of relational
victimization among females after controlling for physical victitiaa(r = .33). Both
hostility and interpersonal sensitivity remained significant predictors yofi qéu
victimization after controlling for relational victimization € .27 and -.21, respectively).

Together, these data suggest that hostility and interpersonal sensitivitgf ldtich are
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moderately related to, and may be considered facets of, Neuroticism, magnépre
vulnerability factors for relational victimization, which shares manyaattaristics with
psychological IPA, and physical IPA.
Low Self-Esteem

The links between low self-esteem and IPA are not as clear as the linkebetw
other aspects of Neuroticism and IPA, perhaps because it represents a blend of
Neuroticism and low Extraversion (see below). Cross-sectional studies have
demonstrated a negative relation between self-esteem and experié@#ci@gzI,
Molidor, & Wright, 1996; O’Keefe & Treister, 1998; Pirog-Good, 1992; Sharpe &
Taylor, 1999). However, longitudinal research (Cleveland et al., 2003; Foshee,
Benefield, Ennett, Bauman & Suchindran, 2004) and other cross-sectional studies have
not supported this relation (Follingstad, Rutledge, McNeill-Harkins, & Polek, 1992;
O’Keefe, 1998; Small & Kerns, 1993). These inconsistent data may result fréacthe
that although low self-esteem shows the strongest relations among theeaiisMith
Neuroticism (typically above .50), it also is related moderately to lovwaistsion (s
between .30 and .50) and low Conscientiousnasisgtween .20 and .43), and weakly
related to low Agreeableness petween .11 to .32) and Opennessbetween .09 to
.31), depending on the measure of self-esteem (Watson, Suls & Haig, 2002). Thus, the
varying results may reflect the use of different measures with vaNgagoticism
saturation and, in any case, require further research to explain.

Hypothesized Mechanisms of Action

Researchers have hypothesized about ways in which Neuroticism may act to

increase a woman'’s risk of experiencing IPA. Dienemann and colle@i(#} asserted
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that depression is linked to lower quality of marital functioning and lower libido hwhic
may put a woman at greater risk for physical and sexual IPA in heordhip. Vézina
and Hébert (2007) argued that women who are more isolated and sad may be more likely
to tolerate a partner’s IPA because they want to avoid losing him. Lento (2006)
suggested that higher levels of interpersonal sensitivity may predisuldgduals to
experience relational or psychological IPA because their partnesswkeld be aware
the targets were vulnerable to perceived threats to the status of tsdnsip, and may
use these threats to control them. Further, she asserts that hostilitynetagnfboth to
generate and to worsen physical IPA through its tendency to lead an individeatt
angrily in a given situation or conflict. Regardless of the specific mechamism
mechanisms, the above data suggest a largely consistent link between highef levels
FFM Neuroticism and the experience of physical, psychological and d84al
although the link to low self-esteem remains unclear.

Further, it is important to note that Neuroticism shows very strong links to tlinica
symptomatology (e.g., depression, anxiety) that often follow IPA. As such,shere
ambiguity about the direction of causality between IPA and the levels of Nesmoand
Neuroticism-related dimensions found in cross-sectional studies. Longitsgtlidsl
results, which are largely consistent with cross-sectional ones, reduce biggiigy,
suggesting the likely primacy of Neuroticism and Neuroticism-reldbmensions in IPA,
although bidirectionality also is a strong possibility.

The Externalizing Spectrum
The externalizing spectrum is a broad class of psychopathology and

psychopathological behavior that encompasses antisocial personality aneéhehavi
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conduct disorder (adolescent delinquency), alcohol and drug use/abuse (Krueger,
Markon, Patrick & lacono, 2005), as well as temperamental disinhibition (Krueger
Markon, Patrick, Benning & Kramer, 2007). Some evidence suggests that sexual risk
taking is an aspect of externalizing behavior (e.g., Hoyle, Fejfarili@iv2000; Miller

& Resick, 2007). Temperamental disinhibition is strongly linked to low levels of both
FFM Agreeableness and Conscientiousness (Markon et al., 2005).

Relations between Externalizing Behavior/

Temperamental Disinhibition and IPA

Antisocial Personality and Behavior

Several studies note the link between antisocial personality and the expefience
IPA among women. Schumacher, Slep, and Heyman (2001) reviewed the literature on
risk factors for physical IPA and observed that two longitudinal, epidemiolcgjiodies
(Danielson, Moffitt, Caspi & Silva, 1998; Magdol et al., 1997) found women who
reported severe IPA also reported more symptoms of Antisocial Persdabtyler
than those women who experienced no IPA, although the relation wasrsmélb|.
Higher levels of MMPI scale four (Psychopathic Deviance) in IPA tattete been
associated with increased risk of IPA=.37), as have four of the five Harris Lingoes
subscales of this scale: Family Discord, Authority Problems, Socialatien and Social
Imperturbability ¢ = .40, .35, .30 and .22, respectively), but not Self-Alienation (Rhodes,
1992).

Studies have demonstrated that young women’s antisocial behavior is related
longitudinally to their partner’s perpetration of psychological and phyd$t#al Kim and

Capaldi (2004) found that young women’s antisocial behavior at Time 2 (ages 20-23
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years) was related to their partner’s psychological IPA at Time=235) and marginally
associated with their partner’s physical IPA at Time 2 and Time 3 (ag@8 ydarsy =

.20 and .21, respectively) Concurrently at Time 2, after controlling for the partner's
antisocial behavior and depressive symptoms, a young woman’s depressive symptoms
remained a significant predictor of her partner’s use of physical#2A §6), and both

her depressive symptoms and antisocial behavior remained significant preafitters
partner’s use of psychological IPR € .23 and .43, respectively). Prospectively at Time
3, her Time 2 depressive symptoms remained a significant predictor of her'partne
psychological IPAR = .24), though the relations with physical IPA were no longer
significant. Also at Time 3, the interaction between the two partners’ antibebiavior
was significant and negative; specifically, when men’s antisocial behaabelow the
median, the women'’s antisocial behavior was positively related to men’s use of
psychological IPA, but when men’s antisocial behaviors was above the median the
women’s antisocial behavior was unrelated to men’s use of psychological IPA. This
suggests that women’s antisocial behavior “evoked” psychological IPA in men @rko w
not otherwise inclined towards this behavior, whereas if men already overdised

due to their own level of antisocial behavior, women’s own antisocial behavior was not a
factor. Similarly, higher levels of, or increases in, both women'’s antidostalvior and
depression have been associated with a corresponding increase in theilsparysecal
IPA towards them over 10 years (Kim, Laurent, Capaldi, & Feingold, 2008).

Conduct Disorder/Adolescent Delinquency

Vézina and Hébert (2007) reviewed 10 studies (four longitudinal) that examined

! Time 1 data were not included in this study because a number of variables used

in these analyses were not collected at Time 1.
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childhood or adolescent delinquent behaviors and the subsequent experience of IPA, and
found that 70% reported a significant association. Childhood onset (chronic) ahtisocia
behavior problems put women at a significantly higher risk for experiencithih
adolescent/early adulthood onset (adolescent-limited), and both groups with early
behavior problems showed greater incidence of experiencing IPA than those who had no
early behavior problems (Vézina & Hébert, 2007). In a similar study, Woodward,
Fergusson & Horwood (2002) reported that these effects remained signifiearsioaial
background, parent-child relations, interpersonal relations and child charactde.g.,
attentional problems) were controlled for. One longitudinal study found that childhood
behavior problems were the most important factor in predicting later expeokhte,
even after controlling for family factors (e.g., family conflict; Magdobffitt, Caspi &
Silva, 1998), although there is evidence suggesting that this relation is ncdineadnt
exposure to parental IPA is controlled (Ehrensatt et al., 2003). Woodword and
colleagues (2002) argued explicitly that the earlier that behavior problamsest, the
more likely the individual is to be the target of IPA later.

In a longitudinal study of physical IPA across multiple adolescent romantic
relationships, girls’ Time 1 IPA experience frequency and seveatg velated
significantly, though negligibly, to their acceptance of female datingwizdition ¢ =
.12 and .13, respectively) and mild to moderately to their delinquercy3@ and .44,
respectively; Williams, Connolly, Pepler, Craig & Laporte, 2008). Acceptahdating
victimization was determined by presenting hypothetical scenarios th wdspondents
indicated whether violence was justified (e.g., ‘Because his/her partenbdoo

clingy’; acceptance of female dating victimization and acceptance efaatihg
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victimizationr = .89). These relations persisted 1 year later, for both victimization
frequency ( = .20 and .21, respectively) and victimization severity (29 and .24,
respectively). Structural equation modeling of these relations suggestddrt
adolescent girls with higher acceptance of dating aggression, delinquemtigasidgly
predicted the recurrence of IPA in new relationships.
Substance Use/Abuse

Of 25 studies reviewed by Vézina and Hébert (2007) that reported evidence on
female partners’ substance use/abuse and experiencing IPA, only sevitndou
association. Four of the studies were longitudinal and found that female partners’
substance use/abuse was both a predictor and a consequence of IPA amongrigtsale ta
of IPA. Meta-analytic evidence drawn from cross-sectional studiesralmaies that
alcohol use is a risk factor for experiencing IRA=(.25; Stith et al., 2004). In
longitudinal studies, women who experience IPA have reported more symptoms of
alcohol (Magdol et al., 1997), but not non-alcohol-substance dependence (Danielson et
al., 1998). Finally, Leonard and Senchak (1996) argued that targets’ alcohol use is
predictive of IPA only insofar as it is correlated with perpetratorgitedtuse. In other
words, they argued that it is only because perpetrators’ alcohol use is edrvalét both
targets’ alcohol use and IPA that the relationship between targets’ alcoholduist®a
emerges as significant. This hypothesis requires further research.
Sexual Risk-Taking

Of the twenty studies reviewed by Vézina and Hébert (2007) that reported
evidence relating experiencing IPA with females’ tendency to engasgxual

relationships with multiple partners, only four found no association. Among the studies
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that found a relation, several reported that the younger the age of one’s first sexual
experience, the greater the risk for later experiencing IPA. Odissested that having
more partners was associated with increased risk. It is possible thatgeageuat first
sexual experience and a high number of sexual partners are charackadiroader
pattern of risk-taking behavior that may predispose females to develoghgg ri
relationships, later characterized by IPA.
Impulsivity, Aggression and Stress

Langer and Lawrence (2008) examined the trajectories of physical R/ \ai
vulnerability-stress-adaptation framework in a normative sample of n@dwJsing
the Schedule of Nonadaptive and Adaptive Personality-2 (a measure of normal and
pathological personality; SNAP-2; Clark et al., in press), the CTS2, and a measur
chronic stress (Hammen et al., 1987), these authors founddh@n's trait impulsivity
(a SNAP-2 Disinhibition-factor marker) and trait aggression (which marks both the
SNAP-2 Negative Affectivity/Neuroticism and Disinhibition factors) evenrelated to
her partner's physical IPA after controlling for women's streserfalate of
Neuroticism). Thus, Langer and Lawrence’s (2008) data suggest tlsatlstiean impact
on the relation between Disinhibition and women’s experience of physical IPA.
However, this is the only study found examining impulsivity, aggression and stress, so
more research into this question is necessary.

Hypothesized Mechanisms of Action

The most often cited reason for the link between externalizing behavior and one’s
risk of experiencing IPA is assortative mating (e.g., Capaldi & Clark, 199&lGi &

Crosby, 1997; Schumacher, Slep & Heyman, 2001). This mechanism suggests that
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women with higher levels of externalizing behavior likely are attracted toagrspend
more time with, men who are similarly high in externalizing behavior. Timeseare
more likely to be psychologically/relationally and physical aggreg&iungeger et al.,
2007), which increases their romantic partner’s risk of experiencing IBAheF,
Vézina and Hébert (2007) note that substance use, in and of itself, increases one’s
irritability, jeopardizes social interactions, and impairs one’s abilitgsolve conflict.
All of these factors increase one’s risk for both perpetrating and expegdf@, which
themselves are correlated (e.g., Hines & Saudino, 2003).
Five-Factor Model Traits

There is preliminary evidence to suggest that the links between FFM alégson
traits and IPA differ by IPA type and severity. In one of two cross-setstundies to
examine a bipolar adjective measure of the FFM (Goldberg, 1983) in relation to \§omen’
experience of IPA, Buss (1991) reported that women who were lower in Agreegblene
experienced greater verbal and physical IPA from their partner. ohdemore
comprehensive study examining these relations (Hines & Saudino, 2008), used the
Eysenck Personality Inventory (EPI; Eysenck, 1964), the IPIP-NEO, and ti2i€&aS
sample of college students and found that lower Agreeableness was relaggetodies
of moderate (but not severe) physical, psychological and sexuajfRPAIQ.23, 4.96
and 4.93, respectively); higher Neuroticism was related to higher rates afateode
physical and sexual IPAt = 9.37 and 4.46, respectively); higher Extraversion was
related to higher rates of psychological IBA £ 5.02); and higher Conscientiousness

was related to higher rates of sexual IRA% 5.52).
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Hypothesized Mechanisms of Action

The behavioral patterns associated with the above FFM personality variayles m
offer insight into the personality-IPA links described. Low Agreeablenesbden cited
as a trait that often evokes interpersonal upset and conflict-oriented belfi@rome’s
romantic partner (Buss, 1991; Graziano, Jensen-Campbell & Hair, 1996). Further, Buss
(1991) interviewed spousal partners (perpetrators) about the interpersonabtadha
patterns displayed by the participants (targets) in his study. Forstargker in self-
reported Neuroticism, their spouses reported the targets were condescendesgiymss
jealous, verbally and physically abusive, unfaithful, inconsiderate, and setf@eian a
measure of sources of irritation or upset created for the study. Fosthigjetr in self-
reported Extraversion, their spouses reported the targets were condescenoatly, ve
and physically abusive, and self-absorbed. For targets higher in self-deporte
Conscientiousness, their spouses reported the targets often complained abouedr insult
their physical appearance. It is possible that these behaviors may playradliciting
IPA; it also is possible that the spouses perceived these behaviors inappropriately
simply were claiming on this questionnaire that their spouses had theseegualjtistify
their own behavior. Finally, in the Buss (1991) study, and consistent with latechesea
(e.g., Hines & Saudino, 2003), the perpetration and experience of all types of IPA
themselves were correlated significantly, suggesting that one’s use afdiAlso elicit
being a target of IPA, or vice versa.

Summary of Personality-Experience of IPA Links

The data linking personality traits to experience of IPA described aveve
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largely consistent. The studies suggest women’s higher levels of Neurdiuisits

various aspects generally put women at an increased risk for physical, psy@i@ndic

sexual IPA. Further, targets’ lower Agreeableness is linked to physicahgsgical

and sexual IPA, although possibly only to moderate, but not severe, physical IPA.

Targets’ higher Extraversion is linked to psychological IPA in a single shaiyever,

the links betweetow self-esteem and one’s experience of IPA render the relation

between Extraversion and IPA less consistent, given that some meassekisesfeem

are correlated with Extraversion (Watson, Suls, & Haig, 2002). Finally, thesdggest

that low Conscientiousness, through its relation to the externalizing spedtaunlirsks

to being a target of both physical and psychological IPA, whereas othersssudjgest

higher Conscientiousness is linked to sexual IPA, and one study's results sutigeste

this may be moderated. Thus, the data regarding Conscientiousness are someaghat m
It is important to note that only two of the studies reviewed above specifically

used an FFM measure in relation to a woman'’s risk for experiencing IPA, thbus

above IPA data are linked to FFM traits largely through theoretical and erhpirica

associations between symptomatology or behavior and personality. Although the data

are generally consistent, more comprehensive and targeted reseassters tweclarify

the suggested links between personality and experiencing IPA. Additiortadlye lbeen

unable to identify any studies that specifically address the relatioedeersonality

and experiencing IPA among rural North Indian women, which is the sample of the

current study. As such, the third and final goal of the study is to examine additional

evidence for the links between these two constructs, and to provide initial data on these

links in a sample of North Indian women. In other words, this study is intended not only
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as an extension of previous research into the links between these two constructsy but as a
important first step in also establishing these links in a non-Western culture.

Present Study

The goals of the proposed study are threefold:
1. In Hindi-speaking Indian women, examine the psychometric validity and
reliability of a thorough assessment of IPA that previously has been usedipienult
languages in the public health domain;
2. In Hindi-speaking Indian women, examine the trait structure of the NEOGsFFI t
determine the extent to which it conforms to the FFM structure that has been found in
many other cultural and geographic groupings and across many langumepes; a
3. Examine relations between Indian women’s FFM traits and their expenénce
IPA, including physical, psychological and sexual IPA.

In connection with the third goal, this study has two hypotheses:
1. Higher levels of Neuroticism and lower levels of Agreeableness willlatedeto
physical, psychological and sexual IPA and
2. Lower levels of Conscientiousness will be related to physical and psyatadlogi

IPA, whereas higher levels will be related to sexual IPA.
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CHAPTER Il. STUDY 1: METHOD

Research Setting: Gorakhpur, Uttar Pradesh

According to the 2001 Indian census (www.censusindia.govtia population of

Uttar Pradesh (UP) comprises 16.2 percent of the Indian population, with approximately
166 million citizens. Among the largest and culturally most significantsaii€JP are

Agra, home of the Taj Mahal, and Varanasi, considered the world’s oldest cityeand t
holiest of holy cities to the Hindu religion. Gorakhpur, the setting of this study, has
approximately 4 million citizens. Approximately 80% of the population of UP is rural
(Indiay = 72%) and 61.6% is literate (Ingiia 67.6%). The sex ratio in UP is 898

females for every 1000 males across all age groups (Ird@83:1000), and the average
female fertility rate is 3.8 children (India= 2.7). As stated earlier, women in UP
experience higher than average IPA rates (37% vs.\jrdiz7.8%).

Sample Size Analysis

Factor analysis is a method used to investigate the correlational srottuset
of variables. The larger the sample, the more precise are the estinthtepabulation
factor loadings and the more stable they are across repeated samplo@a(Mm,
Widaman, Zhang, & Hong, 1999). The minimum sample size necessary for a particula
factor-analytic study depends on many considerations, including the level of
communalities, factor loadings, number of potential items per factor and the number of
factors to be extracted (De Winter, Dodou, & Wieringa, 2009).

De Winter and colleagues (2009) conducted factor analyses of the 44-item BFI,
and found that a sample size as small as 120 participants was adequate to recover the

known structure of the measure. This factor-analytic situation was optinhaitithe
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factor loadings were moderate to high, the communalities were moderateetHactor
correlations were low, and the item/factor ratio was relatively high. ilaghcolleagues

(2002) reported NEO PI-R facet communalities in their Marathi-speakdigri sample

ranging from .23 (A5 Modesty) to .68 (N1 Anxiety, C1 Competence), with mean
communalities of .61, .53, .48, .44 and .61 for Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness,
Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, respectively, and an inter-factottiooreatarage of

.21. Assuming that similar results can be obtained using a Hindi translation of@re NE

FFI, a robust measure with well-determined factors, applying MacCallunodedgues
recommendations to these results yields a sample size of 100 to 200 in the proposed study
to recover the FFM structure.

The DVM, a measure of IPA, likely also will lend itself well to factoalysis.
According to MacCallum and colleagues (1999), an item:factor ratio of 5:lirallledo
achieve simple structure and well-specified factors; when factorgedlrspecified (i.e.,
have multiple clear markers per factor) sample size may have lesg onghe results.
The DVM includes several items per hypothetical factor (e.g., 6 potentisicahIPA
items) with a total of 20 items hypothesized to form four factors (see Tablest@ssied
in detail below), so it falls in this desirable range. Further, Jones and co#gagoe)
reported consistently moderate to high CTS2 item communalities ranging48
(sprain or bruise) to .86 (punched or hit with object), with an average of .69; only two
items had communalities below .50. Due to their similarity, it is possible tapekite
from the CTS2 data that the DVM also is likely to display moderate to high
communalities for the physical and sexual IPA items. CTS2 psycholdgisaiem

communalities range from .52 to .73 (Jones et al., 2002), and given that the DVM
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includes substantially more psychological IPA items than the CTS2, thaseatso are
likely to have high communalities. MacCallum and colleagues (1999) gave a general
guideline of approximately 200 participants in an empirical situation in which
communalities may be low but the factors are overdetermined. Theretboeighl the
communalities in an analysis of the DVM may be high, they currently are unknown, so |
chose a final sample size of 250 to ensure reasonably precise and stabledaatgr-I
estimates.
Participants

Participants in this study were 251 rural women living in the villages surrounding
the city of Gorakhpur, UP, India recruited over a 6-week study period (November 15,
2009-December 31, 2009). Women were eligible to participate if they were 1&years
older, married, and currently cohabiting with their spouse. The sample wasllimit
women over the age of 18 to be consistent with the U.S. Institutional Review Board
definition of adults, and to married women who were cohabiting with their spouse to
ensure some degree of homogeneity in the partner relationship.

Participants were recruited throulytahila Samakhyaa local organization
operating in and around Gorakhpur, whose primary purpose is to improve local women’s
health (agreement from the directo\déhila Samakhy#o aid in the administration of
this project is included in Appendix A). During the course of their work, employees of
Mahila Samakhyanost frequently encounter women experiencing IPA in two ways.
Some women approadhahila Samakhyaeeking mediation with their violent husbands
as a preventive measure against divorce. Other women are identified during the

employees’ fieldwork in areas of Gorakhpur or the villages around Gorakhpur. The
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purpose of this fieldwork is not specifically to identify cases of IPA, but tatiige
women who need help with any aspect of women'’s health, including nutrition and
medical services. Women who met inclusion criteria were identified andctechfar
participation in the present study by ahila Samakhya&mployees before the principal
investigator (PI) arrived for the study period.
Procedure
Study Materials

Prior to the study, four individuals fluent in both English and Hindi reviewed the
translated study materials for their translation accuracy. All four chais stated that
the personality questionnaire translation was largely accurate in content bustyde.i
Specifically, they stated that they did not believe that the rural, largjiedyate Indian
women who were being recruited for the study would be able to understand what the
guestionnaire was asking, even if it was read to them. One commented that it used
“Ph.D.-level Hindi” for some items. Therefore, it was determined thafulestionnaire
could not be used in its original form.

To clarify the nature of the translation of this measure, two of these resiewer
performed a back-translation of the measure from Hindi into English beforeitiye s
period began. The first translator was raised speaking Hindi, but obtained agraduat
degree in America and has lived in America for the last 10 years. The secoraiseds
speaking Hindi and educated as a pediatrician in India, but has practiced medicine in
America for the last 5 years. These back-translations (see AppendirrB the original
item is given first, followed by the two back-translations) verified thatinei measure

was largely faithful to the original in both content and tone, with notable exceptions.
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Overall, the back-translation revealed that 6 of the 60 items were not tednslat
faithfully in either content or tone (items 12, 13, 16, 18, 32 and 58), half of which were
Openness items. For example, item 13 (an Openness item) “l am intrigued by the
patterns | find in art and nature” back-translated into “Sometimescogétised by the
depictions found in nature and the arts” and “Different forms of art and nature sesietim
leave me flabbergasted.” In this case, a single word “intrigued” vs. “cadifus.
“flabbergasted” completely changed the meaning of the item, and, impartaat both
back-translators produced “mistranslated” items supports the invalidity otfetim's
translation.

Other items were not as problematic, but could be considered somewhat different
in tone. For example, item 12 (an Extraversion item) in the original is “| don’t conside
myself especially ‘light-hearted’,” was back-translated toeherally do not consider
myself to be an extravert.” Given that this item is an Extraversion iterdjfteence
between the two items is not especially troublesome. However, the backtgdnsm
is missing the nuance of light-heartedness and assesses directly thpgudsti abstract
understanding of the broad construct rather than assessing a specificecsbtngl
construct. Finally, for five items at least one back-translator did not know what the
original Hindi word meant (items 14, 42, 43, 46 and 53). As a general comment, the
translators noted that the Hindi version often used overly sophisticated and complex
words aimed at a highly educated, scholarly population in contrast to the Englisimyersi
which used simpler, colloquial language.

It was critical theMahila Samakhyamployees who would have contact with

participants held the same understanding of every personality questioreraiand
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asked the items of participants in the same way. Therefore, these employbkd)ila
Samakhyalirector, the PI, and a fluent Hindi-English bilingual speaker with a graduate
degree in psychology met and discussed each personality questionnaire item in terms of
its content and intent. The PI and the bilingual speaker together determinedfa way
phrasing each item that remained true to the original and this was explaineMthitze
Samakhya&mployees, who were given a chance to ask questions until they assured the PI
they understood every item.

Recruitment Method and Informed Consent

Before the recruitment period began, the Pl had several phone conversations with
the Mahila Samakhyadirector to discuss the goals, risks, and benefits of participation in
the study, during which time the director and the PI jointly determined what they
considered the best way to approach potential participants. The director thenegkplai
the study process and the role of khehila Samakhyamployees in the study to those
employees who participated in administering the study, after which reentitregan.

As stated earlietMlahila Samakhy@mployees approached potential participants
during the course of their regular work with women in and around Gorakhpur before the
study period. At the time of the initial contact, the employees explained thegstaidy
and risks and benefits for study participation; potential participants algogiven an
opportunity to ask questions. If the women indicated a willingness to participate when
approached before the study period, their name and the contact information they
preferred to be used to contact them (e.g., phone, letter, home visit) were added to a
database of potential participants that was kept in a secure fileMuathia Samakhya

office. When the study period begatahila Samakhy@mployees contacted these
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women using each woman'’s preferred method. During this contact, participants who
indicated a willingness to complete the study procedure were invited Ktathiea
Samakhyaffice where formal informed consent and the study protocol took place.

Formal consent was completed verbally; the University of lowa Institutional
Review Board did not require a signed consent documentM&h#a Samakhya
employees read the full consent document to the participants and asked if they had any
guestions about the study goals, procedure, risks, or benefits. Further, pastieigant
informed that the questions were personal in nature and explored various aspects of the
relationship between her and her husband. Participants were assured of complete
confidentiality, that they were not required to answer any questions they did hdbwis
answer for any reason, that they were free to withdraw their patimn at any time and
still receive compensation, that a code number rather than their names woulddedreco
on all study measures, and that the written record of their responses would bensdored i
secure cabinet.

To minimize the possibility of coercion or undue influence, compensation for
participation in the study was provided at a rate consistent with local pagdaay’s
work (approximately $2.50/100 rupees). Further, participants had ample time to conside
participation or to discuss participation with friends or family before thredbconsent
process. Finally, women were assured that the only way their famdigdsg Wnow that
they participated in the study would be if they told them, because they would be
participating in the study outside of their homes.

After giving informed consent, participants were asked to complete a

sociodemographic questionnaire, a personality questionnaire, and an IPA slructure
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interview (described below).

Participant Protections

Because this study assessed potentially sensitive information, variousipnstec
for the participant were built into the study procedure. First, beddabila Samakhya
employees regularly encountered IPA among the women they work with, teaghalr
were sensitive to addressing IPA issues, skilled in building rapport with pdiential
vulnerable women, and experienced in managing safety and ethical concerns that a
specific to IPA. During the normal course of their dutdahila Samakhyamployees
often act as mediators between couples who experience IPA. Thereforgasdasen
to ensure that nMahila Samakhyamployee would serve as both a mediator and a
research assistant for a given participant, and participants weredasktnis fact. This
protected both the confidentiality of participants and addressed any conintest
concerns for thdahila Samakhyamployees.

Second, the anonymity of the participants and their participation was protgcted b
the fact that Gorakhpur is a large city and women patrticipated in the staghfram
their homes at th®ahila Samakhyaffice, which is located in a building with other
offices in the city proper. This arrangement also protected women againgtgdote
gossip, because no one could know the purpose of a woman entering the building where
the office is located.

Third, informed consent was obtained at the start of data collection, and
respondents were advised that the questions were personal in nature and explored various
aspects of the relationship between her and her husband. Participants werkaissur

complete confidentiality outside the research team, that code numbers rathteetha



77

names were used on all study materials and that the written record ofspeimses
would be stored in a secure cabinet.

Finally, theMahila Samakhyalirector prepared a document\éhila
Samakhya and other local agencies’ services available to women experidRéng
which was provided to every woman who participated in this study. These participant
protection measures are very similar to those used in the MEASURE DHS paiopbc
are consistent with the World Health Organization Guidelines (Garcia-Moreno,2001)
conducting research on IPA.

Study Measures

Sociodemographic Information

Participants were asked to provide information about themselves on various
sociodemographic variables (e.g., current age, age at marriage) to provide a thorough
picture of the sample’s characteristics (see Appendix C).

Personality Questionnaire

The 60-item NEO-FFI is a well-validated measure of the FFM, a shortened
version of the NEO PI-R that assesses only the five higher order domains—idigeurot
Extraversion, Openness to Experience, Agreeableness and Conscientiousness. The
measure uses a five-point, Likert response format (strongly agree td\stiwmagree).
The reliability and validity of the NEO-FFI has been demonstrated w{deBf he Five-
Factor Model of Personalitgection above). Psychological Assessment Resources, Inc.,
the publishers of the NEO-FFI, have developed a Hindi version of the measure, but it had
not been used in any Indian research, as far as | could determine. As discussed

previously, the NEO-FFI and NEO PI-R have been translated into other Indiaadg@sgu



78

and used in previous research (€eess-Culture Generalizability of the Five-Factor

Model of Personality to Indiaection above). This research has demonstrated the

reliability and validity of the NEO-FFI and NEO PI-R in several Indiangas.
Domestic Violence Module

The IPA assessment used is the DVM (see Appendix D), a structured wwtervie
used by the MEASURE DHS project (sBee NFHS Domestic Violence Modskction
above). As described earlier, the DVM is a shortened and modified version of the CTS2
(seeThe Revised Conflicts Tactics ScadesiThe NFHS Domestic Violence Module
sections above). | was unable to locate any information on the interview’s psygbome
properties, but given its basis in the CTS2, which has good psychometric properties, it
seems likely that the DVM will have at least adequate psychometpefies.

The authors of the DVM asserted that the measure captures several IPA
dimensions (Table 12), which may aggregate to form reliable IPA scalgsic&H{6
items), Psychological (10 items; Marital Control [6 items] and VeiAl[# items]) and
Sexual (4 items; Measure DHS, 2005). The Marital Control items were added
specifically in the development of this measure to assess more comgietabynverbal
psychological IPA domain, which critics had argued that the CTS2 failed suneea
adequately. Itis an empirical question whether these items are bestoegdrt of the
psychological IPA construct along with verbal IPA, or whether they aistatally
distinct. Further, several DVM items that currently are not cladsifireler one of these
four dimensions are potentially relevant to this analysis (listed in Table 12 under
“Miscellaneous”). These items address the onset of IPA in the marriagegsnjur

resulting from IPA, the husband’s alcohol use, questions concerning abuse by other



marital family members, IPA during pregnancy, and IPA in the womared faanily.
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Table 1. Physically Aggressive Acts in Western IPA Measures

Measure Subscale

Acts

Abuse Within Intimate Relationships Schle Overt Violence

Restrictive Violence

Composite Abuse Scéle Severe Combined Abuse

Physical Abuse

Revised Conflict Tactics Scafes Physical Assault

Injury

Shoved; pushed; forcefully pushestd an object to hit; thrown objects; had

pushing matches; physically attacked

Forcefully squeezed; grablbmeyhly; grabbed arm
Kept from medical care;dddk bedroom; raped,; tried to rape; put foreign

objects into vagina; took wallet and left strandeskd a knife or gun or other
weapon; refused to let work outside home

Slapped; beat up; hit or triediteviih object; kicked; hit with fist; threw;
pushed; grabbed; shoved; shook

Kicked; punched; slapped; beahitpith object; choked; slammed against

wall; grabbed; threw object; used knife or gun;hmds shoved; twisted arm or
hair; burned or scalded on purpose

Cut or bleeding; went to doctor for injunyeeded to see doctor but did not; felt
pain the next day; sprain or bruise could seeapeiyparts bled

(table continues)
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Measure Subscale

Acts Included

Severity of Violence Against Women Scales Mild Violence

Minor Violence

Moderate Violence

Serious Violence

Abusive Behavior Invent0|6y Physical Abuse

Index of Spouse Abude Physical

Held down; pinned in place; pushselpved; shook; roughly handled; grabbed

suddenly or forcefully

Scratched; pulled hair; twistednaspanked

Slapped with the palm of handppéed with back of hand; slapped around face
and head

Kicked; hit with object; stompat choked; punched; burned with something;
used a club-like object; beat up; used a knifewr g

Pushed; grabbed; shoved; slapjtegunched; pressured to have sex in a way

that target didn’t like or want; spanked; kicketlypically forced to have sex;
threw around; physically attacked the sexual paramget’'s body; choked;
strangled; used a knife; gun or other weapon

Became surly or angry if target tellsgedrator he drinks too much; made
perform sex acts target did not enjoy or like; fhett with fists; threatened with

weapon; beat so badly target needed medical halpamed; yelled; slapped
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(table continues)

Table 1 (cont.)

Measure Subscale Acts Included

Physical (cont.) around face and head; becameabwsien drinking; acted like a bully;

frightened; acted like perpetrator would kill tarrge
Conflict Tactics Scalés Violence Slapped; kicked; hit with fist; hit ored to hit with object; beat up; threw

something; pushed; grabbed; shoved; threateneitl ¢o throw object

Serious Violence Threatened with knife or gun; useife or gun

Note (1) Bjoresson, Aarons & Dunn, 2003; (2) Hegarty, Sheehan & Schonfeld, 1999; (3) Strabg, Baney-McCoy &
Sugarman, 1996; (4) Rodenburg & Fantuzzo, 1993; (5) Marshall, 1992; (6) Shepard & Campbell, 199@s¢r)&IMclintosh,
1981; (8) Struas, 1979.



Table 2. Percent of Measures Citing Physically Aggressive Acts itevdd®A
Measures

Act % Measures Citing Act
Kicked 88
Slapped 88
Hit with object 75
Punched 75
Shoved 75
Pushed 63
Beat up 50
Grabbed 50
Hit 50
Used weapon against target 50
Threw object 38
Choked 25
Shook 25
Threw 25

Note. Acts cited only once are not included.
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Table 3. Psychologically Aggressive Acts in Western IPA Measures

Measure Subscale

Acts Included

Follingstad Psychological Aggression sdale  N/A

Abuse Within Intimate Relationships Scale Emotional Abuse

Deception

Verbal Abuse

Multidimensional Measure of Emotional Aba’se Hostile Withdrawal

Made threats/intimidated; destabilized theyédis perception of reality; isolated/

monopolized; treated as inferior; established paiwarugh refusals; verbally
abused/criticized; was jealous/suspicious; monitobcbecked; enforced rigid
gender roles; controlled personal behavior; witbteghotionally/ physically;
publicly embarrassed/humiliated; emotionally wowhdeound fidelity;
lied/deceived; induced guilt/blamed; manipulatathcked looks/sexuality

Mocked; sneered at; criticizedulted; ridiculed; belittled; degraded

Betrayed; deceived; kept secrets; lied to

Blamed for uncontrollable things; iggd given silent treatment; used
profanity; screamed at

Sulked or refused to talk abissue; refused to acknowledge problem; refused

to discuss problem; acted cold or distant whenyangr

(table continues)
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Table 3 (cont.)

Measure Subscale Acts Included

Domination/Intimidation ~ Told “you’ll never get awdsom me” in an angry or threatening way;
threatened to throw something at target; intentlgrsestroyed belongings;
threatened to harm target’s friends

Denigration Said that target would never amourangthing; called target a loser; failure; or
similar term; called target ugly; called target tidess

Restrictive Engulfment Complained target spendsiiach time with friends; asked where she had been
or who she had been with in a suspicious manneérmngry because target went

Composite Abuse Scdle Severe Combined Abuse  See Table 1

Emotional Abuse Tried to convince family; friendeechildren that target was crazy; told was
crazy; became upset if dinner/housework was noé ddmen they thought it
should be; told was not good enough; told was dfuped to keep from seeing
or talking to family; tried to turn family; friendsnd children against target; did
not allow to socialize with female friends; told ane would ever want target;
told was ugly; blamed target for perpetrator’s giate

(table continues)
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Table 3 (cont.)

Measure Subscale Acts Included
Harassment Harassed on phone; lingered outsides hfmliewed; harassed at work
Revised Conflict Tactics Scafes Psychological Aggression Insulted or swore; shiiusgomped out of room; threatened to hit or throw

something; destroyed something of target’s; actezpite target;

called target fat or ugly; accused target of béingy lover
Measure of Wife Abuse Psychological Abuse Stole possessions; took og; keok wallet; disabled car; imprisoned; locked

in; harassed over phone; stole food or money; bathat work; hung around;
followed; locked out; electricity off; kidnappedildhren; attempted suicide

Verbal Abuse Told no one want; told not good; tiodatrible wife; told ugly; told stupid; told
crazy; called bitch; told lazy; called whore; cdllgunt; told kill you; told kill
family; told take children; told kill children

Severity of Violence Against Women Scdles Symbolic Violence Hit or kicked a wall, door orrfiikure; threw; smashed or broke an object; drove

dangerously with target in the car; threw an obgtct
Threats of Mild Violence  Shook a finger at; madestiiening gestures or faces at; shook a fist sggac
like a bully toward

(table continues)
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Measure Subscale Acts Included
Threats of Moderate Destroyed something belontpirtgrget; threatened to harm or damage
Violence things target cared about; threatenedsdrdy property; threatened someone

Abusive Behavior Inventofy

Test of Negative Social Excharige
(adapted for use in romantic

relationships)

target cares about

Threats of Serious Violence Threatened to hureataned to kill self; threatened with a club-likgext;
threatened with a knife or gun; threatened to #illeatened with a weapon;
acted like wanted to kill target

Psychological Abuse Humiliated; degraded; restdcocial contact; frightened with actions or
gestures; threatened to harm self; threatenedrio bthers; demanded
compliance; restricted financial resources

Hostility/Impatience Lost temper; yelled; was angras impatient; nagged; disagreed

Insensitivity Took goanted; took advantage of; was inconsiderategriggh
target's wishes or needs; tookesdeelings lightly

(table continues)
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Measure Subscale Acts Included
Interference Distracted target when she was dangeshing important; was too demanding
of target’s attention; invaded target’s privacyeyented target from working on
their goals
Ridicule Made fun of target; laughed at target;sjjpsd about target

Psychological Maltreatment of Women

Inventory?®

Index of Spouse Abuse

Dominance/lsota

Emotional/Verbal
Physical

Nonphysical

Isolated from resources; demanded subservjeigiély observed
traditional sex roles

Verbally attacked; demeaned; wéldremotional resources

See Table 1

Belittled; demanded obedience; becagmsetuf work was not done; was jealous
or suspicious; told ugly; told unattractive; tolouéd not manage without
perpetrator; acted like target was personal seruasilted or shamed in front of
others; became angry if point of view disagreedwitas stingy with money;
belittled intellectually; demanded target stay hofe target should not work
or go to school; was not kind; ordered around; tadespect for feelings; acted
like would kill target

(table continues)
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Table 3 (cont.)

Measure Subscale Acts Included

Conflict Tactics Scalé$ Verbal Aggression Sulked; refused to talk; stompetof room/house/yard; did or said

something to spite target

Note (1) Follingstad, Coyne & Gambone, 2005; (2) Bjoresson, Aarons & Dunn, 2003; (3) Murphy & Hoovel(4)398garty,
Sheehan & Schonfeld, 1999; (5) Straus, Hamby, Boney-McCoy & Sugarman, 1996; (6) RodeRamtgzz0, 1993; (7) Marshall,

1992; (8) Shepard & Campbell, 1992; (9) Ruehlman & Karoly, 1991; (10) Tolman, 1989; (11) Hudson & Mcintosfil 2)98ttuas,
1979.
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Table 4. Categories of Psychologically Aggressive Acts, Average NuohBets within
Categories Per Measure and Percent of Measures Including Atiis Wach Category
Across Western IPA Measures

Act Category Avg. % Acts within Category

Belittled/Criticized 3.33 92 Belittled, criticizedegraded, demeaned, insulted,
laughed at, made fun of, mocked, ridiculed, sneated
verbally abused/ attacked

Angry Behavior 1.75 82 Angry, angry if disagreedhyiangry over time spent
away from home, angry gestures, angry statements,
became surly/angry, lost temper, screamed at, gdmp
out of yard/room, upset if work not done, used
profanity, yelled/shouted

Threatening Behavior 1.92 64 Acted like a bullyteadike perpetrator would kill
target, hit/kicked wall/door/furniture,
threatened/intimidated, threatened others targesca
about, threatened to destroy property, threateméit t
target, threatened to kill target, threatened towh
object at target, threatened with weapon, threweatbj
at target, frightened

Took Advantage of/ 1.08 45 Did/said something titestarget, ignored target’s

Inconsiderate wishes/ needs/feelings, inconaideordered target
around, stole from target, took advantage, took
feelings lightly, took for granted, treated as iide,
treated like servant, unkind

Withheld 0.83 45 Acted cold/distant, gave targkansitreatment,
ignored, refused to acknowledge problem,

(table continues)
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Act Category Avg. % Acts within Category

Withheld (cont.) refused to discuss problem, hétlal
emotionally/physically, sulked

Restricted Socially 0.64 36 Complained about tipens away from home,
prevented socializing, tried to convince othergéeéar
was crazy, tried to keep target from seeing
friends/family, tried to turn others against target

Demanded 0.36 36 Demanded attention, demanded icorog)
demanded obedience

Embarrassed/Humiliated 0.36 36 Embarrassed, gasaipeut, humiliated

Jealousy/Suspiciousness 0.36 36 Asked where tageand who they were with,
invaded target’s privacy, jealous/suspicious

Destroyed 0.36 27 Destroyed target’s belongingskssons

Blamed 0.27 27 Blamed for uncontrollable acts, lddrdor violence,
induced guilt/blamed

Suicidal/Self-Harming 0.27 27 Attempted or threa@suicide/self-harm

Restricted Physically 0.91 18 Disabled car, impresh kept from medical care,
locked in, locked out, refused to let target owdsid
home, took target’s car keys, took target’'s watdled
left her stranded

Harassed 0.72 18 Followed, harassed at work, reatamsr phone,
hung around

Betrayed 0.54 18 Betrayed, emotionally woundedetarggarding

perpetrator’s fidelity, lied/deceived, kept ssr

Note. Acts that are cited only once and that do not fall into these categories are not

included.
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Table 5. Sexually Aggressive Acts in Western IPA Measures

Measure Subscale Acts Included

Sexual Experiences Sun/ey Sexual Contact Specified “without my consent”: &leal; kissed; rubbed against private areas;
removed clothes; had oral sex; made to have oxalpsg penis into vagina;
inserted fingers or objects into vagina; put pémis butt; inserted fingers or
objects into butt; tried to have oral sex; triedrtake to have oral sex; tried to
put penis into vagina; tried to insert fingers bjexts into vagina,; tried to put
penis into butt; tried to insert objects or fingan® butt

Sexual Coercion Told lies; threatened to end mhatiip; threatened to spread rumors about
target; made promises that were untrue; continuedgd verbal pressure after
target said no; showed displeasure; criticized akbpor attractiveness; got
angry but did not use physical force after targéd ®10; took advantage while
target was drunk or too out of it to stop act; #temed to physically harm target
or someone close to target; used force

Revised Conflict Tactics Scafes Sexual Coercion Used forced to make target haxeused threats to make target have anal sex;
used force to make target have anal sex; insisteahal sex (no force); insisted
on sex without a condom (no force)

(table continues)
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Table 5 (cont.)

Measure Subscale Acts Included
Injury See Table 1
Measure of Wife Abuse Sexual Abuse Inserted objects into vagina,; triechpe; forced sex with other partners; raped;

forced sex acts; cut pubic hair; prostituted; fdreex with object; squeezed
breasts; forced watching pornography; mutilatedtgbs forced sex with
animals

Severity of Violence Against Women Scéles Sexual Violence Demanded sex whether target wanted not; forced oral sex against will;
forced sexual intercourse against will; physicétisced sex; forced anal sex
against will; used an object in a sexual way

Coercive Sexuality Scale Coerced Sexual Behavior Specified “against hef:wileld hand; kissed; placed hand on knee; placed
hand on breast; placed hand on thigh or crotclgstahed outer clothing;
removed or disarranged outer clothing; removedisarcanged underclothing;
removed own underclothing; touched genital ared;ih&ercourse

(table continues)
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Table 5 (cont.)

Measure Subscale Acts Included

Coercive Sexual Methods Ignored protests; usedavéinbeats; used physical restrain; used threats of
physical aggression; used physical aggressionatimed to use weapon; used a
weapon

Index of Spouse AbuSe Physical See Table 1

Note (1) Koss et al., 2007; (2) Straus, Hamby, Boney-McCoy & Sugarman, 1996; (3) Rodenburiy£z6a1993; (4) Marshall,
1992; (5) Rapaport & Burkhart, 1984; (6) Hudson & Mcintosh, 1981.
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Measures

Act % Measures Citing Act
Forced to have sex 71
Pressured to have sex in way target did not want* 57
Fondled 43
Forced sex with object 43
Put foreign object into vagina 43
Used verbal threats* 29
Insisted on sex (no force)* 29
Kissed without target’s consent 29
Forced anal sex 29
Removed target’s clothes without consent 29
Tried to rape 29

Note.*Indicates sexually coercive method. Only items cited more than once are

included.
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Internal Consistency Convergent Criterion Discémnizmt Relations among
Measure Scale (# Items) o [ICy Validity (ry) Validity (r) Validity (r) Measures’ Subscales) (
Physical | PA Scales
CTS Physical Aggression (9) B3 35 28 66 M = -.06 9"
ISA Physical (11) 85 51 .87; .38% .75 73 M= .11 f9° 92
SVAWS  Mild Violence (4) 88" 65 58 .05 f19) .34 to .88 1 = .69
Minor Violence (5) 68 .30 51 12 f9)
Moderate Violence (3) 86 67 48 .10 f9)'
Severe Violence (9) Fr 27 54 12 g9
AB| Physical Abuse (10) 89 31 26" .71 Fratiop <.00 M =.05 f9° 4310 .51 = .47)
AWIRS Total (10) 92 53 .38 .19 to .59 = .42}
Overt Violence (7) 86 .47 ng
Restrictive Violence (3) 77 53 ng
CAS Physical Abuse (17) b4 48 .84 75to0 .61
Severe Combined Abuse (15) .91 .50 62
MWA Physical Abuse (9) 81 .28 4t -.09 h9 4110 .56 1 = .49
CTS2 See “Revised Conflict Tactics Scales Religbidiata” and “Revised Conflict Tactics Scales Vajidata” in text

(table continues)
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Internal Consistency Convergent Criterion Discémnizmt Relations among
Measure Scale (# Items) o [ICy Validity (ry) Validity (r) Validity (r) Measures’ Subscales) (
AVERAGE .84 45 .55 A1
Psychological | PA Scales

MMEA 42 51 to .64 = .57)

Denigration (17) 75 .15 39 M =.07 09

Dominance/Intimidation (15) Y2 15 37 M =.01 a9°

Hostile Withdrawal (9) 91 53 34 M=-23M=.07 09"

Restrictive Engulfment (13) Y9 22 .33 M = .13 f9"°
ABI Psychological Abuse (20) .88 27 22074 F ratiop < .00f .07 9™, .02 to0 .18
AWIRS Deception (4) .80 .50 43

Emotional Abuse (7) .87 .49 .59

Verbal Abuse (5) 73 .35 .35
CTS Verbal Aggression (5) 80 .44 .18
PMWI Dominance/Isolation (7) 88 54 72,.51° p<.15to0.001 M =-.06 9°

Emotional/Verbal (7) 97 62 .78,.56° p <.15to .001 M =-.02 09°

(table continues)
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Internal Consistency Convergent Criterion Discémnizmt Relations among
Measure Scale (# Items) o [ICy Validity (ry) Validity (r) Validity (r) Measures’ Subscales) (
SVAWS  Symbolic Violence (4) T4 42 36 -.05 f19)'
Threats-Mild Violence (4) g2 53 38 -.09 f9)'
Threats-Moderate Violence (4) 82 .53 34 -.02 9
Threats-Serious Violence (7) 86 .47 24 17
ISA Nonphysical (19) 92 .38 46, 9F .8¢° M= .14 a9°
CAS Emotional Abuse (9) 93 .60 76
Harassment (7) 87 .49 62
FPAS Total (51) 98 .49 -.09 to .07nE"
MWA Psychological Abuse (15) b4 51 23 .05 Ny~
Verbal Abuse (14) 43 .26 3F -.11 (X
TENSE 45 3410 .74M = .53J
Hostility/Impatience 85 .49
Insensitivity 83 49
Interference T4 42
Ridicule 65 .38

(table continues)
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Table 7 (cont.)

Internal Consistency Convergent Criterion Discémnizmt Relations among
Measure Scale (# Items) o [ICy Validity (ry) Validity (r) Validity (r) Measures’ Subscales) (
CTS2 See “Revised Conflict Tactics Scales Religbiliata’ and “Revised Conflict Tactics Scales Vajidata” in text
AVERAGE .83 42 46 .01

Sexual | PA Scales
CSS Coerced Sexual Behaviors t95 73 2% 57 M =-.02

and Methods*

SES Sexual Coercion 32 .04 14 09 -14 g9 52
Sexual Contact 54 .09 .09 09'; .57 -.20

SVAWS  Sexual Violence 82 43 26 .05 Q9

MWA Sexual Abuse 73 .18 3% -.05 (9~

CTS2 See “Revised Conflict Tactics Scales Religbidiata” and “Revised Conflict Tactics Scales Vijidata” in text

AVERAGE .67 31 .32 -.09

Note All correlations reported were significant unless otherwise indicated. seTth® subscales are scored together. AWIRS:
Abuse Within Intimate Relationships Scale; ABI: Abusive Behavior Invgnt@AS: Composite Abuse Scale; CSS: Coercive

(table continues)
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Table 7 (cont.)

Sexuality Scale; CTS2: Revised Conflict Tactics Scales; FPASingsihd Psychological Aggression Scale; ISA: Index of Spouse
Abuse; MMEA: Multidimensional Measure of Emotional Abuse; MWA: MeasuM/ib¢ Abuse; PMWI: Psychological
Maltreatment of Women Inventory; SVAWS: Severity of Violence Agadiletnen Scales; SES: Sexual Experiences Survey;
TENSE: Test of Negative Social Exchange. Convergent Validity: Cooefatwith measures of a theoretically related domain;
Discriminant Validity: Correlations with measures of a theoreticalhglated domain; Criterion-Related Validity: Ability to
discriminate between IPA/non-IPA groups. ITC: Item-Total CormfatilA: Interspousal Agreement. Studies referenced by
superscripts are outlined in Table 8.
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Table 8. Characteristics of Table 7 Studies

(Table 7 Reference) Study

Samphg ( Convergent Validity Measure(s) Discriminant VéadMeasure(s)

(a) Fals-Stewart, Lucente &
Birchler, 2002
(b) Straus, 1979

(c) Tolman, 1999

(d) Murphy & Hoover, 1999

(e) Hudson & Mclintosh, 1981

Males in IPA Progrdrd4) Number of days of face-to-face
contact with partner
Husband-wife pairs (2528) N/A N/A
Community females (100) CTS
Index of Marital Satisfaction
ISA

Brief Symptom Inventory

Female undergraduate§(15 CTS Violence Balanced Inventory of Desirable
Inventory of Interpersonal Problems Responding
(Cold, Vindictive, Inventory of Interpersorfatoblems
Domineering, Intrusive scales) (Overly Nuatot; Exploitable, Non-

assertive Socially Avoidant scales)

Students (586) GenegdliContentment Scale Problems with work associates
Index of Self-Esteem Problems with quality ofrlvo
Index of Marital Satisfaction Problems with fris

(table continues)
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(Table 7 Reference) Study Samph ( Convergent Validity Measure(s) Divergent Validileasure(s)
Index of Sexual Satisfaction Problems with fgmmilembers
(f) Chen, Rovi, Vega, Jacobs & Community fema32| Women Abuse Screening Tool

Johnson, 2005

(g) Cook, Conrad, Bender &

Kaslow, 2003

(h) Marshall, 1992

(i) Cook, 2002

()) Hegarty, Bush & Sheehan, 2005

(k) Rodenburg & Fantuzzo, 1993

() Ro & Lawrence, 2007

Community females (883

Female undergraduates (707)

Community women (208)

Male inmates (160)

Community fem@es)

Community femalestjl

Husband-wife pairs (100)

HITS (Hurt, Insulted, Threatened

with Harm, Screamed at)

N/A

N/A

N/A

CTSs2
SES
CTS (except Reasoning scale)
CTS Verbal Aggression
CTS Violence

S2TPsychological Aggression

CTS2 Physical Assault

N/A

N/A

N/A

Marlowe-CnevBocial Desirability Scale

CTS Reasoning

(table continues)
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(Table 7 Reference) Study Samph (

Convergent Validity Measure(s) Divergent Validileasure(s)

(m) Shepard & Campbell, 1992 Husband-wife pairs

(Malen =100)
(Femalen = 78)
(n) Zink, Klesges, Levin & Community females (##)
Putnam, 2007
(o) Borjesson, Aarons & Dunn, 2003 Undergradu6t22)
(p) Denson, Pedersen & Miller, 2006 Community #1(1013)
(q) Ouimette, Shaw, Drozd & Male undergraduaé (

Leader, 2000

MMEA

TENSE

Marital Adjustment Test

Beck Depression Inventory-2

Marital Satisfaction Inventory-Revised
ini€ikn’s assessment of abuse Age

Client’'s assessment of abuse Household size

Arrest history of abuser

CTS2 Subscales

N/A N/A
Displaced Aggression Questionnaire  N/A

SES

CSS

(table continues)
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(Table 7 Reference) Study Samph ( Convergent Validity Measure(s) Divergent Validileasure(s)
(r) Follingstad, Coyne & Gambone,  Undergraduad@&3) Balanced Inventory of Desirable
Responding

2005

(s) Jones, Davidson, Bogat,
Levendosky & von Eye,

2005

Modified Version of the Specific
Interpersonal Trust Scale

Internality and Powerful Others Scales

Anxiety Scale of the Experiences in Close
Relationships Questionnaire

Sex Roles, Interpersonal Sensitivity,

Paranoia, Hostility

Community females)172 Subtle and Overt Psychological Abuse
PMWI Isolation/Domination
PMWI Verbal/Emotional
SVAWS Psychological Abuse

Beck Depression Inventory

(table continues)
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Table 8 (cont.)

(Table 7 Reference) Study Samph ( Convergent Validity Measure(s) Divergent Validileasure(s)

PTSD Scale for Battered Women
Brief Symptom Inventory
Dyadic Adjustment Scale-Short Form
Rosenburg Self-Esteem Scale

(t) Rapaport & Burkhart, 1984 Male undergradud®€y ) Adversarial Sexual Beliefs Sex Role Satisfect
Acceptance of Interpersonal Violence Sex Roégekityping
Endorsement of Force Scale Sexual Conservatism

Attitudes Toward Women Scale

Note AWIRS: Abuse Within Intimate Relationships Scale; ABI: Abusive Behdwmentory; CAS: Composite Abuse Scale; CSS:
Coercive Sexuality Scale; CTS2: Revised Conflict Tactics ScaldsS:FFollingstad Psychological Aggression Scale; ISA: Index of
Spouse Abuse; MMEA: Multidimensional Measure of Emotional Abuse; MWA: MeadM&fe Abuse; PMWI: Psychological
Maltreatment of Women Inventory; SVAWS: Severity of Violence Agaileimen Scales; SES: Sexual Experiences Survey;
TENSE: Test of Negative Social Exchange.
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Measure Category

Acts Cited

ICRW, 1999 Physical

Psychological

Sexual
NFHS Domestic Physical
Violence Module, 2005

Psychological

Sexual

Hit, slapped, beat with harsis/threw
object, violence during pregnancy, used
weapon

Threatened, verbally abused, hagdasse
insulted, used profanity, threatened with
weapon, humiliated, tried to prove insane,
treated like servant, confined, physically
restricted, socially restricted, destroyed/stole
target’s property, locked out, deserted, took
another wife, forced to consume
unpleasant/disgusting things, denied food

Sexual violence of any kind

Slapped, twisted arm, pullgid, pushed,

shook, threw object, pun¢heidwith

Threatened with weapon, angry dear
talked to men, accused of infidelity,
restricted socially, limited family contact,
insisted on knowing where target was
always, restricted financially, humiliated,
threatened, threatened someone close to
target, insulted/made to feel bad

Forced sex (2 items), forced sexual agtivit
(2 items)

(table continues)
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Measure

Category

Acts Cited

Verma & Collumbien, 2003

Ramanathan, 1996

Koenig et al., 2006

Jeyaseelan et al., 2007

Physical
Psychological

Physical
Psychological
Sexual

Physical
Sexual

Physical

Physically astsdjlbeat with object
Shouted, yelled

Slapped, hit, punchekiedi
Ridiculed, criticized, socially nésted
Forced violent sex

Hit, slapped, kickeigd to hurt
Forced sexual relations

Hit, kicked, beat




Table 10. Frequency of Physically Aggressive Acts in Indian IPA Measures
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% Indian % Western

Measures Measures
Act Citing Act Citing Act
Kicked 66 88
Slapped 66 88
Punched 50 75
Beat up 50 50
Hit 50 50
Hit with object 33 75
Threw object 33 38
Pushed 17 63
Used weapon 17 50
Choked 17 25
Shook 17 25
Burned/scalded on purpose 17 13
Twisted arm 17 13
Physically attacked 17 13
Physically hurt while pregnant 17 13
Pulled hair 17 13
Dragged 17 --

Tried to hurt

17
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Table 11. Standardized NEO PI-R Facet Means for Two Indian Samples

Facet Marathi Telugu t-value Effect Size
(n=259) 0=214) (Cohen’sl)
N1 Anxiety 48.9 47.9 1.17 A1
N2 Angry Hostility 44.9 50.7 6.80** .63
N3 Depression 49.3 55.2 6.92** .64
N4 Self-Consciousness 48.1 50.9 3.28** .30
N5 Impulsiveness 39.1 40.8 1.99* .18
N6 Vulnerability 47.2 53.8 1.73** 71
AVERAGE 46.3 49.9 4.65 43
E1 Warmth 447 45.9 141 A3
E2 Gregariousness 47.1 50.0 3.34** 31
E3 Assertiveness 43.1 41.8 1.52 14
E4 Activity 46.8 48.8 2.34* 22
E5 Excitement Seeking 37.0 48.4 13.36** 1.23
E6 Positive Emotions 50.5 44.4 7.15** .66
AVERAGE 44.9 46.6 4.85 45
Ol1 Fantasy 40.8 34.6 1.27* .67
02 Aesthetics 57.9 54.0 4.57** 42
O3 Feelings 47.4 40.9 7.62** .70
04 Actions 48.9 44.5 5.16** 48

(table continues)
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Table 11 (cont.)

Facet Marathi Telugu t-value Effect Size
(n=259) 0=214) (Cohen’sl)
O5 Ideas 53.2 50.9 2.70** .25
06 Values 39.5 35.6 4.57** 42
AVERAGE 47.9 43.4 5.32 49
Al Trust 54.7 51.6 3.63** 34
A2 Straightforwardness 56.7 54.5 2.58* 24
A3 Altruism 47.1 47.1 0.00 .00
A4 Compliance 54.2 53.9 0.35 .03
A5 Modesty a47.7 52.2 5.27** 49
A6 Tender-Mindedness 56.2 60.5 5.04** 47
AVERAGE 52.8 53.3 2.81 .26
C1l Competence 47.7 43.8 4.57** 42
C2 Order 55.5 52.7 3.28** .30
C3 Dutifulness 54.0 52.2 2.11* .20
C4 Achievement Striving 55.0 53.6 1.64 A5
C5 Self-Discipline 48.8 49.0 0.23 .02
C6 Deliberation 55.1 56.6 1.76 .16
AVERAGE 52.7 51.3 2.27 21

Note * p<.05;** p<.01; *** p<.001l. Facet-specific means not provided in McCrae
(2002).
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Table 12. Hypothesized IPA Categories Included in the Domestic Violence &odul

Category

Marker (Question[s])

Physical IPA

Marital Control

Verbal IPA

Sexual IPA

Pushed her, shook her or threw something at her (DV02 d)
Slapped her (DVO02 e)
Twisted her arm or pulled her hair (DVO2 f)
Punched her with fist/something that could hurt her (DVO02 g)
Kicked her, dragged her or beat her up (DV02 h)
Tried to choke her or burn her on purpose (DVO02 i)

Husband was jealous if she talked to other men (DVOL1 a)
Husband frequently accuses her of being unfaithful (DVO1 b)
Husband does not permit her to meet female friends (DVO01 c)
Husband tries to limit contact with her family (DVO1 d)

Husband insists on knowing where she is at all times (DVO01 e)
Husband does not trust her with money (DVO1 f)

Said or did something to humiliate her in front of others (DV02 a)
Threatened to hurt or harm her or someone close to her (DV03 b)
Insulted her or made her feel bad about herself (DV03 c)
Threatened her or attacked her with a knife, gun or any other
weapon (DV02 ))

Physically forced her to have sexual intercourse with him even
when she did not want to (DV02 k, DV14, DV15)

(table continues)
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Construct

Marker (Question[s])

Miscellaneous

Forced her to perform sexual act(s) she did not want to (DVO02 I)
Onset of marital violence (DV03)

Injuries as a result of violence (DV04)

Husband'’s alcohol use (DV05, DV06, DVO07)

Violence from others since age 15 (DV08, DV09, DV10)

Violence during pregnancy (DV11, DV12, DV13)

Violence in natal family (DV16, DV17)

Help-seeking following violence (DV18, DV19, DV20)
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CHAPTER Ill. STUDY 1: RESULTS

Sociodemographic Variables

Table 13 presents sociodemographic characteristics of the sample. The UP
average (UR) data presented below are from the 2005-2006 NFHS UP report (NFHS,
2005). The median age at marriage among women in the current sample was $6.1 year
(UPy = 16.2), and among their husbands was 20.0 yearg €49.1). It is worth noting
that several women in the sample made a distinction between the agefastheir
wedding, when the marriage was first contracted, and the age at their seciuhiagy
when the woman moved into her husband’s natal home. For the purposes of these
analyses, the latter was used for the age at marriage for both the husband antessfe
the wife did not specify in her response. The age specified by women who did not
discriminate between their first and second weddings was considered thdittege a
latter; |1 chose to consider it thus because the women who gave their lagéirat t
weddings all stated it occurred before the age of 10. An age this young waginener
by women who did not distinguish between the two weddings. The average fetglity ra
in the sample was 4.0 children (WB 3.8 children). Forty-six percent of women (P
34%) and 81% of their husbands WP 98%) were employed, indicating a higher than
average frequency of female employment and a lower than average frequerady of m
employment in this sample.

In this sample, 66% of women (W 54%) and 25% of their husbands P
21%) never attended school. In contrast, 13% of womeg €J83%) and 35% of their
husbands (Ul = 33%) attained over 10 years of education. Using the NFHS definition

of literate (one who has completed at ledsgBade), 22% of women (W= 45%) and
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54% of their husbands (WP= 76%) in this sample were literate. Taken together, these
data suggest that women in this sample were less educated and more oftea thidéera
the average for UP women. Their husbands, in contrast, attended school at rates
consistent with the UP average, though they attended school for fewer years tha
average. Finally, 90% of the women reported their religious affiliation rduHIUR, =
82%), 7% Muslim (UR = 17%), and 3% Other (W= 0.3%).

Intimate Partner Aggression

Types of IPA

Table 14 presents the percentage frequencies of various types of IPA, using
categories developed by the NFHS administrators. Rates of physicaliitiitA the last
year were not significantly different in the present sample from dhleemational or UP
samplesy® = .633), though the UP NFHS sample reported markedly higher rates of
physical IPA since the age of 15 than either the present or national samplesofRate
sexual IPA and psychological IPA, both since age 15 and within the last year, were
significantly higher in the present sample than the national and UP samples, over 50%
points higher in some caseg € 75.3 and 63.0, respectiveps < .0001). The same
measure of IPA was used in both studies; however, it is possible that this disgrspa
due to differences in the degree of rapport between the participant and theragsiesa
selection bias on the part of the assessors in this study. These possibilibes wi
addressed further in the Discussion section below. In contrast to both national and UP
data, the most frequently experienced type of IPA in the present sample was
psychological (followed closely by sexual IPA), whereas physicaltiva most

frequently experienced in the other two samples.
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No women in the present sample experienced only physical IPA in their lifetime
that is, those who experienced physical IPA also experienced sexual andhaiqggal
IPA. Further, no women experienced both physical and sexual IPA without also
experiencing psychological IPA in their lifetime. Finally, approxehaB0% of the
women in the present sample experienced at least one incident of all typesothiei
lifetime, significantly more than in the UP and national samples (8% ang’4%18.99
and 12.18, respectiveps < .0001).

Acts of IPA

Table 15 presents data on various IPA acts; Table 16 presents data on injuries
resulting from IPA acts. The five most common IPA acts in the present saenge
considered psychological IPA by the DVM developers. In contrast, the most coynmonl
reported IPA act in the 2005-2006 NFHS UP sample was the husband slapping the wife
(a limitation of the original NFHS publication of these data is that UP dataoar
available for all behaviors included in Table 15). In both samples, the two most
infrequently reported IPA acts were choking/burning and threatening withppowea
The most common injuries from an act of physical IPA in the present samplew®re
bruises and aches.

The DVM authors asserted that the measure captures several IPA dimésesgons
Table 12): Physical (6 items), Psychological (10 items; Marital Cor@triedins] and
Verbal IPA [4 items]) and Sexual (4 items; Measure DHS, 2005). To explore the
measure further, | analyzed these content-based scales to determine iwhethe
reasonable to use these scales in further analyses. The psychometrigegroptrése

scales and their interrelations are presented in Table 17; their interdtegtations are
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within the recommended target range or slightly more interrelated (i.€hysécal IPA
items). The internal consistency of the Verbal IPA scale is comparaldecturiielation
with the Physical IPA scale, suggesting a low level of psychometricehtiation.
However, although the psychometrics of these scales argue for their mmhifitdaey

will be retained for several reasons: these scales are markedlgnliffeicontent, they
were developed by the authors of the DVM, and they are similar to those usedongpre
research. For these reasons, all four scales will be maintained.glieston for the
analyses presented below whether the IPA scales show discriminanhseleitio the
other scales and variables included in this study, which would offer empirical
justification for the retention of these scales.

As was shown previously, the scales within a measure representing the different
types of IPA are generally moderately to highly related, and the sfales CTS2 show
moderate to high interrelations. The data presented in Table 17 on the interrelations of
the various DVM content-based scales offer further support for these rekatomg the
types of IPA. Specifically, Physical IPA and Sexual IPA were naidbr correlatedr(=
.57), which is similar to previous relations found between the CTS2 Physical Amsault
Sexual Coercion scaless(= .64 and .57; Jones et al., 2002, and Calvete et al., 2007,
respectively). Physical IPA also correlated highly with Verbal IPA (70) and
moderately with Marital Control (= .34; a significant difference,= 5.6,p < .0001).
Although the correlation between the Physical and Verbal IPA scaleghisrithan ideal,
the two scales will be maintained in further analyses due to clear distinctiogin
content. Marital Control and Verbal IPA were related moderatety.41), but not at a

high enough level to suggest that they are not structurally distinct. Fi8akyal IPA
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was related moderately to both Marital Control and Verbal IPA.62 and .47,
respectively); these levels are similar to those found in previous resebweleb&TS2
Sexual Coercion and Psychological Aggressian=.54 and .39; Calvete et al., 2007,
and Jones et al., 2002, respectively). Together, these data suggest that Idiattiteli<
the most distinct of the four scales, the Physical and Verbal IPA scalestar
psychometrically distinct, and these scales likely emerge from a smgier order
construct. A principal factors factor analysis of these four content-bealed sevealed
a single factor (eigenvalues = 2.00, .11, -.10, -.22) with moderate to high loadings
(loadings = .78, .77, .72, .53, Physical IPA, Verbal IPA, Sexual IPA and Maritaldfontr
respectively). Overall, these data are consistent with those preseotedusing western
measures of IPA, and indicate that the types of IPA are content-distinatidrtlated
manifestations of a higher order IPA dimension.
IPA-Associated Variables

The DVM also has 16 IPA-associated items that are not included in the content-
based scales, such as how the woman has reacted to the IPA psychologically and
behaviorally, the context or consequences of the IPA, and concerning the broader
variable of DV (i.e., perpetrated by the husband’s or wife’s familyedkas the
husband). These variables’ correlations with the IPA scales are presentddieiig.
Of the four correlations of .50 or greater, two were with Physical IPA (coince
resulting injuries) and two with Sexual IPA (sought help for IPA; husband drinks
alcohol). Further, there were 13 correlations above .40, seven of which concerned the
women'’s reactions to IPA (three with Verbal IPA, two with Sexual IRA @ne each

with Physical IPA and Marital Control); three were between Verbaldird
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consequential injuries; and four were with Physical IPA, whether the womaide@ts
herself a victim, whether she had been abused while pregnant, and two concerning the
husband’s alcohol. Differences among the average correlation (calculatgdrissier's
r-to-z transformation) for each of the IPA scales across these variableke detresd

Marital Control was significantly less related to these variabi@s were the other three
scalesZ = -3.69,p <.0001), which were not significantly different from each other.

Analyses revealed that for 34% of women experiencing IPA, it began in the firs
year of marriage, and for 69%, within the first 5 years of marriage. Howeeee were
no significant relations between when the IPA started relative to begitamgarriage
and any of the IPA scales.

All four types of IPA were associated significantly, though at lowerdevéath
two variables involving others committing DV: (1) any DV against the respondelat w
she was pregnant and (2) any DV since the age of 15. Effect sizes ramgedZrto .41
(Cohen’sdy = .30); both variables were related most strongly to Physical IPA and least
strongly with Marital Control.

Further analyses of these two variables (see Table 19) indicated thatsthe m
frequent perpetrator of DV against the respondent was the husband’s brother.
Importantly, the Hindi language differentiates between husband’s older brjaibearid
husband’s younger brothetdval. Although the DVM did not make this distinction, the
gualitative responses of some respondents to question 9 indicated that both of these types
of brother-in-law were involved in the DV. For example, one woman stated that “The
land got divided and théevarwas building a house on our half and dlexarhit me

when | tried to stop him.” Whereas another stated, “During the division of the land my
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jait hit me.” Interestingly, several women noted that the division of land and/or property
elicited the DV they experienced. The next most common prompting event was
study/education related (e.g., “To get me to study,” “Used to slap me to neakieiay,”
“When | was in class 9 | got less [sic; i.e., lower or worse] marks so myiajguked

me.”). Finally, many women also noted an eliciting event that had to do with household
work (e.g., “For not doing the household work,” “Because the food was too salty” “To
get me to make food.”).

In contrast, the most frequent perpetrator of DV against the respondent while the
respondent was pregnant was another of the respondent’s children. It is pbasible t
instead of reflecting true DV, this question was translated in such a wapddatthe act
cited ambiguous (i.e., “hit” might not have been obviously aggressive). It is alsbl@oss
that it does reflect true DV although, in most cases, a child’s physical siggrésithout
a weapon) is not sufficient to significantly harm their mother. Thus, this seeras m
likely to reflect young children reacting negatively to their motheegpancy (e.g., due
to her physical state, she may have given her other children less atteatiarstial).

Finally, all four types of IPA were associated significantly withrig others
about and seeking help for the IPA (most strongly with Sexual IPA). Furthgsianat
the latter variable (see Table 20) indicated that the most frequently solmbbheee
was a neighbor, followed by the respondent’s own family. The qualitative respdnses
several women suggest specific reasons for seeking help, and the most coneaubn thr
through these responses was a desire to explain to the husband why his behavior was not
right. One woman stated “I askbthhila Samakhyand my husband’s friend to try to

explain to my husband why he shouldn’t drink.” Another went so far as to “threaten” the
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source of help she sought out of what she would do if he would not help her, stating “I
talked to my husband’s friend and told him if he didn’t talk to my husband | would take
my kids and move into his house.”
Summary of Intimate Partner Aggression

As stated above, the indigenization process involves establishing the
psychometric properties and structural consistency of the measure irgetestanic,
cultural, linguistic or geographical grouping, after establishing teeline in the culture
of origin. The results described in this section support the psychometric adequsey of t
content-based DVM IPA scales. Further, the empirical structure s gwales is similar
to that established in western IPA research, specifically a structdrstiott-yet-
correlated IPA domains that are manifestations of a higher order IP&wzinsThese
scales also show systematic relations with theoretically simitablas associated with
IPA, offering evidence for the scales’ convergent validity. Qualitatite alatained in
this sample also suggest areas for adapting or indigenizing, however, such as
distinguishing between thait anddevar, which is discussed further below.

The NEO-FFI among Rural North Indian Women

Table 21 presents the internal consistencies and interrelations of the NEO-FFI
scales in this sample. Although the internal consistency reliabilitieeddEO-FFI or
NEO PI-R scales were moderate to high in both the American normative samgke<ra
.75 to .83; Costa & McCrae, 1992) and a Marathi Indian sample (range = .73 to .90;
Lodhi et al., 2002), they were markedly lower in the current sample (range = .57 to .72,;
M = .62) and the liggs were out of the established adequate range for four of the five

scales (IIGy = .09 to .18M = .12). The scale interrelations were low to moderate (range
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=.01 to .48M = .13) and highly similar to that obtained in the Marathi Indian sample
with the NEO-FFI = .86 between the two matrices; Lodhi et al., 2002). However, they
were only moderately similar to that obtained in the American normative sarntipldnes
NEO PI-R ¢ = .68 between the two matrices; Costa & McCrae, 1992), with the biggest
absolute value difference in the relation between Extraversion and Openngssd|=
.39; M | gitterencd = -17; range {irerencd from .02 [Agreeableness and Conscientiousness] to
.39). Taken together, these data suggest that the personality structureddieaene
resembles that reported in previous research in India, but is only modenaidy
U.S. results. However, with the possible exception of Neuroticism, the internal
consistency reliabilities of these scales suggest that they couldredr&dr greater
reliability.
Domain-Level Factor Analysis of NEO-FFI

| next examined the within-scale structure of each of the NEO-FF| denae
exploratory principal factors factor analyses. Items marking the ol ef scales were
reverse-keyed before conducting the analyses. Except for NEO-FFlaA{geess,
discussed below, these analyses indicated 1-factor solutions for each domain. To
improve the psychometric properties of the scales while retaining tkemted qualities,
items with a loading of < .30 were dropped from further analyses, except for Omennes
for which there was a clear cutpoint in item loadings (i.e., no item loadings be3@&e
and .32), so items with loadings below .39 were dropped. After removing items, scale
alphas were examined to ensure that the changes had yielded an incrdead®lity.re
Table 22 presents the item content of, and both the original and final factor loadings for,

the original and refined NEO-FFI scales.
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The eigenvalues and scree plot suggested that Agreeableness might be multi-
factorial (first five eigenvalues = 2.09, 1.56, 1.35, 1.34, and 0.99), and removal of weak
items per the criterion above did not yield a homogeneous scale. Specifitatljhe
items with loadings less than .30 were removed, three other items’ loadingdrezluce
less than .30. Continuing this process ultimately yielded only a three-itesn s&iakn
these results, an alternative theoretical model was considered. Spgctfieal
HEXACO personality model (Lee & Ashton, 2004) shares four traits with tive+F
Emotionality/Neuroticism, Extraversion, Conscientiousness and Openness—but a
separate Honesty-Humility factor breaks off from Agreeableness in thé&BBXmnodel
(see Table 23). Therefore, whether there was adequate empirical suppdwdefactor
Agreeableness solution in this sample was explored.

When the Agreeableness items were subjected to a factor analysis avith tw
factors extracted, the only item that needed to be dropped per the above guidsdines w
the one with the lowest loading in the one-factor solution. The retained items showed
minimal cross loadings (.00 to .23 on FactoM2; .12; -.04 to .20 on Factor ¥ = .11),
and all items’ cross loadings were at least .20 lower than their primarpdpoadi
Moreover, with one exception, the positively and negative keyed items of the original
Agreeableness scale comprised the two factors, which were interpretgietivedy, as
Agreeableness (5 items) and Dishonesty-Arrogance (D-A; 6 itemsdssible,
therefore, that these are not truly distinct factors, but that the wording pdsiterely
versus negatively keyed items effected their separation into Agreeabland D-A.

This and the HEXACO model will be discussed in greater detail in the Discussitons

below.
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Table 24 presents the psychometric properties of and correlations among the six
personality scales that resulted from the methods just described. Althougbhihe al
coefficients for all six scales are still lower than desirable, ti@ijf values are adequate,
indicating that they need additional items to reach standard, acceptablefevels
reliability (i.e., .80 or higher). The scale interrelations range from |.12¢éaAQleness
with Neuroticism and Openness) to .47 (Extraversion and Conscientiousness), with an
average of .25. The correlations between Extraversion and both Conscientiousness and
Agreeableness € .46) are higher than is typical for FFM model scales. This was also
true of the original Extraversion and Conscientiousness scate48), but the original
Extraversion—Agreeableness correlation was somewhat lowe26). Given that the
revised Extraversion—Dishonesty-Arrogance correlation is -.15, it apiesrin
dividing Agreeableness into two (Agreeableness and Dishonesty-Arrogandgg for
most part, the portion of the original Agreeableness scale that was tealwwith
Extraversion formed the revised Agreeableness scale, whereas the pottvoasthat
formed the new Dishonesty-Arrogance scale. The extent to which thesetaral cul
differences versus more purely measurement issues needs to be invkstifdtee
research.

Moreover, these interrelations are markedly higher than those reported for the
HEXACO scales (Lee & Ashton, 2004), which range from .01 (Openness and
Agreeableness) to .28 (Honesty-Humility and Conscientiousness), with an avkrde
Of course, although the personality structure presented here supgrfesainbles the
HEXACO structure (i.e., it contains two “Agreeableness” factors), itoldsined with a

different personality measure, so future research will need to invedtigasimilarity of
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the structure obtained in this sample with that obtained from a HEXACO measure.
Table 25 presents the relations between the scales refined above and the original
NEO-FFI scales. Expectedly, the highest relations are the part-aedgroéations
between the original scales and those scales refined from them, with thgaxoé
Agreeableness, which correlates moderately with the original Extrawensd
Conscientiousness scales € .38 and .32, respectively) as well as original
Agreeableness € .36). Interestingly, D-A correlates more strongly with the origina
Agreeableness € .83) scale than does the revised Agreeableness scale. Thus, the
original negatively keyed Agreeableness items (those that loaded almostwetg onto
the D-A scale) may be better considered Agreeableness items that imeladator that
reverse keys them (though this does not appear to be the case given the wording of the
items). However, the D-A label for the scale will be retained both becausertiseare
worded to be disagreeable and to reflect the scale’s similarity to HEXA®@©@dty-
Humility.

Relations among the IPA Scales, Personality Scales,

IPA-Associated Variables and Sociodemographic

Variables
Relations between the Personality and IPA Scales
The top section of Table 26 presents the correlations between the revised
personality scales and the DVM content-based IPA scales described dyevidoibly,
these relations are uniformly low, as only one is > .20.
This study had several hypotheses based on previous research about relations

between these constructs. The first hypothesis was that higher levels ofitigurand
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lower levels of Agreeableness would be associated with higher levelgyygesd|of IPA.
The data offer only minimal support for this hypothesis. Specifically, a posradgsis
following the empirical separation of D-A from Agreeableness revealedtAaivas
significantly positively associated with Marital ControH.16). However,
Agreeableness was positively (not negatively) associated with Phgsat&exual IPA
(rs = .18 and .15, respectively), and Neuroticism, arguably the trait most strokgky li
to women’s experience of IPA in previous research, was unrelated to IPA sathide.

The second hypothesis presented above was that lower levels of Conscientious-
ness would be related to Physical and Psychological IPA, whereas highemeutd be
related to Sexual IPA. Again, these data provide partial support for this hypothes
Specifically, Conscientiousness was positively related to Sexualr|IBAl4). However,
Conscientiousness was positively, not negatively, related to Verbal PALT).

Although no specific hypotheses were developed for Extraversion or Openness,
due to their inconsistent or nonexistent relations to IPA in previous research, post-hoc
analyses offered an opportunity to examine their relations to IPA in thisesampl
Extraversion was positively linked to Verbal and Physical IBA=(.22 and .13); with
Verbal IPA, it also had the strongest relation to IPA in this sample. Furtbenn@ss
was the only trait with a significant negative relation to IPA ¢.17 with Marital
Control).

Taken together, eight significant relations between personality and IRA wer
found, and only five of the 16 hypothesized relations (12 if Agreeableness and D-A are
considered together, as they were empirically separated afteypbnéses were

developed) were significant. However, each domain of IPA was significamkidito
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two personality traits, and none to the same two, suggesting a pattern of cedinans
between these domains that requires replication to confirm.
Relations between the Personality Scales and
IPA-Associated Variables

As noted earlier, the DVM includes several non-scale variables assoritited
IPA. The relations between these variables and the personality scglessarted in the
bottom section of Table 26. Significant correlatioms: (05) are noted in the table.
However, given that 96 correlations were computed, five may be expected by ahance a
< .05, so only those with < .01 are considered further.

Several IPA-associated variables showed notable relations with the pigysonal
variables; for four variables, the six personality traits together acbémt over 10% of
the variance. The three highest correlations were with items assebsitiger
respondents considered themselves victims of IPA and whether they had told anyone of
or sought help for the IPA they were experiencing. These three itemssseotated
significantly and positively with Extraversion, Conscientiousness and iysA .23, .23
and .19, respectively), and negatively with Agreeablengss {.25). Taken together,
these data suggest that women who consider themselves victims of IPAlahdlpder
their situation are outgoing, have a sense of responsibility, and tend to be bragh in thei
attitudes towards others.

Finally, it appears that certain personality traits are far more tentjsrelated
to the IPA-related variables than others. Specifically, of the signifiedattons, none is
with Neuroticism and only one is with Openness. The most consistently retated tr

were Agreeableness, Extraversion and Conscientiousness, with five, threesand t



127

significant relations, respectively.
Relations among the IPA Scales, the Personality
Scales and the Sociodemographic Variables

Table 27 presents the relations between the sociodemographic variables and both
the personality and IPA scales. When considering these relations, it is noyetvattbf
the 18 significant correlations, 5 arepat .05 (with 7 expected by chance), only one is
above .30 (Neuroticism with wife’s monthly wages -.40), and only two more are
above .25 (D-A with wife’s monthly wage= .26; Sexual IPA with wife’s employment
statusy = .28). Thus, even the significant correlations are uniformly low. Further,
given Neuroticism’s lack of relations with the IPA scales or the |IRdtad variables, it
is interesting that it was the most consistently, significantly relaizlié $o the
sociodemographic variables.

Wife’s employment status was the only sociodemographic variable rédabeth
the personality and IPA scales: It was related to higher levels of Cotisagnessr(
=.20), and both Sexual and Verbal IRA € .28 and .16, respectively). All other socio-
demographic variables were related to either the personality (e.gs miéeithly wage)

or the IPA scales (e.g., husband’s monthly wage), but not both.
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Variable Mean SD Min. Max.
Wife’s age 37.5 8.4 18 69
Husband’s age 41.7 9.0 22 74
Wife’s age at marriage 16.1 2.8 8 27
Husband’s age at marriage 20.0 3.3 10 30
Number of children at home 2.9 1.6 0 8
Number of children away 1.1 15 0 7
Age of oldest child 18.0 8.9 0 44
Age of youngest child 10.1 6.6 0 35
Wife’s years of education 2.7 4.6 0 18
Husband'’s years of education 6.5 4.9 0 18
Wife’s monthly wagé (n = 116) 1,824.5 2,638.5 68 14,000
Husband’s monthly wadén = 203) 2,512.6 2,891.4 199 28,000

Note. Unless otherwise indicated= 251. SD= standard deviation; Min. = minimum;
Max. = maximum?in rupees; 1 U.S. dollar = approximately 45 rupees



Table 14. Frequency (Percentage) of IPA Types
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2005-2006 NFHS Data

Present National UP
Act Sample Sample Sample
In Last Year
Physical IPA 24.7 214 19.5
Sexual IPA 59.4* 7.2 6.6
Psychological IPA 62.2* 11.2 10.4

Experienced Since Age 15

Physical IPA

Sexual IPA

Psychological IPA

Only Physical IPA

Only Sexual IPA

Only Psychological IPA

Only Physical and Psych. IPA
Only Physical and Sexual IPA
Only Psych. and Sexual IPA
All Types of IPA

Any Type of IPA

33.9
60.2*
64.1*
0.0
7.6
7.2
4.4
0.0
23.1
29.5*
71.7

35.1 60.7
10.0 16.0
16.0 26.5
- 41.0
- 9.4
-~ 16.1
7.9 14.8
4.2 8.1

Note IPA = intimate partner aggression. NFHS = National Family Health SutvBy=
Uttar Pradesh. -- = data not presented in NFHS report. * Different from NRES da

.05.
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Table 15. Frequency (Percentage) of IPA Acts

Present Sample 2005-2006 UP Sample

In Last Year (%) In Last Year (%)

Never Some- Never Some-

Act Scale (%) No times Often (%) No times Often
Husband demands to always know wife’s location chsyIC 48 3 17 32 -- -- -- --
Husband does not trust wife with money Psych: MC 3 6 4 12 22 -- -- -- --
Husband humiliates wife Psych: Verbal 67 7 20 7 78 14 1 7
Husband jealous, angry Psych: MC 72 7 11 11 -- -- -- --
Wife not allowed contact with family Psych: MC 72 3 14 11 -- -- -- --
Husband forces wife to have sex Sexual 73 13 10 85 9 1 5
Husband forces wife to perform sex act Sexual 73 15 5 95 3 0 2
Husband slaps wife Physical 73 12 9 6 40 41 3 16
Wife not allowed meetings with friends Psych: MC 57 2 9 14 -- -- -- --
Husband makes accusations of unfaithfulness Pgych: 78 6 10 6 -- -- -- --
Husband kicks, drags wife Physical 83 7 6 4 78 15 1 6

(table continues)
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Table 15 (cont.)

Present Sample 2005-2006 UP Sample
In Last Year (%) In Last Year (%)
Never Some- Never Some-

Act Scale (%) No times Often (%) No times Often
Husband twists wife’s arm/pulls her hair Physical 84 6 7 3 74 17 2 7
Husband insults wife Psych: Verbal 84 6 6 5 88 7 1 4
Husband threatens to harm wife or loved one Psyetbal 85 4 9 3 -- -- -- --
Husband pushes, shook or threw object at wife siehly 86 2 6 5 -- -- -- --
Husband punches wife Physical 86 6 4 4 78 15 1 6
Husband chokes, burns wife Physical 94 2 2 2 97 2 0 1
Husband threatens wife with weapon Psych: Verbal 7 9 0 2 1 99 1 0 0

Note Acts are arranged in order of decreasing frequency in the current sampliata-not presented in National Family Health
Survey report. Psych: MC = Psychological: Marital Control. Psych: VerPalychological: Verbal. UP = Uttar Pradesh.
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Table 16. Frequency (Percentage) of Injuries from IPA

In Last Year (%)

Never Some-
Injury (%) No times  Often
Cuts, bruises, aches 69 12 10 9
Eye injuries, sprains, dislocations, burns 83 2 2 12
Deep wound, broken bone/teeth, serious injury 83 7 5 5

Note. IPA = Intimate partner aggression.



Table 17. Internal Consistencies of and Interrelations among IPA Scales
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Scale #Iltems  Alpha o 1 3 4
1. Physical IPA 6 .89 57 --

2. Marital Control 6 .80 40 34

3. Verbal IPA 4 71 .38 .70 41 -

4. Sexual IPA 4 71 .38 .57 A7 52 -

Note All rsp<.0001. lIG; = mean inter-item correlation. IPA = Intimate partner

aggression.
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Table 18. Relations between IPA Scales and Associated Variables

Physical Marital Verbal Sexual

Variable n IPA  Control IPA IPA !
Consider self victim of IPA 251 .44 -38 ATt A9* .45
Told others of IPA 251 .38 3l 45 .48 41
Husband drinks alcohol 251 .43 33 37 S0* T 41
Sought help for IPA 251 .27 A3 40 S0* T 40
Eye injuries, sprains, burns 125 .62*% .02 40 :30 .33
Cuts, bruises, aches 130 .58* .00 44 .28 .33
DV while pregnant 251 A41* 22 .29 .35 .32
Alcohol makes IPA worse 105 .41 .08 .35 .29 .28
Deep wound, serious injury 126 .39 .06 Al* .26 .28
Others commit DV 251 .32* 22 .25 .29 27
Saw parents’ IPA 251 21 27 22 21 23
Frequency of others’ DV 32 -12 -.26 -11 -.28* 19
Freq. of husband’s drinking 103 .22 A1 .07 A2 13
Respondent wasl/is pregnant 251 -10 -.19* -.15 -.05 A2
Know of parents’ IPA 251 .02 A7 A1 .02 .08
Start of IPA 112 10 -.14 .01 -.01 .07
Weighted Correlations .30 .19 .28 .29

Note n = number of respondents to question. *Highest correlation in fblighest
correlation in column. Correlationsitalics, p < .05. Correlations ibold italics, p <
.01. Correlations imnderlined bold italics, p < .001.




Table 19. Frequency of Perpetrators of Domestic Violence

Since Age 15  While Pregnant

Perpetrator =72 = 36)
Husband’s brother 24 8
Father 19 0
Child 2 17
Mother 15 2
Mother-in-law 13 3
Father-in-law 11 4
Sibling 10 0
Husband'’s sister 7 2
Other 4 3
Other relative 2 2
Husband -- 1

Note -- indicates response not given as option in question.
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Table 20. Help Sources Sought for IPA

Frequency
Help Source 1f = 82)
Neighbor 33
Own family 23
In-laws 18

Social Service Organization 16

Friend 11
Other 5
Police 4
Doctor/Medical Personnel 1
Lawyer 0
Religious Leader 0

Note IPA = Intimate partner aggression.
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Table 21. Internal Consistencies of and Interrelations among NEO-FF$ Scale

Scale #ltems Alpha i 1 2 3 4 5
Neuroticism 12 72 A8 -

Extraversion 12 .57 .09 .02 --

Openness 12 .66 14 -.10 01 --
Agreeableness 12 .55 09-30 .24 .10 --
Conscientiousness 12 .61 1122 48 -04 .44 --

Notes.N = 251. IICyy = mean interitem correlation. Correlationsimderlined bold
italics are significantp < .001.
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Table 22. Item Contents and Factor Loadings of Refined Personality Scales

Original Final

Scale Item Content Loading Loading
Neuroticism When under stress, | feel like I'm gpio pieces. .57 .58

At times, I've been so ashamed | wanted to hide. 56 . .57

| feel inferior to others often. .50 49

| feel completely worthless sometimes. .50 .48

Often, when things go wrong, | feel like giving.up .46 A7

Often, when | feel helpless, | want someone alse t

solve my problems. 44 A4

Rarely do | feel lonely or dowh(R) 43 43

The way people treat me makes me angry often. 40 42

| feel jittery and tense often. .40 .38

| feel anxious and fearful rarely. (R) .36 .35

I rarely feel sad or depresse(R) .26 --

I don't consider myself a worrier. (R) .22 --
Extraversion | really like to talk to people. .54 55.

| like to be where the action is. 47 .48

I would prefer going my own way to being a lead). .50 46

| like to have many people around me. 42 44

I am cheerful and high-spirited. .37 .38

| am very active. 43 .36

I laugh easily. .32 .34

| usually feel like I'm bursting with enerdy(R) .27 --

I think of my life as fast-paced. (R) .25 --

Usually | prefer doing things alone. (R) 21 --

(table continues)
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Table 22 (cont.)

Original Final

Scale Item Content Loading Loading

| don’t consider myself to be a cheerful optinfi¢R) .05 --

| don’t think of myself as ‘light-hearted (R) .03 --
Openness Controversial speakers just confuse asidadistudents(R) .50 .50

| find daydreaming a waste of time. (R) 46 A7

Poetry has little or no impact on me. (R) 42 43

Religious authorities should decide about moalés. .40 .40

| am not interested in contemplating the nature of .45 .39

the universe or the human condition.

| enjoy contemplating theories and abstract it .39 .38

The patterns found in art and nature intrigue*me. .32 --

I think of myself as intellectually curious. .32 --

| don't usually notice the moods evoked by cerfdaces. (R) .32 --
When contemplating art, | feel waves of excitenfent .32 --

| stick to what | find to be the right way of dgithings. (R) 31 --

I like trying new or foreign foods. (R) .27 --
Agreeableness | try to be thoughtful and considerat .36 .56

| try to be courteous to those | meet. .37 .48

Almost all people | know like me. .45 44

| would rather cooperate than compete. 31 31

Most people will take advantage of you if youtlem. (R) .25 -.30
Dishonesty- | am usually cynical and skeptical thfeos’ intentions. (R) .25 45

Arrogance People think | am cold and calculat{i®). .38 .40
If necessary, | will manipulate others to get whatnt. (R) .29 .39
People think | am selfish and egotistic4R) .40 .37

(table continues)
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Table 22 (cont.)

Original Final

Scale Item Content Loading Loading

If | don't like someone, | let them know it. (R) 31 .34

| am stubborn in my attitudes. (R) .30 .34

| get into a lot of arguments with family and amkers. .07 --
Conscientiousness | work hard to meet my goals. .61 .62

When | make a commitment, | follow through. .61 0.6

I am productive and get the job done. .61 .60

| perform tasks assigned to me conscientiously. 3 5 .53

| strive for excellence in everything. 51 49

My belongings are neat and clean. .38 .38

| pace myself to get things done on time. .34 .35

| set goals clearly and work toward them in aredsdway. .32 .33

Sometimes I'm not very dependable or reliable. (R) .20 --

| seem unable to get organized. (R) .04 --

| waste a lot of time before getting to work. (R) .03 --

I am not very methodical. (R) .00 --

Note 'Improperly translated itent: Item that includes a word the back-translators did
not know. (R) = Reverse-keyed item in the original.



141

Table 23. Facets and Facet Descriptions of HEXACO Honesty-Humility and
Agreeableness

Scale Definition

Honesty-Humility

Sincerity The tendency to be genuine in interpersonal relations.
Fairness The tendency to avoid fraud and corruption.
Greed The tendency to be uninterested in possessing lavish wealth,

Avoidance luxury goods, and signs of high social status.

Modesty The tendency to be modest and unassuming.

Agreeableness

Forgiveness One’s willingness to feel trust and liking toward those wiio ma

have caused one harm.

The tendency to be mild and lenient in dealings with other people.

Gentleness
Flexibility One’s willingness to compromise and cooperate with others.
Patience The tendency to remain calm rather than to become angry.

Note Adapted from Lee and Ashton (2004).
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Table 24. Psychometric Properties of and Relations among Refined Persbcalkty

Scale # Items Alpha g 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Neuroticism 10 73 21 -

2. Extraversion 7 .62 A9 14 --

3. Openness 6 .60 20 -.20 =31 --

4. Agreeableness 5 .52 .18 A2 .46 -.12 --

5. Dishonesty-Arrogance 6 .52 A5 -41 -.15 25 -.15 --

6. Conscientiousness 8 72 24 .16 A7 -.29 A4 -.13 --

Note IICy = mean interitem correlation. Correlationstalics, p < .05. Correlations ibold italics, p <
.01. Correlations ininderlined bold italics, p < .001.
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Table 25. Relations among Original and Refined NEO-FFI Scales

Original Scale

Refined

Scale Neur. Extra. Open. Agree. Consc.
1. Neuroticism 93t .01 -17 -41 -.25

2. Extraversion .10 A4t -.21 .09 .43

3. Openness -.12 .01 Reihy .20 -.09

4. Agreeableness A1 .38* -.17 .36 .32

5. Dishonesty-Arrogance -.28 .02 21 83+t 27

6. Conscientiousness .10 37* -17 .07 A3

Note Neur. = Neuroticism. Extra. = Extraversion. Open. = Openness. Agree. =
Agreeableness. Consc. = Conscientiousness. Correlatiakas) p < .05.
Correlations irbold italics, p < .01. Correlations innderlined bold italics,p < .001.
*Highest correlation in row. tHighest correlation in column.




144

Table 26. Relations of Personality Scales with IPA Scales and IPA-As=b&fariables

Scale or Variable

n

D-A Conscr?

Physical IPA
Marital Control
Verbal IPA

Sexual IPA

Consider self victim
Told others of IPA
Sought help for IPA
Others commit DV
Husband drinks alcohol
Saw parents’ IPA

DV while pregnant
Know of parents’ IPA
Start of IPA

Serious injury

Freq. husband’s drinking
Respondent pregnant
Cuts, bruises, aches
Alcohol worsens IPA
Frequency of others’ DV

Sprains, burns

241

241

241

241

241

241

241

241

241

241

241

241

102

116

98

241

120

100

31

115

Additional IPA items

.03 A07 .04
.16° 09 .07
A1° 79 .08

07° A14° .06

37t .19

24t 16 .14

.16 A3
.18 A2
.16 .05
.09 .18 .05

A3 .06 .03

.04 .04

-12 .00 .06

.10 .06 .04

-.06 -13 .03

-.09 -.10 .01

-.08 -11 .01

.04 .04 .01

A7 13 .01

-.10 -.09 .00

(table continues)
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Table 26 (cont.)

Note n = number of respondents to question. [IPA: Intimate partner aggression. Neur.:
Neuroticism. Extr.: Extraversion. Open.: Openness. Agree.: Agreeablendéss. D
Dishonesty-Arrogance. Consc.: Conscientiousnéss.Adjusted multiple? = total
predictive power of personalityCorrelations intalics, p < .05. Correlations ibold

italics, p < .01. Correlations innderlined bold italics, p < .001. *Highest correlation in
row. THighest correlation in columifHypothesized significant positive relation.
YHypothesized significant negative relatiéiost-hoc hypothesized significant negative
relation, based on hypothesized relation of IPA to Agreeableness.




Table 27. Relations of Sociodemographic Variables with IPA Scales and P¢ysSoales

Phys. Marital Verb. Sex.
Variable n Neur. Extr. Open. Agree. D-A Consc. IPA Control IPA IPA

Wife's employment status 241 .14 A1 -02 .10 .04 20t .09 .13 A6t .28*T
Wife’s monthly wage 116 -40t -01 -08 -06 .26t .05 -08 -00 -02 -11
Number of children at home 241 .17+ .02 -.06 .05 -.05 .07 .13t -.02 .08 .13

Wife’s years of education 241 -22* 05 -01 02 .20 .05 -07 -03 .02 -.06

Husband’s monthly wage 203 -11  -02 -08 -.02 .08 -09 -1318t -04 -.20*
Husband’s years of education 241 -08 -08 -06 -0822 -01 -06 -04 -01 -11
Husband’s age at marriage 241 -05 -11 -04 -08 0917+ .08 -.06 10 -.02
Age of oldest child 241 -07 .16*t -.07 .09 -10 A2 .06 .03 .07 .07

Husband’s employment status 241 .14  -.04 .01 -02 .04  -.06 .02 .07 .02 .01

Wife's age at marriage 241 -08 -09 -07 -.03 A1 -08 -00 -.09 .05 -.08
Wife's age 241 -.04 12 -.04 .03 -.13 .02 -.00 -.09 .01 .02

Husband’s age 241 -.04 10 -03 -01 -12 .01 .03 -07 .03 .04
Number of children away 240 -.02 .04 -01 .00 -.09 Jd1  -01 -03 -01 .00
Age of youngest child 228 -.07 12 -.05 -.03 -.06 -.00 .04. .03 .05 -.05

(table continues)

146
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Table 27 (cont.)

Note n = number of respondents to question. IPA: Intimate partner aggression. Netwtidégn. Extr.:
Extraversion. Open.: Openness. Agree.: Agreeableness. D-A: DishonestynsgoGansc.:
Conscientiousness. Phys. IPA: Physical IPA. Verb. IPA: Verbal IRX. IBA: Sexual IPAn = number of
respondents to question. Correlationgatics, p < .05. Correlations ibold italics, p < .01. Correlations in
underlined bold italics, p < .001. * Highest correlation in row. T Highest correlation in column.
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CHAPTER IV. STUDY 1: DISCUSSION

Study 1 was intended to address three goals: (1) to demonstrate the uftity of
and FFM measures in a rural, Indian female population; (2) to investigate tieneelat
between these constructs; and (3) to begin the indigenization process of thesesmeasure
The authors of the DVM, the IPA measure used in this study, asserted thaaha en
captures several IPA dimensions, which in this study aggregated to forblerskiales
(Physical IPA, Sexual IPA, Marital Control and Verbal IPA). Thesdeschad adequate
internal consistency reliability and interrelations consistent with thasemgrated in
previous research. These interrelations supported a hierarchical mode| oftPthe
four types of IPA emerging from a higher order IPA construct. Further, igiaair
NEO-FFI scales, with the exception of Neuroticism, had levels of internakstemsy
reliability outside of the established adequate range, which suggesteubtieype
refined for greater reliability. The factor-analytic refingmprocedure improved these
scales’ psychometric properties and highlighted that a one-factor solutioppvapréate
for each of the FFM domains except Agreeableness, for which a two-factoosafiti
Agreeableness and Dishonesty-Arrogance, similar to Lee and Ashton’s BEACO
model, was more suitable.

Although the HEXACO model and the personality model obtained in this sample
are superficially similar, much more research into this topic needs to be cahditas
important to develop a better Hindi translation of the NEO-FFI; at least 10 of the 60
NEO-FFI items were not translated well in either content or tone and/ofrexht@ords
that two graduate educated bilingual Hindi-English speakers did not know. Only four of

these items loaded significantly on the refined NEO-FFI factors; thistmaj have been
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the case if these items had been translated properly. Further, with aegiception,
Agreeableness was composed of the positively-keyed NEO-FFI Agreeahteness
whereas Dishonesty-Arrogance was composed of the negatively-keyed NEO-FF
Agreeableness items. This is in contrast to the HEXACO Agreeablerteboaasty-
Humility factors, which both are keyed in the “Agreeable” direction. It is ptesthat a
study including a better translation of the NEO-FFI and a Hindi translatidw of t
HEXACO measure could offer insight into the similarities of and differebetween
these structures in this sample.

Further, it is noteworthy that though the negatively keyed Agreeableness appear
to be "legitimately" Disagreeableness items (i.e., positive wordexs it a scale marked
by the opposite end, such as “People think I'm cold and calculating”), in contrast, the
negatively keyed items of Neuroticism, for example, are negative bezaesmting
word has been included in an otherwise positively keyed item (e.qg., “I rareafi:er
depressed”; see Appendix B). This finding is even more notable in that the negatively
keyed items from the original Agreeableness scale formed a sepatatevidereas
those from the other scales were dropped almost without exception (only two
Neuroticism, one Extraversion and three Openness negatively keyed items were
retained). Itis possible the difference in wording across the negatively keges of the
NEO-FFI scales affected the pattern of results obtained. That is, jusitamd"” is not
the same as "happy," perhaps the negation of items on the other scales did not have the
intended effect of defining the opposite end of their respective dimensions. Thus, these
items might have performed better if they were positively worded and/oréf Wezre

more truly negative-pole items (i.e., worded to reflect the opposite end of thesthme
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without use of negators).

The interrelations between the DVM scales and the refined NEO-FEksgate
uniformly low, with only one > .20. Based on previous research, 12 significant relations
were hypothesized (16 if Agreeableness and D-A were considered sgpatfateé each
with Physical, Psychological (which empirically separated into Maribaiti©l and
Verbal IPA) and Sexual IPA. None of these hypotheses were wholly supported, and post
hoc analyses revealed several relations between IPA and personalityrthabtve
hypothesized. Interestingly, no significant relations were found with Neisratigvhich
emerged in previous research as the trait most strongly linked to women'eerzpaf
being the target of IPA.

In this sample, Physical IPA was positively related to Extraversion and
Agreeableness; Verbal IPA was positively related to Extraversion andi@uinsgsness;
Sexual IPA was positively related to Agreeableness and Conscientioushessas
Marital Control was negatively related to Openness and positively to Disjionest
Arrogance. It is possible that these differences in the relationatrpattee due to the
improper translation of several NEO-FFI items; however, it is equally poskdiléhe
relations between personality and the experience of IPA actualtiffsmesnt in this rural
Indian sample from those found in western samples. Regardless, these data require
replication, given that some were post-hoc findings. Further, it is notewtbehthe
present study and the two previous ones that have examined relations betwaad A
measure of the FFM all found different relations between the two constiuatsuld be
valuable to investigate these relations further and to offer and exploreeXp&inatory

hypotheses for the discrepancies and, secondly, for the mechanisms underbgng the
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relations.

Interestingly, the relations shown between the refined NEO-FFI scaldsar of
the IPA-related variables were markedly higher than those between trezlrisf= O-FFI
and the IPA scales. Most notably, the three highest correlations were wih item
assessing whether respondents considered themselves victims of IPA #mel Wiy
had told anyone of or sought help for the IPA they were experiencing. The piggysona
profile (higher levels of Extraversion, Conscientiousness and D-A, and lowes tével
Agreeableness) that these variables reveal may offer insight into tbeglérss of those
women who are more likely to stand up against the IPA they suffer and to seek out help
for it. Further research is necessary into this topic.

Finally, Study 1 demonstrated areas in which the DVM and NEO-FFI can be
adapted or indigenized for future research in a Hindi-speaking, rural north Inchale fe
population. With regard to the DVM, several women in the sample distinguished
between their ages at their first wedding, when the marriage wasaedtrand at their
second wedding, when the woman moved into her husband’s natal home. Other women
distinguished between the#it (husband’s older brother) adévar(husband’s younger
brother) when speaking about domestic violence in the home. Both of these
discriminations were made in the qualitative responses participantsvgane
completing the DVM. Finally, qualitative responses to the DVM also revealethkeve
reasons that the women of this study attributed to their experience of IPAe Thes
included division of familial property, study/education and domestic consideratidns suc
as food and household chores. Future research with this measure in a similar population

could assess these variables more systematically to develop a studgpproy@iate to
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the sample under consideration.

Additionally, the participants in this study reported significantly hightesraf
IPA than those reported by the UP NFHS national sample. The same measire of IP
was used in both studies, so it is possible that this discrepancy is due to bettér rappo
between participants and assessors in this study. Specifically, the UP a$Skissors
were unknown to the female participants, whereas this study’s asseskbexha
working with the participants for months, sometimes even years, beforidyegperiod
began. This may have allowed participants to feel more comfortable in revietihmgte
details of their lives, leading to the higher reported rates of IPA. Thishmgstshould
be addressed in further research, and it is possible that it could offer insight into
methodologies that could facilitate research into a private topic like P8 also
possible this higher reported rate of IPA is due to a selection bias on the part of the
assessors. That is, the communication between the Pl and the Indian collalveaiator
with the director oMahila Samakhyand not the assessors themselves, so the Pl does
not know what the director told the assessors about what kind of woman to seek out for
participation. It is possible that the assessors specifically sought outvtbeyeknew to
have been the target of IPA in an effort to be more helpful. This would lead to a situation
in which the sample described here is not truly a naturalistic or epidemidlogesebut
instead one selected for the experience of IPA. As such, the rates of Fribetbm this
sample should be interpreted with caution and not be assumed to generalize.

The relations between the refined NEO-FFI scales and the sociodemographic
variables were low and found only between the SD variables and either the pgreonalit

IPA scales. An exception to this finding was the relation between wifgdgtogment
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status and both Conscientiousness and Verbal and Sexual IPA. However, there are
several interesting aspects to the relations when compared to those found VAt the
scales and IPA-related variables, pointing to patterns of discriminambmslat
Neuroticism was unrelated to the IPA scales or IPA-related variables goutrged as
the most consistently related to the SD variables, Agreeableness retested m
consistently—and Extraversion and Conscientiousness generally consisteritiyg—t
IPA scales and IPA-related variables, but was unrelated to the SD varididesas/D-A
was equally related to the IPA scales and the IPA-related and SD variald@enness
was relatively unrelated to the variables assessed in this study, with tficangn
relations between it and any IPA variable except Marital Control(17). The most
important aspect of these relations, however, is that they are consistenthtoss all
four sets of variables, only one relation was greater than .40 (personalitipand S
variables), and only two others were greater than .30 (personality aneldédr

variables).
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CHAPTER V. STUDY 2: INTRODUCTION

The above study demonstrated that the Hindi NEO-FFI scales had inadequate
psychometric properties in their original form, but that they could be refinagtdater
psychometric adequacy. Given the necessity of this refinement, a second sudy wa
undertaken to establish further the psychometric properties of the refined-NIEXales
in a sample of bilingual Hindi-English speakers from the same geogragtoo.reThis
study can offer further insight into the Hindi translation of the NEO-F&lthea

properties of the refined scales established above.
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CHAPTER VI. STUDY 2: METHOD

Participants

Participants were 22 men and 42 women living in the city of Gorakhpur, UP,
India, recruited over a 6-week study period (November 15, 2009-December 31, 2009).
Individuals were eligible to participate if they were 18 years or olagflaently
bilingual in both English and Hindi. The average age of this sample was 41 years (SD
14.4 years); 4 had high school level education, 6 were educated at the college level, and
54 had graduate level education.

Procedure

Participants were recruited through the office of a local ophthalmologist
(agreement from the ophthalmologist to aid in the administration of this project is
included in Appendix E); specifically, they were clinic patients, or fam#yniners or
friends of patients. The ophthalmologist directed the Pl and a bilinguatalesesistant
to potential participants who were known to him to speak English; these particigants t
were approached by the Pl and a bilingual research assistant and askechto step i
empty room in the office where the PI explained in English the goals, risks andsenef
of the study, including that compensation would not be provided for participation. The
University of lowa Institutional Review Board did not require written congent t
participate in the study, thus the study procedure began the same day aftezoresdyat
was obtained. Following the formal consent process, the Pl spoke to each participant for
5 to 10 minutes to screen for an inadequate level of English fluency. Parti¢hpants
were asked to complete an English-Hindi reading-comprehension screeningersir

and a personality questionnaire in both Hindi and English (described below).
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Study Measures

English-Hindi Reading Comprehension
Screening Instrument

As the personality questionnaires were to be completed in a written formatf, a brie
English-Hindi reading-comprehension screening instrument (see AppendasF) w
administered to all participants to determine if they were fluent inenringlish. This
instrument assessed participants’ first language, their main spoken langhetjerw
they read media materials in English and/or Hindi, their self-perceived jlireboth
English and Hindi, and their formal instruction in both English and Hindi. All potential
participants passed this proficiency exam and proceeded with the study procedure

Personality Questionnaire

Participants then were given the NEO-FFI in both English and Hindi (see
Personality Questionnairm the Study 1: Methods sectifor specifics about the Hindi
translation and the English back-translation of this measure, and the psyct®ofdtie

NEO-FFI). The order of administration was randomized across participants
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CHAPTER VII. STUDY 2: RESULTS

The NEO-FFI among Bilingual English-Hindi Speakers

Table 28 presents a comparison of the means and SDs of the standard NEO-FFI
scales across three samples: the bilingual-speaking sample (botln Englislindi
versions), the community sample from Study 1 and Lodhi and colleagues’ (2002) Marathi
Indian sample. There are several notable features of this table. Firstteitesthe
means of the bilingual and community samples are significantly higher thtataéhi
Indian sample, reflecting moderate to large effect sizes (effegt siZ71; range = .59 to
.86). Second, the English and Hindi means from the bilingual sample are not
significantly different for Neuroticism, Extraversion, Agreeablersass
Conscientiousness, but do differ for Openness, with higher means in the English version,
although this is only a small effect (Cohed’s .18). Third, the bilingual and
community samples had significantly different means across all ésaieppt Extraversion
and Openness, with the bilingual sample endorsing higher rates of Agresalaade
Conscientiousness and lower rates of Neuroticism; these differencessefédicto
moderate effect sizedy = .35; range = .17 to .56).

Finally, the community sample had markedly smaller SDs than either sample
with the exception of Extraversion in the bilingual sample, indicating lessnearin trait
levels across participants. For all traits, the Marathi sample had cignifi larger SDs
than the community sample (F-statistics ranged from 1.59 toN1.851.76,ps < .05).
For Neuroticism, Openness and Agreeableness, the Marathi sample SDs did not differ
significantly from those of the bilingual sample in either language. Howéxekarathi

sample did have larger SDs for Extraversion and smaller SDs for Conscientidhsmness
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did the bilingual sample in both languages (F-statistics from 1.57 toNM.97,.86,ps <
.05). Overall, these data indicate that the bilingual sample had more variation than the
community sample—with the exception of Extraversion, which was the same—and the
community sample had less variance than the Marathi sample. The relationslibevee
bilingual sample and the Marathi sample were more complex, potentiallytde@stan
part, to the small size of the bilingual sample. Together, these data iridatdteth
samples from this study endorsed higher levels of all traits, but with etiverrestricted
or more variable range of trait values than the Marathi sample, depending oit the tra
guestion.

Although it is tempting to attribute the observed differences in means and SDs to
the language of administration or the NEO-FFI translation, this does not appegalato e
the results obtained fully. Specifically, as noted earlier, the Hindi ttaorskzad six
improperly translated items (3 Openness, 2 Extraversion and 1 Neuroticisinateims
five items that the back-translators were unable to translate from Hindideettee Hindi
words were unknown to them (2 Openness, 1 each Extraversion, Neuroticism and
Agreeableness items). The only trait for which the bilingual sample endorferdmif
levels in both languages of administration was Openness, and the poorly or improperly
translated items were not restricted to this scale, suggesting that imjpaoystation is
not a complete explanation, though it may be more so in the case of Openness.

Further, the sample characteristics may account for part of the observed
differences, but because sample differences in age, language of adtnnmistnd
geographic region are confounded, it is impossible to know which variable(s) or whether

some other variable that was not assessed is/are affecting the regatidic&ly, the
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Marathi sample was composed of undergraduates of both sexes, and thus perhaps is more
similar to the highly educated bilingual sample than to the community sampéf, ihi
composed largely of moderately literate to illiterate village women. Meryéhe

Marathi sample endorsed lower levels of all traits, levels more in lithetin@ American
normative sample, than the samples from the current study. As describedtbarlie
bilingual sample was given both the original and the translated NEO-FFkagie
community sample was given item descriptions decided on by the principal intgstiga
and a bilingual Hindi-English speaker with a graduate degree in psychalbgy than

the actual translated NEO-FFI. It appears that this different methodnafiattation

may not have affected the means and SDs of the two samples to a clingrafigast

degree, as the effects were relatively modest (although statissmalificant); however,

due to the multiple confounding differences in sample and method, this cannot be known
for certain.

Table 29 presents additional psychometric properties of and interrelations among
the standard NEO-FFI scales in the bilingual sample for both the English and Hindi
versions. Overall, the scales’ test-retest reliabilities are ggod (78;r range = .74
[Extraversion] to .85 [Openness]). Recall from Table 21 that the internal emtyist
reliabilities of the standard NEO-FFI scales in the community sampke laxgrto
moderate ¢s = .55-.72), markedly lower than those reported for the American normative
data and the Marathi Indian sample. The internal consistencies presentecki@9ais
consistent with the community sample for Neuroticism, Extraversion, and Ageaeab)
but for Openness the bilingual sample was markedly lower (.51 and .40 in the English

and Hindi versions, respectively) and for Conscientiousness the bilingual saasple w



160

markedly higher (.82 and .80 in the two versions, respectively). Finally, the internal

consistencies were largely consistent across language of admioistvath the

exception of Opennesag = .51 and .40, English and Hindi, respectively). Overall, these

data suggest that the original NEO-FFI scales were less internally eahsgisboth study

samples than in previous research. Further, it suggests that these stalbe (W

exception of Neuroticism and Conscientiousness) may benefit from the psydhometr

refinement procedure outlined above with the community sample (undertaken below).
The correlations among the English NEO-FFI standard scales ranged from -.02 t

.37 (Agreeableness with Openness and Conscientiousness, respddtively6).

Correlations among the Hindi NEO-FFI standard scales ranged from -.02 to .35

(Agreeableness with Openness and Conscientiousness, respebtively8). Further,

the pattern of relations was highly similar across the English and Hindi versions

correlating .93. However, the matrices were only moderately similar toftttzeg NEO

PI-R in the American normative sampts € .79 and .81, English version and Hindi

version, respectively), although more so than was the IPA-sample matrigg). Not

surprisingly, the bilingual-English and IPA-sample matrices were nokeddycorrelated

than the bilingual-Hindi and community sample matriees=(.83 and .93, respectively).

This correlational pattern suggests that the bilingual Hindi version yledsiost

“central” structure, as it correlates strongly € .93) with both the bilingual English and

the IPA-sample matrices, as well as moderately strongly with thiae &rmerican

normative sampler (= .83).
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Domain-Level Analyses of the NEO-FFI in
Hindi and English

As the sample size of the bilingual sample (64 adults) precludes an item- or
domain-level factor analysis of the standard NEO-FFI scales in both lasgtizge
refined scales developed with the community sample will be used for the belggeana
Table 30 presents the item loadings for both languages of administration obtained when
the items included in the refined NEO-FFI scales were submitted to expjorator
principal-factors factor analysis. The range of factor loadings is iyatadale variable
across the bilingual languages of administration than in the community sample (for
example, loadings range from .07 to .68 in Hindi Extraversion). However, the average
factor loadings are similar across samples, with the exception of Opeluaessgs =
43, 27 and .27, IPA, Hindi and English, respectively; though the difference is not
significant afp < .05), which has been proven problematic to replicate in previous
research (Rolland, 2002).

Table 31 presents the internal consistencies of, and relations among, the six
refined personality scales in both the English and Hindi versions of the NEO-F&I. Th
[ICw values for Neuroticism, Extraversion, Agreeableness and Conscientiousness we
within the adequate range across both languages, but those for Openness and Pishonest
Arrogance were not. For the refined Extraversion and Agreeableness Huade values
represent a marked improvement over the internal consistencies of the stan@arFdFNE
scales, whereas that for Openness was unchanged and that for Dishonestyearvam
the same as the original Agreeableness scale. The interrelations amé&mglish

version scales range from [.01| (Openness with Neuroticism, Agreesdblend



162

Dishonesty-Arrogance) to .36 (Agreeableness with Dishonesty-Arrogeinee(3), and
among the Hindi version scales range from .00 (Extraversion with Openness) to .46
(Agreeableness with Dishonesty-Arroganikes .05). Overall, the pattern of
correlations was similar across the English and Hindi refined versiens$4); however,
they both differed considerably from the IPA matrix, although the Hindi version was
slightly more similar ( = .35) than was the English version=(.15), perhaps due to the
common language of administration. Together, these data suggest that tblatitesr
among the refined personality scales are relatively inconsist@sisatie bilingual and
community samples, which is likely due, at least in part, to method and sampl®~ariat
(e.g., reading the items vs. having them read to participants; differendeS iang
education).

Table 32 presents the relations among the original and refined personddity sca
for both the English and Hindi versions of the measure. The highest correlatioatfor ea
refined scale was the corresponding original scale, for both English and Hindnsgersi
not surprisingly as they represent a part-whole relation. The Hindi version sh@med m
significant relations than the English version (19 vs. 14); however, none of the
correlations were significantly different across versions. Furthenthenatrices are
significantly similar ¢ = .98), and both are highly similar to the community sample
matrix (s = .89 and .86, English and Hindi matrices, respectively), suggesting that the
scales among all three matrices are related in similar ways to ¢eatsi

Of the 30 relations reported in each matrix, only five are significantly diften
the community sample from the bilingual sample; for each, the bilinguglesaeaiations

are markedly similar, from which the community sample deviges (05; original
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Neuroticism with refined Agreeableness and Conscientiousness; originavérsion
with refined Agreeableness; original Openness with refined Neuroticism; iginthbr
with refined Agreeableness). Further, none of the correlations reported wefieawgi
different between the Hindi and English matrices. Given that the sam@engre so
different between these two groups, it is possible that these differencekattenluate in
a larger sample. Finally, Table 33 presents the interrelations amondjribd English
and Hindi language personality scales. Each scale’s highest correlasomitly the
corresponding scale in the other language, and there were only five other significa
relations among these scales, the highest two of which were AgreeablgtieB-A.

Table 34 presents the relations between the refined personality scales and the
sociodemographic variables in the bilingual sample. Recall that this sang&6%a
female, with an average age of 41 years, and 84% had a graduate level edueation. T
correlations presented in Table 34 are low (range = -.17 to .18) and none were
statistically significantly different across versions of the geatity measure (gt < .05).

In both the English and Hindi versions, women were higher in Conscientiousness than
men (Cohen’'sls = .33 and .28, respectively); further, females were higher in Openness
and Dishonesty-Arrogance as assessed by the Hindi, but not the English, version of the
scale. Neither difference has been found in previous Indian samples (Lodhi et al., 2002)
or the American normative sample (McCrae & Costa, 1992). Recall from thewuotym
sample that wife’s education was negatively related to Neuroticism.22), and both
husband’s and wife’s education were positively related to Dishonesty-Arrogance2

and .20, respectively). Neither of these significant relations emerged iniitigge il

sample, likely due to the lack of variance in educational level. Finally, age w
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significantly positively related to Agreeableness in the English, but notitia, Mersion
of the scaler(= .30); previous meta-analytic research (Roberts & Delvecchio, 2000)
supports increases in Agreeableness with age, so it is unclear why thiendéfe does

not emerge in the Hindi version.



165

Table 28. Means and Standard Deviations of the Standard NEO-FFI Scales in Tip&sSa

Bilingual Sample {l = 64) Lodhi et al. (2002) Marathi Sampie=x 259)
English Hindi Comm. Samplé&(= 241) Females Males Total
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Neuroticism 343 6.48 34.4 6.57 38.4 457 20.8 5.95 19.8 6.13 20.8 6.05
Extraversion 41% 46T 41.4 457 42.8 415 29.8° 5.74 31.4 5.70 30.8 5.8¢
Openness 367  4.91 35.0 4.61 35.8 3.68 25.5 4.72 25.9 457 25.7 4.64
Agreeableness 3¢7 5.16 40.6' 5.53 37.8 4.3% 31.6 5.12 28.8 5.94 30.1 5.74
Conscientiousness ~ 48.3  7.33 46.0 7.02 44.8 4.7¢ 35.0 5.51 33.9 6.84 34.4 6.23

Note IPA: Intimate partner aggression. SD: Standard deviation. Comm. = Commuratyps@rith different superscripts in each
row are significantly differenty(< .05). Lodhi et al. (2002): Lodhi, Deo, & Belhekar (2002).
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Table 29. Psychometric Properties of and Interrelations among NEO-HE&$ 8can
English-Hindi Bilingual Sample

Scale # ltems Alpha g 1 2 3 4 5

English Version

1. Neuroticism 12 .69 .16 .79

2. Extraversion 12 .56 10 -21 .75

3. Openness 12 51 .08 10 .05 .85

4. Agreeableness 12 .56 .10 -.22 12 -.02 T7
5. Conscientiousness 12 .82 28 -24 18 -12 37 74

Hindi Version

1. Neuroticism 12 .70 A6 -

2. Extraversion 12 52 .08 -18 --

3. Openness 12 40 .05 -.05 .09 --

4. Agreeableness 12 .60 A1 -.20 22  -.02--

5. Conscientiousness 12 .80 25 -25 34 -10 .35 --

Note N =64. [IGy = mean interitem correlation. Correlations in the diagonal of the
English Version are the test-retest correlations between the Hindi andrErgisions of
the NEO-FFI. Correlations iitalics, p < .05. Correlations ibold italics, p< .01.r =

.93 between matrices.
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Scale Item Content IPA Hindi English
Neuroticism When under stress, | feel like I'm gpio pieces. .58 A4 .57
| feel inferior to others often. 49 .52 .48
| feel completely worthless sometimes. .48 .68 7.7
Often, when things go wrong, | feel like giving.up A7 .67 49
When | feel helpless, | want others to solve mybems. .44 .45 51
Rarely do | feel lonely or dowh.(R) 43 43 .34
The way people treat me makes me angry often. 42 .41 .48
| feel jittery and tense often. .38 .61 .60
| feel anxious and fearful rarely. (R) .35 .20 .23
At times, I've been so ashamed | wanted to hide. .57 .20 .26
Average Loading 46 46 A7
Extraversion | really like to talk to people. .55 .30 .51
| like to be where the action is. .48 40 41
| am cheerful and high-spirited. .38 .65 44
| am very active. .36 .68 .34
I laugh easily. .34 .62 .56
| would prefer going my own way to being a lead&). 46 .08 19
| like to have many people around me. 44 .07 21
Average Loading 43 40 .38
Openness | enjoy contemplating theories and atistteas oftert. .38 .60 .25
| am not interested in contemplating the naturthef
universe or the human condition. (R) .39 .53 .40
Poetry has little or no impact on me. (R) 43 10 .25
Controversial speakers confuse and mislead stsdléR) .50 .23 .20

(table continues)
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Scale Item Content IPA Hindi English
| find daydreaming a waste of time. (R) A7 .03 7.2
Religious authorities should decide on moral iss(ie) 40 14 .23
Average Loading 43 27 .27
Agreeableness | try to be thoughtful and consi@erat .57 .63 .50
| try to be courteous to those | meet. A8 .40 5.5
Almost all people | know like me. 43 .58 45
| would rather cooperate than compete. .30 A2 4 1
People will take advantage of you if you let théR) -.30 .20 .24
Average Loading A2 .39 .38
Dishonesty- | am stubborn in my attitudes. (R) .34 .55 A4
Arrogance If | don't like someone, | let them knaw(R) .34 .33 -.05
| am usually skeptical of others’ intentions. (R) A7 .49 44
If necessary, | will manipulate others. (R) 41 03. .56
People think | am cold and calculating. .38 36 42 .
Some think | am selfish and egotistiéal. .36 .09 .32
Average Loading .38 31 .37
Conscien- I work hard to meet my goals. .62 .50 8 .6
tiousness  When | make a commitment, | follow thgylou .60 A7 .32
| perform tasks assigned to me conscientiously. 53 . .79 .54
| strive for excellence in everything. .49 .32 9.4
My belongings are neat and clean. .38 .61 .59
| pace myself to get things done on time. .35 33 .49
| set goals clearly and work toward them in areosdway. .33 .79 .82
| am productive and get the job done. .60 .37 44

(table continues)
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Table 30 (cont.)

Average Loading .49 .52 .54

Note IPA: Intimate partner aggressidnndicates improperly translated iterh.

Indicates item that includes a word the back-translators did not know. (R) s®ever
keyed in the original.
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Table 31. Psychometric Properties of and Relations among Refined Persacalkty in
an English-Hindi Bilingual Sample

Scale #ltems Alpha Il 1 2 3 4 5

English Version

1. Neuroticism 10 g2 .20 --

2. Extraversion 7 55 15 -18 --

3. Openness 6 33 .08 .01 -.09 --

4. Agreeableness 5 A7 A5 -14.07 -01  --

5. Dishonesty-Arrogance 6 40 A0 -11.12 .01 .36 --
6. Conscientiousness 8 J7 30 -2322 -10 .18 34

Hindi Version

1. Neuroticism 10 712 20 -

2. Extraversion 7 .56 A5 -17 -

3. Openness 6 31 .07 -13 .00 --

4. Agreeableness 5 A7 A5 -12 23 -.07--

5. Dishonesty-Arrogance 6 37 .09 -20 .23.26 .46 --
6. Conscientiousness 8 .74 2633 .28 -07 .26 .12

Note N =64. IIG, = mean interitem correlation. Correlationstalics, p < .05.

Correlations irbold italics, p < .01. Correlations innderlined bold italics, p < .001.r =
.84 between matrices.
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Table 32. Relations among Original and Refined Personality Scales in ashEtigidi
Bilingual Sample

Original Scale

Refined

Scale Neur. Extra. Open. Agree. Consc.
English Version

1. Neuroticism -96 -.24 12 -.16 -.29
2. Extraversion -17 .84 -.02 13 A7
3. Openness -.01 -.04 .80 .02 -.07
4. Agreeableness -.21 .06 -03 .73 24
5. Dishonesty-Arrogance -.11 A5 -02 .87 .36
6. Conscientiousness -.21 19 -.10 34 91
Hindi Version

1. Neuroticism -96 -.19 -.03 23 -.35
2. Extraversion -17 .82 -.02 .28 .30
3. Openness 13 .03 15 A3 -.01
4. Agreeableness -.12 .18 -16 .80 34
5. Dishonesty-Arrogance .16 19 .07 .88 .26
6. Conscientiousness 24 .30 -.06 25 93

Note N =64. Neur.: Neuroticism. Extra.: Extraversion. Open.: Openness. Agree.:
Agreeableness. Consc.: Conscientiousness. Correlatidabds, p < .05. Correlations
in bold italics, p < .01. Correlations inonderlined bold italics, p < .001.r = .98 between
matrices.
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Table 33. Relations between the Refined English and Hindi Language Persaradbt/ S

Hindi
English Neur. Extra. Open. Agree. D-A Consc.
Neuroticism 82*t -.18 -14 .03 -.10 -.21
Extraversion -.18 68*t .10 10 14 .19
Openness .03 .00 62*t -.05 29 A1
Agreeableness -.03 .07 -.08 64*t 34 31
Dishon-Arrogan -.10 .10 A2 33 A4*t 24
Conscientiousness 29 21 01 .08 .07 A2%F

Note N =64. Neur..: Neuroticism. Extra.: Extraversion. Open.. Openness. Agree.:
Agreeableness. D-A/Dishon.-Arrogan.: Dishonesty-Arrogance. Consc.:
Conscientiousness. Correlationstalics, p < .05. Correlations ibolditalics, p < .01.
Correlations irunderlined bold italics, p < .001. * Highest correlation in row. T Highest
correlation in column.
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Table 34. Relations between Refined Personality Scales and Sociodemographic

Variables in an English-Hindi Bilingual Sample

Age Gender Education

M (SD) 65.5% 84.4%
Scale 41 (14.4) Women  Graduate-level ry| |
English Version
Neuroticism -.08 -.03 -.01 -.04
Extraversion -.01 -.05 -.04 -.03
Openness -.03 A2 -.02 .02
Agreeableness .30 .18 .06 .18
Dishon-Arrogan 21 21 A7 .20
Conscientiousness .01 33 14 .16
Hindi Version
Neuroticism .03 .03 .03 .03
Extraversion -.01 -.22 .09 -.05
Openness -.16 .29 -.10 .01
Agreeableness 14 .10 -.04 .07
Dishon-Arrogan .06 .28 -.01 A1
Conscientiousness .07 .28 22 19

Note N = 64. Dishon-Arrogan: Dishonesty-Arrogancg| £ Mean correlation across
sociodemographic variables. Correlationgatics, p < .05. Correlations ibold italics,

p<.01.
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CHAPTER VIII. STUDY 2: DISCUSSION

The above study was undertaken to investigate further the properties of the
original and previously developed refined NEO-FFI scales in a second sample of
bilingual Hindi-English speakers from the same geographic region as the firs
Comparing the means and standard deviations of the NEO-FFI standard scaleth@cross
two samples assessed in this investigation and the Marathi Indian saoqtiéedtal.,

2002) indicated that both samples from this study endorsed higher levels ofsabutai

with either more restricted or more variable range of trait values thanarativisample,
depending on the trait in question. Various considerations may have contributed to these
results, including improper translation of the NEO-FFI used in this investigation or
differences in characteristics across the three samples, but how thebave affected

the results is unknown. Further, the internal consistencies of the standardesezdes
languages of administration in the bilingual sample were similarly lohogetfound in

the Study 1.

The refined scales developed in the first study were investigated in Stody 2 t
determine whether the improved reliabilities over the NEO-FFI standaebswahted in
Study 1 would replicate. The summary data from the revision process botbstudies
are presented in Table 35. Overall, the data indicated that the revision processdmprove
the internal consistency reliability of the Neuroticism and Extraversiales across both
samples (average changedir .02 and .04 and in Ikg= .04 and .07, for Neuroticism
and Extraversion, respectively). Further, the data also suggested that theaémpir
separation between Agreeableness and Dishonesty-Arrogance improved the psichome

properties over the original Agreeableness scale although, not surprisggiyees the
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development sample, the biggest improvement was seen in the community sample. The
community sample had the smallest droplpha(-.03 versus -.09 and -.13, English and
Hindi versions of the bilingual sample, respectively) and largest incre#ise lilG, (.09
versus .05 and .04, English and Hindi versions of the bilingual sample, respectively) from
the original to revised Agreeableness scales.

These data also demonstrate that the revision was beneficial to Consomssous
only in the community sample (changears .11, -.05 and -.06 and change inJI€
.13, .02 and .01, community sample, bilingual sample English and Hindi versions,
respectively). The internal consistency reliability values for Censicusness were in
the adequate range prior to the revision process, which offered little improventesgdo t
psychometric properties in the cross-validation bilingual sample. Simillaeygvision
did not benefit Openness in the cross-validation bilingual sample (change-06, -
.18 and -.09 and change in &G .06, .00 and .00, community sample, bilingual sample
English and Hindi versions, respectively). However, the internal consigtelradyility
values for Openness were not in the adequate range prior to the revision; they simply
failed to improve in the bilingual sample after the revision process. Thegtamall
and homogeneous nature of the bilingual sample may have limited the improvement of
the scales. Additional research with larger and more heterogeneous samptesssary
to investigate this question more thoroughly.

The cross-cultural replicability of Openness has been problematic in previous
research, and this study is no exception. Lee and Ashton (2004) argue that it is the “mos
controversial [trait] in terms of the nature of its common content across vagiocal |

studies” (p. 337; see also Ashton & Lee, 2007). Among those aspects that are included or
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not included, depending on the language under investigation, are imaginationtjntellec
unconventionality and rebelliousness. It appears that, in this sample, Opennegs is mos
defined by unconventionality and inquisitiveness; further, that five of the six dernise
revised Openness scale are reverse-keyed suggests that this traitbetdgroe
conceptualized as Lack of Openness. Notably, however, Unconventionality and
Inquisitiveness are two of the four facets captured by HEXACO Opennesh, aldnc

does not include intellect in the definition of this trait.

Further, D-A is a trait included in few personality models and requires future
research to establish it in Hindi-speaking populations. Lee and Ashton (2004)dasserte
that their Honesty-Humility trait, roughly correspondent to (low) D-A in thug\g was
most parallel to (low) A2 Straightforwardness in the NEO PI-R and the vdaoets of
Honesty-Humility were correlated, on average, -.62 with Levenson and esdigag
(1995) Primary Psychopathy measure. Many of the items present on the A fact
reflect this lack of straightforwardness (e.g., reverse-keyddldh't like someone, | let
them know it’) and behavioral tendencies similar to those included on Primary
Psychopathy (e.g., a tendency to exploit vs. cooperate with another). More concretely
the distinction between Agreeableness and Dishonesty-Arrogance or HonestityH
can be conceptualized as one’s willingness to allow others to exploit one versus one’
willingness (or lack thereof) to exploit others (Ashton & Lee, 2007). This distmct
appears to have been borne out in the items captured by these factors (see Table 30).

At present, based on the results of this study, there are enough data to suggest tha
additional research into the six-factor personality model obtained in thigigatem is

necessary. It appears that this study’s six-factor model sharestadugerficial
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similarities to the Lee and Ashton (2004) HEXACO model (e.qg., six factors aivtors
comprising Agreeableness and [lack of] Honesty-Humility). However, the
interrelatedness of the factors is dissimilar to those obtained with the BE&XAeasure
and the psychometric properties of some of the factors were not adequadebatinos
study samples. Additional research will help to establish this model motrg iirthe
Hindi language, which will allow investigators to study its usefulness in thettarg

population.
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Table 35. Summary of Internal Consistencies of Original and Refined NEQeakds
in Both Study Samples.

Neur. Extra. Open. Agree. D-A Consc.
# ltems (Revised) 12 (10) 12 (7) 12 (6) 12 (5) -- (6) 12 (8)
Alpha
Original IPA 0.72 0.57 0.66 0.55 0.61
Revised IPA 0.73 0.62 0.60 0.52 0.52 0.72
Original English 0.69 0.56 0.51 0.56 0.82
Revised English  0.72 0.55 0.33 0.47 0.40 0.77
Original Hindi 0.70 0.52 0.40 0.60 0.80
Revised Hindi 0.72 0.56 0.31 0.47 0.37 0.74
Mean Inter-item Correlation
Original IPA 0.18 0.09 0.14 0.09 0.11
Revised IPA 0.21 0.19 0.20 0.18 0.15 0.24
Original English  0.16 0.10 0.08 0.10 0.28
Revised English  0.20 0.15 0.08 0.15 0.10 0.30
Original Hindi 0.16 0.08 0.05 0.11 0.25
Revised Hindi 0.20 0.15 0.07 0.15 0.09 0.26
Change in Alpha
Comm. Sample 0.01 0.05 -0.06 -0.03 0.11
Bilingual English  0.03 -0.01 -0.18 -0.09 -0.05
Bilingual Hindi 0.02 0.04 -0.09 -0.13 -0.06

(tables continues)
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Table 35 (cont.)

Neur. Extra. Open. Agree. D-A Consc.

Change in Mean Inter-item Correlation

Comm. Sample 0.03 0.10 0.06 0.09 0.13
Bilingual English  0.04 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.02
Bilingual Hindi 0.04 0.07 0.02 0.04 0.01

Note Neur. = Neuroticism. Extra. = Extraversion. Open. = Openness (to Experience).
Agree. = Agreeableness. D-A = Dishonesty-Arrogance. Consc. = CoOnsessi@ss.

IPA = Intimate Partner Aggression sample. Comm. = Community. English and Hindi
values are drawn from the bilingual sample NEO-FFI English and Hindi versions,
respectively. Values ibold are in the established adequate range foalihteasand

mean inter-item correlations.
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CHAPTER IX. GENERAL DISCUSSION

The above studies approached the issues of personality and intimate partner
aggression from the perspective of indigenized psychology, and began to address the
importation of measures of these constructs to a rural, north Indian sample of wamen. T
begin the importation process, | first demonstrated agreement among Indig/eatern
researchers with regards to the components of these constructs and that the Wester
measures used to assess these constructs were psychometricalby aalialid,
creating a ‘baseline’ structure to which the results obtained in theechéndian female
sample could be compared.

Next, | turned to an examination of whether the pattern of results obtained with
these measures in the community sample was consistent with resultedbiather
linguistic, geographic, ethnic and cultural groupings. The results suggestdtethat
original NEO-FFI trait scales should be refined for greater psychoraetiguacy. This
refinement process produced a six-factor personality model that reseheleBXACO
model developed by Lee and Ashton (2004). Research has demonstrated this model
shows consistent relations to the FFM (Lee, Ogunfowora & Ashton, 2005), but that it
offers incremental predictive utility above the FFM, including in non-westdtares
and samples (Ashton & Lee, 2007; Ashton et al., 2006). Further, the present study
appears to provide the first data examining the HEXACO framework in an Indigahesam
Although this study was not intended to examine this model, the psychometric properties
of the six personality factors obtained suggest that it is a valuable averiuster
research. However, it would be potentially more valuable to adopt a lexical (vs. a

translational) approach to the investigation of normal personality in the Hinglidge,
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consistent with the approach used to develop the FFM in the U.S. This method would be
similar to the emic methodology adopted by Narayanan and colleagues (1995) above, but
with the added benefit of considering all potential personality markers in the Hindi
language. Such an approach would, of course, require more resources than @ranslat
approach, but it might produce a more representative personality structure.

Further, qualitative responses to the DVM suggested variables that should be
addressed in future research to assess the IPA construct meanimgsuityar samples.
These variables include age at both first and second weddings, the definitionsi@fsarot
in-law in Hindi and the reasons for IPA. Additionally, it appears that the defjree o
familiarity between the study participants and the interviewers mast aéfgorted rates
of IPA, as they were significantly higher in this sample, in which thereaviegh degree
of familiarity, than in previous research in the same geographic and culturalrgyompi
which familiarity may have been lower (e.g., as in the typical case ofleutsi
researchers). However, it also is possible the higher reported rate of Ruavéo a
selection bias in recruiting subjects or to a combination of these two factors.

At a conceptual level, however, the relations between personality and IPA show
in this sample were much lower than expected, and the study hypotheses (eitesk
relations were only partially supported. Further, post-hoc analyses ekvelaligons
between the two constructs that have not been found in previous research. It iedikely t
several factors described previously (e.g., poor translation of the studyresmas
influenced these relations.

However, it is worth noting that the hypotheses developed for this study were not

based specifically on prior research into FFM trait-IPA links, as few stindiee
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considered these constructs together, but instead were based on associ&heuiod
with psychopathology and behavioral patterns that are linked theoretically oo gléxs
Further, the correlational findings suggest that the relations betweemnald@ysand
experience of IPA are small to moderate. Specifically, in previous resdaeaelations
between Neuroticism and IPA ranged from -.04 to .59, with an average of .290rRelat
between traits in the externalizing spectrum and IPA range from -.02 to .45nwith a
average of .23 (data not originally reported as correlations were converter for t
analysis, if possible; e.g., differences between means were trdrtsl&ehen’si and

then tor). Overall, significant relations between personality and IPA in the comynunit
sample were smalt = .17;rrange= .13 to .22) and based on more circumscribed
personality constructs than previously obtained results (i.e., the reviseslisad/®n
average, only 7 items and required more items to reach standard levels of internal
consistency reliability). When considering only those relations that wehegized to
be significant, the average correlation was lower, particularly for Neisrot
(Neuroticismry = .04; Agreeablenesg = .13; Dishonesty-Arrogancg = .09;
Conscientiousness = .13). However, the Study 1 results were found despite the
difficulties inherent in the personality measure and the methodology used (e.g.,
participants had the personality items read to them). Given all of this, that ea#n sm
correlations were found when previous research suggests that only small to enoderat
relations are expected offers hope that future research that correctisshesewill prove
more fruitful. Finally, given that only two previous studies have investigated an FFM
measure with IPA, and that these two did not find exactly the same relattareebdhe

two constructs, the post-hoc relations found in Study 1 here offer valuable information
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for future research.

Interestingly, in Study 1 personality was arguably more strongly andstemty
related to the IPA-associated variables (e.g., considering onesdifa oidPA; seeking
out help for IPA) than the IPA scales themselves (among the signifi¢atndme,ry =
.20 andfange= .13 to .37). Further, in contrast to the relations between personality and
the IPA scales, the strongest relations between the IPA-associatdlesand
personality were consistent (i.e., the strongest relations were found with high
Extraversion, D-A and Conscientiousness and low Agreeableness). This suggests a
consistent association between personality and behavior, offering some ewflence
construct validity for the refined personality scales developed in this study.

Finally, it is worth briefly discussing the consistent lack of relations shown
between Neuroticism and the variables of interest considered. One couldhatghe t
significantly higher levels of Neuroticism in the community sample edeatsituation in
which restricted range created insufficient variability to allow faatrehs between
Neuroticism and IPA to emerge. However, this is unlikely, because every pitysona
trait in the community sample was endorsed at higher rates and with lower itgriabil
than the Lodhi and colleagues (2002) Marathi sample, yet they still showd@argni
relations with the IPA scales and the IPA-associated variables. FiNtheoticism was
the trait most consistently significantly associated to the sociodeptognaariables,
suggesting that it did have some predictive utility in this sample. Given thesé dat
possible that in this sample Neuroticism simply was not related to IPA&dsons that
are both theoretically and empirically unclear. Clearly, given the fysdimthe broader

literature, this is an important question for future research.
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This study offers a first step in establishing the psychometric properties of
DVM and the NEO-FFI to begin the indigenization process of these measures;
nonetheless, there were limitations to the study design. First, the qualityNEOFI
translation made it impossible to use in its original form, necessitatinghatadations
to its delivery that could have affected the results obtained. Second, the resuls$ sugge
that the HEXACO personality measure might have been more appropriate fotthise
study than an FFM measure and that a Hindi translation of the HEXACO measlde
be a valuable addition to the personality research literature, as a seancé Yeas
unsuccessful. Although there are consistent relations between the HEXAC®GMnNd F
models, they are not interchangeable, especially given the fact that theG{EXAdel
has been shown more representative of personality structure in non-Westegs ¢htar
the FFM model (e.g., it is able to capture culturally-based departures frdfzlthe
model, similar to those mentioned by Narayanan et al., 1995). It is possible that the
relatively weak personality-IPA relations found in this study might beeassd with a
personality measure more appropriate to the research context. Nonetheless|tthe re
suggest that further steps into the importation of these personality amdd&ires to a
Hindi-speaking Indian context are warranted and may offer valuable ingightbe

cross-cultural variations in these constructs.
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APPENDIX A: MAHILA SAMAKHYA AGREEMENT
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Dear Ms Leigh Wensman’

You have contacted us regarding your interest to investigate Personality and Socio
Cultural predictors of INTIMATE PARTNER VIGLENCE (IPV) in Gorakhpur (U.P.)
India and its surrounding areas in the month of Nov/Dec. 2009 as part of your on going
research at your place.

It would be our pleasure to offer our services to you to help you to conduct this
project by way of providing a Project Co-ordinator, Field who would identify IPV
couples, help you interviewing the couples and collect Data.

Once the project had completed you will submit project report to us.
Exact methodology, format of the whole process and remuneration etc to these persons
can be decided in our decided in our further communications.

With best wishes.

(&
Shagufta Yasmeen
District Programe Co-ordinator
Mahila Samakhya, Gorakhpur
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%W/Phon.e 1 0551-2260138 Fw/Fax : 0551-2331656, 2259175
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APPENDIX B: BACK-TRANSLATION OF NEO-FFI FROM
HINDI TO ENGLISH

Original: | am not a worrier.
Back-translation 1: It is not in my nature to worry.
Back-translation 2: It is not in my nature to worry.

| like to have a lot of people around me.
| like to be surrounded by people.
| like to be surrounded by people.

| don't like to waste my time daydreaming.
| do not like building castles in the air.
| do not wish to waste my time by building castles in the air.

| try to be courteous to everyone | meet.
| try to treat the people | meet with humility/tenderness.
| try to treat everyone | meet with politeness.

| keep my belongings neat and clean.
| like to keep my things/possessions neat and tidy.
| keep my things spic and span.

| often feel inferior to others.
| often think I am inferior to others.
| often consider myself to be of a lower status than other people.

| laugh easily.
I laugh easily.
I laugh easily.

Once | find the right way to do something, | stick to it.
When | learn to do something well, | really get into it.
Once | find the right way to go about a task, | dedicate myself to it.

| often get into arguments with my family and coworkers.
| often get into arguments with family members and my peers.
| often find myself arguing with my family and colleagues.

I’'m pretty good about pacing myself so as to get things done on time.
| know how to alter my speed in order to achieve deadlines.

| am capable of adjusting my pace in order to complete my work on time.
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When I'm under a great deal of stress, sometimes | feel likeoiing ¢go pieces.

Whenever | am working in stressful circumstances, | feel as wanld is
collapsing.
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22.
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Whenever | work under stress, | feel like | will have a nervous breakdown.

I don’t consider myself especially “light-hearted.”
| generally do not consider myself to be an extrovert.
| do not think of myself as an extrovert.

| am intrigued by the patterns | find in art and nature.
Sometimes | get confused by the depictions found in nature and the arts,
Different forms of art and nature sometimes leave me flabbergasted.

Some people think I'm selfish and egotistical.
In the opinion of katipay people, | am selfish and egoistical.
| am selfish and egoistic when it comes to taking advice from katipay.

I’'m not a very methodical person.
| am not a diligent worker.
I am not the kind of person who can be time bound while working.

| rarely feel lonely or blue.
| seldom find myself alone.
| rarely find time for myself.

| really enjoy talking to people.
| truly enjoy talking to people.
| feel happy talking to other people.

| believe letting students hear controversial speakers can only confusesimad mi
them.

| consider that allowing students' arguments to be heard is akin to confusing and
misleading them.

| feel that advising students to indulge in argumentative discussions isrtbesa
confusing misleading them

| would rather cooperate with others than compete with them.
| would prefer to assist other people instead of competing with them.
| prefer to work in harmony with others as opposed to compete against them.

| try to perform all the tasks assigned to me conscientiously.
| try to perform the work given to me with complete diligence.
| try to complete all the tasks that are given to me with utmost dedication.

| often feel tense and jittery.
| feel stressed and worried a lot.
| often find myself tense and troubled.

| like to be where the action is.
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| like to live in places that have a lot of activity.
| like being in places that have lots of activities

Poetry has little or no effect on me.
Poetry has little or no effect on me.
| am almost never influenced by poetry.

| tend to be cynical and skeptical of others’ intentions.
My nature is to be cynical/suspicious and closed towards other people's intentions.
My nature is to be suspicious of other people’s intentions.

| have a clear set of goals and work toward them in an orderly fashion.

| have clear goals in front of me and | work systematically/methtygdiowards
achieving them.

| have set goals ahead of me, and | go about it in an orderly manner,

Sometimes | feel completely worthless.
Sometimes | feel absolutely useless.
Sometimes | feel completely useless.

| usually prefer to do things alone.
Ordinarily, | like to work alone/by myself.
Ordinarily, | prefer to work by myself.

| often try new and foreign foods.
| like to eat food | have not tried before.
| often experiment with food that | have not eaten before.

| believe that most people will take advantage of you if you let them.

In my opinion, for the most part if you give people the opportunity, they will try to
take advantage of you.

| feel that if given a chance, people will try to take advantage of you.

| waste a lot of time before settling down to work.
| waste a lot of time before I get involved in my work/in working.
| often waste a lot of time before | finally get started on a task.

| rarely feel fearful or anxious.
| am seldom worried and afraid/scared.
| rarely get impatient or angry.

| often feel as if I'm bursting with energy.
A lot of times | feel as if | am jumping for joy.
| often feel as if | am bubbling with raptures of joy.

| seldom notice the moods or feelings that certain environments produce.
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| seldom pay attention to feelings that arise from different ciramass.
| rarely pay attention to emotions that arise out of life’s situations.

Most people | know like me.
A lot of the people who know me like me.
Most of my acquaintances like me.

| work hard to accomplish my goals.
| work really hard to achieve my goals.
| put my heart and soul in my work for peace of mind.

| often get angry at the way people treat me.
| get angry frequently at how people treat me.
| feel angry at the way people treat me certain times.

| am a cheerful, high-spirited person.
I am a happy and lively man.
| am a happy-go-lucky individual.

| believe we should look to our religious authorities for decisions on moral issues.
It is my policy/belief that we should leave our political/moral decisions to our
religious leaders.

| believe that issues of political nature are best resolved by our rellgemess.

Some people think of me as cold and calculating.
Some people consider me to be a cold and cautious person.
Some people think that | am cold and calculated.

When | make a commitment, | can always be counted on to follow through.
If I give my word on something, | can be trusted on it.
Once | give my word to someone, | can be trusted to abide by it.

Too often, when things go wrong, | get discouraged and feel like giving up.

Sometimes when things go wrong, then my enthusiasm drops and | feel like leaving

them.
| feel disheartened when things don’t go right and feel that | cannotararry

| am not a cheerful optimist.
| am not a perpetual optimist.
| am not hopeful pramudit.

Sometimes when | am reading poetry or looking at a work of art, | feel archil
wave of excitement.

Sometimes when reading a poem or watching an artist perform | have fedary
beat faster.

Sometimes while reading poetry or appreciating an artist’'s work, | tam fefel
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sihran and my heart racing.

I’'m hard-headed and tough-minded in my attitudes.
In my opinion | am a very strict and stubborn person.
| feel that | am a short tempered and strict individual

Sometimes I'm not as dependable or reliable as | should be.
Sometimes | am not as responsible and trustworthy as | should be.
| am sometimes not as responsible and trustworthy as | would like to be.

| am seldom sad or depressed.
| am seldom sad or avsadagrasth.
| am seldom sad and avsadagrasth.

My life is fast-paced.
My life is very fast-paced.
My life is very fast-paced.

I have little interest in speculating on the nature of the universe or the human
condition.

| have very little interest in daydreaming about the state of mankind or the truth of
the world.

| do not feel good thinking about an idealistic world and man’s role in it.

| generally try to be thoughtful and considerate.

| am normally courteous and try to ensure other people's convenience.

I am normally respectful of others and try to make sure that they argsalwa
comfortable.

| am a productive person who always gets the job done.
| am so hardworking that | always get my work done.
| am efficient enough to complete all my work by myself.

| often feel helpless and want sometime else to solve my problems.

| often think that | am helpless and wish that someone else would solve a problem
for me.

| often feel helpless and wish that some else would solve my problems.

| am a very active person.
| am a very busy man/person.
| am a very active individual.

| have a lot of intellectual curiosity.
| have a baudhik curiosity.
I am intellectually inclined.
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If I don't like people, I let them know it.
| tell the people that | don't like about how | feel towards them.
| usually let people know if | do not like them.

| never seem to be able to get organized.
I may not be able to compose myself.
Sometimes | am not able to compose myself.

At times | have been so ashamed I just wanted to hide.
Sometimes | felt so ashamed that | wished | could hide somewhere.
Sometimes | feel so ashamed that | feel like sinking into the ground.

| would rather go my own way than be a leader of others.
| prefer to walk down the path | choose rather than follow others.
| like to travel my own path instead of following/imitating other people.

| often enjoy playing with theories or abstract ideas.
| often struggle between principles and fantasies.
| sometimes struggle with principles and ideals.

If necessary, | am willing to manipulate people to get what | want.
If necessary to get what | want, then | am ready to cheat people toeaithiev
If needed | would manipulate people to get what | want

| strive for excellence in everything that | do.
Whatever work | do, | try to be the best at it.
| want to be the best at whatever | do.
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APPENDIX C: SOCIODEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

Age:

How old is your husband?
How old were you when you got married?

How old was your husband when you got married?

Number of children living at home:

Number of children not living at home:

Age of oldest child:

Age of youngest child:

How many years of formal education have you had?

10 How many years of formal education has your husband had?

11. Are you currently employed outside of the home? Yes No
12. (If employed outside of the home) What is your current monthly income?

©CoNorwNE

13.1s your husband currently employed outside of the home? Yes No

14. (If employed outside of the home) What is your husband’s current monthly
income?

15.What is your religion?

Hindu

Muslim

Christian

Sikh

Jain

Other (Please specify)

None

@rpaooop



207

APPENDIX D: NFHS DOMESTIC VIOLENCE MODULE

Now | would like to ask you questions about some other important aspects of deyoukhow
that some of these questions are very personal. Let me assure you thatwets are
completely confidential and will not be told to anyone else and no one dlémovil that you
were asked these questions.

DVOL1: First, I am going to ask you about some situations which happen to some wdesse P
tell me if these apply to your relationship with your husband?

IF RESPONDENT
SAYS YES:

How often did this
happen during the last
12 months: often,
sometimes, or not at all?

SOME-  NOT
OFTEN TIMES ATALL
a) He very jealous or angry if you YES =+ 3 2 1
talked to other men? NO 0
b) He frequently accuses you of being YES 21 3 2 1
unfaithful? NO 0
¢) He does not permit you to meet with YES 21 3 2 1
your female friends? NO 0
d) He to limits your contact with your YES 2 3 2 1
family? NO 0
e) He insists on knowing where you are YES 21 3 2 1
at all times? NO 0
f) He does not trust you with any money? YES 21 3 2 1
NO 0

DV02: Now if you will permit me, I'd like to ask some more questions about ytatiaieship
with your husband. It's important that you answer as many of the questionssdsego
but if there is a question that you simply do not want to answer, just letonedad we
will move on to the next question.

Does your husband ever: IF RESPONDENT
SAYS YES:

How often did this
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9)
h)

)
K)
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happen during the last
12 months: often,
sometimes, or not at all?

SOME- NOT
OFTEN TIMES ATALL

Say or do something to humiliate you in front YES -1 3 2 1

of others? NO 0

Threaten to hurt or harm you or someone close YES> 13 2 1

to you? NO 0

Insult you or make you feel bad about YES 21 3 2 1

yourself NO 0

Push, shake or throw something at you? YES> 13 2 1
NO 0

Slap you? YES P 3 2 1
NO 0

Twist your arm or pull your hair? YES 2 3 2 1
NO 0

Punch you with his fist or with something YES A1 3 2 1

that could hurt (her/you)? NO 0

Kick or drag you or beat you up? YES -1 3 2 1
NO 0

Try to choke or burn you on purpose? YES 21 3 2 1
NO 0

Threaten or attack you with a knife, gun, or YES 21 3 2 1

any other weapon? NO 0

Physically force you to have sexual intercourse  YES-> 1 3 2 1

with her even when you did not want to? NO 0

Force you to perform any sexual acts that YES> 1 3 2 1

you did not want to? NO 0

IF THERE ARE NO ‘YES’ RESPONSES IN DV02, GO TO DVO05.

IF THERE IS AT LEAST ONE ‘YES’ RESPONSE IN DV02, ASK DV03 AND DV04:

DVO03:

DVO04:

How long after you first got married to your husband did these thingbdippen?
IF LESS THAN ONE YEAR, RECORD ‘00’. NUMBER OF YEARS

Did the following ever happen as a result of what your husband did to you?

IF RESPONDENT
SAYS YES:

How often did this
happen during the last
12 months: often,
sometimes, or not at all?
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SOME- NOT
OFTEN TIMES ATALL

a) You had cuts, bruises or aches? YES>1 3 2 1
NO 0
b) You had eye injuries, sprains, dislocationsor YES->1 3 2 1
burns? NO 0
c) You had deep wounds, broken bones, broken YES> 13 2 1
teeth, or any other serious injury? NO 0
DVO05: Does your husband drink alcohol? YES NO (If no, goto
DVO08)
DVO06: How often does he get drunk? OFTEN SOMETIMES
NEVER

IF THERE IS AT LEAST ONE ‘YES’ RESPONSE IN DV02, AND A 'YES' RESPONSE
TO DVO05, ASK DVO7.

DV07: Do you think that your husband’s drinking makes your husband treat you worseesr mak

your husband more violent towards you?
YES NO

DVO08: From the time you were 15 years old, has anyone other than your husband hd, slappe

kicked or done anything else to hurt you physically? YES NO (If no, goto
DV10)

DV09: Who has hurt you in this way? MOTHER/STEP-MOTHER 1
FATHER/STEP-FATHER 2
Anyone else? SISTER/BROTHER 3
DAUGHTER/SON
OTHER RELATIVE
MOTHER-IN-LAW
RECORD ALL MENTIONED FATHER-IN-LAW
BROTHER-IN-LAW
SISTER-IN-LAW
OTHER: 10

© 0O un

DV10: In the last 12 months, how often have you been hit, slapped, kicked, or physically hurt by

this/these person(s)? OFTEN SOMETIMES

DV11: Are you pregnant or have you ever been pregnant?
YES NO (If no, goto

DV13)
DV12: Has anyone ever hit, slapped, kicked or done anything else to hurt you physandial|
you were pregnant? YES NO (If no, goto
DV13)
DV13: Who has hurt you in this way? MOTHER/STEP-MOTHER 1
FATHER/STEP-FATHER 2

Anyone else? SISTER/BROTHER 3
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DAUGHTER/SON 4
HUSBAND 5
OTHER RELATIVE 6
MOTHER-IN-LAW 7
RECORD ALL MENTIONED FATHER-IN-LAW 8
BROTHER-IN-LAW 9
SISTER-IN-LAW 10
OTHER: 11

DV14: The first time you had intercourse with your husband, would you say that ydu had i
because you wanted to or because you were forced to have it against your will?

WANTED TO FORCED

TO
DV15: In the last 12 months, how many times has your husband forced you to have sex against

your will? 0 TIMES 1-10 TIMES OVER 10

TIMES
DV16: As far as you know, did your father ever beat your mother?

YES NO DON'T KNOW

DV17: Did you ever see your father beat your mother? YES NO

DV18: Thinking about what you yourself have experienced among the differers tinigave
been talking about, have you ever tried to seek help to stop your husband from doing any
of these things to you again?
YES NO (Ifno, goto
DV19)

DV19: From whom have you sought help? OWN FAMILY 1
HUSBAND’S FAMILY 2
Anyone else? FRIEND 3
NEIGHBOR 4
RELIGIOUS LEADER 5
DOCTOR/MEDICAL PERSONNEL 6
RECORD ALL MENTIONED POLICE 7
LAWYER 8
SOCIAL SERVICE ORGANIZATION 9
OTHER: 10

DV20: Have you ever told anyone else about these things happening to you?  YES NO

DV21: Do you consider yourself a victim of domestic violence? YES NO

THANK THE RESPONDENT FOR HIS/HER COOPERATION AND RE ASSURE HIM/HER
ABOUT THE CONFIDENTIALITY OF HIS/HER ANSWERS.
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APPENDIX E: DR. SHARMA AGREEMENT

Dr. S. K. Sharma
Gorakhpur, UP
India

Dear Mrs Leigh Sharma,

You have approached me about your interest in working with my office in
conducting your dissertation research investigating the Personalityngjiual Hindi-
English Speakers in Gorakhpur, Uttar Pradesh, India.

It would be my pleasure to help you to conduct this project by way of allowing
you to recruit individuals in my office and use a back room of my office for yoaarels
protocol.

The specifics of my part in this project can be decided in future communications.

With best wishes] [
Dr. S. K. Sharma

Gorakhpur, UP
India



English-Hindi Reading Comprehension Screening Instrument
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SCREENING INSTRUMENT

What is your first (primary) language?

English

English

What language do you speak more often outside your home?

English

Do you read newspapers, magazines and/or books in Hindi?

. What language do you speak more often in your home?

APPENDIX F: ENGLISH-HINDI READING COMPREHENSION

Hindi

Hindi

Hindi

Yes

Do you read newspapers, magazines and/or books in English? Yes

Do you consider yourself fluent in Hindi?

Do you consider yourself fluent in English?

Yes
Yes

How many years of formal Hindi instruction have you received?

< 3 years

3-5 years

5-7 years

> 7 years

How many years of formal English instruction have you received?

< 3 years

3-5 years

5-7 years

> 7 years
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No
No

No
No
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