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Resumen: Este estudio analiza las propiedades psicométricas del Inventa-
rio de Creencias sobre la violencia de pareja. En concreto, este inventario
mide actitudes generales y especificas hacia la violencia contra las mujeres
dentro de las relaciones de pareja. En el estudio participan 1169 personas
con una edad comprendida entre 18 y 77 aflos. Los resultados muestran
tres factores: a) Justificacién de la violencia de género, b) Responsabilidad
de la victima y c) Responsabilidad del maltratador. El analisis factorial con-
firmatorio mostré indices de ajuste apropiados: CFI = .952, NFI = 942 y
RMSEA = .062 (90% CI [.058 - .065]). Ademas, los tesultados muestran
validez convergente y divergente con el sexismo ambivalente hacia las mu-
jetes y hacia los hombres. Se discute la utilidad de esta escala en el dmbito
de la violencia contra la pareja.
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Abstract: This study analysed the psychometric properties of the Invento-
ry of Beliefs about Intimate Partner Violence (IBIPV) which is designed to
measure general and specific attitudes to violence against women in inti-
mate relationships. The participants were 1169 people aged from 18 to 77
years. We found that the IBIPV has a three-factor structure, the factors
identified were: a) Justifying Partner Violence (JPV), b) Victims Responsible for
Violence (NRV) and ¢) Abuser Responsible for Violence (ARV). Multi-group
confirmatory factor analysis showed three levels of measurement invari-
ance across gender: configural, metric and scalar invariance. As expected,
evidence of the convergent and divergent validity of the inventory was
provided by comparisons with the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI)
and Ambivalence toward Men Inventory (AMI). Potential applications of
the scale in the field of partner violence are discussed.

Keywords: Attitudes; Intimate Partner Violence; Sexism; Gender.

Introduction

Intimate partner violence (IPV) is a setious social problem
affecting all countries, cultures and social levels. IPV is de-
fined as a range of physical, psychological and sexual coer-
cive behaviours, carried out against women by a partner or
ex-partner (Organizacién de Naciones Unidas, ONU, 2000).
Unlike other types of gender violence, (e. g., sexual abuse or
harassment at work), IPV is classified as a serious form of
violence due to its high prevalence, mortality and effects on
women’s physical and mental health (Organizacién Mundial
de la Salud, OMS, 2005). In recent years vatrious instruments
have been developed for estimating the prevalence of IPV
(CTS2, The Revised Conflict Tactics Scale, Straus, Hamby,
Boney-McCoy, & Sugarman, 1996) and assessing endorse-
ment of myths about IPV (Peters, 2008); however there was
been less research on beliefs about IPV. This study analysed
the psychometric properties of the Inventory of Beliefs
about Intimate Partner Violence (IBIPV), an inventory that
measures general and specific attitudes to violence against
women in intimate partnerships.

Attitudes to and Beliefs about IPV

Attitudes to IPV not only indicate its prevalence in our
society, but are also a key to understanding how people be-
have towards victims and perpetrators of IPV (Gracia, Gar-
cia, & Lila, 2009). There is a large amount of studies on this
topic (for a review see, Waltermaurer, 2012). However, re-
search has focused principally on justifications for IPV, vic-
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tim blaming and exoneration of perpetrators (e.g. Gracia,
Garcfa, & Lila, 2014). Justifications of the IPV and the belief
that IPV is acceptable are associated with victim blaming
(West & Wandrei, 2002). In particular, people tend to con-
sider IPV acceptable when victims behave in a provocative
way (Gracia & Herrero, 2006b) or when IPV is perceived as
less severe and less frequent (Gracia & Herrero, 2006a). Vic-
tim-blaming attitudes are also related to the exoneration of
perpetrators (Gracia, 2014; Gracia & Herrero, 2006b; Valor-
Segura, Expésito, & Moya, 2011). For example, Valor-Segura
et al. (2011) reported that people are more likely to blame
the victim and exonerate the perpetrator if the cause of IPV
is not mentioned (in their study the cause was visiting an old,
male friend). Other studies have also found that factors such
as knowing women victims of IPV in the circle of friends
and family may increase the likelihood of victim-blaming at-
titudes (Gracia & Tomas, 2014). However, there is a broad
consensus among researchers that the strongest determinants
of attitudes to IPV are gender and traditional beliefs about
gender roles (e.g., Berkel, Vandiver, & Bahner, 2004; Ferrer,
Bosch, Ramis, & Navarro, 2006; Flood & Pease, 2009).

With a few exceptions (e.g., Gracia & Tomas, 2014),
studies tend to show that men and women differ in their atti-
tudes to or judgements of IPV. For example, women tend to
express stronger disapproval of IPV (Sakalli, 2001) and to
hold more lenient attitudes toward IPV victims than men
(Alfredsson, Ask, & Borgstede, 2016; Langhinrichsen-
Rohling, Shlien-Dellinger, Huss, & Kramer, 2004) whereas
men are more likely to agree with myths about IPV (Ferrer
et al., 2006; Flood & Pease, 2009) and tend to excuse the
abuser’s aggressive behaviour and blame victim more than
women (Valor-Segura, Exposito, & Moya, 2008; 2011).

Traditional gender stereotypes (men as breadwinners;
women as housewives and mothers) and sexist beliefs also
have a great influence on people’s explanations for IPV (e.g.,
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Cantera & Blanch, 2010; Valor-Segura et al., 2011). A vast
number of studies have revealed that people with traditional
beliefs about gender roles are more likely to endorse justifi-
cations of IPV than people with egalitarian beliefs (e.g.,
Yamawaki, Ochoa-Shipp, Pulsipher, Harlos, & Swindler,
2012). Regarding sexist beliefs, hostile sexism (legitimisation
of violence against women challenging the power of men)
supports the justification of IPV, victim blaming and exoner-
ating perpetrators (Glick, Sakalli-Ugurlu, Ferreira, & de Sou-
za, 2002; Sakalli, 2001). So-called benevolent sexism also
considers IPV legitimate when women do not fulfil their tra-
ditional roles (Glick et al., 2002; Valor-Segura et al., 2008;
Valor-Segura et al., 2011).

Other socio-demographic factors such as age are also as-
sociated with a higher likelihood of acceptance of IPV. For
example, some studies have found that people over 55 years
old are more likely to blame the victims of IPV than middle-
aged people. Similarly, Gracia et al. (2009) found that scenar-
ios were perceived less severe by old people than by middle-
aged people, and old people also felt less personally respon-
sible to help in cases of IPV.

In summary, research has shown that attitudes to IPV are
a social phenomenon with a complex aetiology based on role
expectations, socio-cultural norms, socio-demographic fac-
tors that support female subordination and male violence
(American Psychological Association, 1996).

Measuring Attitudes to IPV

Research on attitudes to IPV has resulted in the creation
of a great variety of evaluation instruments, many are ad hoc
instruments developed to meet the needs of particular re-
search projects (Valor-Segura et al., 2008) and in some cases
their metric qualities have not been evaluated (Pueyo, Lépez,
& Alvarez, 2008). However, there are reliable instruments
for which psychometric are available, these include the In-
ventory of Beliefs about Wife Beating (IBWB, Saunders,
Lynch, Grayson, & Linz, 1987), the Domestic Violence Myth
Acceptance Scale (Peters, 2008) and the Intimate Partner Vi-
olence Responsibility Attribution Scale IPVRAS, Lila, Oli-
ver, Catalda-Mifiana, Galiana, & Gracia, 2014). Of the instru-
ments mentioned, the IBWB is the only one designed to as-
sess general and specific attitudes towards domestic violence;
the DVMAS assesses perceptions of myths about domestic
violence (Peters, 2008) and the IPVRAS assesses perpetra-
tors’ attributions of responsibility for IPV.

The IBWB (Saunders et al.,, 1987) is an inventory of be-
liefs about wife beating, developed from wvarious scales
measuring popular beliefs about domestic violence and atti-
tudes towards rape victims as well as interviews with battered
women and shelter managers. The 30—item scale is organised
into five subscales. The W] subscale (Wife beating is justified; 12
items) contains items that reflect the attitude that wife beat-
ing is generally justified. The WG subscale (Wives gain from
beatings; 7 items) is related to beliefs that blame wife beating
on women’s provocative ot even masochistic behaviour. The
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HG subscale (Help should be given, 5 items) refers to the desir-
ability of bystanders’ taking personal action when battered
women are attacked. The OP subscale (Offender should be pun-
ished, 5 items) includes items that urge the immediate separa-
tion of the couple, through the woman’s departure or
through the jailing of the abuser. Finally, the OR subscale
(Offender is responsible; 4 items) assesses general attribution of
intentionality to the abuser and attitude to the jailing of
abusers. In general terms the IBWB is highly reliable there is
evidence that test scores are valid. All the dimensions are as-
sociated with traditional attitudes to gender roles and with an
explicit hostility to women (convergent validity). Evidence
for the differential validity of the scale has also been found
in students and people involved in or dealing with partner
violence, such as victims, lawyers and abusers.

The IBWB does, however, have some limitations. Firstly,
it only assesses attitudes to domestic violence perpetrated on
married women (Peters, 2008). In addition, three of its scales
have low internal reliability (HG, OP and OR between .61
and .67, Saunders et al., 1987). Finally, the sample is made up
not only of general population (students), but also of differ-
ent sub-samples that differ greatly from each other’s (e.g.,
abusers, advocates for battered women, nurses, physicians).

Despite these limitations, the IBWB has been applied in
Western countries such as the United States and Spain
(Craig, Robyak, Torosian, & Hummer, 2006; Exposito &
Ruiz, 2010), in Arab countries (e.g., Haj-Yahia & de Zoysa,
2007) and in cross cultural comparisons (Glick et al., 2002).
Haj-Yahia (2003) revised and adapted the IBWB for used in
the Arab context, introducing new items and Craig et al.
(2000) developed the IBAPA (Inventory of Beliefs about Partner
Abuse), an inventory that replaces some expressions in the
IBWB with expressions that are more in line with current
terminology (e.g. ‘wife’ with ‘partner’ and ‘beating with
‘abuse’).

The most important contributions of these IBWB revi-
sions include the following: a) a redistribution of items of the
WJ and WG scales; b) the development of a scale assessing
attribution of responsibility to the victim; c) the addition of
new items to the scale assessing attribution of responsibility
to the abuser (Haj-Yahia, 2003); and d) the adjustment of
terminology so that the items also cover domestic violence
against women who are not married to the perpetrator (Craig
et al., 2000).

Although these revisions represent substantial develop-
ment of the original IBWB, they still suffer from two im-
portant deficiencies which make further revision necessary.
Firstly, there are data on the reliability of the various sub-
scales of the adaptations, but no data on their validity. The
original inventory (IBWB) seems to be the only instrument
for which the psychometric properties are known.

Secondly, the revisions of the IBWB have failed to take
account of some of the theoretical and empirical develop-
ments in this field. For example, various studies have con-
firmed that the most prevalent form of IPV is psychological
abuse (e.g., Cappezza & Arriga, 2008; Rathus & Feindler,
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2004), yet none of these scales include references to more
subtle abuse such as systematic and persistent denigration or
humiliation aimed at controlling the partner (Buesa & Cal-
vete, 2011) or representations of other factors such as part-
ner conflicts (Maiuro, 2004) or the economic (in)dependence
of the woman (Stith, Smith, Penn, Ward, & Tritt, 2004).

Finally, the original and the vatious adaptations cover a
wide range of factors which complicates the task of produc-
ing an operational definition of the construct and accordingly
limits its accuracy (Buesa & Calvete, 2011). Moreover, some
of the subscales are insufficiently developed (e.g., Offenders
should be punished, OP, or Help should be given: OR). For
example, recent research has analyzed (amongst other issues)
the effects of feeling a sense of personal responsibility to act
in cases of IPV using hypothetical scenarios that differ in se-
verity of the violence (e.g. ‘A women is often verbally abused
and humiliated by her partner’) (Gracia et al., 2009). Several
studies have used only certain subscales of the IBWB (Gra-
cia, Rodriguez, & Lila, 2015).

The broad aim of this study was, therefore, to revise, up-
date and recast the IBWB to take into account the latest the-
oretical and empirical advances in the field and to evaluate
the properties of the new instrument using more advanced
statistical techniques such as confirmatory factor analysis.
After developing the new instrument, we first confirmed its
dimensional structure. Next, we assessed its convergent va-
lidity by examining its relationship with sexism using
the(Ambivalent Sexism Inventory, ASI, Glick & Fiske, 1990),
the most widely employed instrument this field, and the
(Ambivalent Toward Men Inventory, AMI, Glick & Fiske,
1999), which has never been used to measure attitudes to
IPV. Finally, we assessed its differential validity using partic-
ipants’ gender and age as variables.

Method

Participants

The sample consisted of 1169 Spanish participants
(49.4% men and 50.6% women) with work experience, rang-
ing from 18 to 77 years (M = 40.13; D = 11.17) and varying
in parental status (# single = 499, # married = 571, 7 widowed = 15,
7 divorced = 101). Forty-seven per cent had received higher ed-
ucation (7 = 562) and the maximum level of education
achieved by the remainder was distributed as follows, prima-
ry school: 7 = 143; secondary school: # = 272; vocational ed-
ucation: # = 144 Just over half (51.9%, » = 621) were in
permanent employment and the employment status of the
remainder was distributed as follows, temporary contract: #
= 168; unemployment: # = 190; self-employment: » = 103;
retired: # = 44, Finally, almost all Spanish Autonomous Re-
gions were represented in the sample, the exceptions were La
RjOja and Ceuta (” Galicia — 97, 71 Pais Vasco — 30, 71 Comunidad Valen-
ciana — 146, 71 Castilla-Leén — 50, 7 Islas Baleates — 18, 7 Bxtremadura —
25, 1 Andalucia = 172, 7 Castilla La Mancha = 37, 7 Canarias = 00, # Madrid
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= 266, n Aragén = 31, n Principado de Asturias = 10, 7 Catalupa — 70, n
Murcia — 11, 71 Navarra — 10, 7! Cantabria — 17, 7 Melilla = 2)

Procedure

Data were collected over a one-year period. The sample
was an incidental sample. Students from the National Uni-
versity of Distance Education doing their final courses in
Psychology and Social Work who participated in the investi-
gation in exchange for practical credits. The research team
provided them with a set of standard instructions to ensure
that all participants completed the questionnaires under the
same conditions (Morgan, Krueger, & King, 1998).

First students had to complete the questionnaire them-
selves. Then, they had to recruit other participants and in-
form them about the goals of research by e-mail (and re-
mainder mailing). The recruitment procedure was carried out
entirely online. Participants completed the registration page
and the consent form first and then filled out the question-
naire. The order in which the subscales were presented was
counterbalanced. All participants were guaranteed anonymity
and confidentiality. To avoid bias and repeated participation,
psychology students and other participants who did not pro-
vide personal data or failed to complete the consent form
and multiple responses from the same IP were removed
from the database (response rate = 86.59%).

Instrument

Inventory of Beliefs about Intimate Partner Violence
(IBIPV). As a preliminary step, Spanish versions of the
IBWB items were produced by blind back-translation (Jack-
son, Guthrie, Astilla, & Elwood, 1983). Two experts in
methodology and two experts in gender violence evaluated
the original scale and the final translated version methodo-
logically and substantively (Balluerka, Gorostiaga, Alonso-
Arbiol, & Haranburu, 2007). Items were excluded if a) they
had nothing to do with beliefs about IPV (5 items from the
HG subscale); b) IPV was linked to a masochistic image of
the woman (2 items from the WG subscale); c) they were re-
peated (2 items from the OR subscale). Later, all items from
the original scale which referred to the same concept or be-
ing generic were conceptualised in one item (e.g., ‘If a wife is
beaten by her husband, she should divorce him immediately’
and ‘A wife should move out of the house if her husband
beats her’). The terminology used in the rest of the items was
adapted to bring them into line with the current conception
of IPV ie. ‘husband’ was replaced with ‘partner’ or ‘abuser’,
‘wife’ by ‘partner’ or ‘woman’, ‘battering’ by ‘beating up’ or
‘violence’, ‘get sympathy from others’ by ‘play the victim’ and
‘benefits women gain from beating’ (WG subscale) by ‘re-
sponsibility of the woman’. Finally, a panel of experts on
gender violence examined the items carefully. This review re-
sulted in the addition of a further nine items covering theo-
retical and empirical aspects of IPV which were missing
from the original inventory and subsequent adaptations, such
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as the economic independence of the woman. The new in-
strument consisted of 22 items, grouped into three subscales.
The Justifying Partner Violence subscale (JPV; six items; e.
g., “Sometimes abuse of the woman helps resolve conflicts
between partners”) deals with general behaviours of victims
and abusers which may be used to legitimise or justify IPV.
The Victims Responsible for Violence subscale (VRV; nine
items; e.g., “Battered women are responsible for battering,
because they provoke it”) deals with victim behaviours which
may lead to women being blamed for IPV. Finally, the
Abuser Responsible for Violence subscale (ARV; seven
items; e. g., “Abusers are responsible for battering, because
their intention is to intimidate and humiliate their partner”)
deals with abusive behaviours such as intimidation and hu-
miliation where the aim is to ensure the submission of the
victim and achieve control over her. The Appendix details all
the items included in the final version of the inventory.

The Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI, Glick &
Fiske, 1996) in a validated Spanish version (Exp6sito, Moya
& Glick, (1998) was used to measure sexist beliefs. The in-
ventory comprises 22 items grouped into two scales: hostile
sexism (HS) (e.g., “Most women fail to appreciate fully all
that men do for them”) and benevolent sexism (BS) (e.g.,
“Women should be cherished and protected by men”). Re-
sponses are given using a seven-point Likert scale ranging
from 1 (fotally disagree) to 7 (fotally agree). Internal consistency
was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, values for
the hostile and benevolent sexism subscales were .87 and .84
respectively (Glick & Fiske, 1996). In this sample, the corre-
sponding values for the hostile and benevolent sexism sub-
scales were .93 and .90, respectively.

The Ambivalent Sexism towards Men Inventory
(AMI, Glick & Fiske, 1999) was used to evaluate ambivalent
attitudes towards men that reinforce male dominance. The
scale comprises 20 items grouped in two factors: hostile sex-
ism (HM) (e.g., “Men act like babies when they are sick”)
and benevolent sexism (BM) (e.g., “Every woman ought to
have a man she adores”). The response format was the same
as in previous scales. Internal consistency was assessed with
Cronbach’s alpha and values for the hostile and benevolent
sexism scales was .76 and .80 respectively (Glick & Fiske,
1999). In our sample the corresponding values were .89 and
.92, respectively.

Socio-demographic information. Participants were
asked to provide data on socio-demographic variables, name-
ly age, gender, parental status and education level.

Statistical Analysis

Confirmatory factor analysis using the maximum likeli-
hood estimation procedure was conducted to determine the
construct validity of a three-factor model. Although explora-
tory factor analysis can be a very valuable instrument for ex-
ploring the structure of newly constructed scales, we chose
to use a confirmatory strategy as we had a plausible hypothe-
sis about the structure of the model (Bollen, 1989).
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It was not appropriate to use y2 to assess the fit of the
model (because this test is very sensitive to sample size), so
the evaluation was based on a combination of indices. The
Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) was
used as an index of absolute fit; values below .05 indicate a
close fit, values between .05 and .08 a fair fit, and values be-
tween .08 and .10 a mediocre fit and values above .10 an un-
acceptably poor fit. The Normed Fit Index (NFI) and Com-
parative Fit Index (CFI) were used as indices of incremental
fit, both range from 0 to 1; values between .90 and .95 indi-
cate acceptable model fit and values greater than .95 indicat-
ing close model fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999).

Invariance testing was conducted across groups for three
increasingly restrictive models: the multiple-group baseline
model, the metric invariance model and the scalar invariance
model. The multiple-group baseline model assessed configu-
ral invariance across the groups used in the original model
with all parameters freely estimated. The metric invariance
model, which was nested within the multiple-group baseline
model, added the restriction of invariant factor loadings
across groups. Finally, the scalar invariance model, which
was nested within the metric invariance model, added the
constraint of equal item thresholds for all groups. The com-
parison of models was based on the changes in chi-squared,
CFT and RMSEA across nested models. However, because
change in chi-squared is sensitive to sample size, the major
indicators of model invariance were the changes in CFI and
RMSEA. We used Chen’s (2007) criteria for assessing invari-
ance, namely that when sample size is adequate (IN > 300),
ACFI = -.01 and ARMSEA < -.015 indicate that the null hy-
pothesis of measurement invariance should not be rejected.

Descriptive statistics for all items were calculated and this
was followed by analysis of the reliability of the scale.
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was determined to establish the
internal consistency of the subscales. In addition, as recom-
mended by (Brown, 2015) and (Raykov & Marcoulides,
2011), we calculated the reliability composite. To assess con-
vergent and discriminant validity we calculated the correla-
tions between the subscales using Pearson’s correlation coef-
ficient. Finally, differential validity was assessed by investigat-
ing differences between scores on the subscales due to socio-
demographic variables (gender and age) using a MANOVA.
Tests for normality were conducted with reference to skew-
ness and kurtosis values of the observed variables. Although
the items did not exhibit normal multivariate kurtosis, ac-
cording to (Finch, 2005) the parametric statistic is robust
even when the assumption of normality is violated, and it
slightly outperforms the nonparametric statistic in terms of
type I etror rate and power.

AMOS 21 was used to analyze the factor structure of the
scale and SPSS 19 was used to assess reliability, group differ-
ences and correlations amongst variables.
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Results
Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Figure 1 shows the path diagram for the proposed mod-
el, including standardised regression coefficients and the es-
timated correlations between factors. The use of standard-
ised regression coefficient values was appropriate because
factor loadings were high (except for items 6, 15, 21 and 22)
they are all significant (p < .001). The correlation between
the JPV and VRV subscales was high and positive (.72),
which is unsurprising given the conceptual relationship be-
tween these subscales. In contrast there were negative corre-
lations between JPV and ARV (-.18), and between VRV and
ARV (-.20), indicating that high ARV scores were associated
with low scores on the other two subscales. Indices of global
fit indicated acceptable fit: CFI = 952, NFI = .942 and
RMSEA = .062.

Factorial Invariance Models

With regard to configural invariance, without equality
constraints, the fit was acceptable for gender (CFI = .932,
RMSEA = .049), indicating that the factor model was an ac-
ceptable fit to data from both men and women, although
correlations between factors were higher for men than for
women (see Figure 2). This model was used as the baseline
with which all remaining models were compared in the pro-
cess of assessing invariance. The other models (metric invar-
iance and scalar invariance) showed acceptable fit (CFI =
930, RMSEA = .049 and CFI = .925, RMSEA = .049, re-
spectively). At the metric invariance level, changes of less
than .01 in CFI and less than .015 in RMSEA indicated that
factor loadings were invariant across gender. The negligible
changes in these indices when the additional constraint of
equal item thresholds was imposed provided evidence of sca-
lar invariance across gender (see Table 1). Parameter invari-
ance was thus supported at both the metric and scalar levels
across gender.

Table 1. Factorial invariance of the IBIPV across gender.
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Figure 1. Confirmatory factor analysis of the Inventory of Beliefs about In-
timate Partner Violence. The subscales are: JPV = Justifying Partner Violence;
VRV = Victims Responsible for 1V iolence; ARV = Abuser Responsible for 1 iolence.

Model 12 df Ay? Adf CFI RMSEA ACFI ARMSEA
Multiple-group baseline model 1558.7 412 932 .049

Metric invariance 1616.9 431 58.2% 19 930 .049 .002 .000
Scalar invariance 1721.9 453 105* 22 925 .049 .005 .000

% <.005
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Figure 2. Multiple-group baseline model of the Inventory of Beliefs about Intimate Partner Violence. The subscales are: JPV = Justifying Partner Violence;
VRV = Victims Responsible for Violence; ARN = Abuser Responsible for 1 iolence.

Reliability

Tables 2 and 3 present means, standard deviations and
discrimination indices for items, as well as alpha values and
the composite reliability for the three factors underlying the
scale (JPV, VRV and ARYV). Item-total correlations were
within the acceptable range except in the case of items 6, 15
and 21. The internal consistency of the VRV and ARV sub-
scales was high (.93 and .84 respectively) and that of the JPV
subscale was moderate (.71). Estimates of the reliability of
the three subscales were slightly higher using the composite
reliability procedure instead of the alpha coefficient, as the
alpha statistic underestimates reliability in ordinal data (Bent-
ler, 2009). Given that the threshold of acceptability for com-
posite reliability is .70, the values for the three subscales (.81,
.95 and .85) suggest an acceptable level of reliability.

Table 3. Means, standard deviations, Cronbach’s alpha and composite reli-
ability (CR) for the subscales of the Inventory of Beliefs about Intimate
Partner Violence.

Subscale M SD o CR
Justifying Partner Violence 1.40 1.25 .71 .81
Victims Responsible for Violence 142 115 93 .95
Abuser Responsible for Violence 499 196 84 .85
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics, discrimination indices and values of
Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability (CR) for IBIPV items.

Subscale « CRM SD 7«
Justifying Partner Violence 71 .81 1.40 1.25

Ttem 1 130 1.13 .56
Item 2 121 090 .68
Item 3 121 090 .53
Item 4 138 112 .50
Ttem 5 147 132 46
Item 6 1.83 1.85 .21
Victims Responsible for Violence .93 .95 1.42 1.15

Item 7 1.28 1.00 .86
Ttem 8 150 1.24 .72
Item 9 1.27 097 .86
Item 10 136 1.09 .83
Item 11 133 1.05 .87
Ttem 12 136 1.08 91
Item 13 1.33 1.07 .87
Ttem 14 130 1.02 .82
Item 15 2.03 1.68 .28
Abuser Responsible for Violence .84 .854.99 1.96

Item 16 396 213 58
Item 17 503 197 .83
Item 18 512 196 .84
Item 19 5.09 199 .82
Item 20 583 185 .59
Item 21 510 1.82 .22
Item 22 486 198 .33
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Relationships with Other Variables

To obtain evidence about the convergent and divergent
validity of the scale we examined relationships between
scores on the IBIPV subscales and AMI and ASI subscales
about which we had made theoretically derived predictions.
As shown in Table 4 both the JPV and VRV subscales were
positively correlated both factors of the AMI and ASI.

It is worth pointing out that these correlations were
stronger for men (lower diagonal in Table 2) than for women
(upper diagonal). Although all the correlations were signifi-
cant (the sample size was large) the effect size was larger for
men, inasmuch as correlations ranged from moderate to
large (.35 to .53). For women, the effect size ranged from
low to moderate (.16 to .28). These relationships with relat-
ed, established scales provided evidence of the convergent
validity of the IBIPV.

As expected, the correlations between the ARV subscale
and the AMI and ASI subscales were very close to zero in
both men and women, providing evidence of the divergent
validity of this subscale.

Table 4. Cotrelations between the IBIPV subscales and factors of two sex-
ism scales in men (lower diagonal) and in women (upper diagonal).

JPV. VRV ARV HM BM HS BS

JPV 1 J35% 0 - 13F 9% .28* 22% 23%
VRV  75% 1 -19% 20 20% 6% 22%
ARV -27%  -29% 1 A1* .01 -.01 .05
HM A4 42% -06 1 .60* 52% .64*
BM 53k 51 -.09 2% 1 ST J15%
HS 37% 0 37 11 .60* 73 1 .58%
BS 36%  35% .01 .65% 8% 67* 1

Note. * The correlation is significant (p <. 01). JPV = Justifying Partner Vio-
lence; NRN = Victims Responsible for Violence; ARN = Abuser Responsible for Vi-
olence, HM = Hostile Sexism towards men; BM = Benevolent sexcism towards
men; HS = Hostile sexcism towards women; BS = Benevolent sexcism towards women.

Differential Validity

Gender differences. A multivariate analysis of variance
(MANOVA) was used to evaluate gender differences in
scores on the three subscales to provide evidence of differ-
ential validity. Statistically significant gender differences were
found, F(3, 1162) = 23.07, p < .01, n?> = .06. In addition, a
series of ANOVAs revealed statistically significant gender
differences with respect to the JPV subscale F(1, 1164) =
49.97, p < .01, 1> = .04, the VRV subscale = F(1, 1164) =
52.45, p < .01, n* = .04 and the ARV subscales F(1, 1164) =
2091, p <. 01, n? = .02; however, these were small effects, as
is common in this type of study. More specifically, men ob-
tained higher scores than women on the JPV (1.63 vs. 1.28)
and VRV (1.61 vs. 1.23) subscales, whereas for the ARV
subscale the reverse pattern prevailed (4.81 vs. 5.18).

Age differences. Three age ranges were used in the
analysis of age differences (18 to 35 years; 36 to 50 years;
over 50 years). There were significant age differences in
scores on the JPV subscale F(1, 1047) = 9.18, p < .01, n?> =
.03 and VRV subscale F(1, 1047) = 5.45, p < .01, n?>= .01 as

well as significant interactions between age and gender with
respect to JPV score F(1, 1047) = 5.43, p < .01, n?>= .01 and
VRV score F(1, 1047) = 3.60, p < .05, n* = .01. As shown in
Figures 3 and 4, men scored higher than women on both
subscales; however, women’s scores were fairly stable across
the age ranges whereas men’s scores were higher in the over-
50 age category. Figure 5 shows that there were no signifi-
cant age differences in ARV subscale scores, F(1, 1047) =
0.01, p > .05, n>=.00.
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Figure 3. Mean scores for men and women on the Justifying partner vio-
lence subscale across age categories.
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Figure 4. Mean scores for men and women on the Victim responsible for
violence subscale across age categories.
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Figure 5. Mean scores for men and women on the Abusers responsible for
violence subscale across age categories.
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Discussion

The aim of this study was to develop and validate a new
scale, the Inventory of Beliefs about Intimate Partner Vio-
lence (IBIPV), based on the IBWB (Saunders et al., 1987). In
general, the results from our sample of 1169 Spanish partici-
pants show that new scale has factorial validity, internal con-
sistency, convergent, divergent and differential validity.

As regards factorial validity, robust fit indices indicated
that a three-factor model was an adequate fit to the data,
confirming the undetlying structure of the scale. The first
factor (Justifying Partner Violence, JPV) reflects the attitude that
IPV is generally justified (e.g. Occasional violence towards
the woman can help to maintain a relationship). This sub-
scale is a shortened form of the corresponding subscale of
the IBWB, but had higher internal consistency than the orig-
inal (Saunders et al., (1987). The second factor (Iictims Re-
sponsible for Violence, VRV) encompassed victim-blaming at-
tributions of responsibility for IPV, which are very wide-
spread amongst the general population; it included items at-
tributing IPV to victims’ feminist beliefs and provocative
behaviour (e.g., “Battered women are responsible for batter-
ing, because they provoke it”). In fact, research has con-
firmed that people attribute IPV to the provocative personal-
ity of the victims (e.g. Gracia & Tomas, 2014; Lila et al,,
2014). The third factor (Abuser Responsible for Violence, ARV),
retained items from the IBWB (Saunders et al., 1987) which
attributed responsibility directly or indirectly to the victims
(e.g. “The best way to combat violence against women is to
arrest the perpetrators”), but also included items describing
perpetrator behaviours aimed at controlling victims or coerc-
ing them into submission (e.g., “Abusers are responsible for
battering, because their intention is to restrict their partner’s
freedom”). This is an important issue, inasmuch as psycho-
logical abuse is the most prevalent form of IPV (Rathus &
Feindler, 2004).

The factor loading of the items was also acceptable; load-
ings were high, except in the case of items 6, 15, 21 and 22.
Internal consistency by confirmatory analyses was always
above .70, higher than for the corresponding IBWB subscale
(Saunders et al., 1987). Alpha coefficient values and compo-
site reliability indices were acceptable. The mean scores for
the JPV and VRV subscales were below the midpoint of the
scale, but the mean score for the ARV subscale was above
the midpoint, which is quite common in this type of study
(e.g. Haj-Yahia, 2003). Moreover, the correlations among the
subscales followed the pattern found in previous research
(e.g. Gracia et al,, 2015); JPV was positively related to VRV
and negatively related to ARV, whilst VRV and ARV were
negatively correlated.

Our results also provided strong evidence of measure-
ment invariance, an issue that is frequently overlooked. In
particular, the data confirmed the configural, metric and sca-
lar invariance of the scale across gender, suggesting that the
IBIPV provides an equivalent assessment of attitudes to-
wards violence against women in both genders. Nevertheless,
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it is worth noting that the correlations between constructs
were higher for men than for women. This is not surprising
as research has shown that women tend to express stronger
disapproval of wife beating than men (Gracia et al., 2015;
Sakalli, 2001; Valor-Segura et al., 2011) and also attribute less
blame to the victim and more to the perpetrator (Strémwall,
Landstrém, & Alfredsson, 2014) .

The pattern of correlations between subscales scores and
sexist beliefs provided evidence of the IBIPV’s convergent
and divergent validity. Consistent with other research
(Fotbes, Jobe, White, Bloesch, & Adams-Curtis, 2005; Valor-
Segura et al,, 2011), the JPV and VRV subscales were posi-
tively and adequately correlated with HS and BS. We extend-
ed knowledge in this area by demonstrating that the JRV and
VRV subscales were also positively correlated with HM and
BM. Furthermore, the magnitude of the correlations between
these subscales and HM, BM, HS, and BS was significantly
higher for men than for women, particularly with respect to
BM. This is not surprising given that BM reflects a belief that
women should cater the needs of men at home (Glick et al.,
2004).

Evidence for the divergent validity of the new scale came
from the near-zero correlations between the ARV subscale
and the hostile and benevolent factors of AMI and ASI. An
important finding was that men high in HS tended to exon-
erate abusers; perhaps as a way of legitimising violence
against women who do not fulfil traditional gender roles
(Valor-Segura et al., 2011). In contrast, women high in HM
put more blame on the abuser, perhaps in reaction to male
dominance.

We found that there was significant age- and gender-
related differences in scores. Men scored higher than women
on the JPV and VRV subscales, whereas women scored
higher on the ARV subscale. These results agree with other
research indicating that women tend to attribute less respon-
sibility to the victims of IPV and more blame to the perpe-
trators than men (Alfredsson et al., 2016; Valor-Segura et al.,
2011). Our results also revealed that women’s beliefs about
justification of IPV and victims’ responsibility for IPV were
similar in all age groups whereas men tended to take a more
tolerant approach to IPV and be more lenient towards the
perpetrators if they were over 50 years old. As in other stud-
ies, our results indicate that older men continue to accept
IPV as a normal part of a close relationship, whereas young-
er men distanced themselves from these patriarchal beliefs
(Worden & Carlson, 2005), perhaps because of the diverse
social interventions carried out in the last few years in educa-
tional contexts and more generally via mass media.

Finally, it is important to highlight the three important
contributions our study makes to the field. First, the IBIPV
takes account of recent theoretical and empirical advances in
understanding of IPV such as the recognition of the im-
portance of psychological abuse and the relevance of the vic-
tim’s economic dependence or independence. Second, suita-
ble methodological resources are used to collect validity evi-
dence for the scoring scale. Third, reducing the number of
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subscales to three has produced a more accurate measure of
attitudes towards IPV. The good psychometric properties of
the new scale mean that it has potential as a tool for measur-
ing attitudes to IPV as part of efforts to ensure the effective-
ness of interventions designed to reduce societal tolerance of
IPV. Further research using the IBIPV alongside instruments
designed to measure variables such as attitudes to traditional
gender roles would provide more evidence on the validity of
the instrument.

Although this study makes several important contribu-
tions to the field it is not without limitations. These include
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Appendix

Inventory of Beliefs about Intimate Partner Violence (IBIPV)
Justifying partner violence (JPV)
Sometimes men are justified in beating up their partner [1]
Occasional violence towards the woman can help maintain a relationship [1]
Sometimes abuse of the woman helps resolve conflicts between partners [
Violent episodes are the woman’s fault ']
Women could avoid being beaten up if they knew when to stop talking (1]
Even though men’s masculinity is threatened when their partner points out their weak points, men don't have the right to beat up their
partners (1]
Viictims responsible for violence (VRV)
Battered women are responsible for their abuse, ...
..., because they intended it to happen [1]
.., because they should have foreseen it would happen [l
.., because they provoke violence to get attention from men [
.., because of the way they behave in the weeks leading up to it [l
.., because what they really want is to play the victim [1]
.., because they provoke it 2l
..., because of their feminist beliefs 121
..., because they are economically independent (2!
Battered women should separate from their partners immediately [l
Abusers responsible for violence (ARV)
Abusers are responsible for the abuse, ...
..., because they intended to behave that way from the beginning [l
..., because they do it to impose their will (2l
..., because their intention is to restrict their partnet’s freedom 2
..., because their intention is to intimidate and humiliate their partner 12
..., because their behaviour is an attack on their partner's dignity [
The best way to combat violence against women is to force the abuser to attend couple counselling 2!
The best way to combat violence against women is to arrest the perpetrators [l
Note. 1 Ttem taken from the original scale (Saunders et al. 1987). [2 Item developed specifically for the new scale. * Responses wete given using a Likert scale
ranging from 1 (fotally disagree) to 7 (totally agree).

anales de psicologia, 2018, vol. 34, n° 1 (january)



