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Willingness to intervene when one becomes aware of a case of intimate partner violence
against women (IPVAW) reflects the level of tolerance and acceptance of this type of
violence in society. Increasing the likelihood of intervention to help victims of IPVAW
is also a target for prevention strategies aiming to increase informal social control of
IPVAW. In this study, we present the development and validation of the Willingness to
Intervene in Cases of Intimate Partner Violence (WI-IPVAW) scale. We report data for
both the long and short versions of the scale. We analyzed the latent structure, the
reliability and validity of the WI-IPVAW across four samples (N = 1648). Factor analyses
supported a bifactor model with a general non-specific factor expressing willingness to
intervene in cases of IPVAW, and three specific factors reflecting different intervention
preferences: a preference for setting the law enforcement process in motion (“calling
the cops” factor), a preference for personal intervention (“personal involvement” factor),
and a preference for non-intervention (“not my business” factor). Configural, metric, and
partial scalar invariance across genders were supported. Two short versions of the scale,
with nine and six items, respectively, were constructed on the base of quantitative and
qualitative criteria. The long and short versions of the WI-IPVAW demonstrated both
high reliability and construct validity, as they were strongly related to the acceptability
of IPVAW, victim-blaming attitudes, perceived severity of IPVAW, and hostile sexism.
These results confirm that both the long and short versions of the WI-IPVAW scale
are psychometrically sound instruments to analyze willingness to intervene in cases of
IPVAW in different settings and with different research needs (e.g., long versions for
clinical and research settings, and short versions for large population surveys). The WI-
IPVAW is also useful for assessing prevention policies and public education campaigns
design to promote a more responsive social environment in cases of IPVAW, thus
contributing to deter and reduce this major social and public health problem.

Keywords: intimate partner violence, violence against women, willingness to intervene, public attitudes,
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INTRODUCTION

The World Health Organization defines intimate partner violence
against women (IPVAW) as a “global public health problem
of epidemic proportions” (World Health Organization [WHO],
2013, p. 7). IPVAW has profound consequences not only for
the physical and psychological health of victims, but also for
the well-being of their children, and for society in general (e.g.,
Campbell, 2002; Ellsberg et al., 2008; Devries et al., 2011; World
Health Organization [WHO], 2013; Guedes et al., 2016). IPVAW
is considered the most common form of violence suffered by
women (Garcia-Moreno et al., 2006; Devries et al., 2013; Stöckl
et al., 2013). In high-income countries, the estimated prevalence
of IPVAW is 23.2%, and the percentage of IPVAW homicides,
41.2% (World Health Organization [WHO], 2013). In Europe,
a survey among the 28 European Union (EU) Member States
estimated that an average of 22% of European women had been
victims of physical and/or sexual violence by their partners since
the age of 15, with a lifetime prevalence across countries ranging
from 13 to 32% (European Union Agency for Fundamental
Rights, 2014). In Spain, where this study was conducted, various
sources estimate IPVAW lifetime prevalence at around 13%,
among the lowest in the EU (Vives-Cases et al., 2011; European
Union Agency for Fundamental Rights, 2014; Ministerio de
Sanidad, Servicios Sociales e Igualdad, 2015; Gracia and Merlo,
2016).

An ecological model recognizes that beyond individual and
relational explanatory levels, larger contextual and societal factors
are central to understand IPVAW (Heise, 1998, 2011; World
Health Organization [WHO], 2002; Gracia et al., 2015a). As
Gracia and Lila (2015, p. 16) pointed out, ‘violence against
women is a complex phenomenon that needs to be understood
within the wider social context and within the social and
cultural norms that permeate it.’ Public attitudes toward IPVAW
shape the social context in which IPVAW takes place and play
an important role in perpetuating the levels of this type of
violence in our societies (Carlson and Worden, 2005; Flood and
Pease, 2009; Waltermaurer, 2012; Gracia and Lila, 2015; Copp
et al., 2016; Powell and Webster, 2018). Public willingness to
intervene when one becomes aware of a case of IPVAW reflects
the level of tolerance and acceptance of this type of violence
and can contribute either to deter or facilitate it (Browning,
2002; Gracia and Herrero, 2006; Emery et al., 2011; Wright
and Benson, 2011; World Health Organization [WHO], 2013;
Jewkes et al., 2015). In the current study, we set out to develop
a scale measuring public willingness to intervene in cases of
IPVAW.

One reason for studying willingness to act in cases of IPVAW
is that, despite still being a largely unreported offense, at the same
time IPVAW is widely known in the victims’ social environment
(Gracia, 2004; Taylor and Sorenson, 2005; Taylor et al., 2016).
For example, in a survey across the 28 European Union member
states, nearly 23% of respondents reported knowing a woman
among their family members or friends who had been victim
of IPVAW, 17% reported knowing women in their immediate
neighborhood, and 9% knew a woman where they worked or
studied (European Commission, 2016). Those who are aware of

IPVAW incidents are in a position to do something to help the
victims and stop the violence (e.g., offering help, taking personal
action, or setting the law in motion), but they can also choose not
to get involved, to ignore the situation, and do nothing (Banyard
and Moynihan, 2011; Taylor et al., 2016). Therefore, whether or
not those who are aware of this violence are willing to intervene
is a not a trivial matter.

Attitudes of non-intervention in the victim’s social circle may
facilitate or reinforce the perpetrator’s behavior, but may also
inhibit victims’ disclosure, making it more difficult for them
to seek help and escape the violence. On the other hand, pro-
intervention attitudes (e.g., reporting to the authorities or direct
intervention) among those aware of this violence can have a
protective effect for victims, and may inhibit or deter IPVAW
by increasing the social and legal costs for perpetrators (Koepsell
et al., 2006; McDonnell et al., 2011; Gracia, 2014; Voith, 2017).
Willingness to intervene among those who are aware of IPVAW
incidents is also relevant because victims tend to seek help among
informal sources of help (friends, family, neighbors, coworkers,
etc.) rather than formal sources such as the police (Liang et al.,
2005; Ansara and Hindin, 2010; McCart et al., 2010; McDonnell
et al., 2011; Wee et al., 2016). Moreover, pro-intervention
attitudes among these potential informal sources of help, when
shared collectively, can contribute to shape local social norms that
help deter this type of violence (Wee et al., 2016; Voith, 2017;
Powell and Webster, 2018). As Voith (2017, p. 4) noted in her
review, “the protective effects of pro-IPV-intervention norms in a
community are twofold, in that community members will directly
intervene if they witness IPV and perpetrators are less likely to
continue the use of violence against their partners as a result of
social pressure”.

Another reason to study and accurately measure public
willingness to act in cases of IPVAW is that evidence suggests
non-intervention attitudes are still quite prevalent, as shown in
one report on attitudes toward violence against women in the
EU (Gracia and Lila, 2015). For example, data from surveys
carried out in different countries indicate that a sizable number
of respondents preferred not to get involved even if they were
aware of a case of violence against women (“not my business,”
or “is a private matter” were among the reasons given for not
intervening). In addition, across the EU (European Commission,
2016), the most common reason given by those who knew victims
of domestic violence but did not speak about it to anyone was
that it was “none of their business” (26%). “Lack of proof” (18%),
“not wanting to create trouble” (16%), “concerned about negative
consequences or retaliation” (11%), “did not know who to speak
to” (8%), and “it was not serious enough” (6%), were some
other reasons. In Spain, where the present study was conducted,
most of the officially reported cases of IPVAW are made by the
victims themselves, and only around 4% of such reports come
from family members or other third parties (Consejo General
del Poder Judicial, 2016). Increasing the likelihood that people
will intervene to help victims of IPVAW is therefore a target for
prevention strategies aiming to translate public awareness of this
social problem into a greater sense of personal responsibility and
involvement, thus contributing to the informal social control of
IPVAW (Gracia et al., 2009).
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Present Study
Drawing from the above, there is an evident need to advance
our knowledge about public willingness to intervene in cases
of IPVAW and related key issues such as the prevalence of
pro- or non-intervention attitudes, intervention preferences,
its correlates or determinants, or assessing the effectiveness of
interventions targeting these attitudes. The availability of reliable
and valid instruments measuring public willingness to intervene
in cases of IPVAW is central to this type of research. Although
some measurement instruments have been developed to examine
willingness to help in cases of violence, most of this research has
been conducted in the context of bystander intervention behavior
in cases of dating violence, and sexual harassment or rape
situations (Stein, 2007; Banyard, 2008; Banyard and Moynihan,
2011; Branch et al., 2013; Banyard et al., 2014; McMahon
et al., 2014). Other studies assessing willingness to intervene
have limited generalizability as they use small non-community
samples (e.g., college students), and others instruments report
low reliabilities (Baldry and Pagliaro, 2014; Baldry et al., 2015;
Cinquegrana et al., 2018). In addition, data from large population
surveys on public attitudes toward intervention in cases of
IPVAW are not usually based on measurement instruments with
adequate reliability and validity, or rely on single items (Gracia
and Lila, 2015). Clearly, there is still a need for psychometrically
sound instruments measuring willingness to intervene in cases
of IPVAW, appropriate for use with community samples, and
suitable for large-scale surveys.

In this study, we present the development and validation of the
Willingness to Intervene in Cases of Intimate Partner Violence
(WI-IPVAW) scale. We aim also to develop reduced versions of
the full WI-IPVAW scale, as large population surveys or studies
with limited space or time require the use of short forms while
retaining adequate psychometric properties (Smith et al., 2000;
Goetz et al., 2013). By reporting data for both the long and
short versions of the scale, we aim to provide tools to analyze
willingness to intervene in cases of IPVAW in different settings
and with different research needs (e.g., long versions for clinical
and research settings, and short versions for large population
surveys). By using advanced statistical analyses, we will address
important issues such as social desirability and measurement
invariance and ensure that the shortened versions of the WI-
IPVAW scale retain high quality psychometric properties.

For validity purposes, we will explore the relationship between
the long and short versions of the WI-IPVAW scale and other
relevant constructs regarding attitudes toward IPVAW such
as IPVAW acceptability, victim-blaming attitudes, perceived
severity of IPVAW, and hostile sexism (Taylor and Sorenson,
2005; Gracia and Herrero, 2006; Flood and Pease, 2009; Lila et al.,
2013; Gracia, 2014; Herrero et al., 2017; Martín-Fernández et al.,
2018b). Gender, age and education differences in willingness
to intervene in cases of IPVAW will be also explored (Carlson
and Worden, 2005; Fincham et al., 2008; Flood and Pease,
2009; Gracia et al., 2009; Gracia et al., 2015b). Attitudes of
acceptability of IPVAW have been considered a key issue to
understand IPVAW prevalence in society (Flood and Pease, 2009;
Gracia et al., 2015b; Copp et al., 2016; Martín-Fernández et al.,
2018b). These attitudes have been linked to public, professionals,

and victims’ perceptions and responses to IPVAW (Taylor and
Sorenson, 2005; Gracia and Herrero, 2006; Rizo and Macy,
2011; Gracia et al., 2014). We hypothesize that the lower the
IPVAW acceptability, the greater the willingness to intervene in
cases of IPVAW. Victim-blaming attitudes are also among those
factors often used to explain and justify IPVAW. These attitudes
can influence public responses toward known cases of IPVAW
(Liang et al., 2005; Ansara and Hindin, 2010; Gracia, 2014;
Gracia and Tomás, 2014). We expect that lower scores of victim-
blaming attitudes will be associated with greater willingness to
intervene in cases of IPVAW. The perceived severity of IPVAW
incidents may also influence responses to IPVAW (Gracia et al.,
2009, 2014). According to Latané and Darley’s (1970) model
of bystander intervention, perceived severity is a precondition
to the decision to intervene. According to this model, if some
incidents of IPVAW are perceived as not serious enough,
bystanders will be less willing to intervene (Gracia et al., 2009).
We anticipate that the greater the perceived severity of IPVAW,
the greater the willingness to intervene in cases of IPVAW.
Hostile sexism is a gender prejudice manifestation that conveys
negative images and beliefs about women (Glick and Fiske,
1996), and has been related to attitudes toward intervention in
cases of IPVAW (Lila et al., 2013; Herrero et al., 2017). We
hypothesize that the lower the hostile sexism, the greater the
willingness to intervene in cases of IPVAW. Finally, gender, age
and education differences in willingness to intervene in cases
of IPVAW will be also explored (Carlson and Worden, 2005;
Fincham et al., 2008; Flood and Pease, 2009; Gracia et al., 2009,
2015b).

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Participants
Four samples were recruited for the current study. The first one
was an incidental sample used to conduct a pilot study, composed
of 148 Valencia University undergraduates who participated for
course credits (31 males and 117 females), aged 19–32 years old
(M = 21.29; SD = 2.60). The second, third, and fourth samples
were recruited through online sampling. Online sampling is an
effective and cost-efficient sampling method (Thornton et al.,
2016; Topolovec-Vranic and Natarajan, 2016). A total pool of
2,698 responses was collected. We equilibrated these samples
by gender and removed those participants who were younger
than 18 years old, omitted socio-demographic information, or
were duplicated responses. Participants from samples 2, 3, and
4 were randomly drawn from the remaining pool of responses.
The socio-demographic characteristics of the samples are shown
in Table 1.

The second sample consisted of 500 participants (231 males
and 269 females), aged 18–80 (M = 33.83; SD = 14.77), and
was used to study the psychometric properties of the scale. The
third sample consisted of 1000 participants (490 males and 510
females), aged 18–82 (M = 35.40; SD = 13.46). This sample was
used to test different levels of measurement invariance and to
conduct the criterion-related validity analyses. The fourth sample
consisted of 200 participants (94 males and 106 females), aged
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TABLE 1 | Socio-demographics.

Sample 1 Sample 2 Sample 3 Sample 4

Gender

Male 117 (79.1%) 231 (46.2%) 510 (51.0%) 94 (47.0%)

Female 31 (20.9%) 269 (53.8%) 490 (49.0%) 106 (53.0%)

Age

18–24 131 (88.5%) 214 (42.8%) 243 (24.3%) 108 (54.0%)

25–34 14 (9.5%) 83 (16.6%) 311 (31.1%) 30 (15.0%)

35–54 2 (1.3%) 141 (28.2%) 347 (34.7%) 53 (26.5%)

55+ 1 (0.7%) 62 (12.4%) 99 (9.9%) 9 (4.5%)

Nationality

Spanish 128 (86.5%) 429 (85.8%) 869 (86.9%) 186 (93.0%)

Inmigrant 20 (13.5%) 61 (14.2%) 131 (13.1%) 14 (7.0%)

Education

Compulsory 0 65 (13.0%) 143 (14.3%) 25 (12.5%)

Upper secondary 0 88 (17.6%) 191 (19.1%) 38 (19.0%)

Undergraduate 135 (91.2%) 190 (38.0%) 321 (32.1%) 89 (44.5%)

Postgraduate 13 (8.8%) 157 (31.4%) 345 (34.5%) 48 (24.0%)

18–71 (M = 29.39; SD = 11.82), and was used to assemble two
short versions of the scale.

Measures
Willingness to Intervene in Cases of IPVAW
(WI-IPVAW)
The development of the WI-IPVAW was based on an initial
pool of 96 items. These items were developed from a review
of European surveys addressing attitudes toward intervention
in cases of violence against women (Gracia and Lila, 2015),
and other previous research addressing public attitudes and
response preferences in cases of IPVAW (Gracia and Herrero,
2006; Gracia et al., 2009). The item development and selection
process was also informed by literature identifying scenarios
where IPVAW also takes place, other than behind closed doors
at home, and is witnessed by third parties (Banyard and
Moynihan, 2011; Hamby et al., 2015; Taylor et al., 2016). This
initial pool of items presented hypothetical scenarios describing
IPVAW situations, occurring in different places, and that could
be witnessed by the respondent, or disclosed to him/her by
the victim (e.g., next door apartment, staircase or communal
areas in buildings, street, shops, bars, etc.). These scenarios
included various expressions of IPVAW behaviors (e.g., physical
aggression, insults, threats, violent arguments, fights, etc.), and
different types of potential responses or involvement (i.e., calling
the police, scolding or reprehending the aggressor, protecting
the woman victim, ignoring the situation, doing nothing, etc.).
The initial pool of items was then reviewed by a panel of six
experts on IPVAW to establish construct representativeness and
clarity (Beck and Gable, 2001; Delgado-Rico et al., 2012). The
experts were asked to rate the representativeness (i.e., whether
the item is suitable to measure willingness to intervene in
cases of IPVAW), and the clarity (i.e., how concise the item
is) of the items on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = “Very
unrepresentative/unclear”; 7 = “Very representative/clear”). An
item was considered representative and/or clear if the average

score in the expert ratings was above 5 on the 7-point scale (i.e.,
the “somewhat representative/clear” category). After this review,
31 items were selected. Respondents were asked to rate their
perceived likelihood of intervening in the hypothetical scenario
described in each item on a 6-point Likert-type scale (1 = “Not
at all likely,” 6 = “Extremely likely”). The final version of the
WI-IPVAW scale is shown in Appendix 1 (see Supplementary
Material).

Acceptability of IPVAW (A-IPVAW; Martín-Fernández
et al., 2018b)
The short form of the A-IPVAW scale was used in this study.
This instrument is composed of eight items tapping attitudes
of acceptability of IPVAW (e.g., It is acceptable for a man “to
shout his partner if she is continuously arguing and nagging
him”). Respondents rated the acceptability of a range of men’s
behaviors against their female partners on a 3-point Likert-
type scale (0 = “Not acceptable,” 1 = “Somewhat acceptable,”
2 = “Acceptable”). The A-IPVAW scale was cross-validated in
the general Spanish population, and also with IPVAW male
offenders. This scale has showed adequate internal and external
validity, as it has been related to perceived severity of IPVAW and
ambivalent sexism (Martín-Fernández et al., 2018b). Our results
showed reasonable internal consistency across Samples 2, 3, and
4 (Cronbach’s α = 0.75, 0.72, 0.68, respectively).

Victim-Blaming Attitudes Toward IPVAW (VB-IPVAW;
Martín-Fernández et al., 2018a)
This instrument is composed of five items assessing the
tendency to blame victims of IPVAW (e.g., “A man will
change his behavior toward his partner if she becomes more
obedient”). Respondents rated their level of agreement with
each statement on a 4-point Likert-type scale (1 = “Strongly
disagree,” 4 = “Strongly agree”). Evidence of the instrument’s
validity has been demonstrated based on its relationships
with other variables such as the acceptability and perceived
severity of IPVAW, and ambivalent sexism (Martín-Fernández
et al., 2018b). It also presented high internal consistency
in Samples 2, 3, and 4 (Cronbach’s α = 0.81, 0.84, 0.83,
respectively).

Perceived Severity of IPVAW (PS-IPVAW; Gracia
et al., 2009, 2011)
This scale presents eight IPVAW scenarios (e.g., “During an
argument, a man hits his partner and then asks her to forgive
him”), the severity of which respondents assessed on a 10-
point Likert-type scale (ranging from 1, “Not severe at all,” to
10, “Extremely severe”). The PS-IPVAW scale has previously
been validated in the general Spanish population, and also with
police officers and male IPVAW offenders, presenting adequate
psychometric properties. It has also been related to sexism,
empathy, personal responsibility, and IPVAW victim-blaming
attitudes (Gracia et al., 2009; Lila et al., 2013; Gracia and Tomás,
2014; Vargas et al., 2015). The scale showed good internal
consistency in Samples 2, 3, and 4 (Cronbach’s α = 0.83, 0.85, 0.87,
respectively).

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 4 July 2018 | Volume 9 | Article 1146

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology/
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles


fpsyg-09-01146 July 13, 2018 Time: 16:9 # 5

Gracia et al. The WI-IPVAW Scale

Ambivalent Sexism Inventory Short Version (ASI;
Glick and Fiske, 1996; Rollero et al., 2014)
The reduced hostile sexism subscale was used for the current
study, composed of six items assessing attitudes of prejudice
and discrimination against women based on the assumption
of women’s inferiority and their differences from men (e.g.,
“Women seek to gain power by getting control over men”). The
Spanish version of the items was used (Expósito et al., 1998).
The complete ambivalent sexism inventory has been validated
in more than twenty countries (Glick et al., 2000, 2002), and
the hostile sexism subscale has demonstrated strong relationships
with attitudes toward intervention in IPVAW cases among police
officers, IPVAW responsibility attribution, and acceptability of
IPVAW (Lila et al., 2013, 2014; Martín-Fernández et al., 2018b).
It presented good internal consistency in Samples 2, 3, and 4
(Cronbach’s α = 0.89, 0.88, 0.87, respectively).

Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding Short
Form (BIDR-16; Hart et al., 2015)
The Impression Management subscale was used for the pilot
study. This subscale is composed of eight items evaluating
the tendency of participants to provide overestimated self-
descriptions to create a socially desirable image (e.g., “I never
cover up mistakes”), and presented moderate reliability in the first
sample (Cronbach’s α = 0.68).

Procedure
Two online forms were designed to collect the data. The first
form included the WI-IPVAW, the BIDR items of the Impression
Management subscale, and a set of socio-demographical
questions (i.e., gender, age, nationality, and education level). This
form was used only for Sample 1. Participants were informed
about the objectives of the study and gave their informed
consent, agreeing to participate in the study if they press the
“continue” button. The second form included the WI-IPVAW,
the PS-IPVAW, the short forms of the A-IPVAW, VB-IPVAW,
Hostile Sexism, and the same socio-demographical questions.
After the participants had given their informed consent and
agree to participate in the study, they completed the online form.
Participants received no payment. The data were collected from
October 2017 to December 2017.

Data Analysis
A pilot study was conducted first using the sample of college
students (Sample 1) in order to explore the psychometric
properties of the WI-IPVAW and the effect of social desirability
on the items. One of the major threats to the content validity of
any scale assessing personality traits or attitudinal components is
the social desirability bias. This bias is a major concern when the
assessment involves socially sensitive issues, as IPVAW (Grimm,
2010). Therefore, the aim of this preliminary evaluation was to
refine the instrument before administering it to a larger sample.
To this end, the descriptive statistics and the item-test corrected
correlations were computed, and the internal consistency of
the scale was evaluated by means of Cronbach’s α. The latent
structure of the scale was also assessed through an exploratory
factor analysis (EFA). Before conducting the EFA, the suitability

of the data matrix was tested, computing Bartlett’s sphericity
test and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) statistic. To determine
the number of factors to extract, a parallel analysis based on
minimum rank factor analysis was conducted (Timmerman and
Lorenzo-Seva, 2011). An EFA was then performed using the
polychoric correlation matrix and the weighted least-squares
means and variances adjusted estimation method (WLSMV), as
this procedure is especially recommended for categorical data
(Muthén and Kaplan, 1985, 1992; Asparouhov and Muthén,
2010). The fit of the model was assessed using the CFI, TLI,
SRMR, and RMSEA fit indices. CFI and TLI values ≥ 0.95 are
indicative of very good fit, and values between 0.90 and 0.95
indicate minimally acceptable model fit (Bentler, 1995; Hu and
Bentler, 1999). RMSEA values ≤ 0.06, and ≤0.08, indicate very
good and acceptable fit, respectively, and SRMR values ≤ 0.08
are considered to reflect well-fitting models (MacCallum et al.,
1996). Once the latent structure of the scale had been established,
the social desirability of each item was evaluated. To do so,
a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted with the
addition of a social desirability factor to the EFA model. All the
items of the BIDR and the WI-IPVAW scale were constrained to
load onto this social desirability factor, using the BIDR items as
social desirability markers (Ferrando, 2005, 2008). To make the
model identifiable, the loadings of the BIDR were fixed to the
same value. If a WI-IPVAW item loading on the social desirability
factor was greater than the BIDR loadings, we considered the
item to be biased by social desirability. Those items were removed
from the scale.

A larger sample (Sample 2) was used to study further the
psychometric properties of the WI-IPVAW scale and to cross-
validate the factorial model. The descriptive statistics, the item-
test correlations, and Cronbach’s α were again computed. A CFA
was carried out using the WLSMV estimation method. Several
nested models were compared. Model fit was evaluated using the
same combination of fit indices and the same cut-offs.

Measurement invariance across genders was also evaluated in
an independent sample (Sample 3). To this end, several levels
of group invariance were tested by conducting and comparing a
series of multi-group CFAs. Configural, metric, scalar and strict
invariance models were estimated using the WLSMV estimation
method (Milfont and Fischer, 2010). Configural invariance tests
whether men and women conceptualize the construct in the same
manner, estimating the same factorial model for each group and
allowing the structural parameters (i.e., loadings, thresholds, and
item variances) to vary across groups. The metric invariance
model constrains the item loadings to have the same value for
both groups, testing whether men and women interpret the items
in the same way. The scalar invariance model fixes the threshold
parameters to the same value across groups, establishing whether
the latent construct yields the same score in the items for men
and women. The strict invariance model assesses whether the
measurement error is equal in each group, constraining the
variances of the observed variables (i.e., the items) to have the
same values across groups. The models were compared following
the guidelines of Cheung and Rensvold (2002), computing the
change in CFI (1CFI) and RMSEA (1RMSEA) to test which of
the invariance models is better supported by the data. A change
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in the CFI (1CFI) and in the RMSEA (1RMSEA) ≤ 0.010
and ≤0.015, respectively, support the more restrictive model
(i.e., the configural model is the most flexible model and the
strict invariance the most restrictive). However, these criteria
were proposed for models estimated with maximum likelihood
estimation for continuous variables and, given that we used
weighted least-squares estimation for categorical data, we also ran
a corrected chi-square difference test (DIFFTEST; Asparouhov
et al., 2006). If the fit indices comparisons and the DIFFTEST
yield a similar result, then that invariance level is accepted.

The validity of the scale was assessed by relating it to other
relevant IPVAW variables, namely, acceptability of IPVAW,
attitudes of victim blaming in cases of IPVAW, perceived severity
of IPVAW, and hostile sexism. Socio-demographic comparisons
were also made, testing differences across gender, age, and
education level groups.

Finally, two short versions of the WI-IPVAW scale of
nine and five items were created following Goetz et al.
(2013) recommendations. First, the most relevant items were
selected attending to the internal consistency, the previous
factorial models, and the assessments of the expert panel. The
psychometric properties of the shortened scales were then studied
and compared with the original WI-IPVAW scale using a
different sample (Sample 4).

All analyses were computed using the statistical package R
(R Core Team, 2017) and the psych library (Revelle, 2016). EFA,
CFA, and multi-group CFAs were conducted with the MPlus 7.1
package (Muthén and Muthén, 2010).

RESULTS

Pilot Study: Factor Structure and Social
Desirability
The psychometric properties, the latent structure and the effect
of social desirability on the WI-IPVAW items were explored in
a pilot study with Sample 1. Descriptive statistics revealed that
most of the items were slightly displaced to the right, with means
around 3–5 (e.g., “somewhat likely,” “quite likely,” “very likely”),
and moderate negative skew (around −0.50), indicating that the
participants tended to select the upper categories of the scale. The
overall internal consistency of the scale was very high (Cronbach’s
α = 0.93), showing a strong relation between the score on the scale
and the items, with item-test corrected correlations around 0.50.
Deleting items did not improve the scale’s internal consistency.

Before conducting an EFA, the suitability of the matrix for
factor analysis was tested. Bartlett’s sphericity test was significant
(χ2 = 2505.8, df = 465, p < 0.001) and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
statistic was good (KMO = 0.88), indicating that the data were
adequate for an EFA. The parallel analysis based on minimum
rank factor analysis using the polychoric correlation matrix
revealed that three factors should be extracted, since adding
more factors did not contribute to explain more variance in our
data than in a random dataset. A three-factor model was thus
estimated using WLSMV with the oblique OBLIMIN rotation.
The model converged normally, and showed an acceptable fit
(χ2 = 2505.8, df = 465; CFI = 0.94; TLI = 0.92; RMSEA = 0.068;

SRMR = 0.069). Although the CFI and the TLI were below the
0.95 cut-off, they were not below 0.90, and the RMSEA and SRMR
suggested that the model was well-fitted. The items were grouped
in three factors. The first factor groups all the items related to
setting the law in motion by calling to the police or reporting
the IPVAW incident (i.e., “calling the cops” factor), the second
factor groups all items referring to ignoring the situation or doing
nothing (i.e., “not my business factor”), and the third factor
groups all items in which the respondents personally intervene
to stop the situation (i.e., “personal involvement” factor). All
the items presented factor loadings above 0.30 in their factor,
and only three items presented cross-loadings in more than one
factor. In these three cases the loadings on the main factor were
above 0.50 and close to 0.30 in the secondary factor, indicating
that the items were more related to the main factor (i.e., “personal
involvement” factor in the first case, and “calling the cops” factor
in the other two cases). The correlation between the “calling
the cops” and the “personal involvement” factors was positive
(r = 0.29), whereas the correlations between the “not my business”
factor and the “calling the cops” and the “personal involvement”
factors were negative (r =−0.55 and r =−0.28, respectively).

A CFA was conducted to test the extent of the effect of social
desirability bias on the scale items. The CFA model posited the
three previous content factors (i.e., “calling the cops,” “not my
business,” “personal involvement”) and a new social desirability
factor. The content factors were allowed to correlate with each
other, whereas the social desirability factor was not correlated
with any content factor. The WI-IPVAW items loaded on their
main factor and also on the social desirability factor. The BIDR
items were used as social desirability markers and only loaded
on the social desirability factor. In addition, the BIDR items
were constrained to have the same factor loadings on this factor.
The model was estimated using WLSMV, converged normally,
and showed an adequate fit (χ2 = 1130, df = 837; CFI = 0.93;
TLI = 0.92; RMSEA = 0.049). The factor loadings are reported in
Table 2.

Three items (e.g., “If a man insulted his partner in the street, I
would say something to reprehend his action”; “If a man grabbed
his partner’s arm aggressively in the street, forcing her to go with
him, I would call the police”; “If a new couple in my building
argued and yelled constantly, I would call the police”) presented
factor loadings on the social desirability factor higher than the
markers (λ = 0.37), and thus were removed from the scale.
Ferrando (2005) recommends removing those items that present
factor loadings above | 0.30| ; however, we decided to apply a more
conservative criterion (i.e., removing only items that had factor
loadings above the markers loading on the social desirability
factor), since the internal consistency of the BIDR was moderate
in the pilot study.

Descriptive Analyses and Reliability
Sample 2 was used to assess the psychometric properties of the
scale. Descriptive statistics and item-test corrected correlations
can be found in Table 3. The descriptive statistics were in the
same line as in the pilot study, with items slightly displaced to the
right. The item means were around 4, with a standard deviation
around 1, meaning that the respondents tended to endorse the
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TABLE 2 | Confirmatory factor analysis with social desirability markers (Sample 1).

Calling the cops Not my business Personal involvement Social desirability

Item 1 0.63 (0.06) −0.32 (0.08)

Item 2 0.63 (0.05) 0.20 (0.08)

Item 3 0.68 (0.05) 0.34 (0.09)

Item 4 0.70 (0.06) 0.01 (0.12)

Item 5 0.82 (0.06) −0.21 (0.13)

Item 6 0.76 (0.04) 0.01 (0.08)

Item 7 0.68 (0.05) −0.29 (0.08)

Item 8 0.69 (0.06) −0.17 (0.10)

Item 9 0.77 (0.04) 0.20 (0.09)

Item 10 0.64 (0.05) 0.15 (0.09)

Item 11 0.78 (0.05) 0.33 (0.10)

Item 12 0.82 (0.04) 0.19 (0.09)

Item 13 0.79 (0.05) −0.08 (0.11)

Item 14 0.53 (0.06) 0.24 (0.08)

Item 15 0.82 (0.04) −0.15 (0.09)

Item 16 0.67 (0.05) −0.25 (0.08)

Item 17 0.88 (0.06) −0.28 (0.15)

Item 18 0.66 (0.06) 0.35 (0.08)

Item 19 0.73 (0.04) 0.28 (0.08)

Item 20 0.71 (0.05) 0.01 (0.08)

Item 21 0.81 (0.04) −0.15 (0.11)

Item 22 0.66 (0.05) 0.31 (0.09)

Item 23 0.77 (0.04) 0.21 (0.09)

Item 24 0.61 (0.06) −0.29 (0.08)

Item 25 0.68 (0.05) −0.01 (0.09)

Item 26 0.81 (0.04) −0.17 (0.11)

Item 27 0.81 (0.04) −0.15 (0.09)

Item 28 0.55 (0.06) 0.32 (0.09)

Item 29 0.65 (0.07) 0.41 (0.09)

Item 30 0.47 (0.07) 0.38 (0.08)

Item 31 0.46 (0.07) 0.47 (0.08)

BIDR1-8 0.37 (0.03)

Each cell contains the factor loadings (SE in brackets). Empty cells indicate that the item does not load on that factor. BIDR 1-8: items from the impression management
subscale of the Balanced Inventory of Desirable Response Short Form. Bold values: items that presented loadings in the social desirability factor higher than the social
desirability markers (i.e., BIDR 1–8).

upper intermediate categories (e.g., “somewhat likely,” “quite
likely,” “very likely”). The skew statistics were moderate and
negative for many of the items, and some of them also presented
high kurtosis values, indicating that the items were not normally
distributed. The item-test corrected correlations presented values
above 0.40, indicating a strong relationship between the items and
the total score of the scale. The overall internal consistency of the
scale was again very good (Cronbach’s α = 0.94), and the internal
consistency of each factor was also good (Cronbach’s α = 0.88,
0.84, and 0.92 for the “calling the cops,” “not my business,” and
“personal involvement” factors, respectively).

Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Three models were estimated with Sample 2 to test the factor
structure of the WI-IPVAW. The first model was a one-factor
model in which all items loaded onto a general factor of
“willingness to intervene in cases of IPVAW.” The second model
was the three-factor model resulting from the pilot study, with

three correlated factors differentiated by the responses to the
scenarios described by the WI-IPVAW items (i.e., “calling the
cops,” “not my business,” and “personal involvement”). The third
model was a bifactor model with three specific factors reflecting
different intervention preferences—as in the previous three-
factor model—and a general, non-specific factor, of “willingness
to intervene.” This general factor accounts for all the elements
common to the specific factors. The specific factors account only
for the core elements of their items, in this case the type of
response to the scenarios described by the items. Thus, all the
items loaded on their specific factor and also on the general
factor. The factors were orthogonal, so they are not correlated.
All models were estimated using WLSMV and the polychoric
correlation matrix. All models converged normally.

The fit indices of the models are shown in Table 4. The one-
factor model showed a poor fit to the data, presenting fit indices
too far from their cut-offs. The three-factor model showed an
acceptable RMSEA and a minimally acceptable CFI and TLI,
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TABLE 3 | Descriptive statistics of the WI-IPVAW items (Sample 2).

M SD Minimum Maximum Skew Kurtosis SE ritem-test

Item 1 3.07 1.31 1 6 0.28 −0.55 0.06 0.47

Item 2 4.10 1.40 1 6 −0.36 −0.78 0.06 0.63

Item 3 3.52 1.44 1 6 0.04 −0.97 0.06 0.65

Item 4 5.56 0.89 1 6 −2.54 7.18 0.04 0.46

Item 5 5.70 0.77 1 6 −3.48 14.31 0.03 0.43

Item 6 4.11 1.55 1 6 −0.49 −0.84 0.07 0.54

Item 7 2.87 1.35 1 6 0.31 −0.70 0.06 0.50

Item 8 5.38 1.05 1 6 −1.94 3.66 0.05 0.56

Item 9 3.77 1.42 1 6 −0.13 −0.81 0.06 0.71

Item 10 4.90 1.33 1 6 −1.21 0.70 0.06 0.60

Item 11 3.20 1.55 1 6 0.21 −1.02 0.07 0.66

Item 12 4.15 1.43 1 6 −0.39 −0.75 0.06 0.66

Item 13 5.55 0.90 1 6 −2.40 6.11 0.04 0.50

Item 14 3.14 1.60 1 6 0.26 −1.02 0.07 0.58

Item 15 2.24 1.25 1 6 0.94 0.25 0.06 0.53

Item 16 3.14 1.50 1 6 0.27 −0.95 0.07 0.55

Item 17 5.66 0.82 1 6 −3.03 10.26 0.04 0.43

Item 18 5.03 1.34 1 6 −1.41 1.20 0.06 0.57

Item 19 3.59 1.55 1 6 −0.03 −1.09 0.07 0.62

Item 20 4.43 1.48 1 6 −0.71 −0.49 0.07 0.60

Item 21 5.44 1.05 1 6 −2.21 4.68 0.05 0.44

Item 22 4.67 1.50 1 6 −0.99 −0.05 0.07 0.68

Item 23 3.71 1.47 1 6 −0.16 −0.91 0.07 0.68

Item 24 2.90 1.46 1 6 0.46 −0.74 0.07 0.50

Item 25 2.71 1.48 1 6 0.54 −0.74 0.07 0.41

Item 26 5.42 1.03 1 6 −2.21 5.17 0.05 0.51

Item 27 2.83 1.48 1 6 0.52 −0.68 0.07 0.50

Item 28 4.50 1.55 1 6 −0.78 −0.49 0.07 0.63

M, mean; SD, standard deviation; Min, minimum; Max, maximum; SE, standard error for the Skew and Kurtosis statistics. ritem-test, item-test corrected correlation.

TABLE 4 | CFA fit indices (Sample 2).

χ2 df CFI TLI RMSEA

Model

One-factor 3658.43 350 0.79 0.77 0.137 [0.133; 0.142]

Three-factor 1264.39 347 0.94 0.93 0.073 [0.068; 0.077]

Bifactor 1052.62 322 0.95 0.95 0.067 [0.063; 0.072]

CFI, comparative fit index; TLI, Tucker-Lewis index; RMSEA, Root Mean Square
Error of Approximation (95% CI in square brackets).

which could be kept as the latent structure of the scale. However,
adding a general dimension of “willingness to intervene” to the
model substantially improved the fit of the model to the data. We
therefore decided to retain the bifactor model.

The loadings of the bifactor model are displayed in Table 5.
All the loadings for the specific factors were significant, with
values above 0.30 in all the items except for items 2 and 3,
whose loadings were around 0.20. The general factor loadings
were all significant with values above |0.40|. Note that the “not
my business” item loadings were negative in the general factor,
reflecting that agreement with these items yielded a lower score
on the general “willingness to intervene” factor. Overall, the

general factor loadings were higher than in the specific factor.
Furthermore, the percentage of common explained variance
of the general “willingness to intervene” factor was 56.85%,
whereas the specific “calling the cops” factor explained 23.16%,
the “personal involvement” 11.04%, and the “not my business”
8.95% of the common explained variance.

Measurement Invariance
Having retained the bifactor model as the latent structure of the
scale, the measurement invariance of the scale was tested across
genders using Sample 3. Item 5 was removed from these analyses
since there were not enough responses in the lower categories for
either the men’s or the women’s groups. A stepwise approach was
used, testing first the configural invariance, and then comparing
it with the metric, scalar, and strict invariance models. The fit
indices of the models and the model comparisons are shown in
Tables 6, 7.

The configural model showed a good fit to the data, indicating
that men and women conceptualize the latent construct in
the same manner, and was used as a base line for the model
comparisons. Then it was compared with the metric invariance
model, which constrained the factor loadings to be equivalent
across groups; we found that both CFI and RMSEA indices
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TABLE 5 | CFA item loadings on the bifactor model (Sample 2).

Calling the cops Not my business Personal involvement Willingness to intervene

Item 1 0.46 (0.04) −0.48 (0.04)

Item 2 0.19 (0.05) 0.73 (0.03)

Item 3 0.20 (0.06) 0.75 (0.03)

Item 4 0.61 (0.04) 0.47 (0.05)

Item 5 0.65 (0.04) 0.52 (0.05)

Item 6 0.69 (0.04) 0.50 (0.05)

Item 7 0.41 (0.05) −0.53 (0.04)

Item 8 0.59 (0.04) 0.57 (0.04)

Item 9 0.38 (0.05) 0.75 (0.03)

Item 10 0.49 (0.04) 0.58 (0.04)

Item 11 0.46 (0.04) 0.67 (0.03)

Item 12 0.41 (0.04) 0.70 (0.03)

Item 13 0.68 (0.04) 0.53 (0.05)

Item 14 0.46 (0.04) 0.57 (0.04)

Item 15 0.44 (0.05) −0.62 (0.04)

Item 16 0.51 (0.04) −0.56 (0.04)

Item 17 0.74 (0.04) 0.45 (0.05)

Item 18 0.48 (0.04) 0.56 (0.04)

Item 19 0.37 (0.05) 0.65 (0.04)

Item 20 0.60 (0.04) 0.59 (0.04)

Item 21 0.71 (0.03) 0.41 (0.05)

Item 22 0.47 (0.03) 0.67 (0.03)

Item 23 0.30 (0.05) 0.73 (0.03)

Item 24 0.53 (0.04) −0.50 (0.04)

Item 25 0.44 (0.04) −0.46 (0.04)

Item 26 0.65 (0.03) 0.50 (0.04)

Item 27 0.46 (0.05) −0.55 (0.04)

Item 28 0.40 (0.03) 0.62 (0.03)

Each cell contains the factor loadings (SE in brackets). Empty cells indicate that the item does not load on that factor.

TABLE 6 | Measurement invariance fit indices (Sample 3).

χ2 df CFI TLI RMSEA

Configural Model 1881.65 594 0.951 0.943 0.066 [0.063; 0.069]

Metric Invariance
Model

1194.39 648 0.979 0.978 0.041 [0.037; 0.045]

Scalar Invariance
Model

1410.71 776 0.976 0.978 0.040 [0.037; 0.044]

Partial Scalar
Invariance Model

1355.42 766 0.978 0.980 0.039 [0.036; 0.043]

Strict Invariance
Model

1658.43 739 0.965 0.967 0.050 [0.047; 0.053]

CFI, comparative fit index; TLI, Tucker-Lewis index; RMSEA, Root Mean Square
Error of Approximation (95% CI in square brackets).

improved once the factor loadings were constrained. The
DIFFTEST also showed that these improvements were marginally
significant (p = 0.02). This is most likely due to the reduction
in the number of parameters to estimate, making the model
more parsimonious, and it is not an unusual phenomenon when
conducting measurement invariance analysis with categorical
data (e.g., Brummelman et al., 2015; Megías et al., 2017).
Given the improvement in model fit and the reduction in the

TABLE 7 | Measurement invariance model comparisons (Sample 3).

1CFI 1RMSEA DIFFTEST df p

Configural Model

Metric Invariance
Model

−0.028 0.025 77.50 54 0.020

Scalar Invariance
Model

0.003 0.001 280.69 128 0.000

Partial Scalar
Invariance Model

−0.002 0.001 144.20 118 0.051

Strict Invariance
Model

0.013 −0.110 61.87 30 0.001

1CFI, change in CFI; 1RMSEA, change in RMESEA; DIFFTEST, robust chi square
difference testing; df, degree of freedom of the DIFTEST; p, p-value of the DIFTEST.

number of parameters to estimate, the metric invariance was
supported.

The scalar invariance model, which besides the factor loading
also constrained the item thresholds to be equal across gender,
was compared with the metric model. Although the reduction
in the CFI and RMSEA fit indices were between the cut-offs
established by Cheung and Rensvold (2002), the DIFFTEST was
significant (p < 0.001). The modification indices were then used
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to identify potential items to be unconstrained and test the partial
scalar invariance model. The thresholds of two items (items
6 and 20) were allowed to vary across groups and we found
that the partial invariance model did not differ from the metric
model (p = 0.051). The partial scalar invariance model was thus
supported.

Finally, the strict invariance model was tested, constraining
the item variances to be equal across groups and comparing
it with the partial invariance model. We found that the CFI
decreased below the 1CFI = 0.01 cut-off and the DIFFTEST
was significant. Thus the strict invariance model could not be
supported.

Validity Analyses
Sample 3 was also used to conduct validity analyses. The
correlations of the WI-IPVAW factorial scores with other related
constructs are shown in Table 8. The general factor “willingness
to intervene” was negatively related to acceptability of IPVAW,
attitudes of victim blaming, and hostile sexism, implying that
those respondents with higher scores on this factor tend to
present lower levels of attitudes of acceptability, are less likely
to blame victims of IPVAW, and show lower levels of sexist
attitudes. On the other hand, the general factor was positively
related with the perceived severity of IPVAW (those with higher
scores on willingness to intervene tend to perceive IPVAW
situations as more severe). Regarding the specific factors, the
“calling the cops” factor showed a similar relation with these
variables, although they were more moderate, whereas the “not
my business” factor presented the opposite tendency: it was
positively related with acceptability of IPVAW, attitudes of victim
blaming, and hostile sexism, and negatively related to perceived
severity of IPVAW. The “personal involvement” factor only
presented a significant and negative relation to perceived severity.

A series of ANOVA were conducted with each factor to test
differences across gender, age, and education level using the
factor scores of the partial scalar invariance model. Regarding the
general factor “willingness to intervene,” significant differences
were found between genders, F(1) = 23.53, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.023,
with a small effect size, women having higher values on this factor
than men; marginal differences between age groups, F(3) = 3.09,
p = 0.026, η2 = 0.009; and no differences for education level,
F(3) = 1.30, p = 0.274, η2 = 0.004. The effect sizes of age and
education levels were considered negligible, since they were

TABLE 8 | WI-IPVAW relationships with other variables (sample 3).

Acceptability Victim
blaming

Perceived
severity

Hostile
sexism

Calling the cops −0.13∗ −0.21∗ 0.23∗ −0.15∗

Not my business 0.12∗ 0.11∗ −0.11∗ 0.22∗

Personal
involvement

0.03 0.02 −0.12∗ 0.06

Willingness to
intervene

−0.23∗ −0.19∗ 0.25∗ −0.20∗

∗p < 0.01.

below the 0.01 cut-off for small size effects (Miles and Shevlin,
2001).

Significant differences were also found in the specific “calling
the cops” factor by gender, F(1) = 21.24, p < 0.001,η2 = 0.021,
and age, F(3) = 3.73, p = 0.011, η2 = 0.011, both with a small
effect size. Women scored higher on this factor than men, as did
the respondents of the upper age categories (i.e., 35–54 and 55+)
in comparison with the lower category (i.e., 18–24). Education
level had no significant effect on this factor, F(3) = 0.89, p = 0.444,
η2 = 0.002.

We found significant differences for the specific factor “not my
business” by gender, F(1) = 5.45, p = 0.020, η2 = 0.005, although
the effect size was considered negligible. No differences were
found in this factor for age, F(3) = 2.27, p = 0.079, η2 = 0.006,
or education level, F(3) = 2.27, p = 0.079, η2 = 0.002.

Regarding the specific factor “personal involvement,”
significant differences were again found between genders,
F(1) = 85.00, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.079, with a medium effect size,
and age groups, F(3) = 5.08, p = 0.002, η2 = 0.015, with a small
effect size. Men showed higher scores on this factor than women,
and respondents in the upper age categories (i.e., 35–54 and
55+) presented higher scores than respondents in the lower age
categories (i.e., 18–24 and 25–34). Again, education level had no
effect on this factor, F(3) = 1.53, p = 0.197, η2 = 0.005.

WI-IPVAW Shortened Forms
A combination of quantitative (i.e., social desirability loadings,
bifactor model loadings, and whether items were invariant across
genders) and qualitative criteria (i.e., the expert ratings) was used
to decide which items should comprise the shortened versions
of the scale (see Table 9). The items included were those that
presented low loadings (i.e., below 0.20) on the social desirability
factor used on the pilot study, with medium or high loadings
(i.e., between 0.20–0.50, and above 0.50, respectively) on their
specific and general factor, and that were invariant across genders.
In addition to these criteria, the expert panel’s assessment of the
representativeness and clarity of each item was also considered.

Nine-Item Version of the WI-IPVAW Scale
To ensure content coverage, three items from each specific factor
were selected to create a nine-item version of the WI-IPVAW
scale (Smith et al., 2000), namely, items 2, 8, 9, 10, 12, 15, 16,
26, and 27. Although item 2 presented a low loading in the
“calling the cops” factor, it was selected as it met the other criteria
and the loading on the specific factor was close enough to the
0.20 cut-off for medium loadings (i.e., λ = 0.19). Sample 4 was
then used to study the psychometric properties of the nine-item
version of the scale. The internal consistency of this version
was adequate (Cronbach’s α = 0.77), and the item-test corrected
correlations were above 0.30 for all items except for item 26, for
which it was 0.28. The factor structure of the nine-item version
presented an excellent fit to the data when the bifactor model was
fitted using WLSMV estimation with the polychoric correlation
matrix (χ2(18) = 33.01, CFI = 0.98, TLI = 0.97, RMSEA = 0.065
[90% CI 0.027; 0.099]). Evidence for the validity based on its
relationships with other constructs is reported with correlations
in Table 10, which are in the same direction as for the complete
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TABLE 9 | Criteria for the shortened forms of the WI-IPVAW.

Specific factor SD factor loading Specific factor loading General factor loading Invariant across gender Expert ratings

Item 1 Not my business Medium Medium Medium Yes CR

Item 2 Personal involvement Low Low High Yes CR

Item 3 Personal involvement Medium Medium High Yes CR

Item 4 Calling the cops Low High Medium Yes

Item 5 Calling the cops Low High High Yes R

Item 6 Personal involvement Low High Medium No C

Item 7 Not my business Low Medium High CR

Item 8 Calling the cops Low High High Yes CR

Item 9 Personal involvement Low Medium High Yes CR

Item 10 Calling the cops Low Medium High Yes CR

Item 11 Personal involvement Medium Medium High Yes CR

Item 12 Personal involvement Low Medium High Yes CR

Item 13 Calling the cops Low High High Yes C

Item 14 Personal involvement Low Medium High Yes R

Item 15 Not my business Low Medium High Yes CR

Item 16 Not my business Low High High Yes CR

Item 17 Calling the cops Low High Medium Yes

Item 18 Calling the cops Medium Medium High Yes CR

Item 19 Personal involvement Low Medium High Yes C

Item 20 Personal involvement Low High High No CR

Item 21 Calling the cops Low High Medium Yes R

Item 22 Calling the cops Medium Medium High Yes CR

Item 23 Personal involvement Low High Medium Yes

Item 24 Not my business Low Yes CR

Item 25 Not my business Low Medium Medium Yes CR

Item 26 Calling the cops Low High Medium Yes

Item 27 Not my business Low Medium High Yes C

Item 28 Calling the cops Medium Medium High Yes CR

Expert ratings: items rated as clear (C) and/or representative (R) by the panel of experts.

TABLE 10 | WI-IPVAW short forms relationships with other variables (Sample 4).

Acceptability Victim
blaming

Perceived
severity

Hostile
sexism

Nine-item
version

Calling the
cops

−0.17∗ −0.20∗ 0.33∗ −0.10∗

Not my
business

0.10∗ −0.07 0.05 0.13∗

Personal
involvement

−0.04 0.04 −0.04 0.02

Willingness to
Intervene

−0.20∗ −0.24∗ 0.29∗ −0.16∗

Five-item
version

Willingness to
intervene

−0.23∗ −0.29∗ 0.29∗ −0.16∗

∗p < 0.01.

WI-IPVAW version. Finally, the correlation between the nine-
item version and the complete scale was very strong, r = 0.92,
t(198) = 32.81, p < 0.001, suggesting that both versions provided
similar assessments.

Five-Item Version of the WI-IPVAW Scale
For circumstances in which space is very limited (e.g., large-scale
surveys), a shorter version of the scale was created with a focus
on the general factor. To this end, two items from the “calling
the cops” and “personal involvement” factors and one item from
the “not my business” factor were selected. These were the items
that presented higher factor loadings on the general “willingness
to intervene” factor in the nine-item version, namely, items 8,
9, 10, 12, and 27. Sample 4 was used to study the psychometric
properties of this version of the scale. The internal consistency
of the scale was again fair (Cronbach’s α = 0.73), and the item-
test corrected correlations were above 0.30 for all items except for
item 27 in this case, for which it was 0.27. A one-factor model was
fitted to the five-item version of the scale since there were fewer
than three items per specific factor, using WLSMV estimation.
The model fitted reasonably well to the data (χ2(5) = 30.44,
CFI = 0.96, TLI = 0.92, RMSEA = 0.150 [90% CI 0.099; 0.207]),
although the residuals were below the 0.08 cut-off for a well-fitted
model. The correlations between the “willingness to intervene”
factor and the criterion-related variables were again in the same
direction as for the complete version of the scale (see Table 10).
The correlation between the five-item version and the complete
version of the scale was high, r = 0.86, t(198) = 24, p < 0.001,
although smaller than for the nine-item version.
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DISCUSSION

In this paper, we described the development and psychometric
properties of the long and short forms of the WI-IPVAW, a set of
new self-report questionnaires assessing willingness to intervene
in cases of IPVAW. Taken together, our results provide strong
support for the reliability and validity of both the long and short
versions of the WI-IPVAW scale.

Content validity of the WI-IPVAW was assessed during the
scale development process using the ratings of a panel of experts,
to ensure that the items adequately captured the different aspects
of the construct. One of the advantages of the WI-IPVAW is
that it also takes into account various community settings (next
door house, streets, bars, etc.) where IPVAW can occur, as well as
several expressions of this type of violence (e.g., verbal, threats,
physical violence) in diverse situations and with different degrees
of severity. The WI-IPVAW also includes a variety of potential
responses to different IPVAW scenarios (e.g., talking to victims,
personal involvement, calling the police, etc.). Tapping situation-
specific responses across a range of settings provides greater
ecological validity to this measure, and also facilitates future
research on situational correlates of such attitudes (Carlo and
Randall, 2002; Banyard, 2008; Banyard and Moynihan, 2011;
Copp et al., 2016). Moreover, the effect of social desirability bias
was controlled in a pilot study through a confirmatory factor
analysis using social desirability markers (Ferrando, 2005, 2008).
This analytical approach is one of the major strengths of the
present study, because it allowed us to identify and remove items
with higher loadings on the social desirability factor from the
scale.

Regarding the internal structure of the scale, our results
supported a bifactor model as the latent structure of the scale,
as it presented the best fit to the data of all the models. In this
model, each item loaded on one specific factor and also onto a
general factor. This general factor (i.e., “willingness to intervene
in cases of IPVAW”) captures the common variance of all items,
reflecting the shared elements of the measured construct. On
the other hand, the specific factors (i.e., “calling the cops,”
“personal involvement,” and “not my business”) represent the
remaining unique variance not attributable to the general factor.
The model is orthogonal and thus the factors are uncorrelated,
meaning that the general factor is assumed to be independent
of the specific factors, and also that the specific factors are
assumed to be different from and independent of each other (e.g.,
Chen et al., 2006; Gibbins et al., 2012). In addition, our results
highlight the relevance of the general factor since most of the
loadings presented higher values on the general factor than on
their respective specific factor. The general factor also accounted
for the largest proportion of the common explained variance,
56.85%. The “calling the cops” factor accounted for almost half of
the remaining common variance, 23.16%, whereas the “personal
involvement” and “not my business” specific factors explained the
rest, 11.04 and 8.95%, respectively.

We also conducted measurement invariance analyses of the
WI-IPVAW across genders. A partial scalar invariance model
was supported, showing that men and women conceptualize
the underlying latent structure in the same manner (configural

invariance), that the scale unit is the same, and thus the items are
interpreted similarly by men and women (metric invariance), and
that the thresholds of the items are the same for both genders, as
the factorial scores were comparable across gender groups (scalar
invariance). However, the threshold parameters of two items
(items 6 and 21) were allowed to vary across groups, implying
that men and women do not share the same distribution on
these items. To obtain comparable scores for men and women
in the general “willingness to intervene” factor and in the specific
factors, researchers and practitioners could remove items 6 and
21 from the scale. We recommend, however, using the invariant
items as anchor items and treating these two items differently for
each gender. To this end, we provide an Mplus syntax to compute
this model in Appendix 2 (see Supplementary Material).

Regarding validity analyses based on the relationships of the
WI-IPVAW with other variables, we found that the general
factor (i.e., “willingness to intervene in cases of IPVAW”) was
significantly associated with a set of relevant variables linked
to IPVAW. Thus, as expected, respondents with higher scores
on the WI-IPVAW (i.e., those more willing to intervene),
perceive IPVAW situations as more severe, find IPVAW less
acceptable, have fewer victim-blaming attitudes, and score lower
in hostile sexism. This supports the idea that willingness to
intervene in cases of IPVAW reflects the personal level of
tolerance and acceptance of this type of violence and suggests
that attitudes toward intervention in cases of IPVAW are also
linked to attitudes justifying IPVAW, such as victim blaming,
and to hostility toward women (Glick et al., 2002; Taylor and
Sorenson, 2005; Gracia et al., 2014; Herrero et al., 2017; Ivert
et al., 2018). With respect to the specific factors, both “calling
the cops” and “not my business,” were related as expected
(i.e., the first positively and the second negatively) with the
same set of variables. For example, those scoring high in
the “not my business” factor tended to perceive IPVAW as
less severe and more acceptable and scored higher in both
victim-blaming attitudes and hostile sexism. Interestingly, the
“personal involvement” factor was related, negatively, only with
the perceived severity of IPVAW, suggesting that the more severe
an IPVAW situation is perceived, the more other intervention
preferences are favored, as greater personal costs or negative
consequences may be involved. For example, as Gracia et al.
(2009) observed, reporting incidents of IPVAW to the police is
more likely among those who tend to perceive these incidents as
more severe.

In this study, we also developed two shortened versions of the
WI-IPVAW scale. The full WI-IPVAW scale is a relatively lengthy
questionnaire. The length of questionnaires often prevents their
inclusion in population surveys where space is limited and
expensive, or in studies where time is an issue. Large-scale surveys
tend to resort to single items addressing these attitudes or use a set
of questions with unknown reliability or validity (Richins, 2004;
Gracia and Lila, 2015). On the other hand, shortened versions
can have the drawback of limited reliability and validity, which
makes it particularly important to ensure that short versions of
questionnaires retain their psychometric soundness (Smith et al.,
2000; Stanton et al., 2002; Kovacs et al., 2017). As Smith et al.
(2000) point out, rigorous application of psychometric principles
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is crucial when validating short forms. In the present study,
two short nine- and six-item versions of the parent WI-IPVAW
scale were constructed based on quantitative and qualitative
criteria (Goetz et al., 2013), supporting the adequate transfer
of validity from the parent form of the WI-IPVAW to the two
short forms. The complete and short versions of the WI-IPVAW
demonstrated high reliability as well as construct validity as
they were strongly related to acceptability of IPVAW, victim-
blaming attitudes, perceived severity of IPVAW, and hostile
sexism. Although some loss of reliability is inevitable, our results
provide strong empirical support for the high quality of their
psychometric properties of the short versions of the WI-IPVAW
scale. When research or survey needs (large-scale surveys, limited
space or time, etc.) require the use of short forms, our results
demonstrate that both the nine- and the five-item short forms
are reliable and valid alternatives to the most comprehensive
and broader assessment of willingness to intervene in cases of
IPVAW provided by the long version of the WI-IPVAW (both
reduced versions presented a high correlation with the parent
WI-IPVAW scale). For example, the nine-item WI-IPVAW short
scale showed not only adequate reliability, but also allowed
meaningful assessment of both the general non-specific factor
expressing the willingness to intervene in cases of IPVAW,
and the three specific factors reflecting different intervention
preferences (adequate representation of the construct is ensured
by incorporating three items from each of the specific factors of
the original scale). In turn, the five-item WI-IPVAW short scale
is particularly recommended for the reliable and valid assessment
of the general “willingness to intervene” factor when space and/or
time constraints are an issue, but this construct is still important
for research or policy-making purposes. The five-item version
only mapped the general factor as there were not enough items
to preserve the original latent structure of the scale. The scores
on the general factor of the five-item version presented a similar
pattern when related to acceptability of IPVAW, attitudes of
victim blaming, perceived severity, and hostile sexism.

This study is not without limitations. Although social
desirability was controlled in the pilot study following the
procedure proposed by Ferrando (2005), the items used as
social desirability markers presented a mediocre reliability, and
thus these results should be taken with caution. Regarding the
measurement invariance, although the partial scalar invariance
level for the WI-IPVAW across genders was supported, further
research is needed to establish whether this instrument is also
invariant across age and education level groups. The online
sampling method is another limitation of the study, as it has
some tradeoffs that limit its generalizability. Although this
sampling strategy is effective for obtaining large sample sizes
in a short period of time and is also cost-effective, it is more
difficult to verify the socio-demographical information provided
by the participants (Thornton et al., 2016; Topolovec-Vranic
and Natarajan, 2016). Self-selection bias is another issue, since
the respondents who agreed to participate might also be those
that are more motivated. In addition, it is important to note
that the WI-IPVAW was developed in the Spanish socio-
cultural context. Spain is among the countries with the lowest
IPVAW lifetime prevalence in the EU (Vives-Cases et al., 2011;

European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights, 2014; Gracia
and Merlo, 2016). This is particularly interesting given that
other European countries have considerably higher levels of
gender equality than Spain (Gracia and Merlo, 2016). As to
whether these differences in prevalence are linked to differences
across countries regarding public attitudes such as willingness
to intervene in cases of IPVAW, future research is needed to
adapt and validate the WI-IPVAW scale to other cultural settings
(Gracia and Lila, 2015; Boira et al., 2016).

The study also has practical implications. Addressing attitudes
towards IPVAW, such as willingness to intervene in cases of
IPVAW, and advancing in their conceptualization, measurement,
prevalence, and determinants is central to monitoring social
changes in such attitudes and to better informing prevention
and intervention strategies (Powell and Webster, 2018). Public
willingness to intervene in cases of IPVAW reflects the level of
tolerance and acceptability of IPVAW, and when these attitudes
are held collectively at different levels of aggregation (e.g., social
groups, neighborhoods, communities, countries), they are able to
create a social climate that can help to legitimize or deter this
type of violence (Browning, 2002; Emery et al., 2011; Heise, 2011;
Wright and Benson, 2011; Heise and Kotsadam, 2015; Voith,
2017; Marco et al., 2018). For example, a public education strategy
should consider targeting those social groups or communities
were IPVAW risk is higher, and these attitudes can be more
commonly held (Gracia and Tomás, 2014; Gracia et al., 2015a). In
this regard, the different versions of the WI-IPVAW—especially
the short versions, which are more appropriate for survey
type research—can be used to assess pro- or non-intervention
norms at different aggregation levels, such as neighborhoods or
communities, when they are considered as key targets for social
and community intervention strategies addressing the prevalence
of IPVAW and its correlates, such as public attitudes (Gracia,
2014; Gracia et al., 2015a; Voith, 2017). As Klein et al. (1997,
p. 90) state, “we need to educate people to recognize that they
have a role in helping battered women and to teach them that
their behavior matters, and showed them how to get involved.” In
this regard, and in line with Gracia et al. (2009), public education
efforts must promote attitudes that reinforce the helping role of
the victim’s social circle in order to increase feelings of social
and personal responsibility about the high prevalence of IPVAW
in our societies. Increasing the likelihood of public intervention
to help IPVAW victims, not only among the general public
but also within professional groups (social services, health, law
enforcement, etc.), can contribute to deter and reduce this major
social and public health problem (Gracia et al., 2014; Ferrer-
Perez et al., 2016; López-Ossorio et al., 2016; Touza-Garma,
2017). The WI-IPVAW therefore offers a useful instrument
to assess prevention policies and public education campaigns
aiming to promote a more responsive social environment in cases
of IPVAW.
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