Physical and Psychological Violence Victim (PPVV) on Adolescent Who Are Dating: Scale Validity and Reliability in Indonesian Version

Abstract
Physical violence is often experienced by intimate couples in places that are considered safe. Psychological violence has not been the main focus of research because it is considered less objective in the assessment. The purpose of the study is to develop a scale of victims of physical and psychological violence in adolescent pairs who are valid and reliable. 294 students in one private university in Yogyakarta have met the criteria as participants. Participants were selected using simple random sampling technique. The scale that was developed was analyzed its validity based on expert judgment, t-value and Standardize Loading Factor (SLF) through Confirmatory Factor Analysis. The reliability of each construct is based on the value of Construct Reliability (CR). The data obtained meets the goodness-of-fit criteria so that it supports Confirmatory Factor Analysis. A total of 37 items have been declared as valid by experts. The results of the Confirmatory Factor Analysis show that the 32-point scale of victims of physical and psychological violence fulfills the criteria of valid and reliable criteria with the values ​​of each t-value in the range 6.41-17.87, SLF in the range 0.38 - 0.85 and CR in the range 0.89 and 0.93.
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Introduction
The dynamics of violence can occur to adolescents. Forms of violence that occur can be physical violence, psychological violence, sexual violence and controlling behavior (World Health Organization, 2012). Violence committed by intimate couples is estimated to have a global prevalence of 30% (World Health Organization, 2013). Intimate partner violence (IPV) can be considered as the most common form of violence experienced by women. In European Union Member States, 22% of women experience physical and / or sexual violence by a partner since the age of 15 years. Prevalence in various countries ranges from 13 to 32% (European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights, 2014). Intimate partner violence is a crime against women committed by people who are known and occur in places that are considered safe such as home or workplace (Lawson, 2012). 
Intimate partner violence (IPV) is the most common form of violence experienced by women and is also the most difficult form of violence to recognize (Campbell, 2002; Troisi, 2018). The results of Russell et al. (2014) reported that 78.5% of students had had a partner in the last three months and during that period, they reported high IPV levels in which more than 10% of boys reported forcing partners to have sex, and 39% of girls reported experiencing physical violence by a partner.
In Indonesia, the prevalence of violence in women aged 15-64 years, both unmarried and those who have / are having a partner experienced physical violence by 18.1% and by 33.4% experienced physical and / or sexual violence during life both carried out by spouse and non-spouse (Ministry of Women's Empowerment and Child Protection, 2017). The Annual Note Sheet (CATAHU) in 2018 reported that in private / personal areas, physical violence had the highest percentage of 41% (3,982 cases), while psychological violence was 15% (1,404 cases) (Komnas Perempuan, 2018). The results of Ayu's study, Sofiana and Jayanti (2019) reported that 59.2% of adolescents had committed violence against their partners.   
Some studies show that violence by intimate partners (IPV) is more difficult to be recognized from both the perspective of the victim and from the perspective of the community (Herman, 2015; Troisi, 2018). Physical violence is still a violence that often occurs in young adolescent relationships (Viejo, 2014). Psychological violence is not yet the main focus of research as a form of violence because psychological violence is more difficult to evaluate and is less objective than physical violence and other types of violence (Ureña, Romera, Casas, Viejo, & Ortega-Ruiz, 2015). Adolescent girls are more prone to experience psychological violence compared to men (Vagi, O'Malley Olsen, Basile, & Vivolo-Kantor, 2015). Psychological violence is always everywhere and is another form of violence in romantic relationships and is identified as the main source of distress for women who are victims of partner violence. 
The effectiveness of adolescents involved in IPV requires valid and specific tools to measure the quantity of adolescent involvement as victims (Troisi, 2018). Screening instruments that have been developed to identify women as victims of IPV such as VITA Scale (Troisi, 2018), IVRAS (Lila, Oliver, Catalá-Miñana, Galiana, & Gracia, 2014), CASR-SF (Ford-Gilboe et al., 2016). The 15-item CAS version has been developed from 12 items developed from the original CAS and 3 items suggested by experts and literature review covering 3 domains, namely physical, sexual and psychological abuse that contain questions about violence experienced for life, current exposure, and the frequency of exposure to violence. The VITA Scale contains items about the specific role of several emotions such as shame, guilt and fear. The VITA Scale aims to assess the intensity of the post-traumatic influence of victims of IPV (Troisi, 2018). 
Objectives and research questions
This study aims to develop and validate the scale of victims of violence in adolescents committed by their partners. This scale is focused on the forms of violence experienced, namely physical and psychological violence. The following research questions are proposed for consideration.
1. What is the validity of the scale content of victims of physical and psychological violence in adolescent couples?
2. How is the validity and reliability of the construct scale of victims of physical and psychological violence in adolescent couples being developed?
METHOD
Participants
The participants in this study were divided into two, namely during the preliminary study and the during the main study. The preliminary study involved 15 respondents (11 women and 4 men) who were selected using convenience sampling techniques. Whereas the main study involved 397 respondents selected using simple random sampling technique at one of the Private Universities in Yogyakarta Indonesia and used the inclusion and exclusion criteria. Inclusion criteria that have been used included: (1) All students who are active in the academic year 2018/2019, (2). Have a partner, (3). Willing to be a respondent. The exclusion criteria that have been used are: (1). Students who are married, (2). Alumni and (3). Do not have a partner. Based on the established criteria, 294 respondents were obtained, 13% were men (37 respondents) and 87% were women (257 respondents). Their ages range from 17 to 25 years with an average age = 20.1 years and SD = 1.4 years. The distribution of respondents consisted of 30% first-level students, 27% second level, 23% third level, 19% fourth level and 2% fifth level.
Scale Development Procedures. 
To produce a valid and reliable scale, this study has been divided into two stages, namely content and construct validation. The scale content validation developed was assessed by 5 experts in the field of Psychology and Public Health. Scale construct validation was determined based on responses from 294 respondents who met the inclusion criteria. The experts assess the scale in terms of content: (a). The accuracy of examples of violence, (b). Correspondence of items, (c). Completeness of types of violence, (d). Language suitability, (e). Use of communicative language, (f). Appropriate use of language with the level of development of respondents.
The scale of victims of physical and psychological violence employed Likert 4 scale format. The Likert scale on the questionnaire victims of physical and psychological violence is 0 if they have never experienced violence, 1 if they rarely experience violence, 2 if they often experience violence and 3 if they experience violence very often..
Data Collection Procedures
The main data obtained in this study were collected in 2 ways namely paper and pencil and online. Content validity assessments from experts are administered through validation sheets (paper & pencil). Respondent data for construct validation is administered through a questionnaire formatted via Google form (online). Questionnaires formatted on Google form are items that have been declared valid and have been revised based on advice from experts. Questioners are distributed to prospective respondents through student social media groups.
Data Analysis 
Ms. Excel, IBM SPSS 23 and Lisrel 8.80 have been used to analyze the validity and reliability of the scale.
The validity of the content is determined by the Aiken V technique (Aiken, 1985). The validity of each item has been determined by comparing the validity index on the V table against the calculated V value. Experts who have been involved in this study were 5 people and 5 rating numbers, namely Very irrelevant, Less relevant, Quite relevant, Relevant and Very Relevant. Based on the Aiken V table (significance level of 5%), the allowable cut-off value of the content validity index is .80.
In carrying out a factor analysis or more specifically a CFA, a number of requirements must be fulfilled. It includes the adequacy of the sample size and the suitability of the model. The KMO value test and Bartlett Sphericity are used to ensure the adequacy of sample size (Modarresi & Javan, 2018) or to ensure data suitability whether factor analysis can be done or not (Ad'hiya & Laksono, 2018; Gürkan & Kahraman, 2019; Son & Won, 2018). The adequacy or suitability of the model for factor analysis if it fulfills a KMO-MSA value of more than 0.6 (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006) and Bartlett Sphericity is statistically significant or sig. <.05 (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2014).
The construct validity of each item is determined based on the t-value and standardized loading factor (SLF) from the Confirmatory Factor Analysis results. Items are declared valid if they meet the t-value> 1.96 and SLF ≥ 0.35 (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 1998). Referring to these two values, items will be removed and re-analyzed if they do not meet the minimum values ​​(Hidayati, Budiyono, & Sugiman, 2018). The next step is to determine the suitability or suitability of the model through several Goodness-of-Fit indices (Hanifah et al., 2018). Based on the number of observed variables (12 - 30 observed variables) and number of observations (> 250 number of observations), the suitability index in this study refers to the cut-off value of five indices suggested by Hair et al., (2014): χ2 / df , CFI, TLI, SRMR and RMSEA. Table 1 shows the Goodness-of-Fit index standard for a scale model of victims of physical and psychological violence in adolescent pairs.

Table 1. Standard Model index suitability for physical and psychological violence scale
	Fit indices
	Recommended Values

	χ2/df
	≤ 5.00

	CFI
	≥ .92

	TLI
	≥ .92

	SRMR
	≤ .08 with CFI ≥ .92

	RMSEA
	< .07 with CFI ≥ .92



Formula:

						Eq. (1)

After the validity of each item is obtained, the reliability of each construct is determined based on the value of Construct Reliability (CR) (Hair et al., 2014; Wijanto, 2008). The determination of CR value is given by Eq. (1). Model reliability is good if it meets a CR value of ≥ 0.7, but the reliability coefficient of 0.6 to 0.7 can be accepted as long as the indicators of the model construct validity are also good (Hair, Sarstedt, Hopkins, & Kuppelwieser, 2014; Hidayati et al., 2018).
Li represents the standardized loading factor for each construct, i is the item number, n is the number of items and ei represents the error variance.
FINDINGS 
Content Validity
Table 2 shows the results of the experts' assessment to determine the Content validity scale of victims of physical and psychological violence in adolescent pairs.

Table 2. Content Validity Scale of Victims of Physical and Psychological Violence
	Aiken V
	Item 1
	Item 2
	Item 3
	Item 4
	Item 5
	Item 6
	Item 7
	Item 8
	Item 9
	Item 10

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PhyVV Scale
	0.8
	0.8
	0.8
	0.8
	0.8
	0.8
	0.9
	0.8
	0.9
	0.8

	PsyVV Scale
	0.9
	0.8
	0.8
	0.8
	0.9
	0.8
	0.9
	0.8
	0.9
	0.8



Based on the results of expert validation, the scale of victims of physical and psychological violence consists of 37 items and meets the content validity standard so that it is declared eligible for further analysis (contract validity). The feasibility of the scale of victims of physical and psychological violence is supported by the calculated Aiken V index value greater than the index V table. The magnitude of the calculated V index ranges from 0.8 - 0.9. This indicates that the scale developed can be used for further analysis.

Validity and Reliability
Test the adequacy of the sample size. The analysis shows that the data meet the requirements of adequacy or suitability for factor analysis. This is supported by the KMO MSA value which is greater than the cut-off value and the value of Bartlett's test of Sphericity statistically significant. The results of the analysis of the adequacy of the factor analysis sample size are shown in Table 3.

Table 3. KMO and Bartlett's Test
	Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
	.904

	Bartlett's Test of Sphericity
	Approx. Chi-Square
	6186.980

	
	Df
	528

	
	Sig.
	.000



Model fit test. After testing the adequacy of the sample size, an analysis of the suitability of the model is then performed to obtain valid and fit items. CFA analysis has been carried out several stages to obtain valid items. The first Confirmatory Factor Analysis was used to analyze 37 items. Even though 37 items already have a t-value> 1.96, four items are removed (PHYVV9, PHYVV12, PHYVV14, PHYVV16) because they have a SLF value lower than the cut off value. The SLF value for each item is shown in Figure 1. The Goodness-of-Fit Index is shown in Table 4 as model 1. Model 1 shows that the model is less fit because the CFI, TLI, SRMR and RSMEA values ​​do not meet the recommended values. Therefore, re-analysis was carried out without including items PHYVV9, PHYVV12, PHYVV14, and PHYVV16. All items (33 items) in the second analysis have fulfilled the cut-off value that is SLF value ≥ 0.35. The SLF value in the second analysis is shown in Figure 2. The Goodness-of-Fit Index is shown in Table 4 as model 2. Model 2 shows the overall model fit because most of the match indices meet the recommended values ​​except the RMSEA value is still quite large. Therefore, in the third analysis the researchers had modified the index as suggested. The results of the modification of the index are shown in Figure 3 and model 3 in table 4. However in the third analysis, the SLF PHYVV11 value has decreased and does not reach the cut-off value so that it is re-analyzed by eliminating PHYVV11 and obtained 32 valid and fit items. Model 4 in table 4 shows the fourth Goodness-of-Fit analysis. It appears that after the second modification, the Goodness-of-Fit Index has increased for the CFI and TLI index and decreased in the index χ2 / df, SRMR and RMSEA.

Table 4. Model fit indices on the scale of physical and psychological violence
	Models
	Description
	χ2
	Df
	χ2/df
	CFI
	TLI
	SRMR
	RMSEA

	Model 1
	All item
	2626.05
	628
	4.18
	0.90
	0.89
	0.083
	0.104

	Model 2
	Removed item PHYVV9, PHYVV12, PHYVV14, and PHYVV16
	2261.93
	494
	4.58
	0.91
	0.90
	0.084
	0.111

	Model 3
	Index Modification (33 item)
	1129.33
	428
	2.64
	0.96
	0.94
	0.069
	0.075

	Model 4
	Index Modification (32 item) with removed PHYVV11
	1025.80
	399
	2.57
	0.96
	0.95
	0.069
	0.073



Validity & Reliability. Based on the SLF values in Figure 4, the results of the analysis of the CR values were 0.89 and 0.93 for the constructs of physical violence and psychological violence, respectively. The complete validity and reliability values for each construct are shown in Table 5.

Table 5. Validity and Reliability Scale of Victims of Physical and Psychological Violence
	Variable
	SLF ≥ .35
	Errors
	t-value
	Reliabilitas CR ≥ .70
	Explanation

	Victims of Physical
	0.89

	Reliabel

	PHYVV1
	0.78
	0.39
	15.59
	
	Valid

	PHYVV2
	0.65
	0.58
	12.05
	
	Valid

	PHYVV3
	0.51
	0.74
	8.80
	
	Valid

	PHYVV4
	0.70
	0.51
	13.26
	
	Valid

	PHYVV5
	0.77
	0.40
	15.29
	
	Valid

	PHYVV6
	0.82
	0.32
	16.73
	
	Valid

	PHYVV7
	0.58
	0.67
	10.24
	
	Valid

	PHYVV8
	0.47
	0.78
	8.14
	
	Valid

	PHYVV10
	0.70
	0.50
	13.47
	
	Valid

	PHYVV13
	0.64
	0.59
	11.76
	
	Valid

	PHYVV15
	0.45
	0.80
	7.70
	
	Valid

	PHYVV17
	0.38
	0.85
	6.41
	
	Valid

	Victim Of Psychological
	0.93
	Reliabel

	PSYVV1
	0.63
	0.60
	11.82
	
	Valid

	PSYVV2
	0.62
	0.62
	11.47
	
	Valid

	PSYVV3
	0.60
	0.64
	11.02
	
	Valid

	PSYVV4
	0.44
	0.80
	7.80
	
	Valid

	PSYVV5
	0.55
	0.70
	9.95
	
	Valid

	PSYVV6
	0.48
	0.77
	8.40
	
	Valid

	PSYVV7
	0.65
	0.58
	12.23
	
	Valid

	PSYVV8
	0.58
	0.67
	10.50
	
	Valid

	PSYVV9
	0.63
	0.60
	11.74
	
	Valid

	PSYVV10
	0.74
	0.45
	14.51
	
	Valid

	PSYVV11
	0.72
	0.48
	13.97
	
	Valid

	PSYVV12
	0.81
	0.35
	16.41
	
	Valid

	PSYVV13
	0.72
	0.47
	14.08
	
	Valid

	PSYVV14
	0.85
	0.28
	17.87
	
	Valid

	PSYVV15
	0.54
	0.70
	9.86
	
	Valid

	PSYVV16
	0.79
	0.37
	15.96
	
	Valid

	PSYVV17
	0.46
	0.79
	8.12
	
	Valid

	PSYVV18
	0.57
	0.68
	10.26
	
	Valid

	PSYVV19
	0.67
	0.55
	12.64
	
	Valid

	PSYVV20
	0.70
	0.51
	13.51
	
	Valid



DISCUSSION
This study aims to produce a valid and reliable scale of victims of physical and psychological violence both in terms of content (theory) and construct (empirical). The expert assessment results show that the scale of physical violence (17 items) and psychological (20 items) is theoretically valid. This means that all items are in accordance with indicators (Hidayati, Budiyono, & Sugiman, 2018; Joly, Booth, Mittal, & Shaler, 2012). This is supported by the Aiken V index value in the range 0.8 - 0.9. Some suggestions from experts have been used to perfect the editorial sentence on this scale, for example on physical violence (PHYVV10): "My partner dropped me from the vehicle" was changed to "My partner forced me to get off the vehicle in the middle of the trip". In psychological violence (PSYVV4), for example "Couples demand me to have sex" becomes "Couples demand me to have intercourse whenever he wants". It is because the initial statement that was compiled seemed only to occur once.
To carry out the construct validity test, 397 students participated. However, 26% (103 students) were expelled because they did not meet the specified criteria (84 people never dated, 19 people as alumni).
[bookmark: _GoBack]Adequacy of sample size and suitability of the model are requirements that must be fulfilled to carry out a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). Preliminary requirements test results indicate that the KMO MSA value and the significance value of Bartlett's Test of Sphericity have met the adequacy requirements of the sample size for factor analysis. The KMO MSA value shows the comparison of the distance between the correlation coefficient and the partial correlation coefficient and the significance value of Bartlett's Test of Sphericity shows that overall all correlations in the correlation matrix (Hair et al., 2014). Furthermore, the suitability of the model is determined by looking at the value of the Goodness-of-Fit index. Before reviewing the Goodness-of-Fit index value, the validity of each item must have been fulfilled. In order to obtain valid items empirically, four CFAs have been carried out. The first stage CFA was removed by 4 items on the physical violence scale because its SLF value did not meet the cut-off value. The cut-off value that we use is in accordance with the suggestion of Hair et al., (1998) that is for the 250 sample size, the minimum loading factor is 0.35.
After four items were removed, we re-analyzed and obtained 33 valid items because they had a SLF value greater than the cut-off value. Although in the second stage of the analysis a valid item has been obtained, but most of the Goodness-of-Fit criteria have not yet been fulfilled. Model fit assessments are based on absolute mismatch index (RMSEA or RMR) and relative match index (CFI, TLI, IFI) (Hair et al., 2014; Hanifah et al., 2018). Hair et al., (2014) recommend a TLI and CFI cut-off value of 0.92 (observed variables 12 <m <30 and number of observations> 250) because the value of 0.90 is too low and can lead to acceptance of false models. 
To meet the good Good-of-Fit criteria, we continue the third stage of the analysis, which is to modify the index according to the suggestions displayed in the analysis output. There are two choices displayed in the output of the analysis: First, add the path between the latent variable and the observation variable. Second, add covariance between two errors. We did not implement the first suggestion because it did not have a strong theoretical basis to support the suggestion. We follow the second suggestion of adding covariance between two errors in one latent variable (Hair, et al., 2014; Hidayati et al., 2018; Wijanto, 2008). This is done to reduce the value of Chi-Square. However, after the third phase of analysis, PHYVV11 was found to be invalid so it had to be removed and we continued to do the fourth analysis and obtained 32 items that were valid and fit.
Not all fit indices are displayed in this study, three or four match indexes with different types (at least one incrimental index and one absolute index) can provide evidence of adequate model compatibility (Hair et al., 2014). Overall in Table 4 model 4 shows good suitability of the model. This is supported by fit indices that have met recommended values ​​except for RMSEA. Even though RMSEA is less fit, to see the representation of the index of absolute incompatibility (badness of fit) can be replaced by the SRMR value (Hair et al., 2014).
Construct validity is a type of experimental validity that shows the level of accuracy of a number of items to reflect the theoretical latent construct that was designed (Hair et al., 2014; Mcmillan & Schumacher, 2014). Based on Table 5, the scale of victims of physical and psychological violence can be declared valid and reliable. This is supported by SLF values ​​in the range 0.38 - 0.82 (physical violence victims scale) and 0.44 - 0.85 (psychological violence victims scale), CR values ​​0.89 (physical violence victims scale) and 0.93 (psychological violence victims scale). Construct Reliability (CR) shows that the same latent construct has been consistently represented at all steps (Hair et al., 2014). 

CONCLUSION
The scale of victims of physical and psychological illiteracy in adolescent couples in the Indonesian version has shown good validity and is acceptable theoretically and empirically (construct). The reliability indicates that the same latent construct has been consistently represented in all steps, thus supporting its role in screening of adolescent in pairs whether experiencing victims of physical and psychological violence.
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Apendix
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Figure 1. CFA model 1
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Figure 2. CFA model 2
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Figure 3. CFA model 3
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Figure 4. CFA model 4


image4.png
o ss]
o
o
-
——
-
——

o o]

i S

ool
e
e s
o igis
G
L8 oo
o~

Pt A

Wo/ah.se e

Lo

R IS
e

B A W
Yolz1
\,ssv o

] m

Chi-Square=1129.33, df=428,

P-value=0.00000, RMSEA=0.075





image5.png
o35l xE

xE2

&2

xEs

xEs

xE

xE7

xFe

&F0)

xF0

&FS

xET

e

xe2

P

xps

xps

xes

xe7

xpe

xps

xe0)

xen

xez

xet

&P

&es

&P

N 7saml xEW
olfie
RO
032
Yoo wee

IO e

Chi-Square=1025.80, df=399, P-value=0.00000, RMSEA=0.073




image1.wmf
2

1

2

11

n

i

i

nn

ii

ii

L

CR

Le

=

==

æö

ç÷

èø

=

æöæö

+

ç÷ç÷

èøèø

å

åå


oleObject1.bin

image2.png
o]
ocorf
ocon]
P
e

P -7

ez

o.car_m -s¢

oz

orse] 0.7,

\n,s)

osse 0.<0

e Tlso

o.sae]mm 0.2z

0 e

osee] w038

- o=

T 0.¢¢

025

o.ser] mm 043

032

i 0-40
o.ore] wm
o.zee] e
o.zan]_mm
ossel_m
o.sew_ma
ocam_mo
o.eze_me
o _ms
o.7ew_me
osen_m
o _mo
o.cae_m
o.sze_mw
o.are
o.2s_we
o.sow_mm
o.20_mw
o.cse_mw
o.s0e_mw
o.7ae_mn
o.cse_mw
o.sse_mm
o.sre_mm

Chi-Square=2626.05, d£=628,

P-value=0.00000, RMSEA=0.104





image3.png
o.so=]

sa=]
o.es=]wm
o.sa=]

577

o.zs] b-e2

b.se

o.zam] o-ee.

\u,vs

oeem o Je o

0.¢o

R R ——————

0

o.s=] wm 035

/ﬂ—ﬁ

o.ce=]mmm 083

035
o.se] wm
o.e2] mm
o.es= wm
o.ss=l
o.sem] ma
o.eam] ma
oo e
o=l ms
orem me
oseml m
o=l me
o.es= me
o.s2= w0
o.ar= an
o35 wm
o.sow= e
o.z0w
o.cs=[ s
o.s0=] e
o.7semw
o.cs=[ e
o.ssw=[ e
o.ar= 0

2261.93, df=494, P-value=0.00000, RMSEA=0.111





