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Abstract

Coparenting refers to mothers and fathers articulating their efforts to raise their children. Currently, there are no instruments to
measure this construct in Brazil. In this study, the adequacy of a cross-cultural adaptation of the Coparenting Relationship Scale
(CRS) (Escala da Relacao Coparental - ERC) was evaluated, examining evidence of semantic, conceptual, cultural, idiomatic, opera-
tional and measurement equivalence, and face validity. Two independent research groups adapted the CRS and then produced
a unified version, completed by 171 couples with at least one child between 4 to 6 years of age. The precision of the subscales,
measured using Cronbach’s alpha, varied between .16 — .83. Four subscales had good precision in the Brazilian sample, but the
precision of the “Division of Labot”, “Copatenting Closeness”, and “Copatenting Agreement” subscales needs to be improved
and additional evidence of the validity of this instrument must be examined, so the CRS can be used in Brazil.
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Adaptagio Transcultural de um Instrumento para Avaliar a Copatentalidade: Coparenting Relationship Scale

Resumo

A coparentalidade envolve a articulagdo entre mées ¢ pais para criar os filhos. Ainda nio existem instrumentos para mensurar
este construto, no Brasil. Nesse estudo, foi verificada a adequagao de uma adaptacio transcultural do Coparenting Relationship Scale
(CRS) (Escala da Relagiao Coparental - ERC), por meio da avaliagio das equivaléncias semantica, conceitual, cultural, idioma-
tica, operacional e de mensurag¢ao ¢ da validade aparente. Dois grupos de pesquisa independentes adaptaram a CRS e, depois,
produziram uma versio unificada, respondida por 171 casais, com pelo menos um filho de 4 a 6 anos. Os indices de precisio,
mensurados por meio do alfa de Cronbach para cada subescala, variaram entre 0,16 e 0,83. Quatro subescalas apresentaram boa
precisao de mensuragio da coparentalidade no contexto brasileiro, mas serd necessario reformular as subescalas “Divisao de
Tarefas”, “Proximidade Coparental” e “Concordancia Coparental”, além de avaliar evidéncias adicionais de validade, para que
a ERC possa ser usada no Brasil.

Palavras-chave: coparentalidade; precisao; escala.

Adaptacion Transcultural de un Instrumento para Evaluar Coparentalidad: Coparenting Relationship Scale

Resumen

La copatentalidad implica articulacién entre madres y padres para criar a los hijos. Todavia en Brasil no existen instrumentos
para medir este constructo. En este estudio fue verificada la adecuacién de una adaptacion transcultural del Coparenting Rela-
tionship Scale (CRS) (Escala da Relagao Coparental - ERC), por medio de evaluacién de equivalencias semantica, conceptual,
cultural, idiomatica, operativa, de medicién y validez aparente. Dos grupos de investigacion independientes adaptaron CRS vy,
después, produjeron una version unificada, respondida por 171 parejas con por lo menos un hijo de 4 a 6 afios. Los indices de
precisién, medidos por medio de alfa de Cronbach para cada subescala, oscilaron entre 0,16 y 0,83. Cuatro subescalas presen-
taron buena precisiéon de medicién de coparentalidad en el contexto brasilefio, pero serd necesatio reformular las subescalas
“Divisién de Tareas”, “Proximidad Coparental” y “Concordancia Coparental”, ademas de evaluar evidencias adicionales de
validez, para que la ERC pueda ser utilizada en Brasil.

Palabras-clave: coparentalidad; precision; escala.

A series of economic and cultural changes have
led to structural and functional changes in family life
(Biasoli-Alves, 2000), which have contributed to the
development of new patterns of interaction between
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men and women, with implications for maternal and
paternal roles and for their collaboration with each
other in raising their children, known as coparenting.
Coparenting was defined by Feinberg (2003) as the way

) http:/ [ dx.doi.org/ 10.1590/ 1413-82712018230203



216 Carvalho, T. R. & cols. Adaptation of the Coparenting Relationship Scale

in which parents relate to one another in order to per-
form their parental roles. This relationship arises when
two individuals assume responsibilities for raising a par-
ticular child, and it is influenced by the broader social
and cultural context.

After gathering empirical evidence from several
studies, Feinberg (2002, 2003) proposed a model to
understand coparenting, the Coparenting Internal Structure
Model, distinguishing its internal dimensions and factors
from the ecological context in which the coparenting
relationship is inserted. The coparenting relationship
affects how parents understand their parental res-
ponsibilities, how they coordinate their involvements,
whether there is mutual support, and how they manage
conflicts related to the task of educating their children.
In Feinberg’s theoretical model, four components are
highlighted: (a) agreement or disagreement on childrea-
ring issues, (b) support or undermining of the partner’s
parenting, (c) division of child-related labor and (d)
joint management of family interactions.

The coparenting relationship has been measu-
red and evaluated in the international literature using
different methods, such as questionnaires, interviews
and observations (Frizzo, Kreutz, Schmidt, Piccinini,
& Bosa, 2005). However, no instruments developed to
assess this construct were found in the Brazilian litera-
ture. Thus, Carvalho and Barham (2016) compared the
psychometric properties of instruments developed in
other countries, to choose the one that seemed most
appropriate to undergo a cross-cultural adaptation pro-
cess for use in Brazil. Eight instruments were submitted
to a detailed analysis, comparing their characteristics and
evidence of their validity. The Parenting Alliance Measure
(PAM), the Coparenting Inventory for Parents and Adoles-
cents (CI-PA) and the Coparenting Relationship Scale (CRS)
were the instruments with the most robust evidence of
precision and validity. Based on this analysis, the CRS,
created by Feinberg, Brown and Kan (2012), was selec-
ted to go through the cross-cultural adaptation process,
since unlike the PAM, it was an instrument developed
based on the coparenting model proposed by Feinberg,
adopted as a reference in this study. In addition, the CRS
seemed to have an advantage over the CI-PA, since the
latter was designed to be used with mothers, fathers and
children of a particular age group (adolescents), making
it difficult to use this instrument in the development and
assessment of early interventions.

The CRS, created in the United States, aims to eva-
luate coparenting and is comprised of seven subscales,
based on the four more general domains of coparenting

proposed by Feinberg (2003). The first domain, which
refers to agreements or disagreements regarding
parental practices and issues related to child rearing,
is represented by the subscale “Coparenting Agree-
ment”. The second domain, involving the support or
undermining of the partner’s parenting role, is assessed
using three subscales: “Coparenting Support”, “Endor-
sement of Partner’s Parenting” and “Coparenting
Undermining”. The subscale “Coparenting Support”
is related to the perception of the support received
from the partner, while the subscale “Endorsement of
Partner’s Parenting” refers to the perception of one’s
own positive attitudes towards the partner’s parenting,
The third domain, which covers the joint management
of family interactions, is represented by the “Exposure
to Conflict” subscale, which is used to verify if the
parents have disagreements on how to raise their child,
in the presence of this child. The fourth domain, which
involves the parents’ division of childrearing work, is
evaluated with the “Division of Labot” subscale, which
aims to measure the satisfaction of each of the parents
with the contributions and involvement of their part-
ner in childrearing tasks. Finally, the authors created an
additional subscale, “Coparenting Closeness”, in order
to measure the extent to which coparenting interactions
contribute to perceptions of increased intimacy and
strengthening of the couple’s relationship.

In alongitudinal study, Feinberg et al. (2012) evalua-
ted a sample of couples using the CRS at three different
time points: when their children were 6 months of age
(collecting full data with 152 mothers and 149 fathers),
1 year old, and 3 years of age (retaining 139 mothers
and 129 fathers from the initial sample). The subscale
precision indices were examined for each wave of the
data collection, leading to the following results: Copa-
renting Agreement (alphas ranging between .66 and .74),
Coparenting Closeness (.75 - .83), Coparenting Support
(.86 - .89), Endorsement of Partner’s Parenting (.61- .88),
Coparenting Undermining (.80 - .85) and Exposure to
Conflict (.81 - .90). For the Division of Labor subscale,
composed of only two items, the authors presented values
for each time point, for the correlation between these
items, which ranged between .33 and .59. A confirmatory
factor analysis for the CRS, using two independent sam-
ples, has not been reported in the published literature,
but Feinberg et al. noted that the factor structure of the
CRS, for each wave of data collection, remained stable
over time, indicating that the relationship among con-
cepts that underlie coparenting did not change during
the first three years of parenting. The CRS scores were
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also significantly correlated with results on instruments
used to evaluate the quality of the marital relationship,
depressive symptoms (for mothers and for fathers), child
adjustment and negative affect.

Cross-cultural Adaptation of Psychometric Instruments

The term cross-cultural adaptation refers to a process
that involves specific methodological procedures to
adjust a psychometric instrument developed for a parti-
cular culture, so that it can be used in a different culture,
while maintaining the equivalence between the original
instrument and its adapted version (Machado, 2013). In
this sense, the possibility of using a measure develo-
ped in another language in a different country involves
more than simply translating items; it requires efforts to
evaluate language equivalence issues and to assess the
equivalence of the meaning of the behaviors described
in the instrument, considering the cultural context in
which the instrument was constructed and the cultural
context of the second country.

According to Guillemin, Bombardier, and Beaton
(1993), adapting a pre-existing measure for a different
target population has several advantages: (a) it provi-
des a common measure to investigate an undetlying
concept in different cultural contexts, enabling com-
parisons between people from different countries as
well as among people from distinct cultural-linguistic
groups, who live in the same country, (b) when des-
cribing national norms and practices, it permits the
inclusion of people who live in the country but who do
not speak the official language, avoiding the frequent
bias of only representing the country’s dominant cul-
ture, and (c) it is less expensive and time consuming
than creating a new measure. However, although invest-
ments to adapt instruments may be lower than those
needed to create a2 new measure, these authors com-
ment that cross-cultural adaptation also requires a great
deal of care and effort, as it involves a large number of
people and is time-consuming,

Steps in the Cross-cultural Adaptation Process

The steps followed in the present study are des-
cribed based on procedures suggested by Herdman,
Fox-Rushby and Badia (1998), Beaton, Bombardier,
Guillemin and Ferraz (2000) and Reichenheim and
Moraes (2007), involving the assessment of the fol-
lowing types of equivalence: semantic, conceptual,
cultural (or experiential), idiomatic, operational and
measurement.
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To establish semantic equivalence, the content of
the original instrument must be translated so that the
meaning expressed in the items of the original version
and in the wording of the items in the translated ver-
sion generates similar effects on the respondents of the
original culture and on those of the target culture (Rei-
chenheim & Moraes, 2007). This type of equivalence
depends on the convergence of word meaning between
the original and the translated version of the instru-
ment, as well as the exclusion of word choices that have
more than one meaning and that permit alternative
interpretations. This step occurs during the translation
and back-translation of instrument (Reichenheim &
Moraes, 2007) and typically requires grammatical chan-
ges in the sentence structure of the adapted version of
the instrument, such as occurs when working with one
language that uses gerunds and another that does not
use them (Guillemin et al., 1993).

The verification of conceptnal equivalence involves
assessing the correspondence between how constructs
are measured, using the original instrument, and how
well they are measured using the items of the adapted
version, as well as the checking for potential differences
in the conceptual meaning of the words used in the
adapted instrument and the words used in the original
the instrument (Beaton et al., 2000). The items may pre-
sent equivalence in semantic meaning, and at the same
time, conceptual differences. The words “brother” and
“cousin”, for instance, may mean only one degree of
kinship in some cultures and have a wider meaning in
others (Guillemin et al., 1993). At this point, it is also
important to assess the relevance and pertinence of the
different domains (or dimensions) that make up the
concept of interest in the original cultural context, in
the target culture (Reichenheim & Moraes, 2007).

Cultural equivalence analysis, in turn, involves deci-
ding whether the ideas described in each item, besides
being translatable, are also experienced in the target
country or culture (Beaton et al., 2000). As such, in this
step, it is important to verify if there is a correspon-
dence that goes beyond literal similarity, and that takes
into consideration geographic, educational and socioe-
conomic characteristics that influence the sociocultural
context (Reichenheim & Moraes, 2007). If necessary,
the item should be replaced by a similar item that des-
cribes a situation that is actually experienced in the
target culture (Beaton et al., 2000). The question, “How
many hours per week do you spend on leisure activi-
ties?”, for example, may not be appropriate in a context
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where most people do not have time for or access to
leisure opportunities (Guillemin et al., 1993).

In addition to the previous analyses, idiomatic equi-
valence aims to verify if the idiomatic and colloquial
expressions used in the instrument are translatable
and, if not, equivalent expressions must be found, to
replace them (Guillemin et al., 1993). After analyzing all
these dimensions of the wording of each item, it is also
important to examine the gperational equivalence of the
instrument being adapted. This involves evaluating the
possibility of using the same format, instructions, orga-
nization of the evalutation context, and measurement
methods in another culture, considering factors such
as the respondents’ educational levels, as well as their
access to and their familiarity with any technological
equipment that is used (e.g,, computers). Equivalence is
achieved when these elements do not affect the results
(Herdman et al., 1998).

After dealing with all the preceding issues, the
next requirement is to investigate the measurement equiva-
lence of the adapted instrument, to establish whether its
psychometric properties meet or surpass the standards
used to define acceptable levels of quality (Herdman
et al,, 1998). In addition, the psychometric properties
of each version of the instrument should be compared
(Reichenheim & Moraes, 2007).

In addition to these steps, previously described in
the literature on cross-cultural adaptation, we have also
included a step to verify the face validity of the copa-
renting instrument. The face validity of an instrument
is examined to discover whether the respondents (or
other lay observers) consider that the items used in the
instrument evaluate the intended construct. Thus, face
validity reflects the credibility of the instrument items
for the respondents (Pacico, 2015; Urbina, 2007).

The first task in the process of developing a new
version of an instrument, so that it is semantically
equivalent to the original instrument, requires the trans-
lation and back-translation of the instrument by several
professionals who have experience in the languages
of both the original and target cultures. The second
phase of evaluating and improving semantic equiva-
lence, together with conceptual, cultural and idiomatic
equivalence, is carried out by a committee of experts,
composed of methodologists, professionals in the field
of study, language professionals and some of the trans-
lators and back-translators. The role of the committee
is to compare all the translated and back-translated ver-
sions of the instrument and to reach a consensus about
how to resolve the discrepancies (Beaton et al., 2000).

In addition, the wording of each item must be exami-
ned and altered, as necessaty, so that each item is as
fully equivalent to the original item as possible. At the
end of this process, a new version of the instrument is
produced, that will be used in the final phase of testing
and adaptation. To assess the operational, measurement
and face validity equivalence of the instrument being
developed, it is then examined by individuals who fit
the profile of the target population for which the ins-
trument is being prepared (Herdman et al., 1998).

The objective of this article was to describe the
process of cross-cultural adaptation of the Coparenting
Relationship Scale, based on the analysis of semantic,
conceptual, cultural, idiomatic, operational, and measu-
rement equivalence and the face validity of a Brazilian
version of this instrument.

Method

Participants

This study was divided into seven steps (see
Figure 1), involving two research groups (G1 and G2),
one located in the southeast and the other in the south
of Brazil.

The first step in developing a Brazilian version of
the Coparenting Relationship Scale involved translating
it into Brazilian Portuguese. Five people translated the
instrument for G1 (four psychologists with high levels
of English proficiency and a professional with a degree
in Languages), and two people with good knowledge of
English translated the instrument for G2. Another ver-
sion of this instrument, in European Portuguese, was
used by both research groups and a Brazilian version
developed by Boing (2014) was used by G2, as additio-
nal translations. Next, each research group prepared a
new version of the scale, after comparing the transla-
tions. In G1, this task was performed by a psychologist
whose mother tongue is English and who is also fluent
in Portuguese, together with a psychologist whose
mother tongue is Portuguese and who also has good
proficiency in English. In G2, this task was carried
out by a psychology graduate student who has good
knowledge of the English language.

In G1, the back-translations (Step 2) were per-
formed by a bilingual person (whose mother’s native
language was Hnglish and whose father’s native
language was Portuguese) and by a native English-
-speaker who has a degree in teaching English as a
Second Language, and who is fluent in Portuguese.
The analysis of the back-translations was performed
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Research Group 1 Research Group 2

\ 4

Step 1 - Translation of the original instrument and synthesis of the translations

4

Step 2 - Back-translation and analysis of back-translations

4

Step 3 - Assessment of semantic, conceptual, cultural and idiomatic equivalences

¥

Step 4 - Assessment of operational equivalence

5 translators and 2 researchers 2 translators and 1 researcher

2 translators and 1 researcher 1 translator and 1 researcher

4 researchers 5 researchers

4 participants (2 couples with at least one child between 3 and 6 years of age)

¥

Step 5 - Assessment of face validity
50 participants (25 fathers and 25 mothers with at least one child 3 to 6 years of age)

\ 4

Step 6 - Construction of a unified version of the CRS

4 participants (2 researchers from each research group)

\ 4

Step 7 - Measurement equivalence of the unified version

342 participants (171 mothers and 171 fathers with at least one child 4 to 6 years of age)

Figure 1. Flowchart of the steps taken in the cross-cultural adaptation of the Coparenting Relationship Scale (CRS).

by psychology professor who is fluent in Portuguese
and whose native language is English. In G2, the
back-translation was performed by a psychologist
with good knowledge of English and the analysis of
the material produced was performed by a second
psychologist, who is fluent in English.

Each research group organized a committee of
experts (Step 3), which had the task of examining
and improving the semantic, conceptual, cultural, and
idiomatic equivalence of the instrument. In G1, this
committee was composed of four psychologists (three
of them with a doctorate) and in G2, there were five
psychologists (three of them with a doctorate).

The assessment of operational equivalence (Step
4), conducted by G1, involved the participation of two
couples who had at least one child between 3 and 6
years of age and in which both the man and the woman
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worked outside the home and both of them resided
with the child. Next, the face validity of the instrument
(Step 5) was examined, considering information obtai-
ned from 25 couples (50 participants), who had at least
one child between 3 to 6 years of age. The average age
of the participants was 36.9 years (sd = 6.14), they wor-
ked 8.2 hours a day, on average (s = 2.22), and the
couples had been together for 10.7 years, on average (s
= 4.30). Half of the participants had completed tertiary
level studies.

A comparison of the instruments developed by
each research group (Step 6) was carried out by four
psychologists (a psychology professor and a graduate
student in psychology from each research group).
Finally, measurement equivalence (Step 7) was evalua-
ted with a sample of 171 couples (342 participants)
who had at least one child between 4 to 6 years of age.
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The average age of the participants was 30.6 years (sd =
6.44) and the couples had been together for 10.5 years,
on average (sd = 4.41). About half of the participants
(56.4%) had completed higher education, and their ave-
rage working hours varied from 0 to 90 hours a week.

Instrument

The Coparenting Relationship Scale (CRP) is
a self-report instrument. It is comprised of 35 items
divided into seven subscales: Coparenting Agreement,
Coparenting Closeness, Coparenting Support, Endor-
sement of Partner’s Parenting, Division of Labor,
Coparenting Undermining, and Exposure to Conflict.
The items for the Exposure to Conflict subscale uses
a seven-point frequency-scale that ranges from 0 (never)
to 6 (very often - several times a day). The other subscales
are assessed using a seven-point agreement-scale, that
ranges from O (not true of us) to 6 (very true of us).

Procedures

As shown in Figure 1, in addition to the first four
steps based on the procedures proposed by Beaton et
al. (2000), Herdman et al. (1998) and Reichenheim and
Moraes (2007), carried out independently by each of
the research groups, the face validity of the instrument
developed by G1 was verified (Step 5), the versions
developed by each group were unified (Step 6) and
measurement equivalence was assessed by G2, using
the unified, Brazilian version of the Coparenting Rela-
tionship Scale (Step 7).

The first step of the cross-cultural adaptation pro-
cess involved the translation of the CRS. Both in G1
and G2, each translator received printed material with a
brief presentation of the coparenting theory, followed
by a three-column table. In the first column, CRS infor-
mation (title, instructions, items and scoring scales) was
displayed in English. In the second column, which was
blank, the translator would translate this information
into Portuguese. In the third column, the translator
could note any concerns or comments. In each research
group, the translated versions of the instrument were
analyzed, and each group prepared a first version of the
Coparenting Relationship Scale.

For the back-translation of the instrument (Step
2), participants of both research groups received a
form similar to the one described above, to translate the
Brazilian version of the instrument developed in each
group (title, instructions, items and scoring scales) back
into English. The English versions were then compared
with the original version (in English), and based on the

discrepancies, each group modified its version of the
CRS (in Portuguese).

Next, each research group held a meeting with a
committee of experts (Step 3) to examine and improve
the equivalence of the adapted versions (developed at
the end of Step 2) with respect to the original version.
Participants were given a form with a brief presenta-
tion of the coparenting theory and a table with spaces
indicated for the assessment of semantic, conceptual,
cultural and idiomatic equivalence of the items, instruc-
tions, and the rating scales used in the instrument.

To determine the operational equivalence of the
instrument (Step 4), participants were individually
interviewed to obtain information about any doubts
or difficulties they had in understanding the items or
instructions of the Brazilian version of the instrument.
Suggestions to improve the wording of the items were
noted and, based on the information collected, adjust-
ments were made to the instrument.

To analyze the face validity of the instrument
(Step 5), researchers from G1 initially recruited par-
ticipants from elementary schools in the city of Sao
Carlos. Additional families were located by indication
of the initial participants, using the Swowball Technigue
(Sadler, Lee, Lim & Fullerton, 2010). Two interviewers
visited each couple, so that the CRS could be applied
during separate and simultaneous interviews with each
member of the couple. In order to evaluate the face
validity of the CRS, participants gave their opinion
about whether or not the behavior described in each
item influences the coparenting relationship, whether
the impact is positive (helpful) or negative (hinder-
ing) and indicated the strength of this influence using
a scale ranging from 1 (¢ helps/ hinders just a little) to 10
(it helps/ hinders in a very significant way). In addition, the
interviewer asked the participants to give examples for
six pre-selected items, cycling through the items from
one interview to the next, in order to obtain examples
for all the items.

To develop a unified version of the CRS (Step 6),
the two research groups made contact' and then com-
pared their versions of the instrument. The differences
were analyzed, and a unified version of the CRS was
developed at the end of this step, which was used in the
final step, to evaluate measurement equivalence.

Participants of the measurement equivalence
assessment (Step 7) were recruited in elementary

' Members of the two research groups met at a Brazilian research

conference, where they learned that both groups were carrying out a
cross-cultural adaptation of the Coparenting Relationship Scale.
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schools in cities of the Southern region of the country.
The remaining families were contacted via indications
provided by the initial participants. The CRS was
answered during an individual interview at a location
chosen by each participant (his or her home, the child’s
school or the Psychological Assistance Service at the
Federal University of Santa Catarina).

Data analysis

The information obtained in Steps 1 to 4 and
in Step 6 were examined based on qualitative analysis
procedures, by gathering information from different
informants to improve the wording of the items of the
Brazilian version of the CRS.

To analyze the examples given by the respon-
dents for each item of the instrument, in Step 5, for
the analysis of face validity, two judges reached a con-
sensus about whether each example referred to the
coparenting behavior described in the item. To verify
participants’ perceptions of the influence of the beha-
viors described in the items on the establishment of the
coparenting relationship, we tallied the number of par-
ticipants who believed that the behavior described was
helpful in establishing a positive coparenting relation-
ship, the number who believed the influence exerted
was negative and the number who believed there was
no influence. In addition, the average impact rating was
calculated for items viewed as having a positive or as
having a negative influence.

In order to analyze the precision of the Copa-
renting Relationship Scale, in Step 7, the internal
consistency values for each subscale were determi-
ned by calculating Cronbach’s alpha since, according
to Bland and Altman (1997), it is possible to calculate
these values for sets of two or more items. Alpha values
equal to or greater than .70 were considered as evidence
that the subscale has good precision (Urbina, 2007).

Ethical considerations

The authors of the CRS were contacted as a first
step in planning this research, and they agreed that
their instrument could be adapted for use in Brazil. All
efforts were made to act in accordance with resolution
number 466, published on December 12, 2012, and
the research projects that gave rise to this study were
approved by the Ethics Committees for Research with
Human Beings (approval no. 674.525 and approval no.
1.514.798). Both the professionals who participated in
the adaptation stages of the instrument and the couples
who were interviewed received information about the
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goals and conditions of the study, before signing the
Informed Consent Form. Confidentiality of the infor-
mation obtained was ensured, as was the anonymity of
the couples who were interviewed.

Results

Translation, Back-transiation and Assessment of = Semantic,
Conceptual, Cultural and Idiomatic Equivalences

At each step of the cross-cultural adaptation pro-
cess, adjustments were made to the instruments being
developed by G1 and G2. With regards to semantic
equivalence, grammatical changes were made in the
wording of some items or instructions. For example, in
Item 3, “My partner asks my opinion on matters related
to parenting”, the word “parenting” was replaced with
“parenting roles”. Other items were also slightly rewor-
ded, to ensure they referred to observable behaviors,
such as Item 13, “My partner does not trust my abilities
as a mother”, which became, “My partner demonstrates
that he does not trust my abilities as a mother”.

During the evaluation of conceptual equivalence,
it became apparent that, in the English language, “my
partner” and “child ” refer to people of both genders
(male and female), but this is not the case in the Pot-
tuguese language. To deal with this, the expression
“nosso(a) filho(a)” was chosen as the translation for
the word “child”, to be able to use the instrument
with participants who had children of either gender.
With respect to the word “partner”, however, both
G1 and G2 developed two versions of the CRS, one
for each gender, to avoid using items that referred to
children and parents of each gender (four different
situations). The decision to use gender-specific forms
is in keeping with the European-Portuguese adapta-
tion of this instrument.

With respect to the assessment of cultural equi-
valence, the committee members considered that all
the items described behaviors that can occur in Brazi-
lian coparenting relationships. Finally, when examining
idiomatic equivalence, the idiomatic expression “dirty
work” (Item 5), which had been translated as “#abalho
dificil’ (difficult work), was altered to “#rabalho pesado”
(heavy work). The expression “at my wits end” (Item
26) was also flagged, but one of the translations, “no
meu limite” (at my limit), corresponds well to the origi-

nal expression.
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Operational Equivalence Assessment

After the instrument was tested for operational
equivalence, the following changes were introduced:
(a) inclusion of the word “satisfied” in Item 17, as one
of the participants had difficulty understanding this
item, and (b) maintain the use of the word “preudica”
(harms), but add the word “sabota” (sabotages) in Item
22, instead of “mina” (undermines), in order to facili-
tate participants’ understanding;

Face Validity Assessment

Item comprehension. The examples given by
the participants for each CRS item indicate that they
clearly understood the items. Although a few respon-
dents provided examples that were not specific to
the item they had been asked to illustrate, all of their
examples involved coparenting. Furthermore, only one
participant was unable to think of an example, at the
time of the interview, for one of the items (Item 14,
“My partner demonstrates being sensitive to the fee-
lings and needs of our child”), but he considered that
this item described a coparenting behavior. Given that
the participants interpreted the instrument items cor-
rectly, this meant that the instrument developed using
cross-cultural adaptation techniques was clearly unders-
tood and did not need to be further modified.

Table 1

Behaviors that influence coparenting. Parti-
cipants indicated whether they thought the behaviors
described in each item helped, hindered or had no
effect on the ability of parents to work together to raise
their children. These responses were used to assess the
degree to which Brazilian parents considered that the
behaviors described in the original instrument applied
to the Brazilian context. For each of the CRS items
described by Feinberg et al. (2012) as corresponding to
positive dimensions of coparenting, 82% to 100% of
the Brazilian participants agreed that these behaviors
would have a positive influence on interactions between
parents. On a scale from 1 to 10, the average rating of
the positive impact of each of these behaviors ranged
from 7.5 to 9.6. Similarly, for the items described by
Feinberg et al. as corresponding to negative dimen-
sions of coparenting, 76% to 100% of the Brazilian
participants reported that they believed the behaviors
described in these items would negatively influence
interactions between parents, with negative impact
ratings ranging from 5.8 to 9.7.

Development of a Unified Version of the CRS
After comparing the two versions of the CRS
prepared by each research group, changes were made

tems with Wording Differences in the two Brazilian Adaptations of the CRS and the Wording Adopted in the Unified 1 ersion of the

Instrument for use in Brazil

Original Research Group 1

Research Group 2

Unified Version

5. My partner likes to play
with our child and then
leave the dirty work to me.

Meu parceiro gosta de
brincar com nosso(a) filho(a)
¢ deixa para mim o trabalho
pesado.

6. My partner and I have
the same goals for our

child.

Meu parceiro e eu temos as

mesmas petas para nosso(a)

filho(a).

7. My partner still wants Men parceiro ainda faz suas

to do his or her own

thing instead of being a algumas responsabilidades

de pai.

responsible parent.

22. My partner
undermines my parenting.

Meu parceiro prejudica

minha atuacdo como mde.

Men companbeiro gosta de
brincar com nosso(a) filho(a)

e deixcar o trabalho sujo
bara minm.

Eu e meu companbeiro temos
os mesmos objetivos para o(a)

nosso(a) filho(a).

Men companbeiro ainda quer

priprias coisas e ndo_assume_ fazer suas proprias coisas

ao invés de ser um

pai responsavel.

Men companbeiro sabota meu

papel de mae.

5. Meu companbeiro gosta de
brincar com nosso(a) filho(a)
¢ deixa para mim o

trabalho pesado.

Meu companbeiro e eu temos

as mesmas petas para

nosso(a) filho(a).

Men companbeiro ainda quer
fazer suas proprias coisas

ao invés de ser um

pai responsdavel.

Men companbeiro sabota

(prejudica) meu papel de mae.
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Table 2
Precision of the Unified VVersion of the Coparenting Relationship Scale
Subscale Number of items Cronbach’s Alpha

Coparenting Support 6 .83
Exposure to Conflict 5 .81
Endorsement of Partner’s Parenting 7 78
Coparenting Undermining 6 72
Coparenting Agreement 4 .68
Coparenting Closeness 5 406
Division of Labor 2 16

to items 3, 5, 6, 7, 12, 14, 17, 20 and 22 to improve
the linguistic quality of the translation and to develop a
unified version of the CRS. The items with the greatest
discrepancies between the two versions are presented

in Table 1.

Measurement Equivalence Assessment

The internal consistency of each subscale of the
unified version of the CRS, determined using a sample
of 171 couples (342 participants), are shown in Table
2. Four subscales (Exposure to Conflict, Endorsement
of Partner’s Parenting, Coparenting Support and Copa-
renting Undermining) had Cronbach’s alpha values that
exceeded the recommended value of .70. However, the
other three subscales (Coparenting Agreement, Copa-
renting Closeness and Division of Labor) had alpha
values that were below .70.

Discussion

A difficult task in psychology is to distinguish
relatively invariant or universal factors (“zature’) from
sociocultural factors (“murture’), which result in the
different expressions of human needs. The copa-
renting relationship involves both of these elements,
and therefore, the utility of an instrument with good
psychometric properties is evidenced when such a mea-
sure can be adapted for use in other countries where the
cultural environment is different. The CRS was crea-
ted in the United States and has already been adapted
for use in Portugal by Lamela, Figueiredo and Feinberg
(personal communication with D. J. P. V. Lamela on
January 10, 2014). The objective of the current study
was to carry out a cross-cultural adaptation and analyze
evidence concerning the precision of this instrument
for the Brazilian population.
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Although various authors (Beaton et al., 2000;
Herdman, Fox-Rushby, & Badia, 1998; Machado, 2013;
Reichenheim, & Moraes, 2007) have explained the
importance of carrying out a cross-cultural adaptation
process before using an instrument that was develo-
ped in another culture, many researchers in the field do
not follow the recommended procedures, which may
compromise the accuracy of the information obtained
using these instruments (Macuglia, Almeida, Santos, &
Giacomoni, 2010).

In view of the importance of the cross-cultural
adaptation process to develop high quality instruments,
the tasks undertaken in this study included the asses-
sment of semantic, conceptual, cultural, idiomatic,
operational and measurement equivalence, and two
additional steps: one to verify the face validity of the
adapted instrument (if it appears to assess the cons-
truct it is intended to measure, in this case, coparenting)
and the other to construct a unified version of the ins-
trument, based on the perceptions of participants from
two different regions of Brazil.

A first source of evidence that the behaviors des-
cribed in the Coparenting Relationship Scale also occur
in Brazilian coparenting relationships was obtained,
based on the conclusions of the two expert commit-
tees. This result fits with a universalist approach to
cross-cultural research. These theorists claim that many
behaviors occur in different cultures with equivalent
social functions, although there may be variations in the
form, frequency or intensity of these behaviors (Herd-
man, Fox-Rushby and Badia 1997; Segall et al., 1998).

Evidence of the face validity of the Brazilian ver-
sion of the CRS also points to the equivalence between
coparenting behaviors described in the original instru-
ment and those that occur among Brazilian parents.
Participants were able to provide examples of each
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behavior, they agreed with Feinberg et al. (2012) with
respect to the positive or negative nature of the impact
of each behavior on coparenting, and they indicated
that these behaviors have a relatively strong influence
on how couples interact, with respect to raising their
children. These results provide evidence that Feinberg’s
model of coparenting, on which the instrument was
based, is also relevant for the Brazilian context.

The construction of a unified version of the CRS
for the Southern and Southeastern regions of Brazil
contributed to eliminating vague linguistic terms and
to reaching a consensus about the best translation for
colloquial expressions in the original instrument (e.g,,
dirty work). These improvements are important for
increasing the accuracy of the data obtained with this
instrument, in future studies conducted in Brazil.

With respect to the measurement equivalence of
the CRS, evidence was found indicating that four of the
seven subscales had adequate precision, similar to the
results found by Feinberg et al. (2012). The precision of
the Coparenting Support subscale in the current study
was .83, similar to the original values, which were bet-
ween .86 and .89. The precision of the Endorsement
of Partner’s Parenting subscale was .78, which was also
comparable to the values reported for the American
parents, ranging between .61 and .88. The precision of
the Coparenting Undermining subscale was .72, which
was adequate, although slightly lower than the values
reported in the original study (.80 to .85). Finally, the
precision of the Exposure to Conflict subscale was .81,
a value in the same range as those reported by Feinberg
et al., which varied between .81 and .90.

For the Coparenting Agreement subscale, although
the observed precision value (« = .68) in this study was
slightly below the reference value (x = .70), this result is
compatible with the values reported by Feinberg et al.
(2012), which ranged between .66 and .74. It is possi-
ble that, with a larger sample of Brazilian participants,
this problem will be resolved. According to Bland and
Altman (1997), the greater the number of participants
who answer an instrument, the greater the normality
of the distribution for each response, and consequently,
the higher the alpha values.

With respect to the Coparenting Closeness subs-
cale, the precision (@ = .46) was significantly below
both the reference value for adequate precision and the
values reported by Feinberg et al. (2012), which ranged
from .75 to .83. This result may reflect the existence
of cultural differences, since according to Mardco and
Garcia-Marques (2000), low alpha values may reflect

differences in the grouping or relevance of the items
in each culture. Given that we applied the CRS in a
country that is culturally different from the one where
it was developed, a confirmatory factor analysis should
be conducted to determine whether the relationships
among the items and each of the factors are the same
for American and Brazilian parents. Some items may
have a weak relationship with the factor they were
expected to represent, among Brazilian parents, and
some items may need to be moved to a different subs-
cale, in comparison with the structure of the CRS that
was found for American parents. For instance, given
that the instrument was used with parents with pres-
chool children, the item “Parenting has given us a focus
for the future”, in the Coparenting Closeness subscale,
might be less relevant for Brazilian than for American
couples, as a significant percentage of Brazilian parents
start thinking more concretely about their children’s
future after they enter elementary school, while this
concern appears carlier on among American parents
(Santis, Barham, Coimbra & Fontaine, 2017).

Finally, the precision of the Division of Labor
subscale was very low (o = .16), but this subscale also
presented problems in the study conducted by Feinberg
et al. (2012), with correlation values ranging between
.33 and .59. The working of one of these items may
be a factor that resulted in the low reliability of this
subscale, both in the original (US) and in the Brazilian
sample. The statement, “My partner likes to play with
our child and then leave the dirty work to me”, for ins-
tance, includes two behaviors (playing with the child,
and avoiding work). This kind of item is usually less
reliable (Pacico, 2015).

Considering these hypotheses for the low preci-
sion of three of the subscales of the Brazilian version
of the CRS, in future studies, it will be important to
increase the sample size, analyze the internal structure
of the Brazilian version of the instrument, and rewrite
the items of the Division of Labor subscale. In addi-
tion, evidence concerning the validity of the Brazilian
version of this instrument is also needed.

Once the CRS has been adapted for use in yet
other countries, there will be greater opportunities to
compare each country’s specific and different cultural
influences on the coparenting relationship, increasing
our understanding of invariant and cultural factors
present in the coparenting relationship. In addition, if
professionals use adapted versions of the same instru-
ment to assess outcomes of coparenting intervention

Psico-UST; Braganga Panlista, v. 23, n. 2, p. 215-227, abr./jun. 2018



Carvalho, T. R. & ¢ols. Adaptation of the Coparenting Relationship Scale 225

programs, it will be easier to compare the results and to
identify the most effective intervention strategies.

In conclusion, the cross-cultural adaptation of an
instrument is important in understanding a particular
phenomenon, by comparing results for different coun-
tries or in culturally different regions of a single country.
After conducting the study described above, we con-
clude that the objective of conducting and describing
the process of cross-cultural adaptation of the CRS for
the Brazilian population has been achieved. As part of
the adaptation process, we developed a unified version
of this instrument, based on adaptations made in two
different regions of the same country (Southeast and
South), which allowed us to reconcile the cultural, idio-
matic, conceptual, semantic and operational differences
between these two regions. The adaptation process
should be continued with samples from the remaining
regions of Brazil (North, Northeast and Central-West),
to prepare a national version of this instrument that
will allow us to consider the implications of similarities
and differences in patterns of coparenting, across all
regions of the country.
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