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Abstract
Though research on assessing posttraumatic growth has been severely critiqued, some evidence
suggests close others can observe and report changes in individuals following traumatic life
events and are sensitive to idiosyncratic ways in which changes manifest. We extended these
findings by investigating corroboration of self-perceived posttraumatic growth (PTG) and
depreciation (PTD) as measured by the Posttraumatic Growth Inventory-42 (PTGI-42) among
Sri Lankan Tamil war survivors (n = 200). Informants slightly corroborated overall levels of
PTG and PTD, while a more nuanced profile analysis procedure revealed overall—but not
distinctive—profile agreement. This suggests self-other agreement is modest and may partly
reflect shared narratives and collective cultural understandings about how people change after
trauma. Results demonstrate further that informants were not sensitive to idiosyncratic ways in
which target individuals had changed. Together, the lack of validity evidence suggests that the
PTGI-42 may be inadequate in some cross-cultural contexts as a measure of nuanced
posttraumatic change (i.e., as a measure of specific changes in the five theorized domains of
growth and depreciation). Future work should emphasize culture- and context-sensitive
measurement of posttraumatic change, particularly focusing on methods other than retrospective
self-reports, such as prospective longitudinal designs.
Public Significance Statement

This study suggests a common measure of perceived posttraumatic change may not
capture changes among Sri Lankan civil war survivors. Posttraumatic change may manifest
differently following collective trauma (e.g., ethnopolitical violence) in collectivistic cultures
than it does following idiosyncratic trauma in individualistic cultures (the setting for most

posttraumatic change research).
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Investigating Corroboration of Self-Perceived Posttraumatic Growth among Sri Lankan
Tamil Survivors of Ethnopolitical Warfare Through Trait, Domain, and Profile Agreement
Approaches

It is perhaps appealing, inspiring, and heartening to look for growth opportunities in the
wake of trauma and tragedy. The study of such positive change—often referred to as
posttraumatic growth—is a rich but controversial area of study, as it is unclear how to
definitively assess whether and how someone has truly grown from their struggle with adversity
(E. Jayawickreme & Blackie, 2014). Such actual or perceived change in response to trauma is of
clinical interest both as an antecedent to other trauma outcomes (e.g., Blix et al., 2016; Engelhard
et al., 2015; Park et al., 2022) and as an outcome in its own right (e.g., Blix et al., 2016;
Engelhard et al., 2015; Park et al., 2008; Schubert et al., 2016; Thomas et al., 2021)

The purpose of this paper is to investigate whether informants can corroborate self-
reports of posttraumatic growth (PTG) and posttraumatic depreciation (PTD) in a nuanced way,
extending beyond agreement on common cultural narratives about the impact of adversity. To
the extent that close others can corroborate a person’s reports of the levels, domains, and pattern
of PTG/PTD, it suggests such self-reports may reflect genuine changes (Allport, 1937). We
examined this question using the 42-item Posttraumatic Growth Inventory (PTGI-42; Baker et
al., 2008) among survivors of ethnopolitical warfare, specifically the Sri Lankan Civil War
(1983-2009, see Figure S1, page 14 in the Supplement). The PTGI (Tedeschi & Calhoun, 1996),
is the predominant self-report posttraumatic growth measure (E. Jayawickreme & Blackie, 2014)
and 1s commonly used in clinical research (e.g., see Schubert et al., 2016, Table 1), as well as
specifically in studies of trauma following the Sri Lankan Civil War (e.g., Jayasuriya, 2014;

McCaslin et al., 2009; O’Neill et al., 2021).
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Corroboration of Posttraumatic Growth and Depreciation

Following the PTGI, posttraumatic growth is commonly measured in five domains
(Tedeschi & Calhoun, 1996): 1) greater appreciation of life, 2) strengthened relationships, 3)
increased personal strength, 4) deeper understanding of spiritual matters, and 5) new perceived
opportunities. The observed relationship between specific domains of PTG and mental health has
been documented only infrequently in studies of PTG, but existing evidence points to a possible
ameliorative effect for domains associated with self-efficacy (e.g., personal strength; Fu et al.,
2021) and a negative effect for domains associated with coping (e.g., spiritual matters; Frazier et
al., 2009). In contrast, PTD denotes negative changes in the same domains (e.g., weaker social
relationships). Assessments of PTG/PTD typically use retrospective reports, in which individuals
report how they think they have changed, rather than calculating pre-post longitudinal change
over time (Frazier et al., 2009, 2014; E. Jayawickreme & Blackie, 2014), due in large part to the
inherent difficulty of predicting and studying traumatic events prospectively. Thus, such work—
including this paper—focuses on perceptions of PTG and PTD.

Although rigorous longitudinal measurement strategies to complement, corroborate, or
contradict retrospective self-reports are necessary (see Blackie et al., 2017; E. Jayawickreme et
al., 2021), Helgeson (2010) proposed an alternative strategy to evaluate self-reports of PTG:
corroboration through self-other agreement. Personality psychology has a long history of using
self-other agreement to assess the validity of trait measures (Allport, 1937; Funder, 1993; Vazire
& Carlson, 2010), and the same logic can be applied to posttraumatic change. Specifically, if
there is self-other agreement on perceptions of PTG, the target’s beliefs concerning their own
PTG likely have some basis in shared social reality (Helgeson, 2010). Indeed, several studies

offer evidence of moderate self-other agreement on perceived overall and domain-specific PTG
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ratings (Blackie et al., 2015; McMillen & Cook, 2003; Shakespeare-Finch & Enders, 2008;
Weiss, 2002), suggesting self-reports of PTG may correspond to actual changes. Though the
features of PTG may vary across contexts (Weiss & Berger, 2010), changes in the domains
associated with PTG (e.g., changes in self-sufficiency, philosophy of life, and relationships;
Tedeschi & Calhoun, 1995) have been observed in Sri Lanka (e.g., the domains of family
responsibility, religious faith, and community status; O’Neill et al., 2021). We would therefore
expect that close others would corroborate targets’ reports to the extent such changes are
manifested in their everyday behavior (Helgeson, 2010).

However, examining self-other agreement as correlations between posttraumatic growth
scales has at least two immediate weaknesses. First, it neglects the potential for more complex
changes than mere “growth” following trauma—notably, potential simultaneous growth and
depreciation in the same domain(s) of posttraumatic change (e.g., some relationships growing
stronger while others grow weaker; Baker et al., 2008). Second, examination of self-other
agreement on levels of PTG/PTD neglects more nuanced assessments of agreement, such as the
pattern of changes across several domains.

To investigate corroboration of posttraumatic change considering these methodological
issues, we examined four increasingly nuanced levels at which informants might corroborate
self-reports: trait, domain, overall profile, and distinctive profile agreement (see Table 1 for
overview). Trait agreement for PTG/PTD refers to agreement on overall scores combined across
domains. This is a low bar for agreement: Raters must only agree on the general magnitudes of
positive/negative changes, rather than agreeing about specific changes in targets. Domain
agreement refers to agreement on scores for a specific domain of PTG/PTD. This is a more

nuanced assessment: Raters must agree not just on the direction and magnitude of change (i.e.,
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how much did the person grow or depreciate following trauma), but also on particular domain(s)
in which such change occurred. Profile agreement (see Furr, 2008, 2009) refers to agreement on
the relative ordering of domains in which targets have changed more and less. Agreement is high
to the extent that participants and informants agree, for example, that the participant experienced
the most PTG in the relationships dimension, followed by the spirituality dimension, and least in
the personal strength dimension. This is a yet more nuanced assessment of agreement: Raters
must agree not only on the specific domains in which individuals change, but also on the ranked
pattern of change across several domains.

Profile agreement further distinguishes between overall profile agreement—the degree to
which two ratings of a profile show similar patterns of raw scores—and distinctive profile
agreement—the degree to which two profile ratings resemble each other in terms of how they
differ from the sample’s typical or normative profile (Furr, 2008). This latter, more stringent
form of profile agreement lends further credibility to self-reports of PTG/PTD, as it suggests
informants and targets are not merely endorsing the same generic socially desirable changes
(e.g., endorsement of redemptive changes, McAdams, 2006). That is, distinctive profile
agreement further controls for how normative a pattern of change is within the sample. Put
another way, if people tend to (or are perceived to) change similarly in response to trauma,
targets and informants might rely on such shared expectations when rating the target. Such
shared patterns would contribute to estimates of overall profile agreement to the extent that many
dyads use such expectations in their ratings. However, distinctive profile agreement avoids such
shared patterns across dyads by comparing ratings of a target’s distinctive profile—the profile of
ways in which the targets’ changes differ from the average profile in the sample. Thus,

distinctive profile agreement constitutes strong evidence that raters are not merely relying on
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shared assumptions about how people generally change, but rather are relying on perceptions
specific to the target’s idiosyncratic changes.

Our examination builds on similar work by Blackie and colleagues (2015), who
examined self-other agreement on perceptions of posttraumatic growth and depreciation among
US Americans who had experienced a traumatic event within the past 5 years. At the trait level,
they found evidence of self-other agreement for PTD, but not for PTG, consistent with research
indicating negative changes are more salient to observers (Helgeson, 2010). However, at the
profile level, they observed both overall and distinctive profile agreement for PTG and PTD,
suggesting informants were sensitive to both typical and idiosyncratic differences in targets’
domains of growth and depreciation. Such agreement lends credibility to self-reported
posttraumatic change. In the current study, we replicate and extend this approach by examining
self-other agreement in trait, domain, and profile levels of PTG and PTD in a non-Western
sample of individuals impacted by ethnopolitical violence: survivors of the Sri Lankan Civil
War.

The Sri Lankan Civil War

The Sri Lankan Civil War (1983-2009) was a prolonged internal conflict resulting in the
deaths of 100,000 people and the displacement of 800,000 (E. Jayawickreme et al., 2010; N.
Jayawickreme et al., 2012; Vhurumuku et al., 2012). The conflict was primarily between the Sri
Lankan government and the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam, a Tamil separatist group
(Vhurumuku et al., 2012). Of those displaced, many are internally displaced within Sri Lanka,
resulting in comparable stressors as externally displaced refugees but without the United
Nations’ refugee resources (United Nations Commission on Human Rights, 1996). For example,

in the context of these wartime and post-conflict stressors, female survivors have comparable
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rates of depressive symptoms to American trauma survivors (N. Jayawickreme et al., 2017). In a
qualitative post-war study, Somasundaram and Sivayokan (2013) found that individual, family,
and cultural traumas and trauma responses included increased suicidality, maladaptive coping,
break-up of family systems, corruption, and hopelessness. Relevant to the present study,
however, these same authors also recorded culturally-relevant manifestations of PTG in the form
of personal development, along with meaning-making practices of new art forms, non-traditional
jobs/entrepreneurship, and re-emergence of traditional art forms. We sought to examine whether
close others could corroborate self-reports of post traumatic changes among survivors of this
civil war.
The Current Study

We extended Blackie and colleagues’ (2015) examination of self-informant agreement on
posttraumatic change to Sri Lankan Tamil civil war survivors. Specifically, we examined four
levels of agreement: (1) agreement on target participants’ relative standing on overall PTG and
PTD compared to other participants (i.e., trait agreement), (2) agreement on the relative standing
of target participants’ PTG and PTD in each specific domain of PTG/PTD (i.e., domain
agreement), (3) agreement on target participants’ profile of scores across PTG/PTD domains
(i.e., overall profile agreement), and (4) agreement on target participants’ profile of scores across
PTG/PTD domains, corrected for the average profile in the sample (i.e., distinctive profile
agreement; Furr, 2008, 2009).

The current work thus expands on Blackie and colleagues’ work by examining agreement
at the domain level and in a non-Western sample. This latter goal is important because though
the broad concept of PTG exhibits some cross-cultural validity (Splevins et al., 2010), and the

PTGI has been widely used cross-culturally (see Weiss & Berger, 2010 for a review), it remains
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unclear whether the domains and items of the PTGI adequately capture cultural variations in the
valuing and specific domains of growth (Vazquez et al., 2014). Finally, this study’s design (self-
and other-ratings for both members of dyads) permits examination of forms of similarity not
available in Blackie and colleagues’ design (e.g., similarity between self-ratings within dyads).
We focus on self-other agreement here, but present the full complement of similarity among
ratings in the Supplement (pp. 5-10).

If self-reports of PTG/PTD reflect actual change experienced by survivors of trauma, we
should see evidence of self-other agreement at all four increasingly nuanced levels (trait, domain,
overall profile, and distinctive profile). Moreover, for profile agreement, we particularly should
see evidence of distinctive profile agreement, which indexes agreement about the targets’
idiosyncratic profiles of domain changes. However, if individuals rely on cultural scripts or
stereotypes about change following trauma, we should not expect to find evidence of distinctive
profile agreement (which controls for normativity). Given the lack of research examining
corroboration of PTG/PTD in non-Western samples, we did not have a directional hypothesis
and examined the questions described above in an exploratory fashion. This study was not
preregistered.

Method

Two hundred Sri Lankan Tamil participants (100 pairs) were recruited from ten centers
run by the Family Rehabilitation Centre (FRC), a Sri-Lankan-based nongovernmental
organization in the northern and eastern provinces providing counseling and other services for
internally-displaced individuals. Participants experienced many war-related stressors. The most
common traumatic event, as recorded with the RESIST War Problems Scale (N. Jayawickreme

et al., 2012), was seeing a loved one die (n = 140); the most common problem experienced as a
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result of the war was the loss of material goods (7 = 153); the most common psychological
problem experienced was the idiom of distress “problems have made the heart broken” (n = 141).
Participants were predominantly women (79%) and covered a wide age range of 15-70 years old
(Muge =35.6, SD = 12.8)

Sample size was limited by availability of resources. For trait and domain agreement, the
key tests are essentially correlations between self- and other-ratings of the same target. Power
analyses conducted in GPower 3.1.9.7 (Faul et al., 2007) indicate that 200 responses provide
power of .80 at a = .05 (two-tailed) to detect simple correlations of at least |p| =.20; 100
responses, at least |p| =.27. However, power for associations within dyads differs from simple
correlations based on the intraclass correlations of ratings (Griffin & Gonzalez, 1995), making
this an especially rough approximation of sensitivity. For profile agreement, the key test is of the
mean correlation against zero, making this essentially a one-sample #-test against zero. Power
analyses indicate that 72 correlations (the lowest number of dyads in the profile analyses)
provide power of .80 at o = .05 (two-tailed) to detect differences from zero of at least d = .33,
and 98 correlations provide the same power for d > .25
Procedure

Initially, 100 participants were verbally recruited after completing sessions at the center.
These participants were asked to bring a close significant other (e.g., spouse, partner, relative,
close friend) who also completed the study as a participant (all close others were also civil war
survivors), for a total of 200 participants in 100 dyads.! Participants were asked to read and sign

a consent form and were told they could ask the researcher questions at any time. Trained

! The specific types of relationships between dyad members were not recorded. See Supplement for validation of the
social closeness of dyad members.
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healthcare professionals and staff were present to translate any questions and responses by the
researcher. Additionally, participants were invited to participate after receiving treatment and
told declining would not impact access to treatment. All procedures were approved by the Wake
Forest University IRB.

Materials were presented in interview format in Tamil, participants’ native language.
Materials were translated by two bilingual research assistants (native Tamil speakers).
Translation, lexical back-translation, and evaluation of item were recorded with translation
monitoring forms (van Ommeren et al., 1999). Translators used these forms to systematically
identify and correct irrelevant, incomprehensible, unacceptable, and incomplete elements of
translations. Items were then back-translated again by two bilingual physicians and reviewed by
the research team to ensure semantic equivalence. Finally, back-translations were translated into
Tamil by a third pair of bilingual physicians.

All participants answered the corroboration portion of the surveys at a distance from their
dyad partner to prevent influencing each other’s responses. Participants were compensated about
the equivalent of lunch in the region (100 Sri Lankan rupees, $1 US dollar) upon session
completion. Previous research in this region used similar protocols (e.g., N. Jayawickreme et al.,
2012).

Measures

All participants completed a questionnaire packet including self- and informant-rating
forms of the 42-item Post-Traumatic Growth Inventory (Baker et al., 2008) and a demographic
questionnaire. Participants also provided responses to additional measures not relevant to the

current study, including measures of mental health, well-being, personality, and daily behaviors.
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The 42-item Post-Traumatic Growth Inventory (PTGI-42; Baker et al., 2008) assesses the
degree to which participants experienced specific changes due to an adverse life event on a 6-
point Likert scale ranging from 0 (“I did not experience this change as a result of this event”) to
5 (“I experienced this change to a very great degree as a result of this event”).? Unlike the
original PTGI, which only asks about positive changes, the PTGI-42 asks about both positive and
negative changes—allowing respondents to endorse positive and negative changes in the same
area (e.g., both “I have less of an appreciation for the value of my own life” and “I have a greater
appreciation for the value of my own life””). The PTGI-42 therefore may represent a less biased
view of growth (it allows equally for positive and negative changes) and may also better reflect
the nuanced and paradoxical nature of posttraumatic change (e.g., someone simultaneously
growing closer in some interpersonal relationships while losing other interpersonal
relationships). We counterbalanced the order of PTG and PTD items. Within each of the five
PTG and PTD subscales (Relating to Others, New Possibilities, Personal Strength, Spiritual
Change, and Appreciation of Life) we computed scores as the mean of items for participants who
answered 50% or more of the respective items.

A subset of participants provided only partial responses to the PTGI-42. These partial
answers were systematic: Participants answered either the PTG item or the corresponding PTD
item for a given example of posttraumatic change. For self-reports, 37 (18.4%) participants
answered only the PTG or PTD item for each set of questions; for informant reports, 22 (10.2%)
did the same. The clear distribution of responses and otherwise-decent reliability of total PTGI-

42 scores suggests these respondents answered the scale as if PTG and PTD items were two

2 Two participants used out of bounds values (6 or 7), which we set to the maximum 5. Excluding these results
instead does not substantially change conclusions.
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components of a single scale (from depreciation to growth). That is, a respondent would decide
for a given item if the target experienced either depreciation or growth, and then to what degree
(on a 0-5 point scale). This implies an item’s missingness relates to its score, making the data
missing not at random (Enders, 2010) and precluding imputation. Because we required 50% or
more of items within a subscale, participants who did not complete enough items had missing
scores on the corresponding subscales (see Table 2 for valid ns on each subscale).
Data Analysis

All analyses were conducted in R version 4.1.0 (R Core Team, 2022) using the packages
lavaan (Rosseel, 2012), Ime4 (Bates et al., 2015), MBESS (Kelley, 2017), multicon (Sherman,
2015), psych (Revelle, 2018), semTools (Jorgensen et al., 2018), sjPlot (Lidecke, 2021a), sjstats
(Liidecke, 2021b), and tidyverse (Wickham et al., 2019). Syntax and data to reproduce analyses
are available at https://osf.i0/2hp7q.
Agreement at the Trait and Domain Levels of PTG/PTD

We examined trait and domain agreement for PTG and PTD using path models
implemented in the lavaan package (Rosseel, 2012). We used actor-partner interdependence
models (Cook & Kenny, 2005; Furr & Wood, 2013; Kenny et al., 2006) with actor and partner
effects modeled as covariances, rather than regression paths (Figure 1). For both PTG and PTD,
we examined separate models for total scores and each of the subdomains (12 models). Given no
non-arbitrary features to distinguish dyad members, we analyzed dyads as indistinguishable (Furr
& Wood, 2013; Kenny et al., 2006). That is, in both the baseline (null) and the tested models, we
held constant intercepts and variances for the pairs of self-ratings and other-ratings, as well as the
pairs of covariances between a) self- and informant-reports of targets (self-other agreement) and

b) participants’ ratings of themself and their partner (assumed similarity). All other paths were
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freely estimated, we used pairwise deletion for missing data, and we standardized all variables
prior to estimation. We calculated fit statistics against a baseline model with intercepts and
variances fixed to equality across dyad members (see Peugh et al., 2013). Effectively, this
approach estimates the correlations among the four observed variables (self- and other-ratings for
each dyad member) after correcting for sampling differences in means and variances across dyad
partners.

These correlations represent several different forms of similarity among self- and
informant-reports. Correlation between self- and informant-reports for a target participant
represent self-other agreement (the focus of this paper), or the extent to which participants and
their partners tend to agree on how high/low one of them is on the trait. Correlations between a
participant’s self-rating and their rating of their partner represent assumed similarity between the
self and the partner, that is, the extent to which participants tend to assign similar scores to
themselves and their partner. Correlations between the self-reports of members of a dyad
represent actual similarity, or the extent to which participants relatively high/low on the self-
reported trait have dyad partners who are similarly high/low. Finally, correlations between
informant ratings within a dyad represent what can be thought of as impression similarity, or
similarity in how members of a dyad view each other. We focus on self-other agreement in this
paper, but present results for the other forms of similarity in the Supplement.

Agreement at the Profile Level

To examine yet more nuanced agreement on posttraumatic change, we next analyzed
profile agreement for participants’ overall profiles for PTG and PTD. This approach examines
two indices of the extent to which participants and their informants agree about the relative

ranking of domain scores. Overall profile similarity is the correlation between two raw profiles
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of PTG/PTD domain scores (i.e., profiles as the participants rated them). Distinctive profile
similarity is the correlation between profiles adjusted for normativeness by residualizing profiles
against the mean profile in the sample. Each of these similarity analyses involves correlating the
two profiles of scores within each dyad, taking the mean of these correlations (after Z-
transformation), and transforming the result into the mean Pearson correlation between profiles
(akin to a fixed-effects meta-analysis across dyads). For more details, see Furr and colleagues
(Furr, 2008; Furr & Wood, 2013).

Following Blackie et al. (2015), we separately examined agreement on profiles of PTG
and PTD, requiring scores on 4 (of 5) domains to include a profile. We calculated agreement
within each dyad using modified functions from the multicon package (Sherman, 2015; see
Supplement). Self-other correlations were dependent (each dyad could contribute two
correlations), so we tested mean self-other correlations against zero by fitting intercept-only
multilevel models to the (Z-transformed) correlations between target- and informant-rated
profiles, clustering observations by dyads. Model intercepts represent mean correlations between
profiles, with standard errors adjusted for nonindependence within dyads. We transformed
intercepts and confidence intervals into Pearson’s » to maximize interpretability.

Results
Descriptive Statistics

We present descriptive statistics in Table 2 and correlations among scores in
Supplemental Table 2. Of particular note, overall growth and overall depreciation were not
correlated for either self- (r =-.03, p =.795) or informant-reports (» = .16, p = .080), consistent
with the argument that growth and depreciation are independent, not simply opposite ends of a

single “posttraumatic change” dimension (Baker et al., 2008).
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We assessed internal consistency of overall and subscale scores using omega total
(McDonald, 1999; implemented in MBESS, Kelley, 2017), a generalization of Cronbach’s alpha
without alpha’s assumption of equal factor loadings (McNeish, 2018). Internal consistency was
good for both self- and other-ratings of total PTG and PTD scores, but mixed for specific
domains of PTG/PTD (Table 2). This low internal consistency for specific domains might
suggest that this structure of domains does not capture posttraumatic change among Sri Lankan
Tamil war survivors, a point we return to in the discussion.

Trait and Domain Agreement

For trait and domain agreement, we examined actor partner interdependence models for
both overall and domain-specific PTG and PTD. Fit for each model was good, and we
summarize results in Table 2.

Participants exhibited significant but modest self-other agreement on overall levels of
both posttraumatic growth and depreciation (» ~ .2). That is, at the overall trait levels,
participants and informants agreed somewhat about the presence of both positive and negative
changes in a target’s life. However, this is the least nuanced level of agreement we examined, so
we next examined agreement on specific domains of change.

Participants exhibited mixed levels of agreement on domains of PTG/PTD, as agreement
ranged from nonsignificant to small to moderate across the different domains. Targets and
informants showed some agreement on growth in new possibilities, spiritual change, and
appreciation of life and on depreciation in all domains except personal strength. Though some
domains might be more outwardly visible and thus more amenable to corroboration (following

Vazire, 2010), the overall magnitudes and inconsistency of agreement across domains raises
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questions about whether informants reliably validate targets’ domain-specific reports of
posttraumatic change.
Profile Agreement

For profile agreement, we examined overall and distinctive profile agreement separately
for PTG and PTD. Dyads exhibited significant overall profile agreement for growth, and
marginally significant agreement for depreciation (Table 4). However, these overall profile
agreement correlations were qualified by a lack of distinctive profile agreement: Neither growth
nor depreciation showed significant self-other agreement for distinctive profiles (though
agreement on depreciation was again marginal). In other words, similarity between profiles
within dyads largely reflected normative patterns of perceived change across domains.

This large effect of normativeness could occur because raters relied on information other
than observations of their partner, such as general cultural beliefs, in describing posttraumatic
change in their partner. Alternatively, participants experienced the same general traumatic event,
which might lead to more similar patterns of posttraumatic change than would occur in a
heterogenous sample such as Blackie et al.’s (2015), limiting the distinctiveness of profiles. If so,
individuals’ raw profiles should more closely resemble the normative profile in this homogenous
trauma sample than they do in a heterogenous sample, i.e., the average correlation between
individual profiles and the normative profile should be higher in this sample.

To test this, we examined the average (Z-transformed) correlations between raw
participant profiles and the normative profiles for both the current sample and the sample
reported in Blackie et al. (2015). Results did not support the interpretation that survivors of the
Sri Lankan Civil War experienced more similar changes to each other than did the participants in

Blackie et al.’s heterogenous trauma sample. Correlations with normative profiles were not
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higher among the Sri Lankan than US sample for either growth (Sri Lanka, » = .39 vs. US, r =
.43) or depreciation (Sri Lanka, » = .23 vs. US, r = .48). This simple analysis is not conclusive,
but we see no evidence the depressed distinctive profile agreement in the present study results
from highly normative patterns of posttraumatic change.
Discussion

This study provided mixed evidence for corroboration of posttraumatic changes among
survivors of the Sri Lankan Civil War. For both growth and depreciation, we observed some
corroboration at the trait level, mixed corroboration across specific domains, and corroboration at
the overall—but not distinctive—profile level. Furthermore, agreement was relatively modest,
and participants did not agree on targets’ idiosyncratic patterns of domain scores (i.e., distinctive
profiles). In other words, pairs of Sri Lankan Tamil participants tended to agree somewhat on the
overall level of growth and depreciation an individual had experienced, and also tended to agree
on the specific pattern of growth and depreciation that individual had experienced across
domains—as long as it was a common pattern amongst other Sri Lankan Tamil participants.
Such results suggest perceived patterns of posttraumatic change among Sri Lankan Civil War
survivors (at least as assessed via the PTGI-42) may reflect shared beliefs about how people
tended to change as a result of the war, rather than insight into actual idiosyncratic changes that
occurred in survivors. This undermines confidence in the PTGI-42 domain scores as cross-
culturally applicable measures (at least in this context) of actual posttraumatic change.

These results among Sri Lankan Tamil participants differ somewhat from results among
participants from the USA (Blackie et al., 2015), who showed both overall profile agreement
(i.e., agreeing an individual showed patterns of growth/depreciation common in the sample) and

distinctive profile agreement (i.e., agreeing an individual showed patterns of growth/depreciation
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unique or distinctive in the sample). However, comparing profile correlations between Blackie
and colleagues (2015) and the current study lends further nuance to this comparison. Distinctive
profiles of depreciation showed the same magnitude of correlation (» = .16) between the two
samples, but different significance conclusions. However, agreement on distinctive profiles of
growth was notably different (» = .31 in Blackie et al., 2015, » = .00 here). Thus, the difference in
sensitivity to idiosyncratic patterns of change across the two studies was not the same for growth
and depreciation, and differences between the studies should be interpreted with caution.

The difference in results across these two contexts may reflect differences in both the
type of and variation in adversity examined. Blackie et al. (2015) had individuals report a
traumatic event that had personally happened to them, whereas this paper examined participants’
responses to collective events that happened to communities. If informants knew many people
responding to the same collective trauma, the uniqueness of a given target’s changes may have
been lost in broader patterns one saw across many community members. It is also possible
participants in more individualistic cultural contexts (e.g., USA) are more attuned to distinctive
individual patterns of change, whereas in more collectivistic cultural contexts, shared
experiences of growth (or struggle) are more salient (Splevins et al., 2010).

Moreover, it is possible the current participants simply experienced more normative
changes than did participants in Blackie and colleagues’ sample, leaving little distinctiveness to
report on. Unlike Blackie et al.’s participants, participants here were selected based on a
common traumatic event, making their posttraumatic experiences more likely to resemble each
other’s. However, we did not see direct evidence that profiles of change more closely resembled
the average profile in the Sri Lankan sample than in Blackie et al.’s sample. Thus, participants

might not have been able to report idiosyncratic patterns of change because targets experienced
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fairly normative patterns of posttraumatic change, but we did not observe evidence of this
possibility.
Implications

Results suggest that the PTGI, as a measure of broad posttraumatic change (i.e., at the
trait level), somewhat captures perceived change among Sri Lankan Tamil war survivors. Both
growth and depreciation showed modest corroboration (7 ~ .2), and internal consistency for the
trait-level scores was decent (Table 2). By way of comparison, broad personality traits such as
extraversion, conscientiousness, and emotionality often show self-other agreement correlations
of .30 to .60 with well-acquainted others (Connelly & Ones, 2010; Funder et al., 1995; Kenny &
West, 2010; Moshagen et al., 2019). Thus, researchers interested merely in direction of change
may find some value in the PTGI in populations similar to that sampled here, though
corroboration was not particularly strong.

However the lack of strong, consistent evidence for corroboration, the low reliability for
domains, and the difficulty completing the PTGI, casts doubt on the validity of the PTGI-42
domains for cross-cultural uses. Though the PTGI has been widely used in cross-cultural
contexts (see Weiss & Berger, 2010 for review), and includes domains overlapping with domains
of functioning observed in Sri Lanka (N. Jayawickreme et al., 2009; O’Neill et al., 2021; see also
Hirad et al., 2022), the original measure was developed in a sample of unmarried college
students in the US who experienced potentially-traumatic personal events (plurality
bereavement; 36%) within the previous 5 years (Tedeschi & Calhoun, 1996). The items on the
PTGI (and by extension, the PTGI-42) and the measure structure were therefore derived from an
US/Western cultural context and may not be the best representation of posttraumatic changes

individuals notice or care about in other cultural contexts. For instance, the PTGI item “I have
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developed a greater feeling of self-reliance” seems to reflect individualistic values of US culture,
and may not reflect a highly relevant form of growth in more collectivistic cultures. Such cross-
cultural differences in the structure of PTG/PTD might inflate or depress self-other agreement,
weakening conclusions from the present results. Future work should take a more deliberate
approach to understanding cross-cultural differences in the structure of posttraumatic change. In
particular, the development of such cross-cultural measures should emphasize the use of
prospective longitudinal designs (e.g., Frazier et al., 2009; E. Jayawickreme et al., 2021), given
the methodological issues inherent in retrospective self-reports of posttraumatic change (see
Blackie et al., 2017; Boals et al., in press; Frazier et al., 2014; E. Jayawickreme & Blackie,
2014).

Limitations and Constraints on Generality

The present findings should be interpreted in light of limitations related to, among other
things, missing data, biases involved in other-reports, and low internal consistency.

First, as noted above, we observed nontrivial missing data in our sample, adding
additional error variance to our analyses. Although missing data is problematic generally, this
missing data seems to be connected to cross-cultural interpretations of the PTGI-42: Some
participants declined to respond to all 42 items, instead answering either a growth item or a
depreciation item for each example of posttraumatic change. Moreover, it is unclear whether
individuals who chose to partly answer the PTGI-42 differ systemically from those who fully
completed the measure. This presents the intriguing possibility that some cultural contexts may
foster a more dialectical view of posttraumatic changes, in which seemingly contradictory
positive and negative changes exist side-by-side (e.g., counting on other people more in some

ways, and less in other ways); whereas other cultural contexts may foster a more straightforward
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integration of positive and negative changes in which individuals mentally combine and average
changes and ultimately report either a positive or negative shift (but not both) in a given domain.
If so, unidimensional measures of posttraumatic change—those putting growth and depreciation
on opposite ends of a single scale (e.g., Boals et al., in press; Boals & Schuler, 2018; Frazier et
al., 2001; Marshall et al., 2015; Nordstrand et al., 2017)—may be more appropriate than
multidimensional measures such as the PTGI-42 in Sri Lankan and similar cultural contexts.
Alternatively, this missingness may reflect difficulty with the PTGI items among Sri
Lankan Tamil participants. We followed best practices for cross-cultural research, including
multiple rounds of translation and administering surveys via interview. However, participants
still frequently declined to provide responses to items. This may suggest the PTGI items—
developed among US undergraduates (Tedeschi & Calhoun, 1996)—do not adequately capture
perceptions of posttraumatic change among Sri Lankan Tamil participants. If so, further work is
needed to understand cultural differences in manifestations of perceived posttraumatic change.
Second, although informants provide unique insight beyond self-report (Vazire, 2006),
they are nonetheless prone to their own unique, systematic biases. Informants can mirror a
subject’s biases through shared interpersonal biases (Leising et al., 2010) or by reporting what
the subject told them (Frazier et al., 2014). As each subject had only one informant, we cannot
gauge the extent of such biases. However, previous research on PTG/PTD has shown low inter-
informant agreement, suggesting positivity bias is unlikely to affect results (Blackie et al., 2015).
Third, we observed low internal consistency within several PTGI subscales (Table 2).
Such unreliability might attenuate correlations among subscales, resulting in underestimation of
agreement. If so, low agreement might result from measurement unreliability in this particular

sample. However, the converse may also be true. If the PTGI-42 doesn’t capture posttraumatic
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change among Sri Lankan war survivors, we would not expect the measure to exhibit strong
reliability in this sample. Moreover, this low reliability does not necessarily establish our results
as lower bounds on agreement, as correlated errors that lead to low internal consistency can
actually produce overestimates of the covariance between measures (Nimon et al., 2012).
Conclusion

In summary, our results suggest the PTGI does not function well as a nuanced measure of
individualized posttraumatic change among Sri Lankan Tamil war survivors. Instead, scores may
largely reflect shared perceptions and beliefs about the broad ways in which people change after
trauma. Because informants likely knew many people responding to the same collective trauma
(and indeed, informants were responding to it themselves), the uniqueness of a given target’s
changes may have been lost in broader patterns one saw across many community members.
Further context- and culture-specific research is needed to explain why consistent domain
agreement and distinctive profile agreement were not observed in the current study. Moreover,
issues with noncompletion and internal consistency among this sample casts doubt on the
reliability and validity of PTGI-42 domain scores as a measure of actual posttraumatic changes
among Sri Lankan participants, though scores on overall growth and depreciation may function
adequately. Finally, given the retrospective self-report nature of the measure, it remains unclear
what proportion of the agreement reflects behavioral change experienced in daily life (E.
Jayawickreme & Blackie, 2014). Together these results and open issues underscore the
importance of studying posttraumatic change with culturally appropriate measures of
posttraumatic change applied in longitudinal designs. Such methodologically rigorous research
will help scientists answer critical questions about the nature and ubiquity of posttraumatic

change across different populations.



PTG AND PTD IN SRI LANKAN TAMIL WAR SURVIVORS 25

References

Allport, G. W. (1937). Personality: A psychological interpretation. Holt.

Baker, J. M., Kelly, C., Calhoun, L. G., Cann, A., & Tedeschi, R. G. (2008). An examination of
posttraumatic growth and posttraumatic depreciation: Two exploratory studies. Journal of
Loss and Trauma, 13(5), 450—465. https://doi.org/10.1080/15325020802171367

Bates, D., Michler, M., Bolker, B., & Walker, S. (2015). Fitting linear mixed-effects models
using Ime4. Journal of Statistical Software, 67(1), 1-48.
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.101

Blackie, L. E. R., Jayawickreme, E., Helzer, E. G., Forgeard, M. J. C., & Roepke, A. M. (2015).
Investigating the veracity of self-perceived posttraumatic growth: A profile analysis
approach to corroboration. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 6(7), 788—796.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550615587986

Blackie, L. E. R., Jayawickreme, E., Tsukayama, E., Forgeard, M. J. C., Roepke, A. M., &
Fleeson, W. (2017). Post-traumatic growth as positive personality change: Developing a
measure to assess within-person variability. Journal of Research in Personality, 69, 22—
32. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.j1p.2016.04.001

Blix, 1., Birkeland, M. S., Hansen, M. B., & Heir, T. (2016). Posttraumatic growth—an
antecedent and outcome of posttraumatic stress: Cross-lagged associations among
individuals exposed to terrorism. Clinical Psychological Science, 4(4), 620—628.
https://doi.org/10.1177/2167702615615866

Boals, A., Jayawickreme, E., & Park, C. L. (in press). Advantages of distinguishing perceived
and veridical posttraumatic growth: Recommendations for future research on both

constructs. Journal of Positive Psychology.



PTG AND PTD IN SRI LANKAN TAMIL WAR SURVIVORS 26

Boals, A., & Schuler, K. L. (2018). Reducing reports of illusory posttraumatic growth: A revised
version of the Stress-Related Growth Scale (SRGS-R). Psychological Trauma: Theory,
Research, Practice, and Policy, 10(2), 190-198. https://doi.org/10.1037/tra0000267

Connelly, B. S., & Ones, D. S. (2010). An other perspective on personality: Meta-analytic
integration of observers’ accuracy and predictive validity. Psychological Bulletin, 136(6),
1092—-1122. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021212

Cook, W. L., & Kenny, D. A. (2005). The Actor—Partner Interdependence Model: A model of
bidirectional effects in developmental studies. International Journal of Behavioral
Development, 29(2), 101-109. https://doi.org/10.1080/01650250444000405

Enders, C. K. (2010). Applied missing data analysis. Guilford Press.

Engelhard, I. M., Lommen, M. J. J., & Sijbrandij, M. (2015). Changing for better or worse?
Posttraumatic growth reported by soldiers deployed to iraq. Clinical Psychological
Science, 3(5), 789-796. https://doi.org/10.1177/2167702614549800

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Lang, A.-G., & Buchner, A. (2007). G*Power 3: A flexible statistical
power analysis program for the social, behavioral, and biomedical sciences. Behavior
Research Methods, 39(2), 175-191. https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193146

Frazier, P., Conlon, A., & Glaser, T. (2001). Positive and negative life changes following sexual
assault. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 69(6), 1048—1055.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.69.6.1048

Frazier, P., Coyne, J., & Tennen, H. (2014). Post-traumatic growth: A call for less, but better,
research. European Journal of Personality, 28(4), 337-338.

https://doi.org/10.1002/per.1970



PTG AND PTD IN SRI LANKAN TAMIL WAR SURVIVORS 27

Frazier, P., Tennen, H., Gavian, M., Park, C., Tomich, P., & Tashiro, T. (2009). Does self-
reported posttraumatic growth reflect genuine positive change? Psychological Science,
20(7), 912-919. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02381 .x

Fu, M., Guo, J., Zhang, Q., & Hall, B. J. (2021). Mediating role of post-traumatic growth in the
relationship between inadequate disaster recovery and mental health outcomes: Long-
term evidence from the Wenchuan earthquake. European Journal of
Psychotraumatology, 12, 1855902. https://doi.org/10.1080/20008198.2020.1855902

Funder, D. C. (1993). Judgments of personality and personality itself. In Fifty years of
personality psychology (pp. 207-214).

Funder, D. C., Kolar, D. C., & Blackman, M. C. (1995). Agreement among judges of
personality: Interpersonal relations, similarity, and acquaintanceship. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 69(4), 656—672.

Furr, R. M. (2008). A framework for profile similarity: Integrating similarity, normativeness, and
distinctiveness. Journal of Personality, 76(5), 1267—1316. https://doi.org/10.1111/1.1467-
6494.2008.00521.x

Furr, R. M. (2009). Profile analysis in person—situation integration. Journal of Research in
Personality, 43(2), 196-207. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2008.08.002

Furr, R. M., & Wood, D. (2013). On the similarity between exchangeable profiles: A
psychometric model, analytic strategy, and empirical illustration. Journal of Research in
Personality, 47(3), 233-247. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2013.01.009

Griffin, D., & Gonzalez, R. (1995). Correlational analysis of dyad-level data in the exchangeable
case. Psychological Bulletin, 118(3), 430—439. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-

2909.118.3.430



PTG AND PTD IN SRI LANKAN TAMIL WAR SURVIVORS 28

Helgeson, V. S. (2010). Corroboration of growth following breast cancer: Ten years later.
Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 29(5), 546-574.
https://doi.org/10.1521/jscp.2010.29.5.546

Hirad, S., Miller, M. M., Negash, S., & Lambert, J. E. (2022). Refugee posttraumatic growth: A
grounded theory study. Transcultural Psychiatry, 136346152110629.
https://doi.org/10.1177/13634615211062966

Jayasuriya, D. (2014). Influence of posttraumatic growth on mental health and well-being across
respondents severely affected by war in post-conflict Sri Lanka. Social Indicators
Research, 119(1), 265-280. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-013-0484-7

Jayawickreme, E., & Blackie, L. E. R. (2014). Post—traumatic growth as positive personality
change: Evidence, controversies and future directions. European Journal of Personality,
28(4), 312-331. https://doi.org/10.1002/per.1963

Jayawickreme, E., Blackie, L. E. R., Forgeard, M., Roepke, A. M., & Tsukayama, E. (2021).
Examining associations between major negative life events, changes in weekly reports of
post-traumatic growth and global reports of eudaimonic well-being. Social Psychological
and Personality Science, Advance online publication.
https://doi.org/10.1177/19485506211043381

Jayawickreme, E., Jayawickreme, N., & Miller, E. (2010). Triumphalism, fear and humiliation:
The psychological legacy of Sri Lanka’s civil war. Dynamics of Asymmetric Conflict,
3(3), 208-222. https://doi.org/10.1080/17467586.2010.531031

Jayawickreme, N., Jayawickreme, E., Atanasov, P., Goonasekera, M. A., & Foa, E. B. (2012).

Are culturally specific measures of trauma-related anxiety and depression needed? The



PTG AND PTD IN SRI LANKAN TAMIL WAR SURVIVORS 29

case of Sri Lanka. Psychological Assessment, 24(4), 791-800.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027564

Jayawickreme, N., Jayawickreme, E., Goonasekera, M. A., & Foa, E. B. (2009). Distress,
wellbeing and war: Qualitative analyses of civilian interviews from north eastern Sri
Lanka. Intervention, 7(3), 204-222. https://doi.org/10.1097/WTF.0b013e328334636f

Jayawickreme, N., Verkuilen, J., Jayawickreme, E., Acosta, K., & Foa, E. B. (2017). Measuring
depression in a non-Western war-affected displaced population: Measurement
equivalence of the Beck Depression Inventory. Frontiers in Psychology, 8, 1670.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01670

Jorgensen, D, T., Pornprasertmanit, S., Schoemann, M, A., Rosseel, & Y. (2018). semTools:
Useful tools for structural equation modeling. https://CRAN.R-
project.org/package=semTools

Kelley, K. (2017). MBESS (4.0.0+) [Computer software]. http://cran.r-project.org

Kenny, D. A., Kashy, D. A., & Cook, W. L. (2006). Dyadic data analysis. Guilford Press.

Kenny, D. A., & West, T. V. (2010). Similarity and agreement in self-and other perception: A
meta-analysis. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 14(2), 196-213.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868309353414

Leising, D., Erbs, J., & Fritz, U. (2010). The letter of recommendation effect in informant ratings
of personality. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 98(4), 668—682.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018771

Lidecke, D. (2021a). sjPlot: Data Visualization for Statistics in Social Science. https://CRAN.R-

project.org/package=sjPlot



PTG AND PTD IN SRI LANKAN TAMIL WAR SURVIVORS 30

Lidecke, D. (2021b). sjstats: Statistical functions for regression models (version 0.18.1)
[Manual]. https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.1284472

Marshall, E. M., Frazier, P., Frankfurt, S., & Kuijer, R. G. (2015). Trajectories of posttraumatic
growth and depreciation after two major earthquakes. Psychological Trauma: Theory,
Research, Practice, and Policy, 7(2), 112—121. https://doi.org/10.1037/tra0000005

McAdams, D. P. (2006). The redemptive self: Generativity and the stories Americans live by.
Research in Human Development, 3(2-3), 81-100.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15427609.2006.9683363

McCaslin, S. E., de Zoysa, P., Butler, L. D., Hart, S., Marmar, C. R., Metzler, T. J., & Koopman,
C. (2009). The relationship of posttraumatic growth to peritraumatic reactions and
posttraumatic stress symptoms among Sri Lankan university students. Journal of
Traumatic Stress, 22(4), 334-339. https://doi.org/10.1002/jts.20426

McDonald, R. P. (1999). Test theory. A unified treatment. Lawrence Erlbaum.

McMillen, J. C., & Cook, C. L. (2003). The positive by-products of spinal cord injury and their
correlates. Rehabilitation Psychology, 48(2), 77-85. https://doi.org/10.1037/0090-
5550.48.2.77

McNeish, D. (2018). Thanks coefficient alpha, we’ll take it from here. Psychological Methods,
23(3), 412—-433. https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000144

Moshagen, M., Thielmann, 1., Hilbig, B. E., & Zettler, 1. (2019). Meta-analytic investigations of
the HEXACO Personality Inventory(-Revised): Reliability generalization, self—observer
agreement, intercorrelations, and relations to demographic variables. Zeitschrift Fiir

Psychologie, 227(3), 186-194. https://doi.org/10.1027/2151-2604/a000377



PTG AND PTD IN SRI LANKAN TAMIL WAR SURVIVORS 31

Nimon, K., Zientek, L. R., & Henson, R. K. (2012). The assumption of a reliable instrument and
other pitfalls to avoid when considering the reliability of data. Frontiers in Psychology,
3(102). https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2012.00102

Nordstrand, A. E., Hjemdal, O., Holen, A., Reichelt, J. G., & Bee, H. J. (2017). Measuring
psychological change after trauma: Psychometric properties of a new bi-directional scale.
Psychological Trauma: Theory, Research, Practice, and Policy, 9(6), 696—705.
https://doi.org/10.1037/tra0000270

O’Neill, A., Jayawickreme, N., Blackie, L. E. R., Demaske, A., Goonasekera, M. A., &
Jayawickreme, E. (2021). Knowing when someone is resilient: Development and
validation of a measure of adaptive functioning among war-affected Sri Lankan Tamils.
SSM - Mental Health, 1, 100026. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssmmh.2021.100026

Park, C. L., Aldwin, C. M., Fenster, J. R., & Snyder, L. B. (2008). Pathways to posttraumatic
growth versus posttraumatic stress: Coping and emotional reactions following the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks. American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 78(3), 300—
312. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014054

Park, C. L., Wilt, J. A., Russell, B. S., & Fendrich, M. R. (2022). Does perceived post-traumatic
growth predict better psychological adjustment during the COVID-19 pandemic? Results
from a national longitudinal survey in the USA. Journal of Psychiatric Research, 146,
179-185. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpsychires.2021.12.040

Peugh, J. L., DiLillo, D., & Panuzio, J. (2013). Analyzing mixed-dyadic data using structural
equation models. Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 20(2),

314-337. https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2013.769395



PTG AND PTD IN SRI LANKAN TAMIL WAR SURVIVORS 32

R Core Team. (2022). R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing. R Foundation
for Statistical Computing. https://www.R-project.org/

Revelle, W. (2018). psych: Procedures for psychological, psychometric, and personality
research. Northwestern University. https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=psych

Rosseel, Y. (2012). lavaan: An R package for structural equation modeling. Journal of Statistical
Software, 48(2), 1-36.

Schonbrodt, F. D., & Perugini, M. (2013). At what sample size do correlations stabilize? Journal
of Research in Personality, 47(5), 609—612. https://doi.org/10.1016/.jrp.2013.05.009

Schubert, C. F., Schmidt, U., & Rosner, R. (2016). Posttraumatic growth in populations with
posttraumatic stress disorder—A systematic review on growth-related psychological
constructs and biological variables. Clinical Psychology & Psychotherapy, 23(6), 469—
486. https://doi.org/10.1002/cpp.1985

Shakespeare-Finch, J., & Enders, T. (2008). Corroborating evidence of posttraumatic growth.
Journal of Traumatic Stress, 21(4), 421-424. https://doi.org/10.1002/jts.20347

Sherman, R. A. (2015). multicon: An R package for the analysis of multivariate constructs (1.6)
[Computer software]. http://cran.r-project.org/package=multicon

Somasundaram, D., & Sivayokan, S. (2013). Rebuilding community resilience in a post-war
context: Developing insight and recommendations - a qualitative study in Northern Sri
Lanka. International Journal of Mental Health Systems, 7(1), 3.
https://doi.org/10.1186/1752-4458-7-3

Splevins, K., Cohen, K., Bowley, J., & Joseph, S. (2010). Theories of posttraumatic growth:
Cross-cultural perspectives. Journal of Loss and Trauma, 15(3), 259-277.

https://do1.0org/10.1080/15325020903382111



PTG AND PTD IN SRI LANKAN TAMIL WAR SURVIVORS 33

Starzyk, K. B., Holden, R. R., Fabrigar, L. R., & MacDonald, T. K. (2006). The personal
acquaintance measure: A tool for appraising one’s acquaintance with any person. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 90(5), 833—847. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.90.5.833

Tedeschi, R. G., & Calhoun, L. G. (1995). Trauma and transformation. Sage.

Tedeschi, R. G., & Calhoun, L. G. (1996). The Posttraumatic Growth Inventory: Measuring the
positive legacy of trauma. Journal of Traumatic Stress, 9(3), 455—471.

Thomas, E. A., Owens, G. P., & Keller, E. M. (2021). Relationships among non-interpersonal
and interpersonal trauma types, posttraumatic stress, and posttraumatic growth. Journal
of Clinical Psychology, 77(11), 2592-2608. https://doi.org/10.1002/jclp.23190

United Nations Commission on Human Rights. (1996). Further promotion and encouragement of
human rights and fundamental freedoms, including the question of the programme and
methods of work of the commission: Human rights, mass exoduses and displaced
persons. Refugee Survey Quarterly, 15(1), 123—153. https://doi.org/10.1093/rsq/15.1.123

van Ommeren, M., Sharma, B., Thapa, S., Makaju, R., Prasain, D., Bhattarai, R., & de Jong, J.
(1999). Preparing instruments for transcultural research: Use of the translation
monitoring form with Nepali-speaking Bhutanese refugees. Transcultural Psychiatry,
36(3), 285-301. https://doi.org/10.1177/136346159903600304

Vazire, S. (2006). Informant reports: A cheap, fast, and easy method for personality assessment.
Journal of Research in Personality, 40(5), 472—481.

https://doi.org/10.1016/;.jrp.2005.03.003



PTG AND PTD IN SRI LANKAN TAMIL WAR SURVIVORS 34

Vazire, S. (2010). Who knows what about a person? The self—other knowledge asymmetry
(SOKA) model. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 98(2), 281-300.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017908

Vazire, S., & Carlson, E. N. (2010). Self-knowledge of personality: Do people know themselves?
Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 4(8), 605—620.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2010.00280.x

Vazquez, C., Pérez-Sales, P., & Ochoa, C. (2014). Posttraumatic growth: Challenges from a
cross-cultural viewpoint. In G. A. Fava & C. Ruini (Eds.), Increasing Psychological
Well-being in Clinical and Educational Settings (Vol. 8, pp. 57-74). Springer
Netherlands. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-017-8669-0 4

Vhurumuku, E., Nanayakkara, L., Petersson, A., Kumarasiri, R. H. W. A., & Rupasena, L. P.
(2012). Food security in the northern and eastern provinces of Sri Lanka.
https://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/wfp%20sri%20lanka%20food%20s
ecurity.pdf

Weiss, T. (2002). Posttraumatic growth in women with breast cancer and their husbands: An
intersubjective validation study. Journal of Psychosocial Oncology, 20(2), 65-80.
https://doi.org/10.1300/J077v20n02_04

Weiss, T., & Berger, R. (2010). Posttraumatic growth and culturally competent practice:
Lessons learned from around the globe. John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Wickham, H., Averick, M., Bryan, J., Chang, W., McGowan, L. D., Frangois, R., Grolemund,
G., Hayes, A., Henry, L., Hester, J., Kuhn, M., Pedersen, T. L., Miller, E., Bache, S. M.,

Miiller, K., Ooms, J., Robinson, D., Seidel, D. P., Spinu, V., ... Yutani, H. (2019).



PTG AND PTD IN SRI LANKAN TAMIL WAR SURVIVORS

Welcome to the tidyverse. Journal of Open Source Software, 4(43), 1686.

https://doi.org/10.21105/j0ss.01686

35



SUPPLEMENT TO PTG AND PTD IN SRI LANKAN WAR SURVIVORS

Table 1

Summary of Different Forms of Agreement on PTGI

36

Type of Definition Level of Specificity Assessed by
Agreement
Trait Correlation between scores on Lowest. Raters must only agree on the APIMs of self- and other-ratings
overall posttraumatic growth or ~ magnitude of growth or depreciation, on all PTGI growth, depreciation
depreciation relative to the rest of the sample. This items
magnitude need not even be on the same
domains of growth/depreciation
Domain Correlation between scores ona  Low. Raters must agree on the APIMs of self- and other-ratings
particular domain of PTGI magnitude of growth or depreciation in on PTGI items in each specific
(relating to others, new the specific domains, relative to the rest ~ PTGI domain
possibilities, personal strength, of the sample.
spiritual change, appreciation of
life)
Overall Profile Mean of the correlations between High. Raters must agree on the rank Profile analysis, overall
self- and other-rated domain ordering of change magnitudes across correlations
scores for each participant domains.
Distinctive Mean of the correlations between Highest. Raters must agree on the rank Profile analysis, distinctive
Profile domain-mean-residualized self-  ordering of change magnitudes relative correlations

and other-rated domain scores for
each participant

to the average ratings across the sample.

Note. APIMs = Actor-Partner Interdependence Models; PTGI = Posttraumatic Growth Inventory
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Table 2

Descriptive Statistics for Posttraumatic Growth and Posttraumatic Depreciation Total and

Domain Scores

Self Ratings Acquaintance Ratings
n w M SD min max n w M SD min max
Growth
Total 123 0.88 3.28 0.75 1.18 5.00 161 0.89 3.33 0.75 0.00 5.00
Relating 126 0.70 342 0.79 1.20 5.00 159 0.78 340 0.88 0.00 5.00
Possibilites 113 0.72 3.29 0.99 0.40 5.00 160 059 3.30 0.81 0.00 5.00
Strength 122 058 3.17 0.93 0.33 5.00 159 066 3.32 093 0.00 5.00
Spiritual 137 0.57 3.55 1.23 0.00 5.00 162 0.67 360 1.22 0.00 5.00
Appreciation 119 0.85 298 1.07 0.33 5.00 157 047 3.04 1.00 0.00 5.00
Depreciation
Total 104 091 232 0.90 0.07 4.59 130 093 249 097 0.00 4.95
Relating 95 0.77 238 1.01 025 460 127 0.81 261 1.04 0.00 5.00
Possibilites 111 0.70 2.29 1.04 0.00 5.00 132 073 254 1.07 0.00 5.00
Strength 112 0.62 233 1.01 0.00 5.00 143 073 253 1.08 0.00 5.00
Spiritual 96 048 216 143 0.00 5.00 135 [0.66] 2.17 1.44 0.00 5.00
Appreciation 114 0.57 239 1.14 0.00 5.00 135 067 241 113 0.00 5.00

37

Note. For acquaintance ratings of depreciation in spiritual matters, omega could not be calculated
because of a non-positive definite matrix (likely in part because it only has two items). We

substituted Cronbach’s alpha here, which is a special case of omega.



PTG AND PTD IN SRI LANKAN WAR SURVIVORS 38

Figure 1

Path Model of Self- and Informant-Rated Perceptions of PTG/PTD

b
P1's self- P1s
perceived perception of
PTG/PTD a P2's PTG/PTD

C d

P2's self- a P2's
perceived perception of
PTG/PTD P1's PTG/PTD

b

Note. PTG = posttraumatic growth, PTD = posttraumatic depreciation, a = Self-other agreement,
b = assumed similarity, ¢ = actual similarity, d = impression similarity. Paths denoted by the
same letter were constrained to equality. P1 and P2 denote participants arbitrarily designated as 1

and 2 within a dyad.
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Table 3
Summary of Self-other Agreement in Actor-Partner Interdependence Models Examining Total
and Domain-level Posttraumatic Growth and Depreciation

Model Fit
Model fg:iféli't !  px)  CFl RMSEA p(RMSEA <.05)

Growth

Total 92 .24**[.09, .39] 5.92 432 1.000 <.001 572

Relating 92 .09 [-.06, .24] 6.34 .386 0.975 .025 .528

Possibilities 92 .25** .10, .40] 1.93 .926 1.000 <.001 .956

Strength 91 .02 [-.13, .17] 0.16  >.999 1.000 <.001 >.999

Spiritual 92 .30*** [.15, .46] 4.80 570 1.000 <.001 .695

Appreciation 93 .15* [.01, .30] 7.43 .283 0.873 .051 423
Depreciation

Total 84 .22** .06, .38] 1.20 977 1.000 <.001 .986

Relating 85 .28 12, .44] 6.80 .340 0.968 .040 AT72

Possibilities 88  .16*[.01, .32] 6.76 344 0.963 .038 480

Strength 89 14 [-.01, .29] 3.43 .753 1.000 <.001 .837

Spiritual 88 .22** [.07, .37] 1.76 .940 1.000 <.001 .964

Appreciation 91 .30*** [.15, .45] 7.75 .257 0.915 .057 391

Note. Values in brackets denote 95% confidence intervals. There are 6 degrees of freedom for all
X2 tests.
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Table 4

Self-Other Agreement across Domains of Growth and Depreciation.

40

Overall Profiles Distinctive Profiles

Agreement Intercept LLCI ULCI t df P Intercept LLCI ULCI t df P
Growth .24 10 37 3.33 97 .001 .00 -.20 21 0.03 97 975
Depreciation .34 -.00 .61 1.99 71 .050 16 -.01 .32 1.91 71 .060

Note. Intercepts and confidence intervals have been transformed into Pearson’s r for ease of
interpretation. LLCI and ULCI denote upper and lower limits of 95% confidence intervals.

Significant mean correlations bolded for emphasis. Sample size for each analysis is equal to the
degrees of freedom plus 1.
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Supplemental Method
Profile Analysis Computations

To analyze profile similarity, we modified the function multicon: :Profile.r
(Sherman, 2015) to account for the small number of cases in which self- and informant-rated
profiles correlated perfectly within a dyad. Fisher’s r-to-z conversion (used to take the mean of
dyad profile correlations) is undefined for correlations of 1.00 or -1.00, so we added a “trim”
argument to the function, which trimmed correlations of 1.00 and -1.00 to 0.999999 and -
0.999999. We left the basic computations intact; our change merely improved the robustness of
the function to edge cases. We provide syntax for the modified function in our analysis script at
https://osf.io/2hp7q/

Social Closeness Measures

Participants completed two measures of social closeness: the Personal Acquaintance
Measure (PAM; Starzyk et al., 2006) and a 2-item ad hoc “partner knowledge” measure.

The PAM consists of 18 items covering 6 domains of interpersonal closeness—duration
of relationship, frequency of interaction, knowledge of the other person’s goals, physical
intimacy, the other person’s self-disclosure, and familiarity with the person’s social network.
Items were rated on a 5-point scale from Definitely False to Definitely True, and scores were
computed for the 6 domains and for overall scores, requiring more than 50% or more of items or
that domain.

The partner knowledge measure consisted of “How much do you like your partner in this
research study?” and “How well do you know your partner in this research study?” (1 — Not at

all, to 4 — Very Much). We computed scores as the mean of these two items.
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Supplemental Results
Social Closeness

As a basis for considering the closeness of dyad members, we compared PAM scores
from this sample to a validation study of the PAM (Study 1 in Starzyk et al., 2006). In that study,
participants rated someone they knew, randomly assigned to be a person of low, moderate, or
high acquaintance to them. Participants in each condition were also given exemplars of the types
of acquaintances, for example, high acquaintance exemplars were a best friend, a romantic
partner, and an immediate family member. We compare means of PAM subscales from the
current study to the moderate and high acquaintance groups in Table S 1 below.

Total scores on the PAM were comparable to the high acquaintance targets, though
subscale scores varied in comparability between the moderate and high groups, perhaps due to
cross-cultural differences (e.g., norms about self-disclosure) and types of relationships (e.g.,
participants in the validation study were college students).

For the ad hoc personal knowledge measure, participants scored an average of 3.73 (SD =
0.45) on a 1 to 4 scale. Between the PAM and personal knowledge scores, we feel confident that
dyad members were of sufficient interpersonal closeness to warrant informant ratings of

PTG/PTD.
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Table S 1

Scores on the Personal Acquaintance Measure Scales across Validation and Current Samples.

Validation, Validation,

PAM Scale Moderate High Current

. . Sample
Acquaintance Acquaintance

Duration 3.74 9.28 9.38

Frequency of 7.80 6.14 8.62

Interaction

Knowledge of Goals 8.56 10.19 8.60

Physical Intimacy 2.26 5.90 8.88

Self-disclosure 8.32 9.67 4.57

Social Network 8.90 10.69 8.05

Familiarity

Total 39.58 51.87 48.06

Note. Scores for subscales can range from 0 to 12, scores for total scores can range from 0 to 72
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Intercorrelations among PTG/PTD Facets

We present intercorrelations among ratings of PTG and PTD total and domain scores in
Table S 2.
Other Forms of Similarity

We collected both self- and informant-ratings on PTG and PTD from each dyad member,
enabling analysis of several forms of similarity that may be of interest to researchers (see Figure
1 in main text): similarity in a) self- and informant-reports for a target participant (self-other
agreement), b) target ratings of themselves and their partner (assumed similarity), c) self-ratings
for members of dyads (actual similarity), and d) informant-ratings for members of dyads
(impression similarity). In the main text, we focus on self-other agreement, which is most
relevant to our substantive questions. We present here the results of equivalent analyses
examining all four of these forms of similarity. As with self-other agreement in the main text, we
report each form of similarity for levels of a) overall and b) domain-specific traits, as well as for
¢) profiles across domains.
Overall Traits

For overall levels of PTG/PTD and specific domains thereof, we examined similarity
using the actor-partner interdependence models (Cook & Kenny, 2005; Furr & Wood, 2013;
Kenny et al., 2006) described in the main text. We report full results of these APIM models in
Table S 3.

As reported in the main text, we observed significant self-other agreement for both
growth and depreciation, though correlations were not particularly strong. Other forms of
agreement were not consistent between positive and negative changes. For growth, assumed

similarity was also significant and comparable in magnitude to self-other agreement. That is,



PTG AND PTD IN SRI LANKAN TAMIL WAR SURVIVORS SUPPLEMENT 7

participants tended to rate themselves and their dyad partner similarly. However, for
depreciation, actual similarity and impression similarity were significant and of similar
magnitude to self-other agreement. That is, both members of a dyad tended to rate themselves
similarly, and also to rate their dyad partner similarly.

Together, at the overall trait levels, participants and their informants slightly agreed about
the presence of both positive and negative changes in a target’s life, assumed that their partner
had experienced similar growth to themselves, and showed evidence that members of dyads had
similar patterns of depreciation and similar expectations of their partner’s depreciation.
However, this is the least nuanced level of agreement we examined, so we next examined
agreement on specific domains of posttraumatic change.

Domains

Participants exhibited mixed degrees of self-other agreement on domains of PTG/PTD.
Targets and informants showed some self-other agreement on both growth (3/5 domains) and
depreciation (4/5 domains). Participants also showed some evidence of assumed similarity
between the extent of one’s own growth and one’s partner’s growth (though not for
depreciation).

Consistent with the pattern for overall growth, several domains of growth exhibited
assumed similarity, but this did not hold for domains of depreciation. That is, participants
assumed that their partner experienced positive changes to a similar extent that they themselves
did, but did not exhibit this pattern for negative changes. Dyads did not exhibit consistent
patterns of actual and impression similarity across domains, so we do not interpret results

strongly.
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We observed some evidence that survivors of the Sri Lankan Civil War could corroborate
levels of change in specific domains, but we did not observe strong evidence of other patterns of

similarity among self- and informant-ratings.
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Table S 2

Correlations Among PTGI-42 Total and Domain Scores for Self and Informant Ratings

PTG PTD PTG PTG PTG PTG PTG PTD PTD PTD PTD PTD

Variable 01 Total RELAT POSS STR  SPIR  APPR RELAT POSS STR  SPIR  APPR
PTG Total -.03 847 86 84T 60™ 77" -01 01 .07 -.04 -.11
PTD Total .16 -.08 .06 .04 .02 .04 92 89" 88" 747 ™
EECL} AT 89711 6077 59T 47 54T LS -.05 -.02 -.12 .02
PTG POSS .84™ .19 63 g3 A4 6™ 10 .07 .07 12 -.17
PTGSTR 80"  .20° 6270 67T 387 59" 07 .00 .09 .10 -.08
PTG SPIR .78 .03 677 5T 5T 367 .04 .02 12 -.12 .05
PTG APPR .69 .06 5477 49" 40" 46T .04 .02 .07 .06 -.17
Moar A7 93" 11 23" 25" ol 07 P ST ST
PTD POSS .08 90" .05 14 16 -.03 -.02 78" 57 51T 54T
PTDSTR .10 86 .13 16 .09 .03 .02 57 ar™ ST 55T
PTD SPIR .11 797 .06 16 11 -.08 15 737 66T 54T 437
PTD APPR .13 9™ .09 12 10 .06 15 66" 66 60" 61T

Note. Pearson correlations above the diagonal are for self-ratings, below the diagonal, for informant ratings. PTGI-42 = Posttraumatic
Growth Inventory-42; PTG = posttraumatic growth; PTD = posttraumatic depreciation; RELAT = relationships; POSS = new
possibilities; STR = personal strength; SPIR = spiritual change; APPR = appreciation of life. * p <.05, ** p <.01, *** p <.001
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Table S 3

Summary of Actor-Partner Interdependence Models Examining Self and Other Ratings on Total and Domain-level Post-Traumatic
Growth and Depreciation

Self-Other Assumed Actual Impression .
Model Agreement Similarity Similarity Similarity Model Fit
Growth
2 = = - =1 =
Total 92 .247[.09,.39] .23°[08,.39] .15[-06,.35 .11[-09,.32] X (()6%725'92' p=0.432; CFl =1, RMSEA =0, p
. ] . ] ¥?(6) = 6.34, p = 0.386; CFl = 0.975; RMSEA =
Relating 92 .09-06,.24] 26" [11,.41] -08[-28,12 .16[-05 36] &L 0P
2 = = . =1 =
Possbilies ~ 92 .25"[10,.40] .157[00,.30] .10[-10,.31]  .07[-13,27] XO)=1.99p=0926;CHI= T RMSEA =0, p
Strength 91  .02[-13,17]  14[00,.29] 19[-02, .40] .08[-12,.29] ¥2(6)=0.16, p=1; CFl=1; RMSEA=0, p =1
2 = = - =1 =
Spiritual 92 .30™[15,.46] .13[-03,.28] .23 [.02,.43] .21°[.00,.42] X [()6%954'80' p=0.570; CFI=1,RMSEA =0, p
-, . . ] . ¥2(6) = 7.43, p = 0.283: CFl = 0.873; RMSEA =
Appreciation 93 .15 [.01,.30] 197 [.05, .34] .18 [-.03, .38] .03 [-.23, .18] 0.051, p = 0.423
Depreciation
2(6) = - : -1 -
Total 84 .227[06,.38] -07[-22,.09] .25[03,.46] .29°[07,.51] X{)=120.p=0877CRI=TRMSEA=0,p
. . ] . x%(6) = 6.80, p = 0.34: CFl = 0.968; RMSEA =
Relating 85 287[12,.44] -05[-21,10] .10F11,31] 29°[07,.51 § ) TOOL
o ) ¥2(6) = 6.76, p = 0.344; CF| = 0.963; RMSEA =
Possbiies 88 .16'[01,.32]  .05[-10, 21 397 [17,.61] 20[-01,.41) X{R" > THEO
2 = = . =1 =
Strength 89 14[-01,20]  03[-12,.18] .33"[11,.55] .19[.02, .39 X (0)=94%p=075% CFI=T RMSEA=0,p
2 = = . =1 = =
Spiritual 88 22°[07,.37] -03[-19,.12] .10[-11,31] 517[28,.75] % é%)“ 1.76, p=0.94; CFl = 1; RMSEA = 0, p
2 = = - = - =
Appreciation 91 .30™[15,.45] -08[-23,07] A1[-09,.32] .08[-13, .28 X(6)=7.75 p=0.257;CFl=0.915 RMSEA

0.057, p = 0.391

Note. Values in brackets denote 95% Cls around parameter estimate (correlation). Significant parameters in bold for emphasis *** p <
001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
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Profile Analysis

Finally, we examined intercorrelations among profiles of self- and informant-reported
change across domains. As noted in the main text, we tested mean self-other agreement against
zero by fitting intercept-only multilevel models to the (Z-transformed) profile correlations
between target and informant-rated profiles, clustering observations by dyads. Intercepts from
these models represent mean correlations between profiles, with standard errors adjusted for
nonindependence within dyads. We used the same approach for assumed similarity (i.e., profile
correlations between a participant’s ratings of themselves and their partner). However, actual
similarity and impression similarity (associations between pairs of self- and other-ratings,
respectively, within each dyad) were independent observations, so we tested these mean
correlations against zero using a basic linear model instead of a multilevel model. For all forms
of agreement, we computed test statistics and standard errors using Z-transformed correlations,
but we transformed intercepts and confidence intervals back into Pearson’s » to maximize
interpretability (Table S 4).

Considering both growth and depreciation, dyads exhibited significant overall profile
agreement for several forms of agreement and marginally significant agreement for a few others,
with the strongest agreement for actual and impression similarity (though these correlations are
based on smaller n values, making point estimates less trustworthy; Schonbrodt & Perugini,
2013). However, these overall profile agreement correlations were qualified by distinctive profile
correlations. All forms of profile agreement were attenuated in the distinctive profile
correlations, and most were nonsignificant. In other words, similarity among rating profiles
within dyads largely reflected normative patterns of change across domains, and raters were not

sensitive to idiosyncratic ways in which these changes had manifested in targets. As noted in the
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Discussion, it is unclear whether such patterns suggest that participants relied on cultural
stereotypes about posttraumatic change, or whether individuals’ changes actually tended to

follow a normative pattern.

12
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Table S 4

Profile Agreement on Posttraumatic Growth and Depreciation

Overall Profiles Distinctive Profiles
Agreement Intercept LLCI ULCI t df p Intercept LLCI ULCI t df p

Growth

Self-Other Agreement 24 10 37 3.33 97  .001 .00 -20 21 003 97 .975
Assumed Similarity 31 A7 43 433 97 <.001 .16 -06 .36 144 98 .154
Actual Similarity .36 -09 69 163 40 .110 .06 -.21 32 046 40 .650
Impression Similarity A7 .20 .68 3.26 64 .002 .08 -13 29 0.77 64 447
Depreciation

Self-Other Agreement .34 -00 61 199 71 .050 .16 -.01 32 191 71 .060
Assumed Similarity .28 -.01 52 195 70 .055 .20 .06 .34 282 70 .006
Actual Similarity .62 -19 93 163 26 .116 .03 -.21 26 024 26 .812
Impression Similarity .68 .29 .88 314 47 .003 .25 .06 43 256 47 .014

Note. Intercepts and confidence intervals have been transformed into Pearson’s » for ease of interpretation. LLCI and ULCI denote
upper and lower limits of 95% confidence intervals. Significant mean correlations bolded for emphasis.
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Figure S1

World Map Highlighting Location of Sri Lanka

India

Sri Lanka

Note. Map created with mapchart.net
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