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Article

Development and Validation of 
a Chinese Language Version of 
the Ruminative Thought Styles 
Questionnaire

E. Walsh1, Y. Shou1, J. Han1, and J. K. Brinker2

Abstract
The Ruminative Thought Styles Questionnaire (RTS) conceptualizes rumination as repetitive, 
recurrent, intrusive, and uncontrollable thinking. This article outlines the development and 
validation of a Chinese language version of the RTS, the RTS-CH. Following independent 
translation, back translation, and final translation checking, the factor structure, convergent 
and divergent validity, and item-level congruence of the RTS-CH was examined and improved. 
The resultant scale showed equivalence to the RTS and had attractive psychometric properties. 
The RTS-CH is the first Chinese language rumination measure that does not have inherently 
negative or depressive content.
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Rumination is repetitive, recurrent, intrusive, and uncontrollable thinking (Brinker & Dozios, 
2009). The act of rumination is transitory (Riley, 2010), but the tendency to ruminate is stable 
within an individual across time (Francisco, Puterman, DeLongis, & Pomaki, 2010). A high level 
of rumination is associated with an array of potentially negative psychological constructs, includ-
ing anxiety, depression, and negative mood (Calmes & Roberts, 2007; Hughes, Alloy, & 
Cogswell, 2008; Muris, Roelofs, Rassin, Franken, & Mayer, 2005; Wilkinson & Goodyer, 2006). 
Some studies have found that rumination invariably affects negatively on mood (Joormann & 
Tran, 2009), while others indicate that while repetitive thought per se is a general concomitant of 
negative mood, rumination predicts negative mood above and beyond this in a depressed sample 
(Segerstrom, Tsao, Alden, & Craske, 2000). A tendency toward ruminating is also associated 
with nonsuicidal self-injury (Tait, Brinker, Moller, & French, 2014; Voon, Hasking, & Martin, 
2013), and suicidal ideation (Surrence, Miranda, Marroquín, & Chan, 2009).

A measure of rumination needs to be broad and context agnostic. The widely used Response 
Styles Questionnaire (RSQ; Butler & Nolen-Hoeksema, 1994) and its later iteration, the 

1Australian National University, Canberra, Australian Capital Territory, Australia
2Swinburne University of Technology, Hawthorn, Victoria, Australia

Corresponding Author:
Yiyun Shou, Research School of Psychology, Australian National University, Canberra, Australian Capital Territory 
2601, Australia. 
Email: yiyun.shou@anu.edu.au

696937 JPAXXX10.1177/0734282917696937Journal of Psychoeducational AssessmentWalsh et al.
research-article2017

https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/journals-permissions
https://journals.sagepub.com/home/jpa
mailto:yiyun.shou@anu.edu.au


2 Journal of Psychoeducational Assessment 

Ruminative Responses Scale (RRS; Treynor, Gonzalez, & Nolen-Hoeksema, 2003) have been 
criticized for containing explicitly depressive content in its quantification of rumination (Brinker 
& Dozios, 2009). This could erroneously inflate the apparent relationship between rumination, 
depression, and associated constructs such as anxiety. An example of this is where R. Y. Hong 
(2007) uses both the brooding and reflective subscale of the RRS to operationalize rumination in 
general, where it should only be used as a transdiagnostic measure of rumination, depression, and 
anxiety (Liao & Wei, 2011).

The 20-item self-report Ruminative Thought Styles Questionnaire (RTS; Brinker & Dozios, 
2009) is distinguished from other rumination instruments in that it does not limit repetitive 
thought to a single domain, specifically depressive thought. It instead measures a dispositional 
ruminative thought style, regardless of the temporal orientation (past or future focused thought) 
or type of rumination (e.g., brooding or reflective). This allows for a clearer investigation between 
rumination and its concomitants without being purely concerned with (and thus confounded by) 
explicitly depressive content, either due to implicit negative content within the instrument or 
inappropriate application of an instrument with negative subscales.

Continually demonstrating excellent internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s α typically 
above .90), the RTS has primarily been used in research in English-speaking countries, such as 
Australia (i.e., Pgdippsych & Mclaren, 2011; Tanner, Hasking, & Martin, 2013; Tanner, Voon, 
Hasking, & Martin, 2013; Voon et al., 2013) and America (i.e., Armour et al., 2012; E. Hu, 
Koucky, Brown, Bruce, & Sheline, 2014). Its international applicability has been expanded by 
recent translations into Thai (Vatanasin, Thapinta, Thompson, & Thungjaroenkul, 2012) and 
Turkish (Karatepe, Yavuz, & Turkcan, 2013).

Chinese researchers have shown a recent interest in exploring rumination (i.e., W. Hong 
et al., 2010; Liu, Tian, Zhou, & Lu, 2012; Wu, Sun, Miao, Yu, & Wang, 2011; X. Zhou & Wu, 
2016; X. Zhou, Wu, Fu, & An, 2015). A Chinese translated version of the RSQ is the most 
widespread, either in its full form (Guo & Wu, 2011; Liu et al., 2012), or in its later form, the 
RRS (as in W. Hong et al., 2010). Other rumination measures translated into Chinese include 
Conway’s Rumination Sadness Scale (as in Guo & Wu, 2011), the Dispositional Rumination 
Scale (as in Wu et al., 2011), the Chinese Anger Rumination Scale (Maxwell & Siu, 2008), 
and the Event Related Rumination Inventory (as in X. Zhou & Wu, 2016). Research using 
these measures in Chinese samples have uncovered significant associations between rumina-
tion and negative outcomes parallel to findings in Western samples (W. Hong et al., 2010; Liu 
et al., 2012).

Note that the instruments used in the above research may invariably include clearly negative 
content as a major component within the assessment of rumination. This is particularly problem-
atic in a Chinese context, because the multifaceted concept of rumination deeply embedded in 
Chinese tradition has more positive connotations than its Western counterpart (Guo & Wu, 2011). 
An example of this positive view of rumination is “moral rumination” (as discussed in J. Zhou, 
2004), a socially desirable process by which repeated thinking, evaluation, and learning about 
moral concepts leads to moral balance. This socially positive conceptualization of rumination is 
arguably incompatible with operationalization of rumination which assumes negative content. It 
should be noted that a positive social perception does not necessarily correspond to a positive 
emotional experience, hence there may be tension between social desirability effects and social 
values viewing rumination as positive, and the negative emotional state associated with rumina-
tion. For these reasons, Guo and Wu (2011) call for better understanding of rumination in a 
Chinese sample in their review of rumination in the Chinese context. This would require an 
instrument that does not include inherently negative or positive content, which are specific char-
acteristics of the RTS.

A Chinese translation of the RTS (RTS-CH) is the first measure of rumination to be translated 
into Chinese that is not arguably confounded by negative or depressive content. Despite a 
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burgeoning interest in China for cross-cultural research on themes relating to mental health, 
research comparing rumination in Western and Chinese samples (i.e., Jose, Kramar, & Hou, 
2014) is in its infancy. It is an opportune moment for the RTS-CH to foster cross-cultural research 
into rumination, where the same instrument is appropriate in both Western and Chinese samples. 
This article outlines the development and validation of the RTS-CH, beginning with investiga-
tion of conceptual equivalence, and then focusing on psychometric equivalence. The ethical 
aspects of all constituent studies were approved by the Australian National University Human 
Research Ethics Committee.

Study 1

Cross-language statistical comparability, such as similar factor structures, is a necessary but not 
sufficient indicator of conceptual equivalence (Byrne & Campbell, 1999). The conceptual equiv-
alence of the instrument and its meaning needs to be established before focusing primarily on 
item wording and internal consistency reliability. This can be threatened by cultural differences 
regarding the construct itself, or other factors such as a culturally based tendency to select less 
extreme scores on Likert-type items (Candell & Hulin, 1986). These threats can be clarified by 
the use of a bilingual sample (Sperber, Devellis, & Boehlecke, 1994). This first study sought to 
uncover any such potentially confounding differences by administering the English language 
version of the RTS to an Australian sample, and Chinese (English-Chinese bilingual) sample. 
Major discrepancies would be taken to indicate that the RTS may not be suitable in a Chinese 
context, and thus a translation of the scale would not be useful.

Method

Participants. Four hundred ninety-two psychology students in Australia were recruited via post-
ers, and participated in return for course credit. Of this sample, 369 were Australian, and spoke 
English as their first language, and 123 were Chinese individuals currently residing in Australia. 
The Australians were aged 17 to 60 years (M = 21), 66% were female. The Chinese participants 
were aged 18 to 29 years (M = 20), 72% were female.

Materials. Alongside demographic questions, participants completed the English language ver-
sion of the RTS.

The RTS. Respondents rated how well each of the 20 statements described them on a 7-point 
Likert-type scale, with 1 indicating not at all and 7 indicating very well (Brinker & Dozios, 
2009). An example item is “I tend to replay past events as I would have liked them to happen.” 
Scores range from 20, indicating no trait rumination, to 140, indicating high trait rumination. The 
Chinese language version of this instrument is the subject of this validation process. The items 
were presented in a fixed order as shown in Table 1.

Procedure. All participants completed the RTS via an online survey.

Statistical analysis. Total score and internal consistency reliability was compared across samples 
using ANOVA and Cronbach’s alpha. To compare the measurement model across samples, we 
first conducted confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using diagonally weighted least square esti-
mation (DWLS) in model estimation to the English sample to confirm the factor model. DWLS 
is suitable for responses with categorical and ordinal nature (Bandalos, 2014). Next, we run a 
multigroup CFA to fit the factor model to both samples. We fitted a first model that allowed all 
parameters being freely estimated, and a second model that fixed the factor loadings to be equal 
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for both groups. Metric invariance is satisfied if the fit indices of the second model do not signifi-
cantly differ from the first model. The estimation was performed in R (version 3.0.1) and by 
using the lavaan (version 0.5-17) package. The latent variables are determined by fixing their 
variances to 1.0, with allowing for the free estimation of other parameters.

Table 1. Within-Subjects Item-Wise Comparisons Between RTS and RTS-CH, Study 3.

Item r t p

 1.  I find that my mind often goes over things again and 
again

.81*** 0.72 .475

 2.  When I have a problem, it will gnaw on my mind for a 
long time

.64*** −1.10 .281

 3.  I find that some thoughts come to mind over and over 
throughout the day

.88*** −2.58 .016

 4. I can’t stop thinking about some things .87*** −1.15 .258
 5.  When I am anticipating an interaction, I will imagine 

every possible scenario and conversation
.87*** 0.83 .415

 6.  I tend to replay past events as I would have liked them 
to happen

.59*** −1.10 .282

 7.  I find myself daydreaming about things I wish I had 
done

.70*** −3.00 .006

 8.  When I feel I have had a bad interaction with someone, 
I tend to imagine various scenarios where I would

.53*** 0.80 .432

 9.  When trying to solve a complicated problem, I find 
that I just keep coming back to the beginning without

.43*** 1.33 .194

10.  If there is an important event coming up, I think about 
it so much that I work myself up

.52** 1.41 .169

11.  I have never been able to distract myself from 
unwanted thoughts

.17 −1.49 .148

12.  Even if I think about a problem for hours, I still have a 
hard time coming to a clear understanding

.67*** −0.66 .515

13.  It is very difficult for me to come to a clear conclusion 
about some problems, no matter how much I think 
about them

.47** −2.19 .037

14.  Sometimes I realize I have been sitting and thinking 
about something for hours

.71*** −1.10 .282

15.  When I am trying to work out a problem, it is like I 
have a long debate in my mind where I keep going to

.50** −0.13 .899

16.  I like to sit and reminisce about pleasant events from 
the past

.90*** −2.12 .043

17.  When I am looking forward to an exciting event, 
thoughts of it interfere with what I am working on

.76*** 1.57 .129

18.  Sometimes even during a conversation, I find unrelated 
thoughts popping into my head

.90*** 1.44 .161

19.  When I have an important conversation coming up, I 
tend to go over it in my mind again and again

.84*** −0.23 .823

20.  If I have an important event coming up, I can’t stop 
thinking about it

.85*** 1.76 .090

Note. r is the correlation between RTS and RTS-CH for each item. t and the associated p column refers to item-wise 
t test comparing RTS and RTS-CH scores. RTS = Ruminative Thought Styles Questionnaire; RTS-CH = Chinese 
version of RTS.
**p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Results and Discussion

ANOVA revealed RTS scores in the Chinese (M = 88, SD = 21) and English (M = 87, SD = 20) 
samples were not significantly different. Results of the CFA indicated that a single-factor 
model with allowing 10 correlated residuals pairs1 achieved the optimal model fit in the 
Australian sample, χ2(160) = 767.60, p < .001, comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.980, Tucker–
Lewis Index (TLI) = 0.976, root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) = 0.102, ω = 
0.89; as well as in the Chinese sample, χ2(160) = 201.20, p < .001, CFI = 0.988, TLI = 0.986, 
RMSEA = 0.085, ω = 0.91. This model achieved sufficient model fit for both samples when 
parameters were allowed to be different across samples, χ2(320) = 1,068.79, p < .001, CFI = 
0.982, TLI = 0.979, RMSEA = 0.098. The model fit statistics for a model that constrained the 
factor loadings to be equal across groups were χ2(339) = 1,106.7, p < .001, CFI = 0.982, TLI = 
0.979, RMSEA = 0.096. The model fit measured by χ2 changed significantly, Δχ2 = 37.89, p = 
.006. However, there was no substantial decrease in other model fit indices, for example, ΔCFI 
= 0 and ΔRMSEA = 0.002.

The scores, internal consistency reliability (measured by coefficient ω), and factor structures 
for both samples were similar to those reported by Brinker and Dozios (2009) in the initial devel-
opment of the RTS. This analysis revealed no substantial difference in the RTS between the 
Chinese and Australian samples, supporting the validity of subsequent Chinese language 
translation.

Translation Procedure

The initial version of the RTS-CH was developed in three stages, by three native Chinese 
speakers who were also fluent in English, working independently. In the first stage, L. Wan 
translated the instrument from English into Chinese. Following the gold standard outlined in 
Brislin (1970), back translation into English was carried out by a different person (Stage 2, Y. 
Shou), and the congruence between the original, translated and back-translated versions was 
explored by a third person (Stage 3, H. Lin). Any discrepancies were then discussed with the 
authors of the article, including J. Brinker (the author of the original RTS) and the translation 
was adjusted. During this initial translation, and later modifications, we followed the recom-
mendations of Harkness and Shoua-Glusberg (1998): Where a literal translation conflicted 
with the intended meaning of the question, a translation according to the meaning was chosen. 
Across subsequent studies, the RTS-CH was then iteratively improved by comparison with the 
English language RTS, and examined in terms of convergent and divergent validity, and inter-
nal scale structure (this process can be followed in the supplementary materials). Simplified 
and traditional Chinese character variants of the RTS-CH were created. This was done to reach 
as wide an audience as possible; though simplified and traditional Chinese characters do not 
have different meanings, people from different regions may be expected to be more fluent in 
one or the other.

Study 2

This study focused on the factor structure of the RTS-CH, and convergent and divergent validity. 
In both the Western and Chinese literatures, there is an established link between rumination and 
negative affect (W. Hong et al., 2010), but not positive affect. Convergent and divergent validity 
of the RTS translation was ascertained by correlating the total RTS-CH scores with the Chinese 
language version of the Positive Affect Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS). The expectation was 
that the RTS should correlate significantly and positively with the negative axis of the PANAS 
(PANAS-NA), but not significantly with the positive axis (PANAS-PA).
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Method

Participants. One hundred sixty-one members of the general public in China were recruited via 
social media, and participated via a Chinese survey website (sojump.com) which offers chances 
to win prizes as an incentive. Participants were required to be age 18 or above to participate in 
this study. Aged 18 to 60 (M = 31), 52% of participants were female. Most (78%) were living in 
the top four most developed provinces in China (Beijing, Shanghai, Guangdong, and Zhejiang).

Materials. Alongside demographic questions, participants completed the Chinese language ver-
sions of the RTS (fixed item order) and the PANAS.

The PANAS. This consists of a series of 20 adjectives (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). 
Respondents rated how much they experienced like those adjectives on a 5-point unipolar Likert-
type scale, with 1 = very slightly/not at all, and 5 = extremely, for the past month. The PANAS 
yields a positive affect score (PANAS_PA) and a negative affect (PANAS_NA) score. Both scores 
range from 10 (does not at all describe the participant) to 50 (very much describes the participant). 
Sourced from Huang, Tingzhong, and Ji (2003), the Chinese language version of the PANAS has 
been validated and achieved acceptable reliability in Chinese samples (Guo & Gan, 2010).

Procedure. Participation was via online survey. Participants provided demographic information, 
then completed the RTS and PANAS, in that order, without item order randomization. The 
remaining section of the survey was not relevant to the current study, so is not discussed here.

Statistical analysis. CFA with DWLS estimation was used to measure the fit of the one-factor 
model identified in Study 1. Correlations between the total scores of RTS with other scales was 
used to establish whether the pattern of convergent and divergent validity was consistent across 
English and Chinese versions.

Results and Discussion

Model fit statistics of a CFA indicated that the factor model in Study 1 was sufficient for the 
RTS-CH, χ2(160) = 445.97, p < .001, CFI = 0.969, TLI = 0.964, RMSEA = 0.106, ω = 0.89. 
Cronbach’s α for PANAS-PA was 0.90, and for PANAS-NA was 0.90. The RTS-CH total scores 
correlated significantly with the Chinese language PANAS-NA (r = .33, p < .001) but not the 
PANAS-PA (r < .02, p = .831), suggesting appropriate convergent and divergent validity. This 
indicates the RTS-CH has comparable psychometric and theoretical properties as the English 
language RTS. Though the overall questionnaire performed well, three items has low loadings. 
These unsatisfactory items were reworded by the team involved in the initial translation.

Study 3

Having established the RTS-CH performed well in terms of overall factor structure, this study sought 
to more closely examine item-wise equivalence. As per Sperber et al. (1994), Chinese-English bilin-
gual participants were used to allow a clear within-subject comparison of the RTS and RTS-CH.

Method

Participants. Twenty-nine Chinese-English bilingual students currently studying at the Australian 
National University completed both the English RTS and the Chinese RTS. Aged 19 to 36 years 
(M = 25), 76% of participants were female.
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Materials. Participants completed both the RTS and the RTS-CH (simplified characters).

Procedure. Participants completed the RTS and RTS-CH in pencil-and-paper format. The order 
(English or Chinese language first) was randomized, and participants were required to have a 
minimum of 30-min interval between the two language versions of RTS. Subjects were allowed 
to do self-directed distraction tasks during the interval.

Statistical analysis. Item-wise correspondence was established by paired correlation and t tests 
examining the within-subject similarity between RTS and RTS-CH responses for each item. If 
correlation or t tests indicate differences between scales (nonsignificant correlation or significant 
t test at α = .05), item rewording will be discussed.

Results

RTS total score means were 82.56 (SD = 17.16) for English RTS, and 83.61 (SD = 16.19) for 
RTS-CN. Cronbach’s α was .90 for both English RTS and Chinese RTS. Paired correlation and t 
tests were used to examine the similarity between RTS and RTS-CH responses for each item 
(Table 1). All items had strong, significant positive correlations across the two language versions, 
except for the unsatisfactory Item 11, which was reworded to better reflect the original RTS Item 
11’s connotations of distraction. Turning to t tests, Items 3, 7, and 13 had weak differences in 
means. However, all three items also had strong, significant positive correlations with their English 
language counterparts, and no clear unintended wording connotations. For these reasons, these 
three items were not altered.

Study 4

Having established construct validity, convergent and divergent validity, and acceptable item-
level equivalence in previous studies, this final study established both the construct and psycho-
metric validity of the final version of the RTS-CH. Convergent validity was examined here by 
way of the Patient Health Questionnaire–9 (PHQ-9; Kroenke, Spitzer, & Williams, 2001) as a 
measure of anxiety and depression, and the Suicidal Ideation Attributes Scale (SIDAS; Van 
Spijker et al., 2014), as depression, anxiety, and suicidal ideation have been related to rumination 
in the literature (Hughes et al., 2008; Surrence et al., 2009).

Method

Participants. As part of a larger study, 255 students at the Central Normal University were 
notified via teachers’ invitation in class, and participated in an online survey in return for 
course credit. Participants were aged between 18 and 27 years (M = 19.54), and 80% were 
female.

Materials. In addition to the RTS-CH (simplified characters; randomized item order), partici-
pants completed two other scales in Chinese to establish convergent validity.

The PHQ-9. This was used to measure depression and anxiety (Kroenke et al., 2001). The 
PHQ-9 is the depression module of the PHQ that includes nine Diagnostic and Statistical Man-
ual of Mental Disorders (4th ed.; DSM-IV; American Psychiatric Association, 1994) criteria. 
Each item is scored from 0 (not at all) to 3 (nearly every day). The total score of PHQ-9 was used 
to represent the severity of depressed mood.
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Table 2. Standardized RTS-CH Factor Loadings for the One-Factor Model, Study 4.

Item λ SE p

Confidence interval

Lower Upper

 (1) 0.817 0.022 <.001 0.773 0.861
 (2) 0.756 0.027 <.001 0.703 0.809
 (3) 0.774 0.026 <.001 0.723 0.824
 (4) 0.78 0.024 <.001 0.734 0.827
 (5) 0.714 0.031 <.001 0.654 0.774
 (6) 0.765 0.026 <.001 0.715 0.815
 (7) 0.770 0.026 <.001 0.718 0.822
 (8) 0.711 0.03 <.001 0.653 0.77
 (9) 0.622 0.036 <.001 0.551 0.693
(10) 0.762 0.028 <.001 0.708 0.816
(11) 0.671 0.032 <.001 0.608 0.734
(12) 0.676 0.033 <.001 0.611 0.74
(13) 0.712 0.03 <.001 0.653 0.772
(14) 0.522 0.039 <.001 0.446 0.597
(15) 0.744 0.03 <.001 0.686 0.802
(16) 0.587 0.04 <.001 0.508 0.665
(17) 0.723 0.029 <.001 0.667 0.779
(18) 0.705 0.031 <.001 0.645 0.765
(19) 0.708 0.03 <.001 0.649 0.766
(20) 0.796 0.023 <.001 0.752 0.84

Note. The item number corresponds to the item number in Table 1. Confidence intervals refer to λ.

Generalized Anxiety Disorder–7 items (GAD-7). This was used to measure anxiety (Spitzer, 
Kroenke, Williams, & Löwe, 2006). The GAD-7 scores seven common anxiety symptoms. The 
total scores of the two scales were used as measures of depression and anxiety.

The SIDAS. This is a five-item scale that measured the severity of suicidal ideation (Van Spi-
jker et al., 2014). The five items assess the frequency, controllability, closeness to attempt, dis-
tress, and interference with daily activities. Each item was rated on a 10-point scale. The total 
scores of the five items were used to indicate suicidal tendency.

Procedure. Subjects accessed the survey via the online survey platform LIME. As part of a larger 
study, participants completed the PHQ-9, General Anxiety Diagnosis-7, SIDAS, and RTS, in 
order. To balance fatigue effects, all instruments were administered with randomized question 
order.

Results and Discussion

The mean RTS-CH mean score was 90.33 (SD = 22.53). The measurement model of the RTS-CH 
was explored, before turning to convergent validity. Model fit statistics of a CFA indicated that 
the factor model in Study 1 was sufficient for the RTS-CH χ2(160) = 330.91, p < .001, CFI = 
0.995, TLI = 0.994, RMSEA = 0.069, ω = 0.94. As shown in Table 2, all items were significantly 
loaded on the single factor.

A correlation analysis using the total scores of RTS was conducted to measure the convergent 
validity of RTS with PHQ-9, GAD-7, and suicidal tendency. Cronbach’s alpha for PHQ-9 was 
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.83, and for GAD-7 was .90. The RTS-CH was significantly and positively correlated with gen-
eral depression (r = .23, p <.001) and anxiety (r = .25, p <.001). The RTS-CH was not correlated 
with suicidal tendency (r = 0.5, p = .460), likely because very few (only 6%) of the sample indi-
cated they had thought about suicide.

General Discussion

This article outlined the development and validation of the RTS-CH, a Chinese language version 
of Brinker and Dozios’s (2009) rumination questionnaire, the RTS. Translation to create the 
RTS-CH was undertaken following the procedure outlined in Brislin (1970), with initial transla-
tion, back translation, and checking undertaken by three independent bilingual individuals. As 
per Harkness and Shoua-Glusberg (1998), translation proceeded with an emphasis on translating 
meaning rather than literal wording, with consultation with the original RTS developer to ensure 
meaning was preserved.

The resultant RTS-CH performs comparably with the English language RTS, with a clear 
single-factor solution, and excellent internal consistency reliability. Similarity in within-subject 
administration, and patterns of convergent and divergent validity, suggests the RTS-CH also 
demonstrates construct validity. It does not correlate with positive affect, and is significantly 
positively associated with negative affect, anxiety, and depression, in line with what may be 
expected given both the Western and Chinese literature (W. Hong et al., 2010; Hughes et al., 
2008; Muris et al., 2005; Wilkinson & Goodyer, 2006). Together, these results suggest that the 
scale is capturing the construct of rumination well, without inadvertently tapping unexpected 
psychological phenomena.

Given the relationship between suicidal ideation and rumination in the Western (Surrence 
et al., 2009) and Chinese (Liu et al., 2012) literatures, we had expected the RTS-CH would be 
significantly associated with suicidal thoughts and behaviors. This was not the case, perhaps 
because too few participants reported suicidality. Alternatively, a possible confound between 
negative thought and depression in extant Chinese language rumination measures may have 
biased previous conclusions. Either explicitly or implicitly, current Chinese language rumination 
questionnaires tend to measure negative content more akin to the “brooding” subtype. The way 
in which the RTS-CH is significantly associated with negative mood and anxiety, but not suicid-
ality, suggests that the suicidality literature may be skewed due to the depressive content of 
rumination instruments being used. This is an important avenue for future suicidality research in 
both English- and Chinese-speaking countries.

The primary limitation of the development of the RTS-CH was sampling. The majority of 
participants were sourced from nonclinical settings, such as the general population and university 
student populations. Future research should investigate how the RTS-CH performs among indi-
viduals from a clinical population, as more extreme scores may reveal undetected psychometric 
problems with the RTS-CH. In addition, the majority of the Chinese participants came from 
urban, relatively wealthy areas. There are marked cultural differences across China, particularly 
between urban and rural areas (Hesketh & Ding, 2005), so accordingly the applicability of the 
RTS-CH in rural China should be evaluated in future research.

The RTS is a measure of rumination, operationalized as repetitive, recurrent, intrusive, and 
uncontrollable thinking. Its attractive psychometric properties and lack of inherently negative or 
depressive content make it a useful tool for rumination research. Due to its links with depression 
and suicidal thoughts and behaviors, there is growing interest in rumination in Chinese samples. 
This article outlined the translation and development of the RTS-CH, a Chinese language version 
of the RTS. The RTS-CH is the first Chinese language rumination measure that does not have 
inherently negative or depressive content. It also has attractive psychometric properties in terms 
of internal consistency reliability, and convergent and divergent validity. The RTS-CH is 
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consequently well placed to meaningfully contribute to future research into rumination in a 
Chinese context.
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Note

1. The item order in this study was not randomized. The correlated residuals included four subgroups of 
items clustering together as a result of order effect. The four groups are (a) Item Pairs 1-3, 2-3, and 3-4; 
(b) Item Pairs 6-7, 6-8, and 7-8; (c) Item Pair 12-13, and (d) Item Pairs 16-17, 17-20, and 19-20.

References

American Psychiatric Association. (1994). Diagnostic and statistical manual of mental disorders (4th ed.). 
Washington, DC: Author.

Armour, C., Elhai, J. D., Richardson, D., Ractliffe, K., Wang, L., & Elklit, A. (2012). Assessing a five factor 
model of PTSD: Is dysphoric arousal a unique PTSD construct showing differential relationships with 
anxiety and depression? Journal of Anxiety Disorders, 26, 368-376. doi:10.1016/j.janxdis.2011.12.002

Bandalos, D. L. (2014). Relative performance of categorical diagonally weighted least squares and robust maxi-
mum likelihood estimation. Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 21, 102-116.

Brinker, J. K., & Dozios, D. J. A. (2009). Ruminative thought style and depressed mood. Journal of Clinical 
Psychology, 65, 1-19. doi:10.1002/jclp.20542

Brislin, R. W. (1970). Back-translation for cross-cultural research. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 
1, 185-216. doi:10.1177/135910457000100301

Butler, L. D., & Nolen-Hoeksema, S. (1994). Gender differences in responses to depressed mood in a col-
lege sample. Sex Roles, 30, 331-346. doi:10.1007/BF01420597

Byrne, B. M., & Campbell, T. L. (1999). Cross-cultural comparisons and the presumption of equiva-
lent measurement and theoretical structure: A look beneath the surface. Journal of Cross-Cultural 
Psychology, 30, 555-574. doi:10.1177/0022022199030005001

Calmes, C. A., & Roberts, J. E. (2007). Repetitive thought and emotional distress: Rumination and worry as 
prospective predictors of depressive and anxious symptomatology. Cognitive Therapy and Research, 
31, 343-356. doi:10.1007/s10608-006-9026-9

Candell, G. L., & Hulin, C. L. (1986). Cross-language and cross-cultural comparisons in scale translations. 
Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 17, 417-440.

Francisco, S., Puterman, E., DeLongis, A., & Pomaki, G. (2010). Protecting us from ourselves: Social sup-
port as a buffer of trait and state rumination. Journal of Social & Clinical Psychology, 29, 797-820. 
doi:10.1521/jscp.2010.29.7.797.

Guo, M., & Gan, Y. (2010). Reliability and validity of the Chinese version of Positive and Negative Affect 
Schedule-Expanded in 660 college students. Chinese Mental Health Journal, 24(7), 524-528.



Walsh et al. 11

Guo, S., & Wu, X. (2011). Rumination: Theories, mechanism and scales. Chinese Journal of Special 
Education, 3, 90-93.

Harkness, J. A., & Shoua-Glusberg, A. (1998). Questionnaires in translation. ZUMA-Nachrichten Spezial, 
3, 87-127.

Hesketh, T., & Ding, Q. J. (2005). Anxiety and depression in adolescents in urban and rural China. 
Psychological Reports, 96, 435-444.

Hong, R. Y. (2007). Worry and rumination: Differential associations with anxious and depressive 
symptoms and coping behavior. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 45, 277-290. doi:10.1016/j.
brat.2006.03.006

Hong, W., Abela, J. R. Z., Cohen, J. R., Sheshko, D. M., Shi, X. T., Van Hamel, A., & Starrs, C. (2010). 
Rumination as a vulnerability factor to depression in adolescents in Mainland China: Lifetime history 
of clinically significant depressive episodes. Journal of Clinical Child & Adolescent Psychology, 39, 
849-857. doi:10.1080/15374416.2010.517159

Hu, E., Koucky, E. M., Brown, W. J., Bruce, S. E., & Sheline, Y. I. (2014). The role of rumination in elevat-
ing perceived stress in posttraumatic stress disorder. Journal of interpersonal violence, 29(10), 1953-
1962. doi: 10.1177/088620513511697

Huang, L., Tingzhong, Y., & Ji, Z. (2003). Applicability of the positive and negative affect scale in Chinese. 
Chinese Mental Health Journal, 17, 54-56.

Hughes, M. E., Alloy, L. B., & Cogswell, A. (2008). Repetitive thought in psychopathology: The relation 
of rumination and worry to depression and anxiety symptoms. Journal of Cognitive Psychotherapy, 22, 
271-288. doi:10.1891/0889-8391.22.3.271

Joormann, J., & Tran, T. B. (2009). Rumination and intentional forgetting of emotional material. Cognition 
and Emotion, 23, 1233-1246. doi:10.1080/02699930802416735

Jose, P. E., Kramar, K., & Hou, Y. (2014). Does brooding rumination moderate the stress to depres-
sion relationship similarly for Chinese and New Zealand adolescents? Journal of Educational and 
Developmental Psychology, 4, 114-127. doi:10.5539/jedp.v4n1p114

Karatepe, H., Yavuz, F., & Turkcan, A. (2013). Ruminatif Dusunme Bicimi Olceginin Turkce Gecerlik 
ve Guvenilirligi [Validity and reliability of the Turkish version of the Ruminative Thought Style 
Questionnaire]. Bulletin of Clinical Psychopharmacology, 1. doi:10.5455/bcp.20121130122311

Kroenke, K., Spitzer, R. L., & Williams, J. B. W. (2001). The PHQ-9: Validity of a brief depres-
sion severity measure. Journal of General Internal Medicine, 16, 606-613. doi:10.1046/j.1525-
1497.2001.016009606.x

Liao, K. Y. H., & Wei, M. (2011). Intolerance of uncertainty, depression, and anxiety: The moderating and 
mediating roles of rumination. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 67, 1220-1239.

Liu, W., Tian, L., Zhou, W., & Lu, H. (2012). The relationship between professional women’s rumination 
and suicidal ideation: The mediating effect of attentional bias. Chinese Journal of Special Education, 
11, 59-72.

Maxwell, J., & Siu, O. (2008). The Chinese Coping Strategies Scale: Relationships with aggression, 
anger, and rumination in a diverse sample of Hong Kong Chinese adults. Personality and Individual 
Differences, 44, 1049-1059. doi:10.1016/j.paid.2007.10.006

Muris, P., Roelofs, J., Rassin, E., Franken, I., & Mayer, B. (2005). Mediating effects of rumination and worry 
on the links between neuroticism, anxiety and depression. Personality and Individual Differences, 39, 
1105-1111. doi:10.1016/j.paid.2005.04.005

Pgdippsych, L. T., & Mclaren, S. (2011). Social support and sense of belonging as protective factors in the 
rumination—Depressive symptoms relation among Australian women. Women & Health, 51, 51-167. 
doi:10.1080/03630242.2011.558004

Riley, K. (2010). Rejection sensitivity and daily rumination to interpersonal and noninterpersonal stressors 
(Doctoral dissertation). University of Delaware, Newark.

Segerstrom, S. C., Tsao, J. C. I., Alden, L. E., & Craske, M. G. (2000). Worry and rumination: 
Repetitive thought as a concomitant and predictor of negative mood. Therapy, 24, 671-688. 
doi:10.1023/A:1005587311498

Sperber, A., Devellis, R. D., & Boehlecke, B. (1994). Cross-cultural translation methodology and valida-
tion. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 25, 501-524.



12 Journal of Psychoeducational Assessment 

Spitzer, R. L., Kroenke, K., Williams, J. B. W., & Löwe, B. (2006). A brief measure for assessing gen-
eralized anxiety disorder: The GAD-7. Archives of internal medicine, 166, 1092-1097. doi:10.1001/
archinte.166.10.1092

Surrence, K., Miranda, R., Marroquín, B. M., & Chan, S. (2009). Brooding and reflective rumination among 
suicide attempters: Cognitive vulnerability to suicidal ideation. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 47, 
803-808. doi:10.1016/j.brat.2009.06.001

Tait, R. J., Brinker, J., Moller, C. I., & French, D. J. (2014). Rumination, Substance Use, and Self-Harm in a 
Representative Australian Adult Sample. Journal of clinical psychology, 70(3), 283-293. doi: 10.1002/
jclp.22025

Tanner, A. K., Hasking, P., & Martin, G. (2013). Effects of rumination and optimism on the relation-
ship between psychological distress and non-suicidal self-injury. Prevention Science, 15, 860-868. 
doi:10.1007/s11121-013-0444-0

Tanner, A. K., Voon, D., Hasking, P., & Martin, G. (2013). Underlying structure of ruminative thinking: 
Factor analysis of the Ruminative Thought Style Questionnaire. Cognitive Therapy and Research, 37, 
633-646. doi:10.1007/s10608-012-9492-1

Treynor, W., Gonzalez, R., & Nolen-Hoeksema, S. (2003). Rumination reconsidered: A psychometric anal-
ysis. Cognitive Therapy and Research, 27, 247-259.

Van Spijker, B. A. J., Batterham, P. J., Calear, A. L., Farrer, L., Christensen, H., Reynolds, J., & Kerkhof, 
A. J. F. M. (2014). The Suicidal Ideation Attributes Scale (SIDAS): Community-based validation study 
of a new scale for the measurement of suicidal ideation. Suicide and Life-Threatening Behavior, 44, 
408-419. doi:10.1111/sltb.12084

Vatanasin, D., Thapinta, D., Thompson, E. A., & Thungjaroenkul, P. (2012). Testing a model of depression 
among Thai adolescents. Journal of Child & Adolescent Psychiatric Nursing, 25, 195-206. doi:10.1111/
jcap.12012

Voon, D., Hasking, P., & Martin, G. (2013). The roles of emotion regulation and ruminative thoughts in 
non-suicidal self-injury. British Journal of Clinical Psychology, 53, 95-113. doi:10.1111/bjc.12030

Watson, D., Clark, L. A., & Tellegen, A. (1988). Development and validation of brief measures of positive 
and negative affect: the PANAS scales. Journal of personality and social psychology, 54(6), 1063.

Wilkinson, P. O., & Goodyer, I. M. (2006). Attention difficulties and mood-related ruminative response 
style in adolescents with unipolar depression. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, and Allied 
Disciplines, 47, 1284-1291. doi:10.1111/j.1469-7610.2006.01660.x

Wu, J., Sun, S., Miao, T., Yu, L., & Wang, F. (2011). Higher Ruminative Tendency of Anger in Trust-
Forgiveness Young Adults. In International Conference on Social Science and Humanity (Vol. 5, pp. 
511-515).

Zhou, J. (2004). Discuss on characteristics and conduction of undergraduate’s moral rumination. Heilong 
Researchers on Higher Education, 122, 56-59.

Zhou, X., & Wu, X. (2016). The relationship between rumination, posttraumatic stress disorder, and 
posttraumatic growth among Chinese adolescents after earthquake: A longitudinal study. Journal of 
Affective Disorders, 193, 242-248. doi:10.1016/j.jad.2015.12.076

Zhou, X., Wu, X., Fu, F., & An, Y. (2015). Core belief challenge and rumination as predictors of PTSD 
and PTG among adolescent survivors of the Wenchuan earthquake. Psychological Trauma: Theory, 
Research, Practice, and Policy, 7, 391-397. doi:10.1037/tra0000031


