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Abstract
This study analyzes the psychometric properties of the Differentiation of Self Scale-Revised (DSS-R), an instrument assess-
ing the differentiation of the self of Spanish adults through the dimensions I Position, Emotional Reactivity, Fusion with 
Others and Emotional Cutoff, and of a new dimension, Dominance over Others. In Study 1, carried out with 1445 subjects, 
exploratory factor analysis was performed with one half of the participants, and confirmatory factor analysis with the other, 
comparing the five-factor and bifactor models. In Study 2, examining convergent validity, 180 subjects participated and 
completed the revised scale and the Differentiation of Self Inventory-Revised. Studies 3 and 4 verified concurrent validity, 
with 401 subjects completing the DSS-R and the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory in Study 3, and 170 subjects completing the 
DSS-R and the Couple Assertion Questionnaire in Study 4. Adequate internal consistency indices and evidence of construct, 
convergent and concurrent validity were found. The use of the DSS-R is recommended for assessing the differentiation of 
the self in the Spanish population.
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Family systems theory, proposed by Murray Bowen (1989; 
Kerr & Bowen, 1988), is considered one of the most rel-
evant explanations of psychological development from a 
systemic and multigenerational perspective (Rodríguez & 
Kerr, 2011). The theory comprises eight concepts, of which 
the differentiation of self (DoS) is the most relevant in the 
field of family therapy, systemic theory and research since 
it is a fundamental construct for developing maturity and 
achieving psychological health (Rodríguez-González & 
Martínez, 2015).

DoS refers to the intrapsychic ability to distinguish emo-
tional processes from cognitive processes, and to the inter-
personal ability to maintain meaningful connections with 
others while functioning autonomously (Kerr & Bowen, 
1988; Skowron & Friedlander, 1998).

In the intrapsychic realm, individuals who are more 
differentiated are better able to distinguish their thoughts 
from their emotions, making them less emotionally reactive 
and better able to think clearly in stressful situations and to 
develop a clear sense of themselves. Conversely, less dif-
ferentiated people tend to confuse cognitive processes with 
emotional ones, leading to greater difficulties in regulat-
ing emotions, acting reflectively in stressful situations and 
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having a clearly defined sense of oneself (Bowen, 1989; Kerr 
& Bowen, 1988). According to Skowron and Friedlander 
(1998), DoS comprises two dimensions at the intrapsychic 
level: I position and emotional reactivity. I position refers to 
the clearly defined sense of self and the ability to rationally 
adhere to one’s own convictions even under pressure from 
others to think or act differently. Emotional reactivity is the 
tendency to respond to environmental stimuli with automatic 
emotional responses, flooding, or emotional lability.

In the interpersonal sphere, the most differentiated 
individuals are better equipped to follow their own crite-
ria, respect the criteria of others and maintain meaning-
ful relationships with others. Less differentiated people, 
on the other hand, tend to merge with others, to distance 
themselves physically or emotionally from them or to be 
dominant (Bowen, 1989; Kerr & Bowen, 1988). Accord-
ing to Skowron and Friedlander (1998), DoS comprises two 
dimensions at the interpersonal level: fusion with others and 
emotional cutoff. Fusion with others can be defined as the 
reliance or dependence on others, the propensity to think, 
feel and act like others, the constant need for approval and 
the weak adherence to one’s own criteria in avoiding con-
flicts or disagreements; while emotional cutoff refers to the 
tendency to avoid intimacy and keep a physical or emotional 
distance from others.

Oliver and Berástegui (2019) stated that, at the interper-
sonal level, there was another expression of a low level of 
DoS: dominance over others. This new dimension, identi-
fied in Bowen’s family systems theory (1989), refers to the 
tendency to adopt dogmatic positions, to tolerate differences 
of opinion poorly and to pressure others emotionally to con-
form to the own interests. Kerr and Bowen (1988) point out 
that “The less well developed each person’s individuality, 
the more easily threatened each can be by “going along” 
with the other… Each person is attempting to control how 
the other thinks and acts, each is simultaneously fighting 
against the other’s attempts to control or influence him” (pp. 
82–83). Along the same lines, The Bowen Center (2021) 
postulates that “People with a poorly differentiated “self” 
depend so heavily on the acceptance and approval of others 
that they either quickly adjust what they think, say, and do 
to please others or they dogmatically proclaim what others 
should be like and pressure them to conform. Bullies depend 
on approval and acceptance as much as chameleons, but bul-
lies push others to agree with them instead of with others”. 
On the other hand, according to Kerr and Bowen (1988), a 
person with a high level of differentiation, “While always 
sure of his beliefs and convictions, he is not dogmatic or 
fixed in his thinking. He can listen without reacting and can 
communicate without antagonizing others… He can respect 
the identity of another without becoming critical or emotion-
ally involved in trying to modify the line course of another… 
Tolerant and respectful of differences, he is not prone to 

engage in polarize debates” (p. 107). As noted, all these cites 
state that people with low differentiation could be dominant 
while people with high differentiation do not need to display 
dominant behaviours. Nevertheless, these features were not 
included or assessed in fusion with others and emotional 
cutoff dimensions in previous questionnaires, so, people 
with undifferentiated but dominant interpersonal strategies 
could have been assessed as well differentiated people. The 
consideration of this fifth dimension proposed by Oliver and 
Berástegui (2019) can also help to explain aggressive, dog-
matic or violent behaviors from a DoS perspective.

Bowen argued that the level of each person’s DoS devel-
ops during childhood, consolidates in adolescence and 
remains relatively stable for the remaining lifespan, although 
some later life experiences or a structured effort to increase 
it can generate changes in DoS level (Kerr & Bowen, 1988). 
Likewise, Bowen posited that the degree of DoS achieved by 
a person is strongly related to the level of their own parents’ 
DoS. Through a process that the author labelled “family 
projection”, parents transmit to their children their level of 
anxiety, their ability to distinguish the emotional from the 
intellectual system, their ability to relate without losing their 
autonomy and, ultimately, their level of DoS (Oliver et al., 
2012; Peiró et al., 2015). As parents tend to project more on 
some children than on others, there are usually differences 
between children in terms of their DoS levels (Bowen, 1989; 
Rodríguez-González & Martínez, 2015). Finally, Bowen 
hypothesized that the level of DoS a person achieves is 
linked to their physical health, their level of psychological 
adjustment, and the quality of their relationships at partner, 
family, and social levels (Kerr & Bowen, 1988).

Numerous studies have confirmed that individuals with 
greater DoS suffer less anxiety and other psychological and 
physical symptoms and enjoy greater psychological well-
being (e.g., Duch-Ceballos et al., 2020; Isik & Bulduk, 2015; 
Jankowski et al., 2013; Rodríguez-González et al., 2018; 
Sandage & Jankowski, 2010; Skowron et al., 2009). In addi-
tion, more differentiated people seem to have better emo-
tional self-regulation, higher self-esteem and greater iden-
tity development, better social skills and more secure adult 
attachments (e.g., Borondo & Oliver, 2021; Cavaiola et al., 
2012; Duch-Ceballos et al., 2020; Rodrigues, 2016; Willis 
& Cashwell, 2017). Finally, individuals with higher levels of 
DoS have been found to have parents who were more respon-
sive and less critical and absent, have a healthier perception 
of family functioning and greater adjustment and satisfaction 
with their partners (e.g., Dolz-del-Castellar & Oliver, 2021; 
Freeman & Almond, 2009; Jankowski & Hooper, 2012; Kim 
et al., 2015; Lampis et al., 2019; Rodríguez-González et al., 
2020; Skowron, 2000).

In recent decades, a number of instruments have been 
developed to assess DoS in adults (e.g., PAFS-Q, Bray et al., 
1984; LDSS, Haber, 1984; DSI, Skowron & Friedlander, 
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1998), with the Differentiation of Self Inventory-Revised 
(DSI-R; Skowron & Schmitt, 2003) currently the most 
widely used. This instrument assesses DoS through four 
dimensions: I Position, Emotional Reactivity, Fusion with 
Others, and Emotional Cutoff.

Since this scale was created, numerous translations of the 
DSI-R have been made, including Turkish, Chinese, Italian, 
German, Portuguese and Greek, among other languages (e.g., 
Isik & Bulduk, 2015; Lam & Chan-So, 2015; Lampis et al., 
2017; Maß et al., 2019; Major et al., 2014; Neophytou et al., 
2020). Recently, the DSI-R scale was adapted to Spanish 
(S-DSI; Rodríguez-González et al., 2015), with factor analy-
sis revealing a two-factor structure which largely correspond 
to the Emotional Reactivity and Emotional Cutoff subscales 
of the DSI-R. Conversely, two fundamental manifestations 
of DoS did not emerge: I Position and Fusion with Others.

The scales developed so far have contributed significantly 
to the assessment of DoS. However, some have ignored its 
intrapsychic components, others its interpersonal compo-
nents, and several of those examining both components 
have had issues with construct validity (Licht & Chabot, 
2006; Miller et al., 2004; Skowron & Schmitt, 2003). On the 
other hand, as noted, the only scale adapted to Spanish that 
evaluated DoS did not incorporate some of the fundamental 
dimensions of the construct. Finally, none of the instruments 
mentioned above has assessed dominance over others, an 
interpersonal manifestation of low DoS (Kerr & Bowen, 
1988; Oliver & Berástegui, 2019).

With the aim of enabling an assessment of DoS and its 
intrapsychic and interpersonal components in the Spanish 
population, including dominance over others, Oliver and 
Berástegui (2019) created the Differentiation of Self Scale 
(DSS; in Spanish, Escala de Diferenciación del Self, EDS). 
This instrument consists of 74 items, 28 of which were trans-
lated from the DSI-R scale (Skowron & Schmitt, 2003), 
and assesses five dimensions of DoS: I Position, Emotional 
Reactivity, Fusion with Others, Dominance over Others and 
Emotional Cutoff. The scale showed adequate psychometric 
properties (internal consistency indices, construct validity, 
criterion validity) and has been used in several subsequent 
studies (e.g., Borondo & Oliver, 2021; Dolz-del-Castellar 
& Oliver, 2021; Duch-Ceballos et al., 2020; Oliver, 2020). 
However, the initial scale construction study (Oliver & 
Berástegui, 2019) involved only a small number of par-
ticipants, and no other validated instruments were used to 
examine convergent and concurrent validity. In addition, the 
instrument has 74 items, which makes its application dif-
ficult and may contribute to participant fatigue.

The objective of this study was thus to analyze the psy-
chometric characteristics of the Differentiation of Self 
Scale by applying the instrument to a larger and more rep-
resentative number of participants and analyzing its relation-
ship with other instruments for evaluating DoS and other 

theoretically related variables: trait anxiety and couple 
assertiveness. In addition, a reduction in the number of scale 
items was attempted in order to facilitate its application. 
Finally, the essential unidimensionality and multidimension-
ality of the scale would be explored with 5-factor and bifac-
tor CFA. Bifactor models showed central advantages over 
second-order models (Chen et al., 2012; Rodriguez et al., 
2016) and will be computed in Study 1. The instrument is 
intended to be used to evaluate Bowen’s original construct in 
a more accurate way, and enable examination of adult func-
tioning and treatment outcomes from a systemic perspective.

Four studies were carried out to analyze the psychomet-
ric properties of the Differentiation of Self Scale. Study 1 
examined the factorial structure of the original scale. The 
number of items was reduced and the construct validity of 
the resulting scale was verified. In Study 2, the convergent 
validity of the new scale was examined, and Studies 3 and 4 
verified its concurrent validity by analyzing its relationship 
with trait anxiety and couple assertiveness.

Study 1. Exploratory and Confirmatory 
Analysis

This study aimed to analyze the factorial structure of the 
Differentiation of Self Scale, reduce the number of items 
and examine the construct validity of the scale.

Method

Participants

Convenience and snowball sampling was used to recruit par-
ticipants. In order to carry out an exploratory and confirma-
tory factor analysis, Nunally (1978), Thorndike (1982), and 
Bentler and Chou (1987) recommended to use a sample of 
10 times larger than the number of the items of the scale, 
so an attempt was made to get a larger enough sample to 
meet this requirement. Inclusion criteria were being over 
18 years of age and of Spanish nationality. A total of 1445 
adults from various regions in Spain took part in the study, 
with 901 women (62.4%) and 544 men (37.4%). Ages ranged 
from 18 to 86 years, with a mean of 35.9 years (SD = 14.2). 
In terms of academic achievement, 74.6% of the participants 
had university education, 12.3% had been high school, 9.0% 
had vocational training, 2.2% had lower secondary and 1.9% 
had primary schooling.

Using SPSS procedure for creating random samples of 
approximately 50% of cases, the participants were divided 
into two groups to perform exploratory factor analysis with 
the first group and confirmatory factor analysis with the sec-
ond. Group 1 comprised 697 subjects and Group 2 had 748 
subjects.
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Instruments

Differentiation of Self Scale (DSS; in Spanish, Escala de Difer-
enciación del Self, EDS) This scale, designed by Oliver and 
Berástegui (2019), assesses the intrapsychic and interper-
sonal dimensions of DoS in adults. It consists of 74 items, 
with 6 response options (from 1 Disagree completely to 6 
Agree completely) and five subscales: I Position (IP), with 13 
items, refers to a clearly defined sense of oneself, the ability 
to set goals for oneself, distinguish one’s own thoughts and 
feelings from those of others, and rationally adhere to one’s 
own convictions even in stressful situations. The 12-item 
Emotional Reactivity (ER) scale explores the tendency to 
respond to environmental stimuli in an uncontrolled, labile 
manner and with autonomous emotional responses. Fusion 
with Others (FO), with 14 items, refers to the tendency to 
think, feel and act like others, disregarding one’s own cri-
teria in order to avoid conflicts and disagreements and seek 
approval. The 21-item Emotional Cutoff (EC) scale reflects 
the tendency to avoid intimacy by physically or emotion-
ally distancing oneself from others. Finally, Dominance 
over Others (DO), with 14 items, explores the tendency to 
put pressure on others to conform to one’s own interests, to 
tolerate differences of opinion poorly, to enter into power 
struggles with others and to be dogmatic.

Each subscale is computed by summing item scores and 
dividing the result by the number of items in the subscale. 
Scores on each subscale thus range from 1 to 6, with higher 
scores reflecting a greater level in that dimension. On the 
other hand, because IP is directly related to DoS and the 
other four subscales are inversely related to DoS, to compute 
the DSS-full scale score, the IP score and the reversed ER, 
FO, DO, and EC scores must be summed (IP + (7-ER) + (7-
FO) + (7-DO) + (7-EC)), and the result must be divided by 5. 
Scores on DSS-full scale score thus range from 1 to 6, with 
higher scores reflecting a greater level of differentiation. The 
internal consistency indices (Cronbach’s alpha) of the scale 
and its subscales were high: DSS = .93, IP = .86, ER = .89, 
FO = .90, DO = .89, and EC = .90.

Regarding evidence of criterion validity, significant asso-
ciations of DoS and its dimensions with emotional maturity, 
normal anxiety, general well-being and satisfaction with 
family and peers were found.

Procedure

The study was of a cross-sectional correlational quantitative 
type. Subjects were recruited by disseminating the research 
project among psychology students at the Comillas Pon-
tifical University, sociology students at the Rey Juan Carlos 
University and psychology, speech therapy and advertising 
and public relations students at the University of Malaga, 

and through Linkedin among professionals in the psychoso-
cial field. The presentation invited people to participate in 
the study and to circulate the invitation among their contacts.

Participants were asked to complete an online question-
naire via Google Forms. In the presentation, the aims of 
the study were explained, a minimum age of 18 years was 
stipulated, precise instructions were given on how to com-
plete the questionnaire, confidentiality was guaranteed and 
subjects were thanked for their participation. The present 
study, as well as the subsequent ones, was approved by the 
Ethics Committee of the University.

Data Analysis

First, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was carried out with 
Group 1, with a parallel analysis to detect the number of fac-
tors to extract, using the robust maximum likelihood method 
and the Oblimin rotation method (Sass & Schmitt, 2010; 
Schmitt, 2011; Schmitt & Sass, 2011). Second, confirmatory 
factor analysis (CFA) was performed with Group 2. The fit 
measures applied were the χ2 statistic, the chi-square ratio 
(χ2/df), the comparative fit index (CFI), the Tucker-Lewis 
index (TLI), the root mean square error of approximation 
(RMSEA), and the standardized root mean square residual 
(SRMR). Cut-off criteria were as follows: ≤ 3 for the χ2/df 
ratio; ≥ 0.90 for the CFI and TLI; ≤ 0.06 for the RMSEA, 
and < 0.8 for the SRMR (Bentler, 1990; Bentler & Bonett, 
1980; Brown, 2015).

The internal consistency of the revised scale and its sub-
scales was then calculated using Cronbach’s alpha, McDon-
ald’s omega, hierarchical omega and explained common 
variance (ECV). The highest hierarchical omega and ECV 
reflect greater factorial one-dimensionality in bifactor mod-
els (Tang et al., 2014). Hierarchical omega and ECV > .80 
were considered indicators of one-dimensionality. Several 
Pearson correlations were performed to examine the rela-
tionship between the revised scale and its subscales. SPSS 
v.26 was used to calculate the correlations and perform the 
parallel analysis. R (R Core Team, 2020), with the “psych” 
package (Revelle, 2019), and “BifactorIndicesCalculator” 
package (Dueber, 2021), were used for calculating reli-
ability, and Mplus 6 to perform factor analysis (Muthén & 
Muthén, 1998–2017).

Results

First, with Group 1, the parallel analysis showed the suitabil-
ity of selecting five factors. At each step, saturation criteria 
were applied (great than .40 for its factor and less than .30 
for the rest), Cronbach’s alpha was calculated (based on item 
deletion), and parallel analysis was computed at each step. 
The saturations of the 25 items that were finally retained, 
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of which 7 were translated from the DSI-R (Skowron & 
Schmitt, 2003), are shown in Table 1.

When analyzing the content of the factors, it was con-
cluded that Factor 1 (5 items) was associated with Domi-
nance over Others (DO), that is, with the tendency to pres-
sure others to conform to their own interests, to tolerate 
differences of opinion poorly, to enter into power struggles 
with others and to be dogmatic. Factor 2 (5 items) was 
related to the I Position (IP), that is, with a clearly defined 
sense of oneself, the ability to set goals for oneself, distin-
guish one’s own thoughts and feelings from those of oth-
ers, and rationally adhere to one’s own convictions even in 
stressful situations. Factor 3 (5 items) was related to Emo-
tional Reactivity (ER), that is, the tendency to respond to 
environmental stimuli in an uncontrolled, labile way and 
with autonomous emotional responses. Factor 4 (6 items) 
was related to Emotional Cutoff (EC), that is, to avoiding 
intimacy through physical or emotional distance from others. 
Finally, Factor 5 (4 items) was associated with Fusion with 
Others (FO), that is, with the tendency to think, feel and act 
like others, disregarding one’s own criteria in order to avoid 

conflicts and disagreements and seek approval. ER, FO, DO 
and EC have an inverse relationship with the construct, that 
is, the higher the score on these factors, the lower the DoS. 
IP has a direct relationship with the construct, that is, the 
higher the score on this factor, the higher the DoS.

In relation to the internal consistency indices, the revised 
Differentiation of Self Scale and its subscales obtained high 
Cronbach’s alpha (DSS-R = .91, IP = .90, ER = .85, FO = .85, 
DO = .85, and EC = .81) and McDonald’s omega values 
(DSS-R = .92, IP = .90, ER = .86, FO = .85, DO = .85, and 
EC = .81).

Next, Group 2 was subject to a confirmatory factor anal-
ysis of the revised Differentiation of Self Scale, compris-
ing 25 items and five subscales: I Position (IP), Emotional 
Reactivity (ER), Fusion with Others (FO), Dominance over 
Others (DO) and Emotional Cutoff (EC).

The f ive-factor model had a suff icient  f i t 
(χ2(265) = 1014.3, p < .001, CFI = .91, TLI = .89, 
RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .07). A bifactor model, with a gen-
eral factor (differentiation of self) and five independent 
domain specific factors (IP, ER, FO, DO and EC), also was 

Table 1  Items of the Differentiation of Self Scale and Factor Loadings (Rotation method: Oblimin)

DO Dominance over Others; IP I Position; ER Emotional Reactivity; EC Emotional Cutoff; FO Fusion with Others

Factors

Items DO IP ER EC FO

29. Tiendo a presionar a los demás para pensar y hacer las cosas a mi manera .84 −.07 −.09 .04 .03
16. Suelo tratar de imponer mis ideas y mis deseos a los demás .69 .13 −.03 −.02 .06
32. Me gusta salirme siempre con la mía .69 −.16 .02 −.01 −.08
41. Me molesto cuando los demás no piensan como yo .60 .10 .13 .08 .04
7. Tiendo a hacer que mis padres/parejas hagan lo que yo quiero .53 .23 −.01 .05 .03
49. Tengo un conjunto de valores y creencias bien definido .02 .80 −.05 .13 −.04
48. Puedo juzgar por mí mismo/a si hago o no hago bien las cosas .06 .79 .01 .03 −.03
2. Tiendo a permanecer fiel a mis ideas incluso en situaciones de tensión −.04 .71 −.07 −.03 .14
68. Tengo claro quién soy, lo que creo, lo que defiendo, y lo que haré o no haré .00 .69 .04 .15 .07
47. Distingo con facilidad mis pensamientos y sentimientos de los pensamientos y sentimientos de los demás .02 .69 .07 .06 −.01
71. A menudo sufro altibajos emocionales −.05 .04 .76 .12 −.05
21. A veces me siento como si estuviera en una montaña rusa emocional −.01 .05 .76 .18 −.10
61. Me afectan las cosas de forma mucho más intensa que a los demás −.05 .13 .74 −.08 .08
12. En ocasiones, mis sentimientos me desbordan y no me dejan pensar con claridad −.06 −.07 .72 .05 .08
40. Se me hiere con mucha facilidad .16 −.13 .60 −.08 .11
72. La gente a la que quiero no conoce mis verdaderos pensamientos ni sentimientos sobre algunas cosas −.04 −.15 .14 .60 .14
6. A menudo me siento inhibido cuando estoy con mi familia .05 .17 .05 .58 .05
31. Cuando estoy con mi familia o con mi pareja, a menudo me siento reprimido .20 .08 .06 .56 .10
74. Evito contarle a la gente mis problemas −.08 −.17 −.01 .53 .19
28. Siempre evitaré recurrir a alguien de mi familia en busca de apoyo emocional .13 .16 .00 .52 .05
50. Siento como si entre mis familiares y yo se hubiera roto el vínculo .17 .29 0.09 .50 −.02
19. Con frecuencia, me muestro de acuerdo con los demás para evitar disgustarles .03 −.03 .03 .04 .79
54. En ocasiones, cambio mis opiniones para evitar discusiones con los demás −.02 .12 −.05 .06 .67
64. Tiendo a evitar discrepar, para que los demás no se molesten .00 .06 .04 .08 .66
36. Mis decisiones se ven influidas fácilmente por la presión de los demás .17 .21 .12 .02 .43
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tested and it had an acceptable fit (χ2(250) = 815.7, p < .001, 
CFI = .93, TLI = .91, RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .05). As shown 
in Table 2, all parameters were statistically significant.

Confirmatory factor analysis thus indicated that the 
25-item Differentiation of Self Scale-Revised (DSS-R) 
consists of five factors or subscales (see Annexes 1 and 2). 
I Position, Emotional Reactivity, Fusion with Others and 
Emotional Cutoff are similar to the subscales of the Dif-
ferentiation of Self Inventory-Revised (Skowron & Schmitt, 
2003) and the Spanish Differentiation of Self Inventory 
(Rodríguez-González et  al., 2015). Moreover, the scale 
incorporates Dominance over Others. While IP is directly 
related to the construct, that is, the higher the score, the 
higher the level of DoS, the other subscales are inversely 
related with the construct, with the higher the ER, FO, DO 
and EC score, the lower the level of DoS.

Table 3 shows the relationships between the DSS-R and 
its subscales. The magnitude of the strong relationships 
between the DSS-R and IP, ER, FO, DO and DO stands 
out. Similarly, the strong negative relationship of IP with 

FO and EC, and the strong positive relationship between 
FO and EC should be noted.

As regards internal consistency indices with this group, 
the DSS-R scale and its subscales obtained high Cron-
bach’s alpha (DSS-R = .91, IP = .89, ER = .85, FO = .83, 
DO = .82, and EC = .83) and McDonald’s omega values 
(DSS-R = .91, IP = .89, ER = .85, FO = .83, DO = .83, and 
EC = .83). The hierarchical omega was .76, and ECV = .47, 
neither of them reaching the cut-off point of .80 to con-
sider the one-dimensionality of the scale.

As the majority of the sample had university educa-
tion, it was analyzed if there were differences between 
participants with university education and with no-uni-
versity education in DoS. Small differences were found 
in DoS (t(657) = −3.20, p = .001, Cohen’s d = .28), 
ER (t(657) = 2.27, p = .024, Cohen’s d = .20) and EC 
(t(657) = 4.92, p = < .001, Cohen’s d = .43), with higher 
levels of differentiation and lower levels of ER and EC in 
participants with university education.

Table 2  Completely 
standardized factor loadings of 
bifactor model

Standard errors in brackets. IP I Position; ER Emotional Reactivity; FO Fusion with Others; DO Domi-
nance over Others; EC Emotional Cutoff
All p values for the five factors were < .001

Item General factor IP ER EC FO DO

D2 0.63 (0.04) 0.33 (0.07)
D47 0.63 (0.05) 0.39 (0.08)
D48 0.69 (0.04) 0.42 (0.07)
D49 0.74 (0.03) 0.50 (0.05)
D68 0.73 (0.04) 0.42 (0.07)
D12 0.30 (0.04) 0.64 (0.03)
D21 0.38 (0.04) 0.74 (0.03)
D40 0.22 (0.04) 0.56 (0.04)
D61 0.29 (0.04) 0.70 (0.03)
D71 0.39 (0.04) 0.67 (0.03)
D6 0.60 (0.07) 0.30 (0.15)
D28 0.48 (0.07) 0.55 (0.11)
D31 0.67 (0.06) 0.34 (0.10)
D50 0.69 (0.06) 0.31 (0.14)
D72 0.33 (0.04) 0.53 (0.12)
D74 0.17 (0.04) 0.54 (0.14)
D19 0.56 (0.04) 0.56 (0.05)
D36 0.66 (0.04) 0.27 (0.06)
D54 0.58 (0.04) 0.57 (0.04)
D64 0.51 (0.04) 0.61 (0.04)
D7 0.45 (0.04) 0.54 (0.04)
D16 0.43 (0.04) 0.69 (0.03)
D29 0.31 (0.05) 0.74 (0.03)
D32 0.07 (0.05) 0.71 (0.03)
D41 0.52 (0.04) 0.51 (0.04)
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Study 2. Convergent Validity

This study aimed to examine the correlations between this 
scale and the DSI-R, to explore the convergent validity of 
the DSS-R.

Method

Participants

Participants were recruited using convenience and snow-
ball sampling. Inclusion criteria were being aged over 
18 years and of Spanish nationality. Of the 1445 adults 
who participated in Study 1, 180 adults also took part in 
this study. 120 were women (66.7%) and 60 were men 
(33.3%), aged between 19 and 86 years, with a mean age 
of 32.1 years (SD = 11.6). In terms of academic achieve-
ment, 74.6% of participants reported having a university 
education, 13.1% high school, 6.9% vocational training, 
4.6% lower secondary and 0.8% primary education.

Instruments

Differentiation of Self Scale-Revised (DSS-R; in Spanish, 
Escala de Diferenciación del Self-Revisada, EDS-R) This 
scale assesses DoS in adults. It comprises 25 items, with 
6 response options (from 1 Completely disagree to 6 Com-
pletely agree) and five subscales: I Position (IP), Emotional 
Reactivity (ER), Fusion with Others (FO), Dominance over 
Others (DO) and Emotional Cutoff (EC). Higher scores 
on DSS-R and its subscales indicate greater DoS, I posi-
tion, emotional reactivity, fusion with others, emotional 
cutoff, and dominance over others. On the other hand, the 
first subscale is directly related to the construct, that is, the 
higher the IP, the higher the degree of DoS. The other four 

subscales are inversely related to the construct, with higher 
scores reflecting a correspondingly lower degree of DoS.

Each subscale is computed by summing item scores, and 
then, dividing the result by the number of items in the sub-
scale. Scores on each subscale thus range from 1 to 6, with 
higher scores reflecting a greater level in that dimension. On 
the other hand, because IP is directly related to DoS and the 
other four subscales are inversely related to DoS, to compute 
the DSS-full scale score, the IP score and the reversed ER, 
FO, DO, and EC scores must be summed (IP + (7-ER) + (7-
FO) + (7-DO) + (7-EC)), and the result must be divided by 5 
(see correction norms in Annexes 1 and 2). Scores on DSS-
full scale score thus range from 1 to 6, with higher scores 
reflecting a greater level of differentiation.

The results of the present study were as follows: Cron-
bach’s alpha DSS-R = .85, IP = .70, ER = .79, FO = .75, 
DO = .80, and EC = .72; McDonald’s omega DSS-R = .86, 
IP = .71, ER = .80, FO = .77, DO = .80, and EC = .72.

Differentiation of Self Inventory-Revised (DSI-R) This instru-
ment, created by Skowron and Schmitt (2003) and translated 
for this research, assesses DoS in adults. It consists of 42 
items, with 6 response options (from 1 Completely disagree 
to 6 Completely agree), and four subscales: I Position (IP), 
Emotional Reactivity (ER), Fusion with Others (FO) and 
Emotional Cutoff (EC). According to its scoring guidelines, 
higher scores indicate higher DoS and IP, and lower ER, FO 
and EC. However, in the present study, items were coded so 
that higher scores indicate higher levels of DoS, IP, ER, FO 
and EC. Furthermore, higher scores on IP, and lower scores 
on ER, FO, DO and EC indicate a greater DoS.

The internal consistency indices (Cronbach’s alpha) of 
the scale and subscales were high: DSI-R = .92, IP = .81, 
ER = .89, FO = .86 and EC = .84. In the present study, the 
internal consistency indices were as follows: DSI-R = .89, 
IP = .78, ER = .83, FO = .81 and EC = .72.

Table 3  Matrix of 
intercorrelations between the 
DSS-R and its subscales

Pearson’s correlation coefficient. DSS-R Differentiation of Self Scale-Revised; IP I Position; ER Emotional 
Reactivity; FO Fusion with Others; DO Dominance over Others; EC Emotional Cutoff. Higher scores on 
DSS-R and its subscales indicate greater differentiation of self, I position, emotional reactivity, fusion with 
others, emotional cutoff, and dominance over others. Higher scores on IP and lower scores on ER, FO, DO 
and EC indicate a greater differentiation of self
*p < .05

DSS-R IP ER FO DO EC

DSS-R –
IP .77* –
ER −.62* −.24* –
FO −.78* −.62* .35* –
DO −.61* −.30* .27* .25* –
EC −.77* −.54* .29* .52* .37* –
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Procedure

The study was of a quantitative cross-sectional correla-
tional type. A presentation of the research and a Google 
Forms questionnaire were disseminated among psychol-
ogy students at the Comillas Pontifical University and 
among sociology students at the Rey Juan Carlos Univer-
sity, both in Madrid, and on Linkedin among profession-
als in the psychosocial field. In the presentation, inter-
ested parties were invited to participate in the study and 
to circulate the invitation among their contacts.

Data Analysis

First, the McDonald’s omega of the DSS-R and the Cron-
bach’s alpha of the three scales were calculated. After 
this, several Pearson correlations were carried out to ana-
lyse the relationships between the DSS-R and the DSI-R.

Results

As shown in Table 4, the DSS-R was observed to be posi-
tively and highly related to the DSI-R. Similarly, IP was 
positively and strongly related to IP in the DSI-R. Like-
wise, the relationship across both instruments was very 
high and positive for ER, quite high and positive for FO, 
and very high and positive for EC. In addition, it was 
observed that DO was related negatively and moderately 
with DSI-R total score, negatively and highly with IP, 
in a positive and moderate way with EC, and in a nega-
tive and weak way with FO of the DSI-R, indicating that 
higher scores on DO of the DSS-R were associated with 
lower scores on DoS, IP and FO and higher scores on EC 
of the DSI-R.

Study 3. Concurrent Validity 
with an Intrapsychic Variable: Trait Anxiety

The aim of this study was to examine the concurrent validity 
of the DSS-R.

Method

Participants

Participants were recruited by means of convenience and 
snowball sampling. Inclusion criteria were being aged over 
18 years and of Spanish nationality. Of the 1445 adults who 
participated in Study 1, 401 adults also took part in this 
study. 263 were women (65.6%) and 138 were men (34.4%). 
Age ranged from 18 to 71 years, with a mean of 27.3 years 
(SD = 12.0). In terms of academic achievement, 78.8% of 
the participants reported having university education, 15.7% 
went to high school, 3.0% had vocational training, 1.5% had 
lower secondary and 1.0% primary education.

Instruments

Differentiation of Self Scale-Revised (DSS-R; in Spanish, 
Escala de Diferenciación del Self-Revisada, EDS-R) Inter-
nal consistency indices in the present study were adequate: 
Cronbach’s alpha DSS-R = .84, IP = .74, ER = .87, FO = .80, 
DO = .81, and EC = .80; McDonald’s omega DSS-R = .84, 
IP = .76, ER = .88, FO = .80, DO = .82, and EC = .81.

State-Trait Anxiety Inventory The State-Trait Anxiety Inven-
tory (STAI), developed by Spielberger et al. (1970), was 
adapted to Spanish by Seisdedos (1986). This instrument 
comprises two scales assessing Trait Anxiety (TA) and State 
Anxiety (SA). Each scale has 20 items with four response 
options (from 0 Nothing/Almost never to 3 A lot/Almost 

Table 4  Matrix of correlations 
of the Differentiation of Self 
Scale-Revised (DSS-R) with 
the Differentiation of Self 
Inventory-Revised (DSI-R)

Pearson’s correlation coefficient. DSS-R Differentiation of Self Scale-Revised; DSI-R Differentiation of 
Self Inventory-Revised. IP I Position; ER Emotional Reactivity; FO Fusion with Others; DO Dominance 
over Others; EC Emotional Cutoff. Higher scores on DSS-R, DSI-R and its subscales indicate greater dif-
ferentiation of self, I position, emotional reactivity, fusion with others, emotional cutoff, and dominance 
over others. Higher scores on IP and lower scores on ER, FO, DO and EC indicate a greater differentiation 
of self. Higher scores on IP (DSI-R), and lower scores on ER (DSI-R), FO (DSI-R), DO (DSI-R) and EC (DSI-R) indi-
cate a greater differentiation of self
*p < .05

DSS-R IP ER FO DO EC

DSI-R .83* .61* −.78* −.73* −.28* −.43*
IP (DSI-R) .71* .54* −.46* −.50* −.52* −.38*
ER (DSI-R) −.64* −.43* .88* .58* .09 .16*
FO (DSI-R) −.42* −.46* .51* .58* −.15* .09
EC (DSI-R) −.72* −.38* .40* .50* .44* .73*
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always). The higher the total score on each scale, the higher 
the level of anxiety.

Internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) values range 
from .83 to .92. In the present study, only the trait anxiety 
scale was used, because Bowen stated that the average level 
of chronic anxiety is similar to the level of differentiation of 
a person. In this sense, people with higher levels of differen-
tiation should have lower levels of trait anxiety because they 
are more capable to deal with normal stressful situations; 
however, they could have high levels of state anxiety because 
they are suffering very stressful situations. In this study, a 
Cronbach’s alpha of .92 was obtained.

Procedure

The study was of a quantitative cross-sectional correlational 
type. A presentation of the research and a Google Forms 
questionnaire were disseminated among psychology students 
at the Comillas Pontifical University and psychology, speech 
therapy and advertising and public relations students at the 
University of Malaga, and on Linkedin among professionals 
in the psychosocial field. In the presentation, interested par-
ties were invited to participate in the study and to circulate 
the invitation among their contacts.

Data Analysis

First, the McDonald’s omega of the DSS-R and the Cron-
bach’s alpha of both scales were calculated. After this, sev-
eral Pearson correlations were performed to examine the 
relationship of the DSS-R with the STAI Trait-Anxiety 
subscale.

Results

Trait-anxiety was found to be highly negatively related to the 
DSS-R (r = −.72, p < .001) and moderately negatively to IP 
(r = −.33, p < .001). There was a highly positive relationship 
with ER (r = .73, p < .001), FO (r = .33, p < .001) and EC 
(r = .45, p < .001), and a moderately positive one with DO 
(r = .23, p < .001), indicating that greater trait anxiety was 
associated with greater ER, EC, DO and less ability to take 
an IP in relationships with others.

Study 4. Concurrent Validity 
with an Interpersonal Variable: Couple 
Assertion

The aim of this study was to examine the concurrent validity 
of the DSS-R.

Method

Participants

Convenience and snowball sampling was used to recruit 
the participants. Inclusion criteria were being aged over 
18 years and of Spanish nationality. Of the 1445 adults 
who participated in Study 1, 170 adults also took part in 
this study. 109 were women (64.1%) and 61 were men 
(35.9%), with an age range from 18 to 73 years, and a 
mean age of 41.7 years (SD = 13.9). A university educa-
tion was held by 80.6% of the participants, with 5.3% hav-
ing high school, 10.6% vocational training, 0.6% second-
ary and 2.9% primary education.

Instruments

Differentiation of Self Scale-Revised (DSS-R; in Spanish, 
Escala de Diferenciación del Self-Revisada, EDS-R) Inter-
nal consistency indices in the present study were adequate: 
Cronbach’s alpha DSS-R = .87, IP = .71, ER = .87, FO = .81, 
DO = .82, and EC = .76; McDonald’s omega DSS-R = .87, 
IP = .73, ER = .87, FO = .81, DO = .83, and EC = .77.

Couple Assertion Questionnaire (CAQ; in Spanish, Cuestion-
ario de Aserción en la Pareja, ASPA) This questionnaire, con-
structed by Carrasco (1996), assesses the behaviours associ-
ated with assertiveness in adult couples. The questionnaire is 
made up of two scales: A, evaluating one’s own behaviour, 
and B, to evaluate the behaviour of the other member of the 
couple. Each scale comprises 40 items, with six response 
options (from 1 Almost never to 6 Almost always), and four 
subscales of 10 items each: Assertion, Aggressiveness, Sub-
mission and Passive-Aggressiveness.

This study used form A of the instrument, which has 
adequate internal consistency indices (Cronbach’s alpha): 
Assertion = .83, Aggressiveness = .81, Submission = .75 and 
Passive-Aggressiveness = .74. In the present study, the fol-
lowing internal consistency indices were obtained (Cron-
bach’s alpha): Assertion = .85, Aggressiveness = .89, Sub-
mission = .87 and Passive-Aggressiveness = .88.

Procedure

The study was of a quantitative cross-sectional correla-
tional type. A presentation of the research and a Google 
Forms questionnaire were disseminated among psychology 
and speech therapy students of the University of Malaga 
and on Linkedin among professionals in the psychosocial 
field. In the presentation, interested parties were invited to 
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participate in the study and to circulate the invitation among 
their contacts.

Data Analysis

After calculating the McDonald’s omega of the DSS-R and 
the Cronbach’s alpha of both scales, several Pearson cor-
relations were determined to verify the relationship of the 
DSS-R with the CAQ.

Results

As show in Table  5, DoS and its five dimensions, as 
measured by the DSS-R, were found to be related to the 
behaviours associated with assertiveness. The following 
results can be highlighted given their magnitude. First, 
it was observed that the DSS-R was positively and mod-
erately related to assertion, negatively and moderately to 
aggressiveness, submission, and negatively and highly to 
passive-aggressiveness, so greater DoS was related to more 
assertiveness and less aggressiveness, submission and 
passive-aggressiveness.

Similarly, IP was positively and moderately associated 
with assertion. Furthermore, ER was positively and mod-
erately associated with aggressiveness and passive-aggres-
siveness. On the other hand, FO correlated positively and 
moderately with submission and passive-aggressiveness and 
negatively and moderately with assertion. Finally, DO was 
positively and moderately related to passive-aggressiveness 
and aggressiveness.

Discussion

The objective of the present study was to assess the psy-
chometric properties of the Differentiation of Self Scale, an 
instrument that measures DoS in Spanish adults.

The items of the original scale were reduced by means of 
exploratory factor analysis, and it was found that the result-
ing scale, the 25-item Differentiation of Self Scale-Revised 

(DSS-R), had a structure of five factors, congruent with 
Bowen’s family systems theory: I Position, Emotional Reac-
tivity, Fusion with Others, Emotional Cutoff, plus a dimen-
sion not yet assessed, Dominance over Others. Moreover, 
these factors would be subsumed in the more general factor 
of differentiation of self. The existence of this structure was 
supported by confirmatory factor analysis. First, the adequate 
fit of the bifactor model is evidence of the existence of a gen-
eral factor and at the same time different specific factor with 
independent information (Chen et al., 2012). Second, the 
hierarchical omega, still above .70, is evidence of the exist-
ence of a general factor that is not completely explained by 
the multidimensionality (Reise, 2012). In addition, in bifac-
tor models, when ECV below .70 indicates that although the 
general factor is important, the scale is not unidimensional 
and items variance is also explained by a multidimensional 
latent structure (Quinn, 2014). Finally, bifactor models also 
have the strength of revealing irrelevant dimensions, when 
the items loadings in a factor are not statistically significant 
once the general factor is controlled (Brown, 2015; Chen 
et al., 2006). Our results showed that, once controlled for 
the general factor, all items still had statistically significant 
loadings in the specific factor (see Table 2).

In all studies, the internal consistency indices of the 
revised scale and its subscales were adequate. The 5-item 
I Position (IP) refers to the clearly defined sense of self, 
setting one’s own goals, the ability to distinguish one’s 
own thoughts and feelings from the thoughts and feelings 
of others, and the ability to rationally adhere to one’s own 
convictions even in stressful situations. Emotional Reactiv-
ity (ER), with 5 items, explores the tendency to respond to 
environmental stimuli in an uncontrolled, labile manner and 
with autonomous emotional responses. The 4-item Fusion 
with Others (FO) covers the tendency to think, feel and act 
like others, disregarding one’s own criteria in order to avoid 
conflicts and disagreements and to seek approval. Domi-
nance over Others (DO), with 5 items, is associated with 
the tendency to put pressure on others to conform to their 
own interests, to tolerate differences of opinion poorly, to 
enter into power struggles with others and to be dogmatic. 

Table 5  Matrix of correlations 
of the Differentiation of Self 
Scale-Revised (DSS-R) with the 
Couple Assertion Questionnaire 
(CAQ)

Pearson’s correlation coefficient. DSS-R Differentiation of Self Scale-Revised; IP I Position; ER Emotional 
Reactivity; FO Fusion with Others; DO Dominance over Others; EC Emotional Cutoff. Higher scores on 
DSS-R and its subscales indicate greater differentiation of self, I position, emotional reactivity, fusion with 
others, emotional cutoff, and dominance over others. Higher scores on IP and lower scores on ER, FO, DO 
and EC indicate a greater differentiation of self
*p < .05

DSS-R IP ER FO DO EC

Assertion .35* .28* −.07 −.33* −.25* −.29*
Aggressiveness −.39* −.17 .30* .19* .39* .21*
Submission −.47* −.22* .20* .49* .27* .38*
Passive-Aggressiveness −.55* −.24* .38* .38* .46* .31*
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Finally, Emotional Cutoff (EC), with 6 items, explores the 
avoidance of intimacy through physical or emotional dis-
tance from others. The IP is directly related to the construct, 
that is, the higher the score, the higher the degree of DoS, 
while the remaining subscales have an inverse relationship 
with the construct, so that the higher the ER, FO, DO and 
EC, the lower the degree of DoS.

Compared with the Spanish Differentiation of Self Inven-
tory (S-DSI, Rodríguez-González et al., 2015), the present 
scale includes the dimensions I Position and Fusion with 
Others, two fundamental manifestations of DoS and as such, 
this scale incorporates all four dimensions of the Differentia-
tion of Self Inventory-Revised (DSI-R, Skowron & Schmitt, 
2003), currently the most widely used instrument for assess-
ing DoS. Further, unlike DSI-R and S-DSI, the DSS-R scale 
also incorporates a new subscale, Dominance over Others, 
an interpersonal manifestation of low DoS, as postulated by 
Bowen (Kerr & Bowen, 1988). This subscale was highly 
and negatively related to DSS-R total score, that is, peo-
ple with higher levels of dominance are less differentiated. 
Furthermore, DO was moderately and negatively related to 
the subscale IP, and positively related to the subscales EC, 
FO, and ER, that is, people with higher levels of dominance 
could have a less solid self and be emotionally reactive and 
distant or fused with others.

Regarding the evidence of convergent validity, DSS-R 
and the subscales IP, ER, FO, and EC were strongly related 
to DSI-R and its homologous subscales. Further, DO was 
negatively related to DSI-R total score, IP and FO, and posi-
tively to EC. It should be noted that DSI-R was recently 
adapted to Spanish, but only two factors (ER and EC) 
emerged from the factor analysis, so it means that S-DSI 
does not seem to assess the whole construct for Spanish 
population. Moreover, dominance over others is not assessed 
by DSI-R and the features of this dimension differ widely 
from fusion with others and emotional cutoff interpersonal 
dimensions. So, some undifferentiated people with dominant 
strategies are not adequately detected when they are assessed 
with DSI-R.

Furthermore, evidence of DSS-R’s concurrent validity 
was observed in the predicted relations with measures of 
trait-anxiety and couple assertion. The results also showed 
that DO is positively related to trait-anxiety. Previous stud-
ies, that used the initial version of DSS, also found that DO 
was positively related with trait-anxiety (Duch-Ceballos 
et al., 2020) and attachment anxiety (Borondo & Oliver, 
2021; Oliver, 2020), characterizing DO as a non-effective 
strategy of relational stress control. On the other hand, DO is 
strongly related with aggressiveness and passive-aggressive-
ness in couple relationships, showing a stronger relationship 
with these dimensions than other DSS-R scales. DO also 
shows a slight relationship with submission and a negative 
one with assertion. People with higher levels of dominance, 

when struggle to tolerate different points of view in their 
close relationships, preferentially display aggressive strate-
gies, but they are able to show submission strategies as an 
alternative, or confounding them with passive-aggressive 
strategies. All these results suggest that the new DO subscale 
appear to be a theoretically and empirically relevant compo-
nent of DoS, although further research is needed concerning 
its relationships with other DoS dimensions and with other 
intrapsychic and interpersonal traits.

The present study has certain limitations, especially con-
cerning the sampling strategy. First of all, it should be noted 
that the recruitment methods in all cases were convenience 
and snowball sampling, starting from university and profes-
sional networks, which leads to a higher homogeneity of the 
sample and makes it less likely that the participants were 
fully representative of the general population. In particular, 
in our sample psychologists, women, and participants with 
a university education are over-represented. In particular, in 
our sample psychologists, women, and participants with a 
university education are clearly over-represented. Further, 
although the differences were small, participants with uni-
versity education had higher levels of DoS and lower levels 
of ER and EC than participants with no-university educa-
tion. Although psychology student’s overrepresentation is a 
common feature of psychological research (Hanel & Vione, 
2016), we acknowledge that these sampling bias can make 
our results mainly valid for women and highly educated 
populations. Additionally, we did not collect information 
regarding other sociodemographic variables, to fully under-
stand the representativeness of our sample. Furthermore, 
because the questionnaire was online, the study excluded 
adults without an internet connection or those who do not 
use it, as well as adults less motivated to participate.

New studies should replicate the factorial analyses, test 
reliability and validity and calibrate the scale with more 
representative samples of the Spanish population to extend 
the results of this study. A respondent-driven sampling pro-
cedure can help to reduce biases in further research. Lastly, 
it is possible that different factor analysis methods could 
result in unique item to factor scall proliferation (e.g., num-
ber of factors), and is also a possible area of future research 
(Schmitt et al., 2018).

Conclusion

The Differentiation of Self Scale-Revised is a 25-item instru-
ment that enables a complete assessment of DoS in Spanish. 
The scale has good psychometric properties and its brevity 
and ease of application facilitate its use.

The linguistic adaptation of the scale makes it possible 
to assess the Spanish population, and once relevant vali-
dation processes have been carried out, it could serve to 
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assess the wider Spanish-speaking population. Further-
more, this instrument represents an advance in the evalu-
ation of the construct. The scale includes five theoretical 
dimensions proposed by Bowen (1989), including both 
those of the intrapsychic axis (I Position, Emotional Reac-
tivity) and those of the interpersonal axis including one for 
the first time (Fusion with Others, Emotional Cutoff, and 
Dominance over Others), and it promises to be highly rel-
evant both for research and evaluation of clinical practice. 
The possibility of measuring dominance over others is key 
to understanding some undifferentiated profiles which have 
yet to be investigated. For example, in our study it was 
observed that dominance over others is related to partner 
aggression, so it could be a key variable in the diagnosis 
and prevention of intrafamily and partner violence. Fur-
thermore, this scale may have transdiagnostic utility as it 
allows the assessment of elements of the psychological 
functioning underlying the personality disorders proposed 
by the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disor-
ders (5th ed.; DSM-5; American Psychiatric Association, 
2013), such as identity (I Position), emotional regulation 
(Emotional Reactivity), self-direction (Fusion with Oth-
ers), tolerance of different points of view (Dominance over 
Others) and intimacy (Emotional Cutoff). In short, this 
instrument allows us to deepen our understanding of DoS, 
examine the functioning of adults in a more complete way, 
test the postulates of Bowen’s family systems theory (Kerr 
& Bowen, 1988), and assess treatment results from a sys-
temic and intergenerational perspective.
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ANNEX 1. DIFFERENTIATION OF SELF SCALE-REVISED (DSS-R) 

Referencia: Oliver, J., Jódar, R., Berástegui, A., Skowron, E. A., Friedlander, M. & Schmitt, T. 

(2022). Psychometric study of the differentiation of self scale-revised in a sample of Spanish 

adults. Current Psychology. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-022-02929-y  

 

A continuación, encontrarás unas preguntas acerca de ti y de tus relaciones con los demás. 

Por favor, lee cuidadosamente cada pregunta y decide qué respuesta se corresponde con 

tu situación. Todas las respuestas son correctas; lo importante es que reflejen tu situación 

y tu experiencia. 

La mejor manera de contestar el cuestionario es hacerlo en una sola vez. Las instrucciones 

son sencillas y es fácil de rellenar. Tardarás aproximadamente 10 minutos en completar 

el cuestionario. Procura responder con sinceridad y con cierta rapidez y asegúrate de 

contestar todos los ítems. 

Muchas gracias por tu colaboración. 

 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 Tiendo a permanecer fiel a mis ideas incluso en 

situaciones de tensión 
      

2 A menudo me siento inhibido cuando estoy con mi 

familia 
      

3 Tiendo a hacer que mis padres/parejas hagan lo que 

yo quiero 
      

4 En ocasiones, mis sentimientos me desbordan y no 

me dejan pensar con claridad 
      

5 Suelo tratar de imponer mis ideas y mis deseos a 

los demás 
      

6 Con frecuencia, me muestro de acuerdo con los 

demás para evitar disgustarles 
      

7 A veces me siento como si estuviera en una 

montaña rusa emocional 
      

8 Siempre evitaré recurrir a alguien de mi familia en 

busca de apoyo emocional 
      

9 Tiendo a presionar a los demás para pensar y hacer 

las cosas a mi manera 
      

Muy en 

desacuerdo 

En 

desacuerdo 

Más bien  

en desacuerdo 

Más bien  

de acuerdo 

De       

acuerdo 

Muy  

de acuerdo 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-022-02929-y
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  1 2 3 4 5 6 

10 Distingo con facilidad mis pensamientos y 

sentimientos de los pensamientos y sentimientos 

de los demás 

      

11 Me gusta salirme siempre con la mía       

12 Mis decisiones se ven influidas fácilmente por la 

presión de los demás 
      

13 Se me hiere con mucha facilidad       

14 Me molesto cuando los demás no piensan como yo       

15 Cuando estoy con mi familia o con mi pareja, a 

menudo me siento reprimido 
      

16 Puedo juzgar por mí mismo/a si hago o no hago 

bien las cosas 
      

17 En ocasiones, cambio mis opiniones para evitar 

discusiones con los demás 
      

18 Siento como si entre mis familiares y yo se hubiera 

roto el vínculo 
      

19 Tengo un conjunto de valores y creencias bien 

definido 
      

20 Me afectan las cosas de forma mucho más intensa 

que a los demás 
      

21 Evito contarle a la gente mis problemas       

22 Tiendo a evitar discrepar, para que los demás no se 

molesten 
      

23 Tengo claro quién soy, lo que creo, lo que 

defiendo, y lo que haré o no haré       

24 A menudo sufro  altibajos emocionales       

25 La gente a la que quiero no conoce mis verdaderos 

pensamientos ni sentimientos sobre algunas cosas 
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Normas de corrección de la Differentiation of Self Scale-Revised 

La composición de la escala DSS-R es la siguiente: 

 I Position (IP): Ítems 1, 10, 16, 19, 23 

 Emotional Reactivity (ER): Ítems 4, 7, 13, 20, 24 

 Fusion with Others (FO): Ítems 6, 12, 17, 22 

 Dominance over Others (DO): Ítems 3, 5, 9, 11, 14 

 Emotional Cutoff (EC): Ítems 2, 8, 15, 18, 21, 25 

 

Para obtener la puntuación total de cada subescala se deben sumar las puntuaciones de 

los ítems de cada subescala y dividir el resultado por el número de ítems que la componen 

(IP: 5 ítems, ER: 5 ítems, FO: 4 ítems, DO: 5 ítems, y EC: 6 ítems). De esta manera, las 

puntuaciones de las subescalas oscilarán entre 1 y 6, como las opciones de respuesta.  

Para calcular la puntuación total, han de invertirse las puntuaciones de las subescalas 

ER, FO, DO y EC, de manera que, a mayor puntuación en estas subescalas, menor 

puntuación aportan al total de la escala DSS-R. Una fórmula sencilla para calcular la 

puntuación total DSS-R e invertir las puntuaciones de estas subescalas es la siguiente: 

 

 

  Total DSS-R =  

 

La puntuación total de la escala DSS-R también oscilará entre 1 y 6. 

  

IP + (7-ER) + (7-FO) + (7-DO) + (7-EC) 

5 
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ANNEX 2. DIFFERENTIATION OF SELF SCALE-REVISED (DSS-R), 

TRANSLATED TO ENGLISH 

Reference: Oliver, J., Jódar, R., Berástegui, A., Skowron, E. A., Friedlander, M. & Schmitt, T. 

(2022). Psychometric study of the differentiation of self scale-revised in a sample of Spanish 

adults. Current Psychology. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-022-02929-y  

 

Here are some questions about you and your relationships with others. Please, read each 

question carefully and decide which answer corresponds to your situation. All the answers 

are correct; the important thing is that they reflect your situation and experience. 

The best way to answer the questionnaire is to do it in one sitting. The instructions are 

straightforward and it is easy to fill out. It will take approximately 10 minutes to complete 

the questionnaire. Try to answer honestly and quickly and make sure to answer all the 

items. 

Thank you very much for your cooperation. 

 

Strongly 

disagree 

Desagree Slightly 

disagree 

Slightly 

agree 

Agree Strongly 

agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 I tend to stay true to my beliefs even in stressful 

situations 
      

2 I often feel inhibited when I am with my family       

3 I tend to make my parents/partners do what I want       

4 At times, my feelings overflow and do not let me 

think clearly  
      

5 I usually try to impose my ideas and my wishes on 

the others  
      

6 
I often agree with others to avoid upsetting them       

7 Sometimes I feel as if I were on an emotional roller 

coaster 
      

8 I will always avoid turning to any of my family 

members for emotional support  
      

9 I tend to pressure others to think and do things my 

way 
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  1 2 3 4 5 6 

10 I can easily distinguish my thoughts and feelings 

from the thoughts and feelings of others  
      

11 I always like to get my way       

12 My decisions are easily influenced by pressure 

from others 
      

13 I'm very sensitive to being hurt by others       

14 I get upset when others do not think like me       

15 When I am with my family or with my partner, I 

often feel repressed 
      

16 I can judge for myself if I do or not do things well       

17 Sometimes I change my opinions to avoid 

arguments with others 
      

18 I feel as if the bond between my family and I has 

been broken 
      

19 
I have a well-defined set of values and beliefs       

20 I feel things more intensely than others do       

21 I avoid telling people my problems       

22 I tend to avoid disagreeing, so that others do not 

get upset 
      

23 I am sure who I am, what I believe, what I stand 

for and what I will or will not do 
      

24 I often suffer emotional ups and downs        

25 The people I love do not know my true thoughts 

and feelings about some things 
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Correction rules of the Differentiation of Self Scale-Revised 

The composition of the DSS-R is as follows: 

 I Position (IP): Items 1, 10, 16, 19, 23 

 Emotional Reactivity (ER): Items 4, 7, 13, 20, 24 

 Fusion with Others (FO): Items 6, 12, 17, 22 

 Dominance over Others (DO): Items 3, 5, 9, 11, 14 

 Emotional Cutoff (EC): Ítems 2, 8, 15, 18, 21, 25 

 

To get the total score of each subscale, the scores of the items of each subscale must be 

added and the result have to be divided by the number of items that it has (IP: 5 items, 

ER: 5 items, FO: 4 items, DO: 5 items, and EC: 6 items). So the scores of the subscales 

will range from 1 to 6, as the response options.  

To calculate the total score, the scores of the ER, FO, DO and EC subscales must be 

inverted, so that the higher the score on these subscales, the lower the score they 

contribute to the total score of the DSS-R. A simple formula to calculate the total score 

of the DSS-R and to invert the scores of these subscales is as follows:  

 

 

  Total DSS-R =  

 

The total score of the DSS-R will also range from 1 to 6. 

 

IP + (7-ER) + (7-FO) + (7-DO) + (7-EC) 

5 


	Psychometric study of the differentiation of self scale-revised in a sample of Spanish adults
	Abstract
	Study 1. Exploratory and Confirmatory Analysis
	Method
	Participants
	Instruments
	Procedure
	Data Analysis

	Results

	Study 2. Convergent Validity
	Method
	Participants
	Instruments
	Procedure
	Data Analysis

	Results

	Study 3. Concurrent Validity with an Intrapsychic Variable: Trait Anxiety
	Method
	Participants
	Instruments
	Procedure
	Data Analysis

	Results

	Study 4. Concurrent Validity with an Interpersonal Variable: Couple Assertion
	Method
	Participants
	Instruments
	Procedure
	Data Analysis

	Results

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	References


