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Título: Violencia en las relaciones de noviazgo: validación de la escala de 
tácticas dominantes y celosas en jóvenes españoles. 
Resumen: La Escala de Tácticas Dominates y Celosas (Kasian y Painter, 
1992) es uno de los instrumentos más utilizados para medir dominancia y 
celos en las relaciones de noviazgo en jóvenes y adolescentes. El objetivo 
de este estudio es analizar las propiedades psicométricas de esta escala y 
validar su adecuación en población juvenil española. La muestra estuvo 
compuesta por 8105 jovenes de la Comunidad de Madrid, con edades 
comprendidas entre los 14 y los 26 años. Los resultados del Análisis Facto-
rial Confirmatorio indican que existen dos factores correlacionados: tácti-
cas dominantes y tácticas celosas, en la línea del estudio original. La fiabili-
dad de la escala fue satisfactoria. En cuanto a la validez convergente, se 
observan correlaciones positivas y significativas con la verisón modificada 
de la Escala de Tácticas de Conflicto (M-CTS; Neidig, 1986) que mide vio-
lencia física y verbal en relaciones de noviazgo. En cuanto a la validez de 
grupos conocidos, se observan diferencias significativas en tácticas domi-
nantes y celosas en función de la edad y el género, en el sentido esperado. 
Esta escala constituye un instrumento fiable y válido para evaluar tácticas 
dominantes y celosas en relaciones de parejas de jóvenes y adolescentes en 
España. 
Palabras clave: Validación; Adaptación; Violencia en las relaciones de no-
viazgo; Tácticas dominantes; Tácticas celosas. 

  Abstract: The Dominating and Jealous Tactics Scale (Kasian & Painter, 
1992) is one of the most extensively used instruments to measure domi-
nance and jealousy in dating relationships of young adults and adolescents. 
The goal of this study is to analyze the psychometric properties of this 
scale and validate its adequacy for young Spanish population. The sample 
was made up of 8105 youths from the Region of Madrid, aged between 14 
and 26 years. Results of the confirmatory factor analysis indicate two cor-
related factors: Dominant Tactics and Jealous Tactics, along the lines of 
the original study. The reliability of the scale was good. With regard to 
convergent validity, positive and significant correlations were observed 
with the modified version of the Conflicts Tactics Scale (M-CTS; Neidig, 
1986), which measures physical and verbal violence in dating relationships. 
With regard to known groups validity, we observed significant differences 
in dominant and jealous tactics as a function of age and gender, in the ex-
pected direction. This scale is a reliable and valid instrument to assess 
dominant and jealous tactics in dating relationships of youth and adoles-
cents in Spain. 
Keywords: Validation; Adaptation; Violence in dating relationships; Do- 
minant tactics; Jealous tactics. 

 

Introduction 

 
Most of the research on violence in dating relationships has 
focused on the study of physical aggression. However, after 
more than a decade of research, it has been confirmed that 
psychological violence in any of its forms (verbal aggression, 
dominance, and jealousy) is much more prevalent in young 
population (Cascardi & Avery-Leaf 2015; Cascardi, Avery-
Leaf, O’Leary, & Smith Slep, 1999; Hird 2000; Jackson, 
Cram, & Seymour, 2000; Muñoz-Rivas, Graña, O’Leary, & 
González, 2007b; Orpinas, Nahapetyan, Song, McNicholas, 
& Reeves, 2012; Shook, Gerrity, Jurich, & Segrist, 2000; 
Ybarra, Espelage, Langhinrichsen-Rohling, Korchmaros, & 
Boyd, 2016). Moreover, with regard to its relation with other 
types of aggression, such as physical or sexual aggression, 
psychological violence is considered a good indicator of 
these other types of violent behaviors aimed at the partner 
(Cano, Avery-Leaf, Cascardi, & O’Leary, 1998; Muñoz-
Rivas, Graña, O’Leary, & González, 2009).  

It is possible to identify different forms of psychological 
violence in dating relationships between young people and 
adolescents. O’Leary & Smith Slep (2003) conducted a study 
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with adolescents finding three subtypes of psychological vio-
lence: (1) verbal aggression, (2) dominant, coercive and con-
trolling behaviors, and (3) jealous behaviors. Verbal aggres-
sion is the most studied form of psychological aggression 
and includes insults, threats, saying something to the couple 
with the intention of bothering him/her, and periods of 
aggressive silence. Dominant tactics consist of controlling 
the activities of the couple in their social and family area. 
Among the most common control tactics is the isolation of 
the victim, that is, making him/her feel that he/she must 
break him/her relationship with friends and family or that it 
is not appropriate to have friends of the opposite sex (Smith 
& Donnelly, 2001). While jealous tactics can be defined as 
the desire to control and possess the couple and the subse-
quent behaviors that are carried out, such as checking what 
the couple does and demanding that they inform him/her of 
where he/she has been (Muñoz-Rivas et al., 2007b). Al-
though there are still few studies that analyze these other 
forms of psychological violence in dating relationships, those 
that are carried out indicate that the prevalence of the use of 
dominant and jealous tactics is quite high in Spanish samples, 
with percentages between 60%-70% for the use of jealous 
tactics and around 30%-40% for dominant tactics (Muñoz-
Rivas et al., 2007b; Sebastián, Verdugo, & Ortiz, 2014). 

Hence, in recent years, emphasis has been placed on the 
need to have valid and reliable instruments to assess the 
presence of this type of behaviors in intimate relations estab-
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lished at early ages. One of the first instruments created for 
this purpose was the Psychological Maltreatment of Women 
Inventory (PMWI; Tolman 1989, 1999) which had 58 items 
and two subscales: Dominance/Isolation and Emotion-
al/Verbal Abuse. Years later, Kasian and Painter (1992) ad-
ministered a modified version of the PMWI to a sample of 
1625 college students of both sexes, analyzing the construct 
validity of the instrument and concluding that the PMWI had 
6 differentiated factors, among which were dominance and 
jealousy. Drawing on these factors, Kasian and Painter pro-
posed the Dominating and Jealous Tactics Scale (DJTS), 
made up of 11 items and 2 subscales: dominant and jealous 
tactics.  

The DJTS has been used in numerous investigations 
both in adult population (Kar & O’Leary, 2013; Ruiz-
Hernández, García-Jiménez, Llor-Esteban, & Godoy-
Fernández, 2015) and in samples of young adults and adoles-
cents (Cascardi & Avery-Leaf, 2015; Cascardi et al., 1999; 
Muñoz-Rivas et al., 2007b, 2009), although in Spain, this in-
strument has not been adapted to this type of population. 
Therefore, the goal of the present study was to adapt and 
validate the DJTS in a broad sample of adolescents and 
young adults from Spain, in order to determine the psycho-
metric guarantees of the instrument for this population. The 
hypotheses that we propose in this study are: (1) the scale is 
made up of two correlated factors: Dominant Tactics and 
Jealous Tactics, as in the original study; (2) both factors will 
present satisfactory reliability; (3) regarding convergent valid-
ity, DJTS will correlate with physical and psychological ag-
gression towards partner measured with the Modified Con-
flict Tactics Scale; (4) regarding known groups validity, we 
expect to find significant differences in DJTS as a function 
of age and sex. 

 

Method  
 

Participants 
 
The total sample of the study was made up of 8105 ado-

lescents and young adults, 54.7% females and 45.3% males, 
aged between 14 and 26, mean age 19.11 years (SD = 3.29). 
By frequencies, 48.9% of the sample was aged between 14 
and 18, and 51.1% between 19 and 26. With regard to occu-
pation, 75.6% are studying, 14% are working, 10.3% are 
studying and working, and 0.2% does not know or does not 
reply. The participants in this study stated that they had a 
partner at the time of the evaluation or had had one previ-
ously. 

 
Instruments 
   
Sociodemographic Questionnaire. We collected information by 

means of different questions concerning sociodemographic 
data such as age, sex, and occupation, as well as information 
about couple relations such as whether they had had a part-

ner previously or whether they had one currently at the time 
of the assessment. 

The Dominating and Jealous Tactics Scale (DJTS; Kasian & 
Painter, 1992). This scale is made up of 11 items and 2 sub-
scales: (a) Dominant Tactics, which included 7 items that as-
sess controlling or coercive behaviors in the couple relation-
ships of adolescents and young adults (e.g., "I have tried to pre-
vent my boyfriend/girlfriend from talking to or seeing his/her family”); 
and (b) Jealous Tactics, made up of 4 items referring to jeal-
ous behaviors (e.g., "I have been jealous and suspicious of my boy-
friend's/girlfriend's friends”). The DJTS is rated on a 5-point 
Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (very frequently), 
with bidirectional questions that provide two measures: per-
petration or what the respondent does to his/her partner, 
and victimization or what the partner does to the respond-
ent. With regard to the psychometric properties of the DJTS 
in samples of young adults and adolescents, significant corre-
lations between the two subscales, dominant and jealous tac-
tics, and physical and psychological aggression measured 
with the Modified Conflict Tactics Scale (M-CTS; Neidig, 
1986) were found in high school students (Cascardi et al., 
1999), and satisfactory reliability data with Cronbach alpha 
coefficients of .72 for Dominant Tactics and of .76 for Jeal-
ous Tactics, also in samples of high school students (Cano et 
al., 1998). 

The Modified Conflict Tactics Scale (M-CTS; Neidig, 1986; 
Spanish adaptation of Muñoz-Rivas, Andreu, Graña, 
O’Leary, & González, 2007a). The modified version of the 
Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS; Straus, 1979) was validated, 
supporting 2-factor models for males and females: Psycho-
logical and Physical Aggression (Cascardi et al., 1999). The 
Spanish version yielded a 4-factor model for males and fe-
males: Negotiation, Verbal/Psychological Aggression, Minor 
Physical Aggression and Severe Physical Aggression. It is 
made up of 18 items, with bidirectional questions (vic-
tim/aggressor), and a 5-point Likert-type response format, 
with frequencies ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (very frequently).  
In the Spanish adaptation, reliability, measured through 
Cronbach's alpha coefficient in the subscales of Aggression, 
ranged from .65 to .82 for Perpetration and from .63 to .82 
for Victimization. 

 
Procedure 
 
The Spanish adaptation of the DJTS in young adults and 

adolescents of the Region of Madrid was performed in the 
following phases: (a) Linguistic and cultural adaptation of the 
scale, following the guidelines of the International Tests 
Commission, (ITC; Hambleton, 2001). Two groups of ex-
perts in both languages and cultures, as well as in the topic of 
violence and aggression in dating relationships translated the 
scale independently. Subsequently, a consensual version was 
reached by the translators and the research team. (b) Admin-
istration of the scale within the framework of an investiga-
tion centered on the analysis of aggressive behaviors in da-
ting relationships of adolescents and young adults. The entire 
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sample was extracted from a total of 26 schools belonging to 
the Region of Madrid. There were 20 public schools of Sec-
ondary Education and Vocational Training, 3 public univer-
sities, and 3 private universities. The participants were select-
ed as a function of the centers’ possibilities of collaborating, 
and sampling was carried out taking each classroom as sam-
ple unit, such that once numbered, the classrooms were ran-
domly selected to obtain a sufficient sample for the present 
adaptation. 

 
Data Analysis 
 
All the statistical analyses were performed with the statis-

tical packages SPSS 19.0 and AMOS 20. The reliability of the 
scale was analyzed by means of Cronbach’s internal con-
sistency alpha coefficient. To assess construct validity, we 
used three methods: (a) convergent validity, for which we 
calculated Pearson’s correlation coefficients between the 
DJTS scores and the scores of the subscales of Verbal Ag-
gression and Physical Aggression of the M-CTS; (b) Known-
groups validity, for which we calculated Student's t in order 
to confirm the existence of differences in the DJTS as a 
function of participants' age and gender. These two analyses, 
along with the descriptive statistics, were performed with the 
SPSS 19.0 software; (c) Confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) 
with the AMOS 20 program, to analyze three possible mod-
els to determine which provided a better fit to the data. The 
fit indexes used were: adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI), 
root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), and 
comparative fit index (CFI). GFI, AGFI and CFI values 
equal to or higher than .90, are considered acceptable, and 
for RMSEA, values equal to or lower than .05 are considered 
excellent (Bentler, 2006; Byrne, 2012; García-Ael, Recio, & 
Silván-Ferrero, 2018; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2010-, Ló-
pez-Ramos, Navarro-Pardo, Fernández-Muñoz, & da Silva-
Pocinho, 2018).  

 

Results 
 

Confirmatory Factor Analyses  
 
In order to validate the structure of the DJTS, we per-

formed three CFAs, using the maximum-likelihood estima-
tion, with three possible models to determine which one fits 
better to the data. The first hypothesis is that the data would 
fit a one-factor model; the second was that of the original 
version of the scale, that is, that the data would fit a model 

made up of two correlated factors: Dominant Tactics and 
Jealous Tactics; and, lastly, the third possible model is that 
the data would be organized in two factors, Dominant tactics 
and Jealous Tactics, but in this case, both integrated in a sec-
ond-order factor (hierarchical model). 

The goodness-of-fit indexes for the three solutions are 
shown in Table 1. In the models for perpetration, the index-
es obtained indicated that the fit was not optimal either for a 
single-factor model (GFI = .908, and RMSEA = .103) or for 
the hierarchical two-factor model (GFI = .961, and RMSEA 
= .068). Likewise, the victimization models also indicated 
that the fit was not optimal either for a one-factor model 
(GFI = .895, and RMSEA = .109) or for the hierarchical 
two-factor model (GFI = .955, and RMSEA = .074).) How-
ever, the two-correlated-factor model had the best fit to the 
data both for perpetration (GFI = .986, and RMSEA = .049) 
and for victimization (GFI = .989, and RMSEA = .039). In 
both cases, GFI index was higher than .90, and the RMSEA 
was below .05, which allows us to conclude that the best 
model is the the two-correlated-factor proposed by Kasian 
and Painter (1992) in the original version of the scale. Alt-
hough some adjustment indexes in the 6 models are accepta-
ble, comparing RMSEA in the 3 models for perpetration and 
the 3 for victimization, the best adjustment is provided by 
the two-correlated-factor (see Table 1). 
 
Table 1. Goodness-of-Fit Indices for each Model. 

 GFI AGFI CFI RMSEA 

Perpetration     
1-Factor Model  .908 .863 .779 .103 
2-Correlated-Factor Model  .986 .970 .965 .049 

Hierarchical 2-Factor Model .961 .940 .905 .068 

Victimization     
1-Factor Model  .895 .843 .782 .109 
2-Correlated-Factor Model  .989 .980 .977 .039 
Hierarchical 2-Factor Model .955 .930 .901 .074 

       
The standardized regression coefficients (standardized 

factor loadings) and squared multiple correlations are shown 
in Figure 1 (2-correlated-factor model for perpetration) and 
Figure 2 (2-correlated-factor model for victimization). The 
factor loadings of the items on each one of the factors were 
statistically significant and sufficiently high (> .40), except 
for Items 1, 2, and 3 in perpetration and Items 1 and 2 in 
victimization, despite which the structural validity of the two 
models was not affected. 
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Note. ***p < .001 

 
Figure 1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the DJTS in perpetrators 

 
Note. ***p < .001 

 
Figure 2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the DJTS in victims. 
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Regarding reliability analysis, it can be observed in Table 
2 that the reliability of the scale was good both for perpetra-
tion and victimization (Cronbach α = .756 and .776, respec-
tively). The reliability of the Dominant and Jealous Tactics 
subscales was acceptable (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988), with α-values 
between .621 and .765, taking into account that they are both 
made up of a relatively small number of number of items (7 
and 4 items, respectively). 
 
Table 2. Cronbach Alpha Reliability Coefficients of the Subscales of the 
Dominating and Jealous Tactics Scale. 

 Two-Factor Model 
Perpetration  

Two-Factor Model 
Victimization 

Dominant Tactics .621 .630 
Jealous Tactics .732 .765 
Total .756 .776 
 

Convergent validity  
 
Next, we analyzed the convergent validity of the DJTS 

by calculating the Pearson correlations between the scale and 
the scores in Verbal and Physical Aggression measured with 
the M-CTS. As can be observed in Table 3, all calculated 
correlations were high and statistically significant, both for 
perpetration and victimization (p < .001), although the corre-
lations between the two factors of the DJTS and the Verbal 
Aggression subscale of the M-CTS were higher in compari-
son with the Physical Aggression subscale. 

 
Known-groups validity  
 
To analyze known groups validity and appraise the ca-

pacity of the DJTS to discriminate between different groups 

 
Table 3. Pearson´s Correlations among Dominating and Jealous Tactics Scale and Measures of Verbal and Physical Aggres-
sion. Perpetration and Victimization. 

 Dominant Tactics Jealous Tactics Total M SD α 

Perpetration measures       
DJTS       
  Dominant Tactics ---   2.218 2.605 .621 
  Jealous Tactics .469***  ---  2.730 2.651 .732 
  Total .854*** .860*** --- 4.948 4.505 .756 
M-CTS      
  Verbal Aggression .462*** .408*** .507*** 5.929 3.397 .653 
  Physical Aggression  .449*** .285*** .428*** 1.149 2.572 .798 
Victimization measures       
DJTS       
  Dominant Tactics ---   2.083 2.556 .630 
  Jealous Tactics .502*** ---  3.180 2.957 .765 
Total .845*** .887*** --- 5.264 4.782 .776 
M-CTS       
  Verbal Aggression .471*** .437*** .521*** 5.507 3.172 .634 
  Physical Aggression .435*** .327*** .435*** 1.093 2.598 .814 
Note. DJTS = Dominating and Jealous Tactics Scale; M-CTS = Modified Conflict Tactics Scale; M = mean; SD = standard deviation; 
α = Cronbach´s Alpha; ***p < .001. 

 
of participants, we firstly analyzed the relation between age 
and perpetration and victimization of dominant and jealous 
tactics and, secondly, the relation between aggression and the 
sex of the participants in the study. 

Different studies on dating violence in adolescents and 
young adults indicate that physical aggression decreases with 
age, whereas psychological aggression increases, and be-
comes a key aspect in middle-to-late adolecence (16-17 
years), where a maximum peak of physical and sexual aggres-
sive behavior is produced (Fernández, O’Leary, & Muñoz-
Rivas, 2014; Foshee et al., 2009). Taking these data into ac-
count, in this study, we divided the sample into two age 

groups: adolescence (14-18 years; 48.9% of the sample) and 
early adulthood (19-26 years; 51.1% of the sample). The re-
sults revealed statistically significant differences as a function 
of age group in perpetration of dominant, t(8103) = -2.504, p 
< .05, and  jealous tactics, t(8103) = 4.384, p < .001, with the 
age group of 19- to 26-year-olds using more dominant tactics 
and the age group of 14- to 18-year-olds using more jealous 
tactics. Results in victimization were similar, with younger 
individuals being more frequently victims of jealous tactics, 
t(8103) = 3.663, p < .001, and older ones, of dominant tac-
tics, t(8103) = -2.981, p < .01 (see Table 4). 
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Table 4. Means, Standard Deviations and Differences by Age in the Subscales of the Dominating and Jealous Tactics Scale. 

 14-18 years 
(n = 3967; 48.9%) 

19-26 years 
(n = 4138; 51.1%) 

Total 
(n = 8105) 

t(8103) 
 

Perpetration 
Dominant Tactics 2.144 (2.627) 2.289 (2.582) 2.218 (2.605) -2.504* 
Jealous Tactics 2.862 (2.751) 2.604 (2.546) 2.730 (2.651) 4.384*** 

Victimization 
Dominant Tactics 1.997 (2.403) 2.166 (2.693) 2.083 (2.556) -2.981** 
Jealous Tactics 3.303 (2.986) 3.062 (2.923) 3.180 (2.957) 3.663*** 

Note. *p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 

 
Regarding sex, various studies with this type of samples 

reveal differences between males and females in the use of 
dominant and jealous tactics in dating relationships (Muñoz-
Rivas et al., 2007b; Orpinas et al., 2012; Ybarra et al., 2016) 
being women the ones that make the most use of such tac-

tics. The results of the present study indicate that women, 
compared with men, perpetrate more dominant, t(8103) = 
4.810, p < .001, and  jealous tactics t(8103) = 8.804, p < .001, 
and are also more frequently victims of jealous tactics, 
t(8103) = 4.940, p < .001 (see Table 5). 

 
Table 5. Means, Standard Deviations and Differences by Sex in the Subscales of the Dominating and Jealous Tactics Scale. 

 Women 
(n = 4436; 54.7%) 

Men 
(n = 3669; 45.3%) 

Total 
(n = 8105) 

t(8103) 
 

Perpetration     
Dominant Tactics 2.345 (2.614) 2.065 (2.585) 2.218 (2.605) 4.810*** 
Jealous Tactics 2.965 (2.681) 2.446 (2.587) 2.730 (2.651) 8.804*** 

Victimization     
Dominant Tactics 2.042 (2.582) 2.134 (2.524) 2.083 (2.556) -1.615 n.s. 
Jealous Tactics 3.327 (3.019) 3.002 (2.870) 3.180 (2.957) 4.940*** 

Note. ***p < .001 

 

Discussion 
 
The main goal of this study was to adapt the DJTS (Kasian 
& Painter, 1992) in a sample of young adults and adolescents 
of Spain, analyzing the reliability of the scale and its con-
struct validity by means of three methods: confirmatory fac-
tor analysis, convergent validity, and known groups validity. 
In spite of the fact that the DJTS is frequently used to meas-
ure dating violence (Cascardi et al., 1999; Muñoz-Rivas et al., 
2007b, 2009), no previous investigation has analyzed the 
structure and the psychometric properties of this scale in 
Spanish young adults and adolescents. Therefore, we per-
formed CFA with the three possible models that could fit 
the data: 1-factor model, 2-correlated-factor model, and hi-
erarchical 2-factor model. The 2-correlated-factor model of-
fered the best fit to the data of this study. Thus, the factor 
structure of the scale coincides with the proposal by Kasian 
and Painter (1992) in the original study, and is a valid meas-
ure to assess dominant and jealous tactics in dating relation-
ships of Spanish young adults and adolescents. 

With regard to the reliability of the DJTS, firstly, it could 
be affected by the number of items in the two subscales: 7 
items in Dominant Tactics and 4 in Jealous Tactics. In spite 
of not being a large number of items, the reliability of the 
two subscales was acceptable both in the model of perpetra-
tion and in that of victimization, with Cronbach alpha values 
ranging from .621 to .765. The reliability of the total scale of 
the  DJTS was .756 for perpetration and .776 for victimiza-
tion, very similar results to those obtained in other studies of 

samples with young adults and adolescents (.72 and .76, re-
spectively) (Cano et al., 1998). 

With regard to convergent validity, the two subscales and 
the total DJTS scale correlated significantly and positively 
with physical and verbal aggression measured with the M-
CTS, which again is in line with findings of other studies 
(Cascardi et al., 1999). The correlations with verbal aggres-
sion were higher, as could be expected from the theoretical 
viewpoint because dominant and jealous tactics are two 
forms of psychological violence in dating relationships 
(O’Leary & Smith Slep, 2003). 

Lastly, known groups validity was analyzed in order to 
determine whether DJTS discriminates between groups of 
participants according to their age or sex. With regard to age, 
the results indicate that both perpetration and victimization 
of dominant and jealous tactics tend to increase with age 
(Ybarra et al., 2016), with the use of jealous tactics being 
more frequent in the younger group (14-18 years) whereas 
dominance is used more frequently as individuals age (19-26 
years). Regarding sex, the results again indicate that, in this 
population sector, the percentage of females who admit us-
ing dominant and jealous tactics in their intimate relation-
ships is greater than that of males (Cascardi & Avery-Leaf, 
2015; Fernández et al., 2014; Foshee et al., 2009; Hernando, 
García, & Montilla, 2012; Holditch et al., 2015; Muñoz-Rivas 
et al., 2007b; Orpinas et al., 2012; Ybarra et al., 2016). 

To conclude, the results of this study confirm the DJTS 
as a valid and reliable instrument for use in research of da-
ting violence, with different goals: (a) to measure perpetra-
tion and victimization of this type of behaviors, (b) to orient 
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prevention programs on this issue more precisely, (c) to as-
sess the efficacy of different intervention programs of dating 
violence with this population. Nevertheless, in view of future 
research, it would be interesting to explore some additional 

psychometric aspects (test-retest reliability and predictive va-
lidity), as well as the extent to which the responses are af-
fected by participants' social desirability. 
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Appendix. Dominating and Jealous Tactics Scale. Spanish version items. 
Dominating Tactics subscale 
1 He intentado que mi novio/a no hable o vea a su familia 

Mi novio/a intenta que yo no hable o vea a mi familia 
2 He intentado poner en contra de mi novio/a a su familia y amigos. 
 Mi novio/a ha intentado poner a mi familia y amigos en contra mía 
3 He intentado que mi novio/a deje de hacer cosas para ayudarse a sí mismo/a 
 Mi novio/a intenta que yo deje de hacer cosas para ayudarme a mi mismo/a 
4 He amenazado a mi novio/a con irme con otro/a 
 Mi novio/a me ha amenazado con irse con otra/o 
5 He culpado a mi novia/o de provocar mi conducta violenta 
 Mi novio/a me culpa de provocar su conducta violenta 
6 Culpo a mi novio/a de mis problemas 
 Mi novio/a me culpa de sus problemas 
7 He amenazado con dejar la relación 
 Mi novio/a ha amenazado con dejar la relación 
Jealous Tactics subscale 
8 He estado celoso/a y sospechaba de los amigos/as de mi novia/o 
 Mi novio/a ha estado celoso/a y sospechaba/o de mis amigos/as 
9 He estado celoso/a de otros/as chicos/as 
 Mi novio/a ha estado celoso/a de otras/os chicos/as 
10 Compruebo lo que hace mi novio/a y exijo que me diga donde ha estado 
 Mi novio/a comprueba lo que hago y me exige que le diga donde he estado 
11 Acuso a mi novio/a de salir con otro/a chico/a 
 Mi novio/a me acusa de salir con otro/a chico/a 
 

 
 


