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Abstract: Social desirability is a widely studied phenomenon due to its impact on the validity of self-
reported data. This study evaluated the psychometric properties of the Brief Social Desirability Scale
(BSSD-4) in Ecuadorian youth, analyzing its reliability, factorial and convergent validity, and
measurement invariance by sex, age group, and experiences of dating violence. An instrumental
study was conducted with 836 participants (aged 14-26). Reliability was adequate (Q2=0.75, a = 0.81,
CR =0.759). Confirmatory Factor Analysis showed good fit indices (CFI = 0.98, TLI = 0.97, RMSEA =
0.056, SRMR =0.037). Convergent validity was acceptable (AVE =0.50, VIF <2.01). A network analysis
confirmed the unidimensionality of the scale and structural differences between groups.
Measurement invariance by sex and age was verified, but differences in the network structure were
found based on victimization and perpetration of violence. The BSSD-4 is a valid and reliable
instrument for assessing social desirability in Ecuadorian youth, useful for population studies and
intergroup comparisons. Further research is recommended to explore its invariance in populations
with a history of violence, as differences in scalar invariance were observed.

Keywords: psychometric; social desirability; invariance; dating violence

1. Introduction

Social desirability is a widely studied phenomenon in psychological and social science research
due to its impact on the validity of self-reported data. Studies have shown that individuals tend to
modify their responses based on cultural norms or social expectations, introducing biases in the
measurement of various psychological and behavioral constructs [1-3]. This phenomenon is
particularly problematic in areas such as the assessment of sexual behaviors [4], ethical decision-
making [5], and mental health [6], where social pressure can lead individuals to provide responses
that align more closely with social acceptability rather than reality.

Various studies have demonstrated the impact of social desirability on psychological and
medical research. In the field of substance use, a meta-analysis found that social desirability bias
affects self-reports of drug and alcohol consumption, with correlations ranging from -0.20 to -0.30
between social desirability and reported use [7]. Additionally, social desirability has been shown to
influence the reporting of risk behaviors among adolescents, affecting the accuracy of
epidemiological studies [8]. In studies on eating behavior, researchers found that children with high
levels of social desirability consumed significantly fewer calories from processed foods in an
experimental setting (B =-11.58, p = 0.009). Among boys, it was also associated with a reduction in
fruit and vegetable intake (B =-6.47, p = 0.010) [9].

Despite the significance of social desirability bias in psychological and social research, no studies
have validated specific instruments for measuring it in Ecuadorian populations. Most of the scales
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used have been developed and validated in other cultural contexts, highlighting the need for
adaptation and evaluation within the country [10]. In collectivist contexts such as Ecuador, the impact
of social desirability may be even greater. A study in Kazakhstan found that social desirability
significantly influenced responses related to well-being and morality, with higher scores observed in
countries with collectivist norms [11].

Reliability

Reliability is a fundamental criterion in the evaluation of any psychometric instrument. Several
studies have analyzed the reliability of social desirability scales, revealing variations in internal
consistency depending on the context and population studied [12].

A study conducted in Uganda assessed the translated version of the Marlowe-Crowne Social
Desirability Scale (MCSDS) among individuals with HIV and found acceptable reliability values,
with a Total Omega of 0.82 for the Denial domain and 0.69 for the Attribution domain [13]. Similarly,
a psychometric study conducted in Kazakhstan using the short version of the MCSDS found low
internal consistency scores, questioning the instrument’s unidimensionality in non-Western
populations [10].

Furthermore, meta-analyses in environmental psychology research have revealed that the
correlation between social desirability scales and self-reported behaviors ranges from 0.06 to 0.11,
indicating a small but notable effect that varies depending on context {4}. In a study exploring gender
differences in social desirability, women showed higher social approval tendencies, which
significantly influenced self-reported dietary habits [12].

Validity

Convergent validity is key to determining whether an instrument effectively measures the
theoretical construct for which it was designed [14]. Structural validity is assessed through
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using fit indices such as the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Tucker-
Lewis Index (TLI), Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), and Standardized Root
Mean Square Residual (SRMR) [15].

A study conducted among young Chinese participants (n = 1200) demonstrated that social
desirability significantly influenced life satisfaction, mediated by mental toughness and emotional
intelligence [16]. Another study in Nepal examined the validity of self-reported healthcare behaviors,
finding that the presence of social desirability bias led to overestimation of antenatal care visits when
interviews were conducted in the presence of family members [17].

In the clinical domain, a systematic review of social desirability in clinical psychology research
highlighted that most studies treat social desirability as a one-dimensional construct, despite
evidence suggesting that it consists of two distinct components: impression management and self-
deception [8].

Measurement Invariance

Evaluating measurement invariance is essential to ensure that an instrument assesses the same
construct across different demographic groups. A study on the Children’s Social Desirability Scale-
Short Version (CSD-S) among children and adolescents in the U.S. found that the scale demonstrated
strong invariance across ethnic groups but only partial invariance across educational levels, with
significant differences in latent scores [18].

Moreover, previous studies on the invariance of social desirability scales have revealed that
desirability bias affects the comparison of results across cultural groups, highlighting the importance
of validating these instruments in each specific context [19-21]. Another study in multi-ethnic
populations found that social desirability response patterns varied significantly between Indian and
Chinese participants, suggesting that cultural norms influence response tendencies [19].
Additionally, studies have demonstrated that self-reported measures in sensitive domains, such as
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sexual behavior and substance use, are highly susceptible to social desirability bias, which may lead
to underreporting of stigmatized behaviors [7,8].

Additionally, to date, no previous studies have been identified that examine the measurement
invariance of the BSSD-4 across different sociodemographic groups, including sex, age group, and
experiences of victimization (coercion, detachment, humiliation, sexual, and physical violence), as
well as perpetration (coercion, detachment, humiliation, sexual, and physical violence) in the context
of dating violence. This research represents a significant contribution by providing evidence on
measurement equivalence across these groups, enabling more accurate assessments and valid
comparisons in future studies on dating violence.

Network

The network analysis of items has not been extensively explored in previous studies on social
desirability scales. However, several studies have suggested the importance of applying this
methodology to understand the internal structure of the scales and their interrelationships [22].

In recent studies, the psychometric network-based approach has been used to evaluate various
measurement instruments. For example, Caycho-Rodriguez et al. [23] applied a psychometric
network model to analyze the internal structure, reliability, and cross-cultural invariance of the Grief
Impairment Scale (GIS) in samples from Peru and El Salvador. Their findings indicated that the scale's
items formed a unique network structure with high stability and structural consistency, reinforcing
the validity of the instrument across different cultural contexts.

Similarly, in the field of rehabilitation, Northcott and Hilari [24] developed and
psychometrically evaluated the Stroke Social Network Scale, a scale designed to measure the social
network of individuals within the first six months following a stroke. The factor analysis of the scale
identified five key subdomains: satisfaction, children, family, friends, and social groups. The scale
demonstrated good internal consistency (a = 0.85) and convergent and discriminant validity,
distinguishing between individuals with high and low levels of social support.

These studies suggest that network analysis not only provides a more detailed understanding
of the internal structure of psychometric instruments but also allows for the exploration of latent
relationships between items and enhances the accuracy of evaluating various psychological variables
[25-29]. Given the growing evidence in different fields of psychology and health [30-32], applying
this methodology to social desirability scales could offer new insights into the dynamics of the items
and their impact on measuring this dimension.

Objectives and Hypotheses

Given the impact of social desirability on the validity of self-reported data, this study aims to
evaluate the psychometric properties of the Brief Social Desirability Scale (BSSD-4) in Ecuadorian
youth, focusing on assessing reliability, validity, and measurement invariance by sex, age group, and
experiences of dating violence victimization and perpetration. This evaluation will help to determine
how the BSSD-4 performs across different sociodemographic variables and ensure that it provides
consistent and valid measurements.

The specific objectives of the study are as follows: 1) To assess the reliability of the BSSD-4 by
calculating internal consistency. 2) To analyze the factorial structure of the scale through both
exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis. 3) To verify its convergent validity by examining the
Average Variance Extracted (AVE). 4) To examine the measurement invariance of the BSSD-4 across
different sociodemographic groups, including sex, age group, and experiences of victimization
(coercion, detachment, humiliation, sexual, and physical violence) as well as perpetration (coercion,
detachment, humiliation, sexual, and physical violence) in the context of dating. 5) To analyze the
centrality and clustering measures of the items in the Brief Social Desirability Scale (BSSD-4) among
Ecuadorian youth, considering differences by sex. 6) To compare the network structure of the BSSD-
4 items between age groups (14-21 years and 22-26 years) to identify variations in item connectivity
and cohesion.
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The hypotheses of the study are as follows: H1. The BSSD-4 will demonstrate high internal
consistency, with reliability coefficients (such as Composite Reliability, McDonald's Ordinal Omega,
Ordinal Cronbach's Alpha, and Guttman's Lambda 6) exceeding 0.70. H2. The BSSD-4 will be
unidimensional and will show an excellent factorial fit, with Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and Tucker-
Lewis Index (TLI) values greater than 0.95, and with the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
(RMSEA) and Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) values lower than 0.08. H3. The
BSSD-4 will demonstrate adequate convergent validity, with an Average Variance Extracted (AVE)
value greater than 0.50, indicating that the items of the scale share a significant amount of common
variance. H4. The BSSD-4 will exhibit measurement invariance across different sociodemographic
groups, including sex, age group, and experiences of dating violence victimization (coercion,
detachment, humiliation, sexual, and physical violence) and perpetration (coercion, detachment,
humiliation, sexual, and physical violence), suggesting that the scale measures the same construct
consistently across these groups. H5. There are significant differences in the centrality and clustering
measures of the BSSD-4 items between male and female Ecuadorian youth, suggesting a distinct
network structure by sex. H6. The network structure of the BSSD-4 items varies between age groups
(14-21 years and 22-26 years), with younger participants exhibiting higher sparsity and lower item
connectivity.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Research Design

The instrumental research was carried out in two phases, adhering to current standards for the
validation of educational and psychological tests [33], as well as the guidelines for the adaptation and
translation of existing tests [34-37]. In the first phase, the linguistic adaptation of the original test was
conducted through an iterative translation process carried out by experts [38]. In the second phase,
evidence of reliability, validity, and measurement invariance was gathered, considering factors such
as sex, age group, and both victimization and perpetration of dating violence.

2.2. Participants

The study included a valid sample of 836 participants. A non-probabilistic convenience
sampling was conducted [39], whose age had a median of 21 years and a mean of 20.78 years, with a
standard deviation of 2.65 years. The minimum recorded age was 14 years, while the maximum was
26 years. Regarding percentile distribution, 25% of the participants were 19 years old or younger,
50% were 21 years old, and 75% were up to 23 years old. When grouping participants by age range,
it was observed that 58.5% were between 14 and 21 years old (n = 489), while 41.5% were between 22
and 26 years old (n = 347). These data reflected a higher representation of young individuals in the
study group.

Regarding the sex variable, 48.3% of the participants were men (n = 404), while 51.7% were
women (n = 432). In terms of ethnicity, the majority of participants identified as mestizo (89.7%),
followed by Indigenous (6.5%), Afro-Ecuadorian (1.4%), White (1.2%), Montubio (0.8%), and other
ethnicities (0.4%).

2.3. Measures

2.3.1. Ad-Hoc Sociodemographic Survey

An ad hoc sociodemographic data survey was administered to collect the age, sex and ethnicity
of the participants.

2.3.2. Scale of Social Desirability
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Se utiliz6 la versidn original de 33 items de la Escala de Deseabilidad Social de Marlowe y
Crowne de Ferrando & Chico [40]. La deseabilidad social se evalué mediante opciones de respuesta
binarias (verdadero o falso) y se obtuvo una puntuacion total, donde valores mas altos reflejaban
mayores niveles de deseabilidad social (rango = 0-33).

2.3.3. Dating Violence Questionnaire for Victimization and Perpetration (DVQ-VP)

Rodriguez Franco et al. [41], serves as a dual-function assessment instrument with two subscales.
One subscale measures violence experienced by individuals, while the other evaluates violence
committed within romantic relationships. Both subscales are organized around five identical
dimensions that explore different aspects of dating violence. Beyond its use in detecting and assessing
violence, the DVQ-VP offers valuable insights into the reciprocal nature of victimization and
perpetration. The details of each subscale are outlined below:

Dating Violence Questionnaire for Victimization (DVQ-R): Was utilized to assess experiences of
dating violence victimization by the current partner. It consists of 20 items that evaluate five types of
victimization: physical (e.g., "Has your partner ever hit you?"), sexual (e.g., "Does your partner persist
in touching you in ways or places you don’t like or want?"), humiliation (e.g., "Does your partner
criticize, belittle, or undermine your self-esteem?"), detachment (e.g., "Does your partner refuse to
take responsibility in the relationship?"), and coercion (e.g., "Has your partner ever physically
restrained you?"). Each type of victimization is measured using four items on a five-point Likert scale
ranging from 0 (never) to 4 (all the time).

Dating Violence Questionnaire for Perpetration (DVQ-RP): Is a modified version of the DVQ-R,
adapted to assess aggression directed towards the partner. It includes 20 items that evaluate five
types of dating violence perpetration: physical (e.g., "Have you ever hit your partner?"), sexual (e.g.,
"Do you persist in touching your partner in ways or places they don’t want or like?"), humiliation
(e.g., "Do you criticize, belittle, or undermine your partner’s self-esteem?"), detachment (e.g., "Do you
fail to acknowledge any responsibility in the relationship?"), and coercion (e.g., "Have you ever
physically restrained your partner?").

2.3.4. Adverse Childhood Experiences Abuse Short Form (ACE-ASF)

The form consists of 8 Likert-type items. In the exploratory factor analysis conducted in the
research by Meinck et al. [42], a two-factor structure was established, distinguishing between
physical/emotional abuse and sexual abuse. The confirmatory factor analysis showed that this model
fit the data well, with the following fit indices: [x(df) = 60.526(19); RMSEA = 0.036; CFI/TLI =
0.990/0.986], indicating an excellent fit of the model to the empirical data. Additionally, metric
invariance between sexes was confirmed, meaning the instrument's measurements were consistent
across different gender groups. Regarding internal consistency, the sexual abuse scale showed high
reliability (a = .83), while the physical/emotional abuse scale demonstrated moderate consistency
with a value of a = .57 [42].

2.4. Linguistic Equivalence of the Scale of Social Desirability

The linguistic adaptation of the Scale of Social Desirability to the Ecuadorian context was carried
out through an iterative translation process conducted by specialists. In the first stage, two translated
versions of the original English questionnaire were created. In the second stage, these two
translations were combined with a third version derived from the Spanish version of the Scale of
Social Desirability to develop a document that was evaluated by three bilingual experts: one linguist
and two psychologists specializing in dating violence. The experts analyzed each item and selected
the most appropriate option based on three criteria: equivalence (similarity or correspondence to the
original), clarity (ease of understanding), and linguistic familiarity (common usage of Spanish in
Ecuador). Additionally, they could provide comments or suggestions. To avoid bias, the order of the
translations was counterbalanced across items. In the third stage, the experts’ responses were
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independently compared to identify discrepancies. In the fourth stage, the authors reached a
consensus on the final version of each item. Subsequently, this finalized version was reviewed by a
group of university students, who provided feedback that allowed for minor adjustments in grammar
and meaning. It is important to note that none of the participants involved in this preliminary process
took part in subsequent studies on the instrument’s reliability and validity.

2.5. Procedure

The study was conducted following the ethical guidelines of the Helsinki Declaration and was
approved by the Human Research Ethics Committee of the Pontificia Universidad Catolica del
Ecuador under Protocol No PV-14-2022. Data collection was carried out through face-to-face surveys,
where participants completed the self-report form using pencil and paper.

After obtaining the necessary permissions from the educational institutions, participants were
invited to take part in the study. They were informed about the research's purpose and significance,
emphasizing the voluntary nature of their participation and their right to withdraw or change their
minds at any stage. Each participant signed an informed consent form, ensuring they understood and
accepted the terms of their involvement.

2.6. Statistical Analysis

The analyses were performed using R version 4.4.3 [43] and JASP version 0.19.3. Regarding the
first objective, to analyze the reliability of the Scale of Social Desirability in the Ecuadorian youth
population, item descriptive statistics such as mean, standard deviation, skewness, and kurtosis were
calculated. Normality was assessed using the Shapiro-Wilk test [51-53]. Additionally, reliability
estimates [44, 45], such as Guttman Lambda 6 (G6), as well as the Greatest Lower Bound (GLB), were
used to measure the internal consistency of the questionnaire, considering total variance, covariances
between items, and residual errors. The Average Interitem Correlation (AIC) was also calculated to
assess the average correlation between items. Descriptive measures, including mean, standard
deviation, and 95% confidence intervals for each reliability estimate, were reported to evaluate the
precision and stability of the results.

Regarding the second objective, to analyze the structural validity of the Scale of Social
Desirability through Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), the factor structure of the questionnaire
was examined using the Lavaan statistical package [46]. Since the data did not meet the assumption
of multivariate normality [47, 48], the diagonally weighted least squares estimator (DWLS) was
applied [49]. Fit indices were evaluated using a comparative fit index (CFI) of .95 and a standardized
root mean square residual (SRMR) of .08, which were established as the optimal model fit criteria [50-
52]. Reliability of the factors was further assessed using Cronbach's alpha and McDonald's omega
coefficients [53].

Regarding the third objective, to assess convergent validity, the Average Variance Extracted
(AVE) was used. This indicator provides evidence of the scale's validity, with reference values for
AVE > .500 [54]. The statistical analyses included Composite Reliability (CR > 0.70) and Variance
Inflation Factor (VIF < 10) [55].

To address the fourth objective, to examine the invariance of the Scale of Social Desirability
model by sex age group, victimization and perpetration of dating violence, configural, metric, scalar,
and strict invariance models were tested [56-60]. This analysis ensured that the questionnaire is
equally applicable and valid for both men and women, avoiding gender-related biases among
participants.

Finally, a network analysis [61-63] was conducted to explore the relationships and centrality of
items within the questionnaire. Measures of centrality (betweenness, closeness, strength, and
expected influence) and clustering methods (Barrat, Onnela, WS, and Zhang) were employed to
provide additional insights into the questionnaire’s structure and the interconnections between its
components. These analyses contribute to a comprehensive understanding of the Scale of Social
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Desirability psychometric properties, ensuring its reliability, validity, and applicability for the
Ecuadorian youth population.

3. Results

First, a single-factor model was evaluated using the 33 original items of the Social Desirability
Scale. The results (Supplementary Table 1) showed that each item (D1 to D33) had a factor loading
reflecting its relationship with the latent factor (F1). Most items had statistically significant factor
loadings (p < 0.05), suggesting an adequate representation of the construct. However, items D18 and
D20 did not reach statistical significance (p > 0.05), and item D20 even showed a negative loading,
indicating that these elements might not be suitable for measuring social desirability.

Additionally, the items with the highest factor loadings (D3, D5, D12, D23, D28, and D30) were
identified, all exceeding the 0.50 threshold (Supplementary Table 1). These items were considered the
most representative of the construct, as they showed a strong association with social desirability.
Based on these findings, the number of items was reduced, selecting those that best explained the
variance of the latent factor.

To validate the reduced model, a new factor analysis was conducted using the selected six-item
version (D3, D5, D12, D23, D28, and D30). The results (Supplementary Table 2) showed that the factor
loadings for these items ranged from 0.440 to 0.751, indicating a strong relationship with the social
desirability factor. Moreover, all estimates were statistically significant (p < 0.05), reinforcing the
reliability of the reduced model. However, items D12 and D30 were removed in a third version of the
model, as their factor loadings were below 0.50.

Regarding fit indices, the original 33-item model showed moderate fit, with a Comparative Fit
Index (CFI) of 0.738, a Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) of 0.72, and a Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA) of 0.056, indicating an acceptable fit (Supplementary Table 1). In contrast,
the reduced six-item model showed significantly improved fit, with a CFI of 0.980 and a TLI of 0.966,
values that indicate excellent model fit to the data (Supplementary Table 2).

These results suggest that the reduced version of the Brief Scale of Social Desirability (BSSD-4)
is an efficient and valid measure for assessing social desirability in Ecuadorian youth (Supplementary
Table 3, Figure 1). The removal of less representative items optimized the factorial structure without
compromising construct validity, making it a valuable tool for future research in this field.

The selected items in Model 3 of the Social Desirability Scale (Table Supplementary 3) exhibited
non-normal distributions (Shapiro-Wilk, p < .001). Items D1 (Item 3 original scale: Sometimes I
struggle to get to work if I'm not in the mood) (m = 0.252, md = 0, SD = 0.435, min = 0, max = 1), D2
(Item 5 original scale: Sometimes I doubt my ability to succeed in life) (m = 0.371, md =0, SD = 0.483,
min =0, max =1), and D3 (Item 23 original scale: At times I feel clumsy) (m =0.273, md =0, SD = 0.446,
min = 0, max = 1) showed positive skewness (1.142, 0.536, and 1.022, respectively), indicating that
most responses were concentrated in the lower values. Additionally, their negative kurtosis values (-
0.697, -1.717, and -0.957) suggested flatter distributions. In contrast, item D4 (Item 28 original scale:
Sometimes I have felt quite jealous of the good fortune of others) (m = 0.550, md = 1.000, SD = 0.498,
min = 0, max = 1) showed negative skewness (-0.202) and lower kurtosis (-1.964), suggesting a higher
concentration of responses at the higher values. These results indicated that participants tended to
respond with extreme values, which may have been influenced by social desirability.

The table 1 presented the psychometric validation results of the Brief Social Desirability Scale
(BSSD-4) in Ecuadorian youth, highlighting the instrument's reliability and wvalidity. The
standardized factor loadings were relatively high, particularly for items D2 (0.832) and D1 (0.685),
indicating good representation of these items by their corresponding factor. The R? value for D2 (R?
= 0.692) reflected a higher explanation of variance for this item. Reliability indices, such as the
composite reliability (CR) and McDonald's Omega ordinal coefficient (w,), showed good values (w,
> 0.7), suggesting high internal consistency. The ordinal Cronbach's Alpha (a,) for D1 was adequate
(oo = 0.809), further supporting the instrument's reliability. Additionally, the average variance
extracted (AVE = 0.500) was acceptable, and the low VIF values indicated no problematic

d0i:10.20944/preprints202502.1332.v1
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multicollinearity among the items. These results confirmed the reliability and validity of the BSSD-4
for measuring social desirability in this group of Ecuadorian youth.

Table 1. Factor loadings, reliability and validity of the Brief Scale of Social Desirability (BSSD-4) in young

Ecuadorians.
Mean Std. Deviation Std. Est. (all) CR Wo o G6 VIF AVE
D1 0.252 0.435 0.685
D2 0.371 0.483 0.832
7 7 . 711 2.01 .
D3 0.273 0.446 0.576 59 0.750 809 0 500
D4 0.550 0.498 0.545

Note: D3 original scale: Sometimes it's hard for me to get to work if I'm not in the right mood; D5 original scale:
Sometimes I doubt my ability to succeed in life; D23 original scale: Occasionally, I feel like I'm clumsy; D28
original scale: Sometimes, I've felt quite jealous of other people's good fortune; CR = Composite Reliability; w, =
McDonald's Ordinal Omega; o, = Ordinal Cronbach's Alpha; G6 = Guttman's Lambda 6.

The factor model 3 for the Brief Scale of Social Desirability (BSSD-4) in young Ecuadorians shows
an excellent fit to the data (Figure 1). This is supported by the high values of the Comparative Fit
Index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI), and Normed Fit Index (NFI),
all exceeding 0.95. Furthermore, the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) and
Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) indicate a good fit, with values below 0.05 and
0.08, respectively.

&
¢80
0s 76

S

BSSD-4

Figure 1. Model plot of the Brief Scale of Social Desirability (BSSD-4) in young Ecuadorians. Note: D1 =
Sometimes I find it hard to get to work if I don't feel up to it; D2 = Sometimes I doubt my ability to succeed in
life; D3 = Sometimes I feel that I am clumsy; D4 =] have sometimes felt quite jealous of the good fortune of others.
The factor model demonstrates an excellent fit to the data, as the CFI, TLI, NNFI, and NFI indices are all above
0.95. Additionally, the RMSEA and SRMR indicate a good fit (< 0.05 and < 0.08, respectively).

The sex-based invariance analysis showed that the configural, metric, scalar, and strict models
demonstrated good fit. The configural invariance test indicated a non-significant difference (y2 (2) =
4.804, p = .091), suggesting that the factorial structure was equivalent between men and women (CFI
=.993, TLI = .959, RMSEA = .058, SRMR = .037). Metric invariance was also supported (x2 (7) =7.966,
p=-336), indicating that factor loadings were similar (CFI = .998, TLI = .996, RMSEA = .018, SRMR =
.042). Likewise, scalar and strict invariance showed no significant differences (x2 (6) = 10.845, p=.093),
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suggesting that item intercepts and residual variances were equivalent across groups (CFI=.988, TLI
=.977, RMSEA = .044, SRMR = .043) (Table 2).

Regarding age groups, configural invariance showed a good fit (x2 (2) = 5.339, p = .069),
indicating that the factorial structure remained consistent between individuals aged 14-21 and those
aged 22-26 (CFI=.992, TLI=.954, RMSEA = .063, SRMR = .041). The metric, scalar, and strict models
also demonstrated adequate fit (x2 (7) = 9.523, p = .217), suggesting no significant measurement
differences in dating violence across age groups (CFI =.994, TLI=.990, RMSEA = .029, SRMR = .046).

For the victimization dimensions, the results for coercion-victimization indicated that the
configural model had an acceptable fit (x2 (2) = 5.676, p=.059), but the metric model showed a slight
decrease in fit (x2 (12) = 19.560, p=.076), although not statistically significant (CFI = .984, TLI = .976,
RMSEA =.046, SRMR = .059). Scalar and strict invariance remained within acceptable ranges (x2 (10)
=16.830, p=.078), suggesting that coercion-victimization levels were similar across different types of
violence (CFI =.986, TLI=.974, RMSEA = .048, SRMR = .045). Similarly, for detachment-victimization,
the invariance models showed no significant differences (x2 (10) =11.374, p =.329), indicating stability
in measuring this form of violence (CFI=.997, TLI = .995, RMSEA = .002, SRMR =.044).

Regarding perpetration, the results for coercion-perpetration invariance indicated that the
configural model had a good fit (x2 (2) =5.569, p =.062), but metric invariance showed a less favorable
fit (x2 (12) = 24.371, p = .018), suggesting differences in factor loadings between groups (CFI = .975,
TLI =.962, RMSEA =.059, SRMR = .054). However, the scalar and strict models showed better fit (x2
(10) = 13.185, p=.214), indicating measurement stability for coercion-perpetration (CFI = .994, TLI =
988, RMSEA = .033, SRMR = .045). Other perpetration dimensions, such as humiliation, detachment,
sexual violence, and physical violence, showed adequate fit levels, indicating stability in measuring
these forms of violence.

Finally, when comparing general perpetration and victimization, the metric and structural
models demonstrated appropriate psychometric properties. However, scalar invariance for
victimization (x2 (6) = 17.667, p = .007) revealed some significant differences (CFI = .971, TLI = .942,
RMSEA =.066, SRMR = .054), suggesting that item intercepts varied based on experiences of violence.
Similarly, scalar invariance for perpetration showed a significant difference (x2 (6) = 13.293, p=.039),
indicating that the factorial structure of violence perpetration was not fully equivalent across groups
(CFI=.979, TLI = .958, RMSEA = .052, SRMR = .059).

Table 2. Measures of Invariance by Sex, Age group, dimensions of dating violence (Victimization and

Perpetration).
Model X2 df p CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR
SEX (Man and Woman)
MI < CO 4804 2 .091 .993 .959 .058 (.000 - .127) .037
MI < ME 7966 7 336 .998 996 .018 (.000 - .065) 042
MI < SC 10.845 6 .093 988 .977 .044 (.000 - .085) 043
AGE GROUP (14 -21 years and 22 - 26 years)
MI - CO 5339 2 .069 .992 954 .063 (.000 - .131) 041
MI < ME 9.523 7 217 994 990 .029 (.000 - .071) 046
MI < SC 8463 6 206 .994 989 .031 (.000 - .076) 041
COERCION - VICTIMIZATION (Sporadic, Repeated and Nonviolent)
MI - CO 5676 2 .059 .992 931 .079 (.000 - .158) .038
MI < ME 19.560 12 .076 .984 976 .046 (.000 - .082) .059
MI < SC 16.830 10 .078 .986 .974 .048 (.000 - .087) .045
DETACHMENT -VICTIMIZATION (Sporadic, Repeated and Nonviolent)
MI - CO 4299 2 117 995 957 .062 (.000 - .145) 041
MI < SC 11374 10 .329 .997 995 .002 (.000 - .069) 044

COERCION - PERPETRATION (Sporadic, Repeated and Nonviolent)
MI - CO 5569 2 .062 .993 935 .078 (.000 - .157) .043
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MI ~ ME 24371 12 .018 975 .962 .059 (.024 - .093) .054
MI - SC 13.185 10 .214 .994 988 .033 (.000 - .075) 045
VICTIMIZATION (Some type of victimization and non-violence)
MI < ME 8422 7 297 996 .994 .021 (.000 - .065) .047
MI « SC 17.667 6 .007 971 942 .066 (.032 - .103) .054
HUMILIATION - PERPETRATION (Sporadic, Repeated and Nonviolent)
MI - CO 4438 2 109 995 955 .064 (.000 - .146) .038
MI < ME 19.514 12 .077 985 .977 .046 (.000 - .082) .038
DETACHMENT - PERPETRATION (Sporadic, Repeated and Nonviolent)
MI ~ ME 13499 12 334 997 995 .021 (.000 - .064) .049
MI - SC 11.715 10 .305 .996 .993 .024 (.000 - .070) .043
PHYSICAL - PERPETRATION (Sporadic, Repeated and Nonviolent)
MI - CO 4513 2 105 995 952 .065 (.000 - .147) 041
MI - SC 10.093 10 432 .999 .999 .006 (.000 - .063) 042
PERPETRATION (Some type of victimization and non-violence)
MI < ME 7999 7 333 .997 .995 .018 (.000 - .063) .050
MI < SC 13293 6 .039 .979 .958 .052 (.011 - .090) .059

Note: MI = Measures of Invariance, CO = Configural, ME = Metric, SC = Scalar, ST = Strict, STR = Structural.

In the network analysis of the BSSD-4 items among Ecuadorian youth, four nodes and five
nonzero edges were identified out of a total of six possible, resulting in a sparsity of 0.167
(Supplementary Table 4 and Figure 2). Regarding centrality measures by variable, item D23 showed
a betweenness of -0.866, a closeness of 0.396, a strength of -0.656, and an expected influence of -0.656.
Item D28 exhibited a betweenness of -0.866, a closeness of -1.496, a strength of -0.716, and an expected
influence of -0.716. Meanwhile, item D3 had a betweenness of 0.866, a closeness of 0.550, a strength
of -0.061, and an expected influence of -0.061. Finally, item D5 showed a betweenness of 0.866, a
closeness of 0.550, a strength of 1.433, and an expected influence of 1.433.

Regarding clustering measures by variable, item D3 presented values of 0.862 in Barrat, 1.044 in
Onnela, 0.866 in WS, and -0.167 in Zhang. Item D5 exhibited values of -0.977 in Barrat, -0.856 in
Onnela, -0.866 in WS, and -1.034 in Zhang. Item D23 had values of 0.862 in Barrat, 0.667 in Onnela,
0.866 in WS, and -0.167 in Zhang. Lastly, item D28 showed values of -0.748 in Barrat, -0.856 in Onnela,
-0.866 in WS, and 1.369 in Zhang. In the weight matrix, item D3 had a weight of 0.219 with D5 and
0.344 with D28. Item D5 exhibited a weight of 0.195 with D23 and 0.138 with D28. Item D23 had a
weight of 0.483 with D28. There were no weights between items D3 and D23, nor between D3 and
D5, nor between D23 and D28.

In the network analysis of the BSSD-4 items in Ecuadorian youth, four nodes were identified for
both males and females. For males, six non-zero edges were found out of a possible six, resulting in
a sparsity of 0 (Supplementary Table 5 and Figure 3).
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Figure 2. Network Analysis, Centrality, and Clustering of the Items of the Brief Scale of Social Desirability.

For females, five non-zero edges were found out of a possible six, with a sparsity of 0.167.
Regarding centrality measures by variable, item D23 showed a betweenness of -0.500, closeness of -
0.473, strength of -0.683, and expected influence of -0.683 for males. For females, the same item
showed a betweenness of -0.866, closeness of 0.037, strength of -0.549, and expected influence of -
0.549. Item D28 showed a betweenness of -0.500, closeness of -0.826, strength of -0.545, and expected
influence of -0.545 for males, while for females, it showed a betweenness of -0.866, closeness of -1.426,
strength of -1.056, and expected influence of -1.056. On the other hand, item D3 showed a
betweenness of -0.500, closeness of -0.141, strength of -0.247, and expected influence of -0.247 for
males, while for females, it showed a betweenness of 0.866, closeness of 0.695, strength of 0.420, and
expected influence of 0.420. Finally, item D5 showed a betweenness of 1.500, closeness of 1.440,
strength of 1.475, and expected influence of 1.475 for males, while for females, it showed a
betweenness of 0.866, closeness of 0.695, strength of 1.186, and expected influence of 1.186.

Regarding clustering measures by variable, item D3 showed values of 0.000 in Barrat, -0.751 in
Onnela, 0.000 in WS, and 0.274 in Zhang for males. For females, the same item showed values of 0.866
in Barrat, 1.119 in Onnela, 0.866 in WS, and -0.556 in Zhang. Item D5 showed values of 0.000 in Barrat,
1.157 in Onnela, 0.000 in WS, and -1.451 in Zhang for males, while for females, it showed values of -
0.878 in Barrat, -0.844 in Onnela, -0.866 in WS, and -0.384 in Zhang. Item D23 showed values of 0.000
in Barrat, -0.915 in Onnela, 0.000 in WS, and 0.335 in Zhang for males, and for females, it showed
values of 0.866 in Barrat, 0.568 in Onnela, 0.866 in WS, and -0.556 in Zhang. Finally, item D28 showed
values of 0.000 in Barrat, 0.510 in Onnela, 0.000 in WS, and 0.842 in Zhang for males, while for females,
it showed values of -0.854 in Barrat, -0.844 in Onnela, -0.866 in WS, and 1.495 in Zhang,.

In the weight matrix, item D3 had a weight of 0.147 with D5 and 0.330 with D28 for males, while
for females, it showed a weight of 0.265 with D5 and 0.351 with D28. Item D5 showed a weight of
0.127 with D23 and 0.249 with D28 for males, and for females, it showed a weight of 0.257 with D23
and 0.019 with D28. Item D23 showed a weight of 0.462 with D28 for males, while for females, it
showed a weight of 0.501 with D28. No weights were found between items D3 and D23 in either sex.
In conclusion, the network analysis of the items of the Brief Social Desirability Scale (BSSD-4) in
Ecuadorian youth by sex revealed significant differences in centrality and clustering measures
between males and females. The items showed different levels of connection and cohesion in the
network, which could have implications for the interpretation and use of the scale in future research.
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Figure 3. Network Analysis, Centrality, and Clustering of the Items of the Brief Scale of Social Desirability (BSSD-

4) in Young Ecuadorians by Sex.

In the network analysis of the BSSD-4 items in Ecuadorian youth, significant differences were
identified between the age groups of 14-21 years and 22-26 years. For the 14-21 age group, four nodes
and five non-null edges were found out of a possible six, resulting in a sparsity of 0.167. In contrast,
the 22-26 age group showed four nodes and six non-null edges, with a sparsity of (Supplementary
Table 6 and Figure 4).

Regarding centrality measures, item D23 showed a betweenness of -0.866, closeness of -0.193,
strength of -0.778, and expected influence of -0.778 in the 14-21 group, while in the 22-26 group, it
had a betweenness of -0.500, closeness of 0.358, strength of -0.473, and expected influence of -0.473.
Item D28 had a betweenness of -0.866, closeness of -1.338, strength of -0.563, and expected influence
of -0.563 in the 14-21 group, whereas in the 22-26 group, it showed a betweenness of -0.500, closeness
of -1.179, strength of -0.992, and expected influence of -0.992. Item D3 showed a betweenness of 0.866,
closeness of 0.766, strength of -0.096, and expected influence of -0.096 in the 14-21 group, and in the
22-26 group, a betweenness of -0.500, closeness of -0.346, strength of 0.133, and expected influence of
0.133. Finally, item D5 showed a betweenness of 0.866, closeness of 0.766, strength of 1.438, and
expected influence of 1.438 in the 14-21 group, while in the 22-26 group, it had a betweenness of 1.500,
closeness of 1.167, strength of 1.332, and expected influence of 1.332. In terms of clustering measures,
item D3 had values of 0.864 in Barrat, 1.159 in Onnela, 0.866 in WS, and -0.159 in Zhang for the 14-21
group. In the 22-26 group, it showed values of 0.000 in Barrat, -0.502 in Onnela, 0.000 in WS, and 0.144
in Zhang. Item D5 had values of -0.954 in Barrat, -0.835 in Onnela, -0.866 in WS, and -1.045 in Zhang
for the 14-21 group, whereas in the 22-26 group, it showed values of 0.000 in Barrat, 1.421 in Onnela,
0.000 in WS, and -1.414 in Zhang. Item D23 showed values of 0.864 in Barrat, 0.511 in Onnela, 0.866
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in WS, and -0.159 in Zhang for the 14-21 group, and 0.000 in Barrat, -0.067 in Onnela, 0.000 in WS,
and 0.340 in Zhang for the 22-26 group.

Finally, item D28 had values of -0.773 in Barrat, -0.835 in Onnela, -0.866 in WS, and 1.363 in
Zhang for the 14-21 group, while in the 22-26 group, it showed values of 0.000 in Barrat, -0.852 in
Onnela, 0.000 in WS, and 0.930 in Zhang. In the weight matrix, item D3 had a weight of 0.198 with
D5 and 0.360 with D28 in the 14-21 group, while in the 22-26 group, it showed a weight of 0.235 with
D5, 0.086 with D23, and 0.266 with D28. Item D5 had a weight of 0.253 with D23 and 0.141 with D28
in the 14-21 group, while in the 22-26 group, it showed a weight of 0.083 with D23 and 0.159 with
D28. Item D23 had a weight of 0.415 with D28 in the 14-21 group, while in the 22-26 group, it showed
a weight of 0.547 with D28. No weights were found between items D3 and D23 in the 14-21 group,
nor between D3 and D5, or between D23 and D28 in the 22-26 group.
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Figure 4. Network Analysis, Centrality, and Clustering of the Items of the Brief Scale of Social Desirability (BSSD-
4) in Young Ecuadorians by Age Group.

The analysis of social desirability based on gender revealed significant differences between men
and women. Men had a median of 1, with an interquartile range between 0 and 2, while women also
had a median of 1 but with a higher interquartile range, between 1 and 3. The average social
desirability score for men was 1.245 (95% CI: 1.128 - 1.362), whereas for women, it was 1.634 (95% CI:
1.514 - 1.754), indicating that women tended to score higher in social desirability than men
(Supplementary Table 7).

Regarding age groups, participants aged 14 to 21 had a median of 1, with an interquartile range
between 0 and 2, and an average score of 1.497 (95% CI: 1.385 - 1.609). In contrast, participants aged
22 to 26 also had a median of 1 and a similar interquartile range, though with a lower average score
of 1.375 (95% CI: 1.245 - 1.505).
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When analyzing social desirability in relation to victimization in dating violence, men who did
not report victimization had an average score of 0.931 (95% CI: 0.763 - 1.099), whereas those who
experienced some form of victimization had a higher average of 1.379 (95% CI: 1.236 - 1.521) (Figure
5). Among women, those without victimization experiences had an average score of 0.877 (95% CI:
0.641 - 1.112), while those who had experienced victimization reached an average of 1.778 (95% CI:
1.651 - 1.905).

Regarding the perpetration of dating violence, men who did not engage in violent acts had an
average score of 0.785 (95% CI: 0.644 - 0.925), whereas those who perpetrated violence had a
significantly higher average of 1.517 (95% CIL: 1.367 - 1.668) (Figure 5). Among women, non-
perpetrators had an average of 0.877 (95% CI: 0.641 - 1.112), while perpetrators had an average of
1.778 (95% CI: 1.651 - 1.905).

Analyzing the relationship with adverse childhood experiences, men who did not report
childhood violence had lower social desirability scores compared to those who reported sporadic or
repeated experiences. For example, men without childhood violence (V1 = coercion) had an average
score of 1.185 (95% CI: 1.004 - 1.367), whereas those with repeated experiences had an average of 1.537
(95% CI: 1.216 - 1.858). Among women, a similar trend was observed, with an average score of 1.675
(95% ClI: 1.479 - 1.872) for those who did not report childhood violence and 1.422 (95% CI: 1.015 -
1.830) for those with repeated experiences.

This pattern was consistent across other types of childhood violence (V3 = humiliation, V4 =
sexual, V5 = physical), where both men and women with repeated experiences of violence had higher
social desirability scores compared to those who had not experienced such violence. In the case of
physical violence (V5 = physical), men without this experience had an average score of 1.231 (95% CI:
1.098 - 1.363), whereas those with repeated violence had an average of 2.000 (95% CI: 1.394 - 2.606).
Among women, the values ranged from 1.634 (95% CI: 1.502 - 1.766) for those without violence to
2.200 (95% CI: 0.581 - 3.819) for those who reported repeated violence.
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Figure 5. Differences in Social Desirability by Sex in Victimization/Perpetration of Dating Violence and
Dimensions of Adverse Childhood Experience Abuse. Nota. PEA = Physical and Emotional Abuse/Sexual
(Adverse Childhood Experience Abuse).

Finally, regarding childhood violence perpetration (P1 = coercion, P2 = detachment, P3 =
humiliation), social desirability scores were higher among those who had repeatedly perpetrated
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violence. Among men, those who had not perpetrated violence had an average score of 1.156 (95%
CI: 1.022 - 1.289), whereas repeated perpetrators had an average of 1.450 (95% CI: 0.872 - 2.028).
Among women, the scores ranged from 1.603 (95% CI: 1.464 - 1.741) for non-perpetrators to 2.000
(95% CI: 1.229 - 2.771) for those with repeated perpetration. In conclusion, the results showed that
social desirability varied based on gender, age, victimization and perpetration in dating violence, as
well as adverse childhood experiences. Overall, women, younger individuals, and those with a
history of violence both as victims and perpetrators exhibited higher levels of social desirability (for
more details, see Supplementary Table 7 and Supplementary Figures 1-4).

4. Discussion

The main objective was to assess the psychometric properties of the Brief Social Desirability Scale
(BSSD-4) in Ecuadorian youth, focusing on evaluating the reliability, validity, and invariance of the
measure by sex, age group, and experiences of victimization and perpetration of dating violence.

Reliability

The BSSD-4 was expected to demonstrate high internal consistency (H1), with reliability
coefficients above 0.70. The results support this hypothesis, as reliability indices such as the
Composite Reliability Coefficient (CR = 0.759), McDonald’s Ordinal Omega (w, = 0.750), and the
Ordinal Cronbach’s Alpha (o, = 0.809) exceeded the 0.70 threshold. These values are consistent with
previous studies emphasizing the importance of using robust reliability measures in social
desirability scales [2, 8, 18, 42]. Moreover, the internal consistency of the BSSD-4 is comparable to that
of other validated scales in similar cultural contexts [10, 20].

Unidimensionality and Factor Fit

It was expected that the BSSD-4 would be unidimensional and exhibit excellent factor fit, with
CFI and TLI values exceeding 0.95, and RMSEA and SRMR values below 0.08. The results support
this expectation, as the four-item model showed an excellent fit (CFI = 0.980, TLI = 0.966, RMSEA =
0.056, SRMR = 0.037). These findings align with previous research highlighting the importance of
unidimensionality in brief scales [14, 15]. Furthermore, the removal of items with low factor loadings
(D12 and D30) improved the factor structure without compromising construct validity, reinforcing
the efficiency of the shortened version [21].

Convergent Validity

Hypothesis H3 posited that the BSSD-4 would demonstrate adequate convergent validity, with
an AVE greater than 0.50. The results support this hypothesis, as the AVE was 0.500, indicating that
the items share a significant amount of common variance. This finding is consistent with previous
studies using AVE as an indicator of convergent validity [14, 15]. Additionally, the standardized
factor loadings (range: 0.545-0.832) reinforce the proper representation of the items within the
underlying construct [22].

Invariance

Hypothesis H4 proposed that the BSSD-4 would exhibit measurement invariance across
different sociodemographic groups, including sex, age group, and experiences of victimization and
perpetration of dating violence. The results confirmed this hypothesis, as configural, metric, scalar,
and strict invariance were found for both sex and age groups. These findings are consistent with
previous studies emphasizing the importance of invariance in group comparisons [18, 19].

Regarding sex, the BSSD-4 demonstrated strong measurement invariance, with all levels of
invariance (configural, metric, scalar, and strict) being met. The fit indices for scalar and strict
invariance were acceptable (X?(6) = 10.845, p = .093, CFI = .988, TLI = .977, RMSEA = .044, SRMR =
.043), suggesting that men and women interpret the items similarly. Similarly, across age groups (14-
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21 years vs. 22-26 years), measurement invariance was established at all levels (X2(6) = 8.463, p = .206,
CFI = 994, TLI = .989, RMSEA = .031, SRMR = .041), reinforcing the robustness of the instrument
across different developmental stages.

However, when considering experiences of victimization and perpetration, slight variations in
scalar invariance were observed [41]. For instance, coercion-victimization demonstrated full metric
invariance but showed a minor deviation in scalar invariance (X?(10) = 16.830, p =.078, CF1=.986, TLI
= .974, RMSEA = .048, SRMR = .045). Similarly, coercion-perpetration met configural and metric
invariance, but scalar invariance was weaker (X?(12) = 24.371, p =.018, CFI = .975, TLI = .962, RMSEA
= .059, SRMR = .054). These findings suggest that individuals with different levels of exposure to
dating violence may interpret certain items differently, particularly regarding the severity or
frequency of coercion-related behaviors. This pattern was also observed in victimization (X2(6) =
17.667, p = .007, CFI = .971, TLI = .942, RMSEA = .066, SRMR = .054) and perpetration (X?(6) = 13.293,
p =.039, CFI = .979, TLI = .958, RMSEA = .052, SRMR = .059), indicating potential response biases
linked to lived experiences of dating violence.

Additionally, no previous studies have been identified that examine the measurement
invariance of the BSSD-4 across different sociodemographic groups, including sex, age group, and
experiences of victimization (coercion, detachment, humiliation, sexual, and physical violence), as
well as perpetration (coercion, detachment, humiliation, sexual, and physical violence) in the context
of dating violence [41]. This research represents a significant contribution by providing empirical
evidence on measurement equivalence across these groups. By demonstrating that the BSSD-4
maintains consistent measurement properties across diverse populations, this study enables more
accurate assessments and valid comparisons in future research on dating violence, thereby enhancing
the reliability of findings and informing targeted intervention strategies.

Differences in Network Structure by Sex

Hypothesis H5 suggested that there would be significant differences in the centrality and
clustering measures of the BSSD-4 items between men and women. The results support this
hypothesis, as differences in the network structure between sexes were identified. For example, item
D5 showed higher centrality in men, while item D28 had greater influence in women. These
differences may reflect variations in the expression of social desirability according to gender, which
is consistent with studies highlighting the role of social desirability bias in self-reported responses [5,
12, 64, 65].

Variability in Network Structure by Age Group

Hypothesis H6 proposed that the network structure of the BSSD-4 items would vary between
age groups (14-21 years and 22-26 years), with greater dispersion and lower connectivity in the
younger participants. The results partially support this hypothesis, as greater dispersion was
observed in the 14-21 age group, but no significant differences were found in overall connectivity.
These findings are consistent with studies suggesting that social desirability may vary according to
developmental stage [10, 19].

On the other hand, the results of this study have important theoretical and practical implications.
First, the BSSD-4 is confirmed as a valid and reliable tool for measuring social desirability in
Ecuadorian youth, making it a useful resource for future research in psychology and social sciences
[8, 20]. Second, the identification of differences in the network structure by sex and age suggests that
social desirability may be influenced by sociocultural and developmental factors, which should be
considered when interpreting results [5, 12, 66].

Furthermore, the measurement invariance supports the use of the BSSD-4 in various
sociodemographic contexts, facilitating its application in comparative studies [18, 19]. However, the
observed differences in scalar invariance for victimization and perpetration of violence suggest the
need for future research to explore how these experiences affect the measurement of social
desirability [41].
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Limitations and Future Research

Although this study provides strong evidence on the psychometric properties of the BSSD-4, it
has some limitations. First, the sample was limited to Ecuadorian youth, which may affect the
generalization of the results to other populations. Future studies could validate the scale in different
cultural contexts [10]. Second, the cross-sectional design does not allow for establishing causal
relationships between social desirability and other variables, such as victimization or perpetration of
violence. Longitudinal studies could address this limitation [41]. Finally, it is recommended to
explore the role of social desirability in other psychological constructs, such as emotional well-being
or prosocial behavior, using network analysis approaches [22, 25]. This would provide a deeper
understanding of how social desirability interacts with other factors in the development of youth.

5. Conclusions

This study has successfully demonstrated that the Brief Social Desirability Scale (BSSD-4) is a
valid and reliable tool for assessing social desirability in Ecuadorian youth. The results have
confirmed its high internal consistency, unidimensionality, convergent validity, and invariance
across various sociodemographic groups. Furthermore, differences in the item network structure
according to sex and age have been observed, suggesting that social desirability may be influenced
by sociocultural and developmental factors. These findings open new opportunities for applying the
BSSD-4 in future research, taking into account gender and age differences, as well as its potential
impact on behavior and perceptions of violence.

For future research, we recommend conducting a systematic review and meta-analysis on the
reliability and psychometric properties validation of the Brief Social Desirability Scale (BSSD-4) in
different contexts and university populations [67]. Such a study would provide a comprehensive
evaluation of the instrument's reliability across various studies and contexts, shedding light on its
consistency and applicability in academic settings. Additionally, investigating the prevalence of
social desirability in different populations [68] could offer valuable insights into how this social trend
manifests in diverse groups, contributing to a deeper understanding of its implications for personal
and social development.

Furthermore, a promising direction for future research would be to explore factorial invariance
[69-71] within the BSSD-4. This type of analysis is crucial for determining whether the measurement
model remains stable across different groups, such as gender, age, or cultural contexts. Establishing
invariance ensures that the instrument measures social desirability equivalently across subgroups,
enhancing the generalizability of the findings.
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Abbreviations

The following abbreviations are used in this manuscript:

BSD-5 Brief Scale of Social Desirability

AVE Average Variance Extracted

HTMT Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio

CR Composite Reliability

VIF Variance Inflation Factor

CFI Comparative ft index

TLI Tucker-Lewis Index

GFI Goodness of Fit Index

RMSEA Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
SRMR Standardized Root Mean Square Residual
Appendix A

Brief Scale of Social Desirability (BSD-5) in Young Ecuadorians

Below, you will see a series of sentences that are related to personal attitudes. Read each one
carefully and decide if your usual way of being is similar (True) or not (False) to the content of the
sentence. Do not leave any sentence unanswered. True False

tems Question Falso True

1 A veces me cuesta ponerme a trabajar si no me encuentro con animos.
2 Algunas veces dudo de mi habilidad para triunfar en la vida.
3 Enalgunas ocasiones siento que soy torpe.
En algunas ocasiones me he sentido bastante celoso de la buena fortuna de los

demas.

Note. The items were taken from the original version [42]. For the version that presented the best factorial
adjustment Brief Scale of Social Desirability (BSD-5) in young Ecuadorians, the items with the highest factor
loadings were selected.
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