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ABSTRACT
Objectives: Relationship obsessive compulsive disorder (ROCD) describes intrusive thoughts and compulsive behaviors

(e.g., reassurance seeking, monitoring feelings) regarding one's romantic relationship. The Relationship Obsessive Compulsive

Inventory (ROCI) is the standard instrument to assess ROCD expressions. In our study, we tested the reliability and validity of

the German ROCI.

Methods: We analyzed data from two independent nonclinical samples comprising 409 and 248 partnered individuals to

expand the knowledge of the psychometric properties, factorial structure, and external validity of the German‐language ROCI.

Results: Factor analyses supported the 3‐factor model, but we did not find evidence for models assuming a total score

(unidimensional, bifactor‐, and second‐order models). Further, we found scalar measurement invariance between men and

women. The reliabilities are satisfying (0.77–0.88). Finally, we localized the ROCI into systems of romantic attachment,

personality pathology, and relationship satisfaction and found that ROCD is characterized by insecure attachment, low satis-

faction, and inclinations to negative affectivity. The ROCI showed incremental validity when predicting relationship satisfaction

beyond attachment.

Conclusions: The German ROCI is psychometrically sound, and we recommend its application to assess expressions of

ROCD in German‐speaking samples, and, thus, to study the prevalence and consequences of ROCD in German‐speaking
countries and regarding cross‐cultural comparisons. We discuss limitations (e.g., lack of longitudinal data) and future

directions (e.g., dyadic studies).

1 | Introduction

Doron and colleagues (2012a, 2012b, 2014) introduced the
concept of relationship obsessive compulsive disorder (ROCD),
which describes frequently doubting and thinking about the
“rightness” of the relationship and the partner. In addition to
the cognitive component, those high in ROCD experience the
need to repeatedly checking one's feelings towards the partner,
comparing the partner and relationships to standards that

might be derived by observing actual other couples or stereo-
types that might be activated by, for example, observing a fic-
titious couple and relationship (e.g., in a movie; Doron
et al. 2014), and seeking reassurance that their partner and
current relationship are a good fit for them. In addition to
questioning relationship‐centered aspects, ROCD can also be fo-
cused on the partner (e.g., perceptions and obsessions about their
flaws; Doron et al. 2012a). ROCD is positively related to general-
ized OCD, but there is robust evidence that they are related but yet
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distinct phenomena (e.g., Doron et al. 2012b, 2016; Fernandez
et al. 2021). Tinella and colleagues (2024) reported that 22% of
their sample of 659 emerging adults show elevated ROCD symp-
toms. Since the introduction of ROCD to the field, numerous
studies have contributed to understand its consequences for in-
dividuals and couples, its distinction from OCD as well as testing
approaches to reduce ROCD (e.g., Cerea et al. 2020; Doron and
Derby 2017; Gorelik et al. 2023). Correlates of ROCD include ex-
periencing heightened levels of stress, lower relationship satisfac-
tion, and jealousy to name but a few (e.g., Doron et al. 2012b, 2014;
Kılıç and Altınok 2021).

The standard instrument to assess expressions of relationship‐
centered symptoms of ROCD is the Relationship Obsessive
Compulsive Inventory (ROCI; Doron et al. 2012b). To our
knowledge, a German‐language translation of the ROCI is not
available and no study has yet examined ROCD in German‐
speaking countries. Hence, there is currently no available
instrument to assess ROCD in German‐speaking countries.
Testing the German translation of the ROCI will allow re-
searchers and practitioners to extend the study of ROCD to
German‐speaking countries and, building the foundation for
research on ROCD (e.g., dyadic studies) in German‐speaking
samples as well as cross‐cultural research (e.g., comparisons of
findings across countries and multi‐centric studies) with regard
to, for example, replicating and testing the invariance of prior
findings in German‐speaking countries, testing potential treat-
ment options, and allowing to assess ROCD expressions in
clinical practice. Considering the available evidence on conse-
quences of ROCD, such as maladaptive beliefs about relation-
ships that affect the well‐being of those with high ROCD
expressions (e.g., Doron et al. 2016), we argue that ROCD is an
important phenomenon for understanding how people experi-
ence their relationship. We aimed to narrow this gap in the
literature by testing a German translation of the ROCI and
examining its reliability and factorial validity in two indepen-
dently collected samples of partnered individuals, including the
analysis of measurement invariance across gender. Further, we
examined its external validity by replicating associations with
attachment styles and relationship satisfaction, and by localiz-
ing the ROCI scores in the dimensional system of personality
pathology (Krueger et al. 2012). We expect that providing the
means to assess ROCD in German‐speaking countries will ex-
tend the knowledge about ROCD and its consequences across
countries and languages.

1.1 | The Relationship Obsessive Compulsive
Inventory

Doron et al. (2012b) introduced the Relationship Obsessive
Compulsive Inventory (ROCI), a 12‐item self‐report question-
naire that assesses expressions of ROCD. Factor analyses from
two samples (N= 329 and 179) showed that the items are
assigned to three correlated factors, love for partner, relationship
“rightness,” and being loved by the partner (model fit: RMSEAs
≤ 0.094, CFIs = 0.96, SRMRs = 0.04). The internal consistencies
are good (≥ 0.80). Doron et al. suggested that a total score can
be employed in addition to the scale scores. While a uni-
dimensional factor model did not fit the data (RMSEA = 0.14,
SRMR = 0.06, CFI = 0.90), the authors argued that a total score

can nevertheless be assumed because the fit of a second‐order
model is equal to a correlated‐factor model. This notion has
been adopted in later studies using only the ROCI total score.
To our knowledge, no study has yet re‐examined the notion of a
general factor that translates to a total score, especially by
testing a bifactor model that assumes that items are loaded by a
general factor and their specific scale factor.

The external validity of the ROCI has been demonstrated by
Doron et al. (2012b) by testing associations with OCD, rela-
tionship satisfaction and romantic attachment, as well as
measures of self‐esteem, depression, anxiety, and stress. Over-
all, their findings showed the expected correlations without
indicating redundancy. Also, the ROCI showed incremental
validity when predicting relationship satisfaction over and
beyond attachment. Since the introduction of the ROCI, find-
ings on the nomological and predictive validity from clinical
and nonclinical samples have provided additional evidence for
its reliability and validity (e.g., Doron et al. 2016; Gorelik
et al. 2023; Szepsenwol et al. 2016; Tinella et al. 2023). Also, the
ROCI has been translated to languages such as Turkish and
Italian (Melli et al. 2018; Trak and İnözü 2017), showing that
the three‐factorial structure replicated well, indicating robust
internal consistencies, and support the criterion validity, thus,
allowing to extend the research on ROCD from Hebrew‐ and
English‐speaking samples to other countries.

1.2 | The Present Study

We aimed to examine the German‐language version of the
ROCI by investigating its psychometric properties and struc-
tural and external validity. Moreover, this is the first study to
systematically investigate competing measurement models that
are assumed in the literature and also examine the invariance of
the best fitting across men and women. To ensure the stability
of the findings on the psychometric properties, we collected and
analyzed data from two independent samples consisting part-
nered individuals. In the following, we describe how we ex-
amined the reliability and validity of the German translation of
the ROCI.

1.2.1 | Structural Validity

We tested the structural validity of the German ROCI using
Confirmatory Factor Analyses (CFA) and examined four mod-
els that potentially represent the ROCI's structure according to
the literature. First, we examined the standard model assuming
three correlated factors, originally introduced by Doron et al.
(2012b). Secondly, we examined three alternative models that
reflect the assumption of a total score by means of (a) an uni-
dimensional model assuming that a single factor accounts for
the interrelations between the ROCI items, (b) a second‐order
factor model with a general factor being made up of the three
correlated specific factors, and (c) a bifactor model that assumes
that each item is loaded by a specific factor and a general factor.
We aimed to identify the model that provides the best fit to the
data in terms of model fit but also stable and interpretable
loading patterns across samples. Also, prior research used reg-
ular maximum‐likelihood estimators for factor analyses that do
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not account for the 5‐point rating format the ROCI utilizes.
Accordingly, we analyzed the data using the WLSMV estimator,
which has been introduced to deal with data generated from
Likert‐type rating scales (Brauer et al. 2023). We expect that our
findings will contribute to the knowledge about the measure-
ment model of the ROCI.

After we identified the best‐fitting model, we tested the mea-
surement invariance of the ROCI measurement model between
men and women. Although previous studies have found neg-
ligible gender differences in the ROCI scores (e.g., Doron
et al. 2012a, 2012b; Kılıç and Altınok 2021; Tinella
et al. 2023, 2024), it remains untested, to our knowledge,
whether the ROCI's measurement models are invariant across
gender. Expanding the knowledge about measurement
invariance is important to understand whether manifest scores
are comparable between men and women and imply whether
differences might be traced back to differences in the mea-
surement and response behaviors. If we find support for mea-
surement invariance, it can be assumed that gender differences
can be interpreted in a meaningful manner (Chen 2007).

1.2.2 | Psychometric Properties and Reliability

After identifying the best‐fitting measurement model, we con-
ducted item‐ and scale analyses (i.e., item difficulties and item‐
total correlations) to examine the psychometric properties of the
German ROCI. We tested the reliability in terms of internal
consistency.

1.2.3 | Nomological Validity

We tested the external validity of the German ROCI on basis of
the data from Sample 2. We localized the German ROCI in
systems of attachment styles, maladaptive personality traits in
the sense of the recommended dimensional system of person-
ality disorders according to the DSM‐5 (Krueger et al. 2012),
and relationship satisfaction. While we expected to replicate
findings on associations with satisfaction and attachment from
prior research (e.g., Doron et al. 2012a, 2012b; Kılıç and Altı-
nok 2021), this is the first study that localized the ROCI facets in
broad domains of personality pathology. Overall, we expected to
find similar relationships between the study variables as re-
ported in prior research.

Attachment styles describe internal working models of how
people perceive, feel in, and experience close relationships
(Hazan and Shaver 2017). Individual differences in attachment
are described by two orthogonal dimensions, namely, anxiety
(i.e., feelings of insecurity in one's relationship and fear of
abandonment while longing for security) and avoidance (i.e.,
dismissing relationships and one's partner, experiencing dis-
comfort from closeness). Attachment styles are predictive of
numerous variables in relationships (e.g., current and retro-
spective singlehood, relationship dissatisfaction, and low posi-
tive psychological functioning; e.g., Brauer and Proyer 2020;
Brauer et al. 2020; Feeney 1999; Fraley 2019; Neumann
et al. 2007). The ROCI scales show positive correlations with
both attachment styles, with correlations between 0.24 and 0.35

(Doron et al. 2012a, 2012b). However, the findings should be
interpreted cautiously considering that attachment was assessed
with a very brief form (12 instead of 36 items) of the Experi-
ences in Close Relationships instrument, yielding low reliabil-
ities of 0.58 (avoidance) and 0.72 (anxiety) in their study. Hence,
assessing the relationships between the ROCI and attachment
using the full 36‐item attachment measure will reduce the
potential influence of measurement error and provide reliable
correlation estimates.

Relationship satisfaction is the subjective experience and evalua-
tion of one's romantic relationship (Hahlweg, 1996). The ROCI
scores correlate negatively with relationship satisfaction, with
coefficients between −0.39 and −0.61 (Doron et al. 2012a, 2012b;
Kılıç and Altınok 2021). Further, the ROCI scores yielded incre-
mental validity by predicting relationship satisfaction above and
beyond romantic attachment styles, depression, anxiety, and self‐
esteem in stepwise regression analyses, providing an increment of
ΔR2 = 0.03. We expected to find similar results when predicting
relationship satisfaction after controlling for attachment.

Finally, we localized the ROCI scales in the system of mal-
adaptive personality traits of the DSM‐5 (Krueger et al. 2012),
that describes five broad dimensions representing major
domains of personality pathology. These include Detachment
(inclinations to anhedonia and depressiveness), Negative
Affectivity (i.e., anxiousness and emotional lability), Antago-
nism (i.e., showing callousness and hostility), Psychoticism (i.e.,
eccentricity and holding unusual beliefs and experiences), and
Disinhibition (e.g., distractibility and impulsivity). This
dimensional approach to personality pathology has expanded
the understanding of personality disorders and reduced diag-
nostic problems of categorical approaches to personality
pathology by considering individuals’ fine‐grained expressions
in the five domains (Fowler et al. 2017). Recently, Esfahan et al.
(2024) used item‐level network analyses to examine the overlap
between the five domains of maladaptive traits and ROCD.
They found that only the cluster of items representing negative
affect accounted for variance of the ROCI items. To our
knowledge, this is the first study examining the correlations
between the domains of personality pathology and ROCD on
the scale level. Understanding the localization of ROCD in the
broader domains of maladaptive traits contributes to learning
more about how ROCD relates to clinically relevant traits
describing patterns of dysfunctional emotions, thinking, and
behaviors that are relatively stable across time and situations.

Taken together, our findings will extend the knowledge re-
garding the ROCI's factorial structure, measurement invariance,
and external validity. We will address the latter by localizing the
ROCI in systems of attachment, relationship satisfaction, and
personality pathology as well as testing the incremental validity
of the ROCI.

2 | Method

2.1 | Participants and Procedure

Sample 1 contained 409 partnered participants aged between
171 and 64 years (M= 26.1, SD = 7.1). Their average
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relationship duration was 3.9 years (ranging between 1 month
and 52 years). Most (79.2%) identified as women, 19.8% as men,
and 1% indicated “other.” Their educational status was high
because more than half (62.8%) held the high school diploma
qualifying to attend university (“Abitur”), 28.1% held a
university degree, 7.1% completed vocational training, and the
remainder held a high school diploma.

Sample 2 comprised 248 partnered participants aged between 17
and 73 years (M= 25.1, SD = 8.1). On average, the relationship
duration was 4.0 years (ranging between 1 month and 36 years).
The majority identified as women (80.1%), 19.0% were men, and
0.8% indicated “other” as their gender. Educational status was
high, with 67.7% holding the Abitur, 25.7% held a
university degree, 5.6% completed vocational training, and
remaining participants finished high school.

We collected the data online between November 2022 and May
2023 (Sample 1) and January and March 2024 (Sample 2). We
hosted the link to the online questionnaire on the authors’
department's website and advertised the study as research on
personality traits in romantic relationships on‐campus in mes-
sage boards. Inclusion criteria were speaking German and being
currently in a romantic relationship. There was no financial
compensation for participation, but psychology students could
earn course credit.

We downloaded only complete data sets from SoSciSurvey,
where participants were required to answer all items or were
reminded of any missing responses by the software. Accord-
ingly, the data sets did not contain missing values. We ex-
amined the validity of the responses with SoSciSurvey's time‐
based index of valid responses (see Leiner 2019) and addition-
ally checked the data sets for irregular response behaviors (e.g.,
choosing identical responses to item sets). We did not find ir-
regularities that would point to invalid responses.

2.2 | Instruments

Participants of both samples completed the German translation
of the ROCI. Our translation of the ROCI to German was based
on the translation—back‐translation procedure recommended
by the International Test Committee (International Test Com-
mission. 2017) guidelines. Two bilingual psychologists who are
experts as defined by the ITC (i.e., having knowledge about the
languages involved, the cultures, experience in test develop-
ment, and the research domain of romantic relationships)
translated the items independently of each other and discussed
refinements before back‐translation. In an additional round, we
also compared our translation with computer‐aided translations
using Google Translate and the DeepL software, respectively.
Doing so showed that they converged well. Further, we pro-
vided the questionnaire for a pre‐test to five lay persons and
asked them to provide feedback, which showed that no mis-
understandings for the item content existed. As in the original
version, the response format is a 5‐point rating scale with the
anchors 1 = not at all and 5 = very much. Participants of Sample
2 completed the measures described below in addition to the
German‐language ROCI. The German translation of the ROCI
is provided in Supplemental Table A.

We assessed romantic attachment styles with the Experience in
Close Relationships questionnaire (ECR; Brennan et al. 1998;
German: Neumann et al. 2007) that allows to assess the
orthogonal dimensions of attachment anxiety and attachment
avoidance. The ECR comprises 36 items and participants give
their responses on a 7‐point rating scale (1 = does not apply;
7 = fully applies). Sample items are “I'm afraid that I will lose
my partner's love” (anxiety) and “I prefer not to show a partner
how I feel deep down” (avoidance). There is robust evidence for
the good psychometric properties and validity of the German‐
language version of the ECR (Brauer and Proyer 2025;
Neumann et al. 2007). In line with earlier findings on the
German ECR's internal consistencies, with αs ≥ 0.83, anxiety
and avoidance yielded coefficients of 0.88 and 0.89 in the
present study.

We used the Personality Inventory for the DSM‐5‐Brief Form
(PID‐5‐BF) by Zimmermann et al. (2012; German:
Zimmermann et al. 2014) to assess expressions in maladaptive
personality traits. The PID‐5‐BF assesses five broad domains of
personality pathology with five items each, namely, negative
affectivity (e.g., “I get emotional easily, often for very little
reason”), antagonism (e.g., “It's no big deal if I hurt other
peoples’ feelings”), detachment (e.g., I often feel like nothing I
do really matters”), disinhibition (e.g., “People would describe
me as reckless”), and psychoticism (e.g., “Things around me
often feel unreal, or more real than usual”). The brief form of
the PID‐5 converges well with the full 220‐item instrument and
studies of its psychometric properties and validity concluded
that the PID‐5‐BF is well suited to provide a brief assessment of
the major domains of maladaptive personality traits (Anderson
et al. 2018; Gomez et al. 2020). In line with earlier research, we
found internal consistencies of 0.63 (Negative Affectivity), 0.66
(Detachment), 0.70 (Antagonism), 0.67 (Disinhibition), and 0.72
(Psychoticism). While the PID‐5 and its brief form were initially
administered to participants ≥ 18 years of age, there is robust
evidence that it is suitable for 17‐year‐olds (Koster et al. 2020).

We assessed relationship satisfaction with the 9‐item Short
Relationship Questionnaire (SRQ; Kliem et al. 2012). An ex-
ample item is “My partner tells me that they love me.” Parti-
cipants give their responses on a 4‐point Likert scale (1 = never/
rarely, 4 = always). An additional single item assesses overall
satisfaction with one's relationship on a 6‐point rating scale
(1 = very unhappy; 6 = very happy). The instrument is fre-
quently used in relationship research of German‐speaking
samples and there is robust evidence for its reliability (α= 0.84)
and structural and external validity (e.g., Kliem et al. 2012;
Körner and Schütz 2025). In the present study, the internal
consistency was 0.82.

2.3 | Data Analysis

2.3.1 | Factor Analysis

We computed CFAs in Mplus 8.8 (Muthén and
Muthén 1997–2019) using the WLSMV estimator to account for
the ordinal nature of the data (see Brauer et al. 2023). We tested
four factor models that have been discussed in the literature: (1)
a three‐dimensional model reflecting the three correlated scales
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of the ROCI as suggested by Doron et al. (2012a, 2012b) and (2)
a unidimensional model reflecting the notion that the mea-
surement model of the ROCI would be best modeled as a single
factor that translates into an exclusive total score, (3) a second‐
order model with three correlated factors that are loaded by a
general factor, and (4) a bifactor model in which the items are
loaded by three specific factors (reflecting the scales) and the
general factor (Reise. 2012). Since this is the first study testing a
bifactor model of the ROCI, we used the exploratory bifactor
model because it allows to examine the loading structure re-
garding potential cross‐loadings. Considering that traditional
cut‐offs for model fit criteria (RMSEA ≤ 0.08, and CFI and TLI
≥ 0.95, SRMR ≤ 0.08 indicating model fit; Asparouhov and
Muthén 2018; Hu and Bentler 1998) are not validated for the
WLSMV estimator and, thus, work only as rough rules of thumb
(Moshagen and Musch 2014) and since we used a comparative
approach, we aimed to identify the model with the best fit and a
replicable and reasonable loading pattern as the best candidate
to represent the measurement model of the German ROCI.

2.3.2 | Measurement Invariance

We examined the invariance of the ROCI measurement models
between men and women with multi‐group confirmatory factor
analysis. We tested three models that differed in model constraints:
First, the configural model assumes that the number of factors is the
same in the subsamples of men and women; second, the metric
model constrains the factor loadings to be equal between men and
women; thirdly, scalar invariance additionally assumes invariance
of item intercepts. When model fit does not robustly decrease after
inducing the consecutive constraints, measurement invariance is
assumed. We used Chen. (2007) recommendations when evaluating
the change in model fit between models. We rejected metric
invariance when ΔCFI ≥ 0.010 and ΔRMSEA≥ 0.015 (or ΔSRMR ≥
0.030) and rejected scalar invariance when ΔCFI ≥ 0.010 and
ΔRMSEA≥ 0.015 (or ΔSRMR ≥ 0.010). We aggregated the data
from Samples 1 and 2 for this analysis. To exclude the possibility of
biases due to imbalance in the subgroup sample sizes, we followed
recommendations by Yoon and Lai (2018) and have drawn a ran-
dom subsample of women that matched the number of men to
yield a 50:50 ratio of men and women. Hence, we analyzed a
subsample of n=256 participants.

2.3.3 | Reliability

We estimated the reliability by means of two measures of internal
consistency, Cronbach's α and McDonald's ω. The latter has less
strict assumptions and computes internal consistency based on
factor loadings (Dunn et al. 2014). Further, we examined the
corrected‐item total correlations for the items and considered
them good when exceeding 0.40 (Zijlmans et al. 2018).

2.3.4 | External Validity

We computed bivariate Pearson correlations to examine the
relations between the ROCI and our external measures. We
interpret correlations ≥ 0.10, 0.20, and 0.30 as small, moderate,
and large effect sizes (Funder and Ozer 2019). We examined the

incremental validity of the ROCI in line with Doron et al.
(2012a, 2012b) by testing the additional variance explained
(change in R2) when predicting relationship satisfaction after
controlling for romantic attachment. Further, we examined the
regression effect size f2 that indicates a small effect when 0.02,
near 0.15 as medium, and greater 0.35 as large effects
(Cohen 1988). Therefore, we computed a blockwise regression,
with attachment anxiety in Block 1 and the ROCI in Block 2.

Since the five maladaptive traits assessed by the PID‐5 are inter‐
related (Anderson et al. 2018), we extended the correlation analyses
between the ROCI and PID‐5 by computing stepwise regression
analyses. This allowed us to examine the unique variance explained
by the PID‐5 traits and to identify which of the PID‐5 traits robustly
relates to the ROCI as well as computing the regression effect size f2

for each step and PID‐5 trait as outlined above.

2.3.5 | Power

The sample sizes were sufficient to estimate robust correlation
matrices and factor analyses (Moshagen and Musch 2014). We
computed a power analysis (type = sensitivity) for the validity
analysis in Sample 2 with G*Power (Faul et al. 2009), which
showed that our sample size allowed to detect correlations
≥ 0.20 with 90% power and 5% type‐I‐error rate using two‐tailed
tests of statistical significance. (https://osf.io/gf9yr/?view_only=
10cd1ae37ad04889b4041b9f854620fc).

3 | Results

3.1 | Confirmatory Factor Analyses

We first examined unidimensional and three‐factorial mea-
surement models. Our analyses showed that the assumption of
a single factor did not fit the data well in both samples
(RMSEAs≥ 0.158, CFIs and TLIs ≤ 0.906, and SRMRs≥ 0.10;
see Table 1). The measurement model with three correlated
factors fit comparatively well with the data and aligned with
Doron et al. (2012b), yielding RMSEAs ≤ 0.107, CFIs≥ 0.955,
TLIs≥0.942, and SRMRs ≤ 0.06 in both samples (Table 1). The
comparison of the models showed that the three‐factor model
yielded better model fit than the unidimensional model ac-
cording to chi‐square difference tests of model comparison
(Δχ2[3] > 267, ps < 0.001) and descriptive differences of the
model fit indices (ΔRMSEA> 0.06, ΔCFI > 0.07, ΔTLI > 0.09).
Adopting the three‐factor model showed that all loadings were
robust (0.50 ≤ λ ≤ 0.73; all ps < 0.001; see Table 2 for all load-
ings). The factor correlations were 0.61/.72 (FI—FII), 0.32/.39
(FI—FIII), 0.59/.50 (FII—FIII) in Samples 1 and 2, respectively.

In a next step, we examined the notion of an additional total score.
First, we tested a second‐order model empirically, but the model did
not converge in both samples, thus, indicating that although the fit
is theoretically equivalent to the three‐correlated factor model, the
data did not fit well with the model. Finally, we tested the bifactor
model with a general factor and three specific factors. Our inspec-
tion of the loadings in both samples showed instable loading
matrices across samples. For example, Item 8 did not show a
loading on the g‐factor in Sample 1 (λ=0.08, p=0.296; Sample 2:
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λ=0.89, p<0.001); Item 3 showed cross‐loadings between Factor I
and II in Sample 2 (λs≥ 0.63), and Items 4 and 12 showed no robust
loadings on any specific factor (all loadings available in online
supplement B). Taking the evidence together, we rejected the notion
of a total score for the German‐language ROCI because (a) the
unidimensional model showed clearly stronger misfit in compari-
son to the three‐factor model, (b) the second‐order model did not
converge well in both samples, (c) the bifactor model produced
unstable loading patterns, and (d) the three‐factor model provided
the best model fit and a clear loading structure that is in accordance
with the previously established item‐factor assignment.

3.2 | Measurement Invariance

We examined the invariance of the measurement models of
three correlated factors between men and women. Therefore,

we aggregated the data from both samples and extracted the
data from all men (n= 128) and have drawn a random sample
of n= 128 from the 523 women to ensure equal subsample sizes
for testing invariance (Yoon and Lai 2018). All fit indexes are
displayed in ESM C. The change indexes did not indicate
rejection of (a) the metric model (i.e., constrained loadings;
ΔRMSEA=−0.006, ΔCFI =−0.004, and ΔSRMR= 0.012)
and (b) the scalar invariance model (ΔRMSEA=−0.003,
ΔCFI = 0.003, and ΔSRMR= 0.000), supporting measurement
invariance for men and women.

3.3 | Item Analysis and Reliability

The item difficulties, SDs, and corrected item‐total correlations
(CITCs) are displayed in Table 2. As expected, the item diffi-
culties are comparatively high, but there is sufficient variation

TABLE 1 | Model Fit Indexes from Confirmatory Factor Analyses of Unidimensional and Three‐Dimensional Models, and Model Compari-

son (Δ).

RMSEA 90%‐CI CFI TLI SRMR χ2

Sample 1 (N= 409)

Unidimensional 0.170 [0.159, 0.182] 0.880 0.853 0.11 692.94

Three‐dimensional 0.107 [0.095, 0.119] 0.955 0.942 0.06 289.29

|Δ| 0.063 0.075 0.089 0.05 403.65

Sample 2 (N= 248)

Unidimensional 0.158 [0.144, 0.173] 0.906 0.885 0.10 400.33

Three‐dimensional 0.080 [0.064, 0.097] 0.977 0.970 0.05 132.41

|Δ| 0.078 0.071 0.085 0.05 267.92

Note: Degrees of freedom = 54 (unidimensional) and 51 (three‐dimensional). χ2‐difference tests statistically significant, with p< 0.001.

TABLE 2 | Item Parameters of the German‐Language ROCI.

Sample 1 (N= 409) Sample 2 (N= 248)

Item M SD CITC λ M SD CITC λ

Love for Partner (FI)

6 1.49 0.75 0.67 0.80 1.54 0.91 0.73 0.88

12 1.55 0.82 0.64 0.83 1.50 0.89 0.74 0.90

1 1.56 0.84 0.66 0.80 1.56 0.81 0.63 0.78

8 1.48 0.81 0.78 0.92 1.52 0.87 0.81 0.89

Relationship “Rightness” (FII)

2 1.66 0.85 0.62 0.85 1.61 0.84 0.67 0.87

7 2.07 1.20 0.51 0.65 1.99 1.17 0.64 0.75

4 2.04 1.05 0.61 0.75 2.09 1.13 0.62 0.74

10 1.75 0.94 0.57 0.74 1.84 1.06 0.68 0.77

Being Loved by Partner (FIII)

11 1.57 0.93 0.70 0.87 1.56 0.98 0.73 0.85

9 1.61 0.95 0.50 0.53 1.65 1.00 0.60 0.63

5 1.79 0.99 0.69 0.83 1.87 1.06 0.71 0.84

3 1.51 0.85 0.64 0.86 1.53 0.88 0.68 0.91

Note: CITC = Corrected item‐total correlation. λ= Item loading from the three‐correlated factors CFA model.
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in responses for each item, thus, suggesting discriminatory
power. The latter is also supported by the CITCs (≥ 0.50). The
item parameters are stable and replicated across samples. In Sam-
ples 1 and 2, 21.3% and 20.2% of participants, respectively, selected
the highest or second‐highest response option on at least one‐third
of the items. Additionally, 10.3% and 10.5% did so on at least half of
the ROCI items. These findings align with Doron et al.'s (2012b)
results from nonclinical samples, suggesting that (even when the
notion fo a cut‐off is rejected) notable expressions of ROCD are also
present in nonclinical German‐speaking populations. In compari-
son to Doron et al.'s sample, our data were comparable since they
did not indicate robust mean differences for Love for Partner
(Cohen's dSamples 1/2 = 0.17/0.19), Relationship Rightness (d=0.17/
0.16), and Being Loved by Partner (d=0.03/0.06).

The internal consistencies of the three subscales were compa-
rable to those from other language versions. The α coefficients
(ω in brackets) in Samples 1 and 2 were 0.85 (0.85) and 0.87
(0.88) for Love for Partner, 0.77 (0.77) and 0.82 (0.82) for Rela-
tionship “Rightness,” and 0.81 (0.82) and 0.84 (0.84) for the Being
Loved by the Partner scale.

3.4 | Nomological Validity

Table 3 gives the correlations of the German ROCI with
romantic attachment, personality pathology, and relationship
satisfaction as well as the measures’ descriptive statistics. The
means, SDs, and internal consistencies are comparable to
findings from other German‐speaking samples.

We found the expected correlations with romantic attachment
(rs between 0.30 and 0.63), indicating overlap but no redun-
dancy with working models of romantic relationships. Further,
the ROCI correlated robustly negatively with relationship sat-
isfaction (rs between −0.37 and −0.43) and current levels of
happiness with one's relationship (rs between −0.34 and −0.49).

Finally, the localization of the ROCI scores in the alternative
model of personality pathology showed positive associations

with all maladaptive traits, with effect sizes between 0.18 and
0.40. As expected, we found the numerically strongest re-
lationships between the ROCI scales and the domain of nega-
tive affectivity (rs≥ 0.32). To control for the interrelations
between the maladaptive traits, we computed three regression
analyses to identify the contribution of the PID‐5 traits to the
variance in each of the ROCI scales (see Supplemental Table D
for all coefficients). In short, the Love for Partner scores were
predicted significantly by negative affectivity (β= 0.21,
p= 0.002) and antagonism (β= 0.17, p= 0.008), Relationship
“rightness” was predicted by negative affectivity (β= 0.37,
p< 0.001), and scores of being loved by the partner were pre-
dicted by negative affectivity (β= 0.31, p< 0.001; and to a
minor degree by detachment, β= 0.13, p= 0.044). Overall, the
three ROCI scales shared between 18% and 24% variance with
the broad domains of personality pathology.

3.5 | Incremental Validity

In line with Doron et al. (2012b), romantic attachment robustly
predicted relationship satisfaction negatively (R2 = 0.32) and
adding the ROCI in Step 2 yielded an increment of 2.2% addi-
tional variance (p< 0.05). This change translates to a small
regression effect size (Δf2 = 0.03). Additionally, we repeated the
analyses with the single item of relationship satisfaction: While
attachment accounted for 21.1% variance in Step 1, the ROCI
accounted for 9.3% incremental variance (p< 0.001), which
translates to a small‐to‐medium effect size (Δf2 = 0.13). All
coefficients from regression analyses are provided in Supple-
mental Table E.2

4 | Discussion

The present study aimed at examining the German‐language
translation of the Relationship Obsessive Compulsive Inventory
(ROCI; Doron et al. 2012b) concerning its psychometric prop-
erties, factorial structure and measurement invariance between
men and women, and external validity. For the latter we

TABLE 3 | Correlations of the ROCI with Attachment Styles, Personality Pathology, and Relationship Satisfaction.

Correlations with ROCI

M SDLove for Partner Relationship “Rightness” Being loved by Partner

Attachment Styles

Anxiety 0.34 0.53 0.63 3.39 0.99

Avoidance 0.50 0.40 0.30 2.53 0.85

Relationship satisfaction −0.37 −0.37 −0.43 3.42 0.47

Happiness in relationship −0.49 −0.47 −0.34 5.08 1.09

Personality pathology

Negative affectivity 0.32 0.40 0.40 2.28 0.57

Detachment 0.30 0.25 0.33 1.73 0.50

Antagonism 0.28 0.18 0.25 1.40 0.42

Disinhibition 0.23 0.21 0.34 1.66 0.51

Psychoticism 0.32 0.27 0.34 1.84 0.60

Note: N= 248. All correlations statistically significant (p< 0.001, two‐tailed). a = Single‐item (no internal consistency measure can be computed).
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replicated findings on romantic attachment and relationship
satisfaction and expanded the knowledge of ROCD by localizing
ROCI scores in the alternative system of personality pathology.

We examined the factorial structure of the German ROCI by
testing four competing models that were derived from the lit-
erature. To our knowledge, this was the first study that utilized
the WLSMV estimator, which accounts for the response format
used in the ROCI (Brauer et al. 2023). In short, our findings
showed that the original model proposed by Doron et al.
(2012b) with three‐correlated factors was characterized by good
model fit in comparison to alternative models and showed a
robust loading structure that met the expectations well and
replicated across two independent samples. Alternative models
representing a total score by means of a general factor of ROCD
did either fit the data considerably worse than the three‐factor
model (unidimensional model), did not converge (second‐order
model), or did not show a replicable and interpretable loading
structure (bifactor model). Since the models are comparatively
parsimonious, with 12 items assigned to three factors, and our
sample sizes meeting the requirements for stable parameter
estimation for such models, we do not assume that model
complexity or sample size accounts for these issues. Taking
these findings together, we did not find evidence for the
assumption of a general factor.

We extended our analysis of factorial validity by analyzing
measurement invariance of the three‐factor model between
men and women. To our knowledge, this was the first research
addressing the question whether measurement models differ
between men and women and whether comparisons of score
distributions between subgroups are affected by measurement.
We tested three degrees of invariance and found no evidence for
differences in the number of factors (configural invariance),
factor loadings (metric invariance), and item intercepts (scalar
invariance) between men's and women's measurement models
of the ROCI. Accordingly, scores of the German ROCI can be
compared well between men and women. This is particularly
relevant in research collecting and analyzing dyadic data (e.g.,
self‐reports of both partners) and testing associations with
outcomes such as relationship satisfaction in dyadic analyses
using the Actor‐Partner Interdependence Model (Cook and
Kenny 2005) and when analyzing partner similarity in ROCD
expressions.

Our analyses of the psychometric properties showed that the
item difficulties, corrected item‐total correlations, and variances
indicated good discriminatory power of all items. Similarly,
analyses of internal consistency using two measures
(Cronbach's α and McDonald's ω) showed comparable coeffi-
cients to earlier research using other language versions of the
ROCI (Doron and Derby 2017; Melli et al. 2018). Our results
indicated reliability of the scale scores in the range that is ex-
pected from brief measures used for research purposes in the
field of obsessive‐compulsive disorders (Kemper et al. 2019).
When analyzing the response distribution, we found that about
20% of participants endorse a third, and about 10% half of the
ROCI items, thus, we conclude in accordance with Doron et al.
(2012b) that elevated ROCD expressions can be found in non-
clinical populations. Moreover, our response distribution was
comparable to the data from Doron et al.'s initial study.

We examined the external validity of the German ROCI in three
ways: First, we replicated associations with measures of
romantic attachment and relationship satisfaction from prior
research (Doron et al. 2012b; Kılıç and Altınok 2021). Overall,
prior findings replicated well, showing the expected overlap but
no redundancy with attachment and relationship satisfaction.
Moreover, the three ROCI scales show differential relations to
attachment, with anxiety showing pronounced associations
with the Being Loved by Partner scale of the ROCI, whereas the
Love for Partner scale was characterized by avoidance. Thus, our
findings speak for the nomological validity of the German
ROCI. Secondly, we examined the incremental validity by using
Doron et al.'s (2012b) approach to examine the incremental
value of the ROCI when predicting relationship satisfaction
after controlling for attachment styles. Again, Doron et al.'s
findings replicated well when using a global index of relation-
ship satisfaction and a single item of current happiness with
one's relationship (Kliem et al. 2012): Regression analyses
showed that the ROCI contributes to explain satisfaction even
after considering attachment as one of the most robust predic-
tors of satisfaction, thus, speaking for the added value of the
ROCI for relationship research. Further, the ROCI explained
variance in maladaptive traits beyond insecure attachment.
The effect sizes were mostly of small to medium size and future
research should provide evidence that statistical significance
translates to practical significance. Thirdly, we extended
the nomological net of the ROCI and ROCD by embedding the
scores in a dimensional system of maladaptive personality traits
(Krueger et al. 2012). We found that the ROCI scores correlated
positively with maladaptive traits and shared variance with
personality pathology without being redundant, thus, speaking
for the discriminant validity. In line with Esfahan et al. (2024),
our regression analyses showed that predominantly the domain
of negative affectivity robustly predicted the ROCI scores.
Hence, those with greater ROCD expressions tend to report
more negative affect (e.g., sadness and anxiety) and lower
emotional regulation (Krueger et al. 2012). In addition, there
were scale‐specific relations, as Love for Partner showed a minor
association with antagonism whereas Being Loved by the Partner
related also to detachment, showing the differential relations
between the ROCI scales and external measures. However, it
must be noted that these findings should be interpreted cau-
tiously, as the PID‐5 brief form only assesses very broad
domains of personality pathology.

Taking all findings together, we found robust evidence for the
good psychometric properties (e.g., item characteristics and
scale reliability) and validity (i.e., structural, incremental, and
nomological) of the German ROCI. Taking the findings on the
factorial structure and the external validity correlations
together, we do not recommend computing and interpreting
total scores for the German ROCI but instead rely on the three
scale scores that describe the facets of Being Loved by the
Partner, Relationship “Rightness,” and Love for one's Partner.
While earlier research suggested the existence of a ROCD
general factor that translates to a total score, our series of model
comparisons did not support this notion for the German‐
language version. Accordingly, we recommend that practition-
ers and researchers interested in cross‐country comparisons
using the German ROCI rely on the three scales instead of the
total score. This also implies that a previously reported cut‐off
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score for the Italian version's ROCI total score (Melli et al. 2018)
should not be applied for the German version and that norms
for the three scales are needed when aiming at individual as-
sessments. In conclusion, we recommend using the German
ROCI for research purposes (e.g., cross‐cultural research; test-
ing trainings and interventions; and dyadic studies). Unless
further evidence on the cut‐offs is available for the German
version, we suggest using the ROCI in clinical settings for
purposes that include assessment of individuals cautiously and
only supplementary to standard methods such as clinical in-
terviews (see Doron and Derby 2017).

4.1 | Limitations and Future Directions

Our study has several limitations that should be addressed in
future research. First, we relied solely on self‐reports and did
not use external criteria (e.g., clinician reports or partner rat-
ings) to examine the validity beyond self‐perceptions and
common method variance can play a role (Campbell and
Fiske 1959). While our data provide first evidence on the
localization of the ROCI facets in domains of maladaptive
personality traits, replication and extension using data from a
clinical sample is valuable to clarify whether the findings hold
in those being externally diagnosed. Future research should
extend the validity evidence by testing the agreement between
self‐ and partner perceptions to address this issue. Further, the
sensitivity of the ROCI scores to change (e.g., in relation to
treatment; Doron and Derby 2017; Gorelik et al. 2023) and
when predicting outcomes using longitudinal data should be
studied to learn more about the predictive validity of the mea-
sure. Secondly, we collected data from partnered individuals to
ensure that participants have relationship experiences, but
using dyadic data and ‐analyses will extend the knowledge of
how the ROCI scales relate to outcomes such as relationship
satisfaction and attachment in couples. Also, learning more
about the role of partner similarity in ROCD when initiating a
relationship, during co‐development of partners during their
relationship, and whether similarity in lower or higher levels of
ROCD might contribute to relationship quality will help un-
derstanding ROCD in couples. Also, extension of measurement
invariance from persons to time points is desirable, for example,
when testing whether the measurement model of the ROCI is
invariant among couples at different stages of relationships
(e.g., early vs. long‐term relationships) to learn more about how
ROCI develops across relationship trajectories. Most partici-
pants were women, and the imbalanced gender ratio limits the
generalizability of our findings. Thirdly, our reliability analyses
were limited to internal consistency, but knowledge about the
test‐retest stability is needed to show that the scale scores are
relatively stable across time and situations. Fourthly, the
selection of our external measures aimed at replicating and
extending findings on the nomological net of the ROCI, but our
measure of personality pathology was a brief‐form and repli-
cation using the full 220‐item measure (Krueger et al. 2012) that
also allows to differentiate between facets of personality
pathology and the option to also utilize other ratings to increase
the validity of ratings is desirable to learn more about the fine‐
grained model of the DSM‐5, which allows to derive facet‐level
information and learn more about which aspects of pathology
go along with ROCD. Moreover, there is robust evidence that

the study of maladaptive traits should not rely on self‐reports
alone, but also consider other ratings (e.g., by family members)
to reduce methodological and perceptual biases (Campbell and
Fiske 1959). While our findings extend the nomological net of
ROCD, we expect that the use of the ROCI scales in future
research will highlight the unique and differential associations
between the three facets of ROCD with broad and narrow
variables describing individual differences in experiences in
relationships (e.g., romantic jealousy; Kılıç and Altınok 2021)
and correlates of clinical and nonclinical variables in in-
dividuals and couples. Also, the use of the ROCI and the con-
sideration of ROCD might contribute to research on the
assumption of the interpersonal core of personality pathology,
as discussed by Wright et al. (2022), who recommend recasting
personality disorders as interpersonal disorders. Finally, it must
be noted that our conclusions about the ROCI and ROCD from
this study are based on first data from Germany and should be
interpreted cautiously until there is robust evidence supporting
the notion of cross‐cultural invariance between the German and
original Hebrew language versions.

Further, extension to other variables is valuable. For ex-
ample, recent research showed the importance of how part-
ners deal with ridicule and being laughed at for relationship
quality, attachment, and jealousy (Brauer et al. 2020, 2021),
and it would be valuable to examine whether perceptions of
ridicule by the partner contribute to understand ROCD. The
importance of partner perceptions is also highlighted in the
ROCD literature, as symptoms can also present with a focus
on the partner, their flaws and doubts about whether they are
a good partner (Doron et al. 2012a). To assess the partner‐
focused elements of ROCD, a 24‐item self‐report measure is
available (Doron et al. 2012a; Melli et al. 2018), but to our
knowledge, a German translation is not available. We hope
that our findings on the ROCI stimulate researchers to ex-
pand the research into the domain of partner‐focused
aspects of ROCD to offer a more comprehensive assessment
of ROCD in German‐speaking countries beyond relationship‐
focused aspects.

5 | Conclusion

In conclusion, our study provides first evidence that ROCD can
be assessed with the ROCI in German‐speaking samples. We
hope that our findings on the replication and extension of the
structural validity and nomological net of the ROCI and ROCD
contribute to the knowledge of the field and stimulate future
research on antecedents, consequences, and potential treatment
of ROCD, including German‐speaking samples.
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Endnotes
1Both samples contained one participant at the age of 17 years each
(remaining participants≥ 18 years). We followed the guidelines of the
German Association of Psychology and the German Association for
Online Research (https://www.dgof.de/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/
RL-Minderjaehrigen-neu-2021.pdf) stating that 17‐year‐olds can par-
ticipate in online studies (exception: product testing) upon their in-
formed consent. All participants were informed that participation in
this study was voluntary and anonymous, and that they can quit the
online survey at any time.

2One might also argue that the incremental value of the ROCI when
predicting personality pathology after controlling for attachment
styles should be clarified. A regression analysis showed that the
inclusion of the ROCI explained 4.7% additional variance beyond
attachment styles (R2 = 0.31) when predicting the PID‐5‐BF total
score (see Supplemental Table F for all coefficients). Thus, also
showing additional value to predict personality pathology after con-
trolling for attachment.
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