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Introduction

Self-criticism processes are present in various manifesta-
tions of psychopathology such as depression, generalized 
anxiety, social anxiety, self-injury, and suicidal behavior 
(e.g., Werner et al., 2018). Some specific forms are espe-
cially problematic, such as when self-criticism includes 
internal attributions to failures and setbacks (Gilbert, 2010; 
Kannan & Levitt, 2013) and criticism is accompanied by 
disgust or self-hatred (Shahar, 2015; Whelton & Greenberg, 
2005).

Most scales do not discern different types of self-crit-
icism but rather measure it in terms of intensity within a 
single dimension (Gilbert, 2010; Shahar, 2015). The only 
scales that consider different factors are the Forms of Self-
Criticizing/Attacking and Self-Reassuring Scale (FSCRS; 
Gilbert et al., 2004), the Functions of Self-Criticism/Attack-
ing Scale (FSCS; Gilbert et al., 2004), and the Levels of 
Self-Criticism (LOSC; Thompson & Zuroff, 2004).
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Abstract
Even though self-criticism is a well-known transdiagnostic process, there is no consensus about its different forms and 
functions in nonclinical populations when measured with the Forms of Self-Criticizing/Attacking and Self-Reassuring 
Scale (FSCRS) and the Functions of Self-Criticism/Attacking Scale (FSCS). Although these scales are widely used and 
translated into multiple languages, there is no Spanish version of the instruments. To study the appropriateness of dif-
ferentiating these forms of self-criticism, we conducted a Confirmatory Factor Analysis on the Spanish version of the 
FSCRS with 242 participants, comparing the one-factor, two-factor, three-factor, two-tier, and bifactor models. The 3-fac-
tor model presented the best fit in a nonclinical population. The FSCS was also explored, and the two-factor solution was 
confirmed. The relationship between different functions and forms of self-criticism and the capacity of self-reassuring 
was explored through mediation and moderation analysis to provide external validation of the scales. Mediation analysis 
revealed the extensive and pervasive influence of the Self-Persecution function on depression through all forms of self-
criticism. Moderation analysis showed that whereas the influence of the Inadequate-Self form on depressive symptom-
atology was buffered by compassionate self-treatment, the effect of the Hated-Self was not moderated by self-reassure or 
self-compassion. This study suggests that self-criticism may have different functions with different effects on depressive 
symptoms. We propose that individuals cope indirectly with self-criticism through self-compassion, which, in turn, would 
reduce the impact on depression.
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Within an evolutionary framework of social processing, 
Gilbert et al. (2004) developed measures of self-criticism 
that is activated in the context of failures and setbacks, 
which allows exploring not only the form but also the func-
tions and goals of criticism (Rose & Rimes, 2018). These 
forms of self-criticism emerge from the analysis of the self-
critical verbalizations of depressed patients (Gilbert et al., 
2004). The authors also explored the diverse functions of 
self-criticism, examining how depressed patients explain 
or justify the goal or intentions underlying their self-criti-
cal thoughts. Thus, the aim of evaluating the functions of 
self-criticism was to understand the motivational aspects 
of self-criticism and explore the association between func-
tions and specific forms of self-criticism, and the capacity 
for self-reassurance. Concerning these functions of self-crit-
icism, two factors were originally proposed, Self-Correction 
and Self-Persecution (Gilbert et al., 2004). Self-Correction 
refers to preventing oneself from making mistakes and 
looking for achievement (Gilbert et al., 2004). However, 
Self-Persecution describes the desire to harm or to persecute 
oneself with anger, which is more linked to depression and 
self-harm (Gilbert et al., 2010).

The FSCRS has three factors (Gilbert et al., 2004): the 
“Inadequate-Self” describes criticism intended to improve 
and sometimes reflects the fear of not being good enough 
or not being loved if one does not achieve certain goals. 
The “Hated-Self” is a more destructive way of addressing 
oneself, presenting self-rejection in the face of setbacks, 
in which there is aggressive—even sadistic—persecution. 
Finally, the “Reassure-Self” consists of being supportive 
and compassionate, validating oneself emotionally, and 
remembering positive aspects about oneself.

The original work and subsequent studies support the 
three-factor structure of the FSCRS (Baião et al., 2015; 
Kupeli et al., 2013). However, various studies suggest that 
the Inadequate-Self and Hated-Self could be combined 
into one factor (Gilbert et al., 2006a; Rockliff et al., 2011). 
Kupeli et al. (2013) and Halamová et al. (2017) concluded 
that a three-factor solution is more appropriate despite find-
ing a strong correlation between the Hated-Self and the 
Inadequate-Self and an appropriate fit for the two-factor 
model.

The study of Halamová et al. (2018) is the most meth-
odologically comprehensive study of the FSCRS. In thir-
teen different populations and eight language versions, 
they observed that the two-tier model, with two large fac-
tors (self-criticism and self-reassurance), best fit nonclini-
cal samples, whereas the three subscales (Inadequate-Self, 
Hated-Self, Reassure-Self) were more appropriate for clini-
cal populations. Therefore, although the three-factor model 
appears to have more evidence, the two-tier structure and 
the three-factor structure should be compared in other 

samples and cultures. To our knowledge, there is no adapta-
tion to Spanish.

In addition to the evidence about the factor structure, the 
three forms of self-criticism have different associations with 
other variables. For example, the Hated-Self has a stronger 
relationship with and impact on psychopathological mani-
festations such as depression and anxiety (Baião et al., 2015; 
Gilbert et al., 2004, 2017) and psychotic processes (Hutton 
et al., 2013). Moreover, the Hated-Self is the only factor 
that predicts symptoms of depression, anxiety, stress, and 
self-harm in clinical samples (Kupeli et al., 2017; Xavier et 
al., 2016).

Another result supporting the distinction of three forms 
of self-criticism could come from the mediation analysis of 
the impact of self-criticism’s functions on depression. It can 
be hypothesized that if there are different ways to criticize 
oneself, there are also different underlying motivations. 
These motivations will be reflected in the functions of this 
self-criticism (Gilbert et al., 2004). It is to be expected that 
the feelings of inadequacy generated by the Inadequate-Self 
form (e.g., “I can’t accept failures and setbacks without feel-
ing inadequate”) are the result of an intention to improve 
oneself, while attacks that reflect contempt and anger, typi-
cal of self-criticism of the Hated-Self (e.g.,” I have a sense 
of disgust with myself”), will be more related to a persecu-
tory function. To study a possible differentiated relationship 
between the intention to improve oneself (Self-Correction) 
and the intention to harm oneself (Self-Persecution) with 
the concrete form that criticism takes on, Gilbert et al. 
(2004) conducted a mediation analysis, which also reported 
the impact of these functions on depression. In the first step 
of the standardized regression analysis, it was found that 
self-persecution is the function of self-criticism that bears 
the full weight in its relationship with depression. This find-
ing is similar to those found in subsequent studies, where 
Self-Correction predicts less than 8% of the variance, while 
Self-Persecution predicts more than 20% of the variance 
(i.e., Castilho & Pinto-Gouveia, 2011; Gilbert et al., 2006b). 
Gilbert et al. (2004) also found that the effect of the two 
functions was totally mediated by the decrease in the Reas-
sure-Self and the increase in the Hated-Self and the Inade-
quate-Self. However, it is unclear whether the contribution 
of the indirect effect through each form may vary for each 
function (either correction or persecution). Multiple parallel 
mediation analysis could be conducted to address this issue. 
This mediation analysis would help determine whether, in 
the context of self-persecution, the impact on depression is 
due specifically to the increase of the Hated-Self, or as pre-
viously suggested (Gilbert et al., 2004), the decrease of the 
Reassure-Self plays an even more important role.

Concerning the moderation of the effects of different 
forms of self-criticism, Petrocchi et al. (2019) showed that 
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the Reassure-Self mitigates the Inadequate-Self’s effect on 
depression. It has also been found that self-compassion buf-
fers the impact of self-criticism on depression (López et al., 
2018). It is important to note that the Reassure-Self and self-
compassion tap into related processes but with substantial 
differences (Kupeli et al., 2013). Whereas the Reassure-Self 
refers to the form of self-care in the specific context of fail-
ure or error (‘when things go wrong for me…’), self-com-
passion is proposed in a more general context (Neff, 2003). 
However, none of these studies analyze whether compas-
sion or self-reassure buffer the impact of the harshest forms 
of criticism (Hated-Self) on depression. Possibly, neither 
self-compassion nor self-reassure reduce this impact, which 
provides new reasons to differentiate the Hated-Self from 
the Inadequate-Self.

The objectives of this study were, firstly, to explore the 
factor structure and psychometric properties of the FSCRS 
and FSCS in a Spanish sample. Second, mediation and mod-
eration relationships were explored to further explore the 
validation of the subscales as unique scales. The mediation 
analysis was conducted to examine how diverse forms of 
self-criticism mediate the effect of the Self-Correction and 
Self-Persecution functions on depression. Furthermore, the 
moderating role of the Reassure-Self and self-compassion 
in the impact of the Inadequate-Self and the Hated-Self on 
depression was also explored.

Method

Participants

The participants were 242 individuals aged between 18 
and 68 (Mean = 31.53, SD = 11.17); 78 participants were 
men (32.2%), and 164 were women (67.8%). A total of 140 
(57.9%) were single, 90 people were living with a partner 
(37.2%), and 8 were separated (3.3%). Following MacCal-
lum et al. (1996), the present sample has a power higher than 
0.80 for covariance structure modeling, with n = 242 and 

more than 185 degrees of freedom. Also, this sample size 
has a power greater than 0.80 for mediation with medium-
size path coefficients (Fritz & Mackinnon, 2007).

Instruments

Forms of self-criticizing/attacking and self-reassuring scale 
(Gilbert et al., 2004)

This scale has 22 items and three factors that measure two 
forms of self-criticism, the Hated-Self and the Inadequate-
Self, and the ability to reassure oneself (Reassure-Self), 
rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 0 (not at all like 
me) to 4 (extremely like me). Hated-Self expresses feelings 
of hatred or the desire to harm oneself in response to failures 
(e.g., “I have become so angry with myself that I want to 
hurt or injure myself). Inadequate-Self reflects a person’s 
feelings of inadequacy in the face of mistakes (e.g., “There 
is a part of me that feels I am not good enough”), whereas 
the Self-Reassure refers to the capacity to care for oneself, 
tolerate one’s mistakes, deceptions, and feelings of vulner-
ability, offering self-compassion, remembering one’s past 
achievements and positive aspects (e.g., “I can still feel lov-
able and acceptable”) The internal reliability coefficients are 
adequate (.71– .88; see Table 1).

Functions of self-criticism/attacking scale (Gilbert et al., 
2004)

This scale presents two sub-scales, Self-Correction (SC) and 
Self-Persecution (SP) with 21 items rated on a 5-point Likert 
scale ranging from 0 (not at all like me) to 4 (extremely like 
me). The SC subscale presents critical attitudes intended to 
improve oneself (e.g., “To stop me becoming arrogant”). 
Contrariwise, the SP subscale describes angry feelings 
aimed at oneself to harm or attack oneself as vengeance for 
failures (e.g., “To destroy a part of me”). The internal con-
sistency coefficients are good (0.82 and 0.88; see Table 1).

Levels of self-criticism scale (Thompson & Zuroff, 2004)

This scale measures two factors, Comparative Self-Criti-
cism (CSC) through 12 items, and Internalized Self-Crit-
icism (ISC), with 10 items. It is rated on a 7-point Likert 
scale ranging from 1(not at all) to 7 (very well). The CSC 
refers to a form of criticizing oneself in comparison to oth-
ers (e.g., “I often worry that other people will find out what 
I’m really like and be upset with me”). In contrast, the ISC 
refers to a negative self-view but compared to one’s internal 
criteria (e.g., “I am very frustrated with myself when I don’t 
meet the standards I have for myself”.). The values of alpha 
obtained were α = 0.81 for CSC, and α = 0.87 for ISC.

Table 1 Reliability of the FSCRS and FSCS
Scale Factors Reliability indexes

α ω ωh ECV
FSCRS (forms) General Factor 0.93 0.96 0.84 0.70

Global Self-criticism 0.90 0.91 -- --
RS 0.88 0.91 -- --
IS 0.88 0.91 -- --
HS 0.71 0.89 -- --

FSCS (functions) General factor 0.88 0.94 0.63 0.52
SC 0.86 0.90 -- --
SP 0.82 0.93 -- --

α, Cronbach’s alpha; ω, Omega; ωh, Hierarchical Omega; ECV, Com-
mon Explained Variance; RS, Reassure-Self; IS, Inadequate-Self; 
HS, Hated-Self; SC, Self-Correction; SP, Self-Persecution
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as Halamová et al. (2018) suggested, 4)a bifactor model; 
and 5) a two-tier model. The bifactor model presented three 
independent factors, IS, HS, and RS, and an orthogonal gen-
eral factor on which all items loaded. The two-tier model 
also presented the three independent facets, IS, HS, and 
RS, but with two general factors (general Self-criticism and 
Self-Reassurance).

Two models were compared for the FSCS: (1) a one-
factor model (self-criticism functions), and (2) a model 
of two intercorrelated factors (Self-Correction and 
Self-Persecution).

Values of χ2/df lower than 3, comparative fit index (CFI) 
and Tucker Lewis index (TLI) values equal to or greater than 
0.90, or root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) 
values below 0.08 were considered good fit indicators (Hu 
& Bentler, 1999), as were values of WRMR below 1 (DiSte-
fano et al., 2018). In addition, nested models were compared 
based on chi-square differences by the DIFFTEST, a more 
conservative corrected chi-square test recommended for 
models computed with WLSMV estimators (Asparouhov 
& Muthén, 2010). The nested models were compared by 
incremental structural complexity. For the FSCRS, the 
two-factor model was compared to the one-factor model, 
the three-factor model to the two-factor model, the bifactor 
model to the three-factor model, and the three-factor model 
to the two-tier model model. For the FSCS, the two-factor 
was compared to the one-factor model.

Mokken scale analysis with R (Van der Ark, 2012) was 
performed, which allows analyzing the scalability and the 
violation of latent monotonicity of the items to infer and 
interpret the existence of a common construct. The H, Hj, 
and Hij coefficients inform of the latent scalability, the scal-
ability of the items, and the scalability of the item pairs, 
respectively. H and Hj < 0.30 or Hij < 0 are considered indi-
cators of insufficient scalability (Kuijpers et al., 2013).

Lastly, four reliability indices were analyzed: Cron-
bach’s alpha, Omega, Hierarchical Omega, and explained 
common variance (ECV). The last three were calculated 
using Watkins’ (2013) software. The highest Hierarchical 
Omega and ECV reflect greater factorial one-dimension-
ality in bifactor models (Tang et al., 2014). Hierarchi-
cal Omega and ECV > 0.80 were considered indicators of 
one-dimensionality.

For multiple mediation and moderation analyses, we 
used the Process macro (Hayes, 2017) with SPSS v. 26, 
using 10,000 samples for confidence intervals in bootstrap-
ping procedures. A mediation analysis is conducted for each 
independent variable (SC or SP), including the other as a 
controlled variable. The random number generator is seeded 
with a common (and arbitrary) seed to estimate a single 
model with multiple independent variables (Hayes, 2013). 
A multiple parallel mediation analysis was performed, 

Beck Depression Inventory-II (BDI-II; Beck et al., 1996)

This instrument presents 21 items rated from 0 to 3 ranging 
from 0 (no presence of the symptom) to 3 (highest presence) 
to evaluate depressive symptoms (e.g., Sadness: 0 = “I do 
not feel sad”; 1 = “I feel sad”; 2 = “I am sad all the time and 
I can’t snap out of it”; 3 = “I am so sad and unhappy that I 
can’t stand it”). The value of alpha obtained was α = 0.90.

Self-compassion scale (Neff, 2003)

This scale presents 26 items rated on a 5-point scale ranging 
from 1 (almost never) to 5 (almost always), and it measures 
three dimensions: a compassionate attitude toward one-
self, a sense of common humanity, and mindfulness. In this 
study, we only used the self-compassion dimension, which 
showed adequate reliability (α = 0.89). Self-compassion 
involves showing kindness and understanding to oneself 
during times of pain or failure instead of being overly criti-
cal (e.g., “I try to be loving towards myself when I’m feel-
ing emotional pain” or “I’m tolerant of my own flaws and 
inadequacies”).

Procedure

Following the translation and back-translation process, the 
FSCRS and FSCS were translated into Spanish, and an Eng-
lish philologist translated them back. A close collaborator 
of the original developer of the scales examined the differ-
ences, and the process was repeated until agreement was 
reached.

Participants were recruited through a snowball proce-
dure, starting through social media and in person at the 
University. Participants were informed that their data would 
be anonymous and that participation was voluntary. After 
consenting, they completed the questionnaires on paper 
(n = 109, 45%) or online (n = 135, 55%). The study was 
approved by the [shielded for peer review] ethics committee 
(22052017).

Data analysis

Due to the ordinal nature of the FSCRS items, confirma-
tory factor analyses were conducted with Mplus (Muthén 
& Muthén, 1998–2011) with weighted least square mean 
and variance adjusted estimator (WLSMV), adequate for 
non-normal distributions. Five models were tested for the 
FSCRS: (1) a one-factor model (self-criticism); (2) a two-
factor model of global Self-Criticism and the Reassuring-
Self (where global Self-Criticism encompasses the items 
of the Inadequate-Self (IS) and the Hated-Self (HS); (3) a 
three-factor correlated model (i.e., IS, HS, and RS); and, 
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The reliability results shown in Table 1 indicated good 
internal consistency values for Self-Correction and Self-
Persecution, whereas the Hierarchical Omega and ECV of 
the global factor were lower than 0.80, indicating lack of 
one-dimensionality. All factorial weights were significant in 
both the FSCRS and the FSCS (Figs. 1 and 2).

Mediation and moderation analysis

The correlations were statistically significant and high in 
most cases (Table 3). The mediation model significantly 
explained the variance of depression (R2 = 0.58, see Table 4). 
The effect of the Self-Correction function on depression 
was only mediated by the Inadequate-Self form (ab = 0.07, 
SE = 0.22, 95% CI [0.03, 0.12]), whereas the Self-Correc-
tion function had no effect on depression either through the 
Reassuring-Self (ab = -0.004, SE = 0.02, 95% CI [-0.04, 
0.03]) or the Hated-Self forms (ab = 0.02, SE = 0.01, 95% 
CI [-0.001, 0.055]).

Moreover, the effect of the Self-Persecution function on 
depression was mediated by the three forms of self-criti-
cism, with statistically significant indirect effects through 
the Reassure-Self (ab = 0.32, SE = 0.07, 95% CI [0.19, 
0.47]), the Inadequate-Self (ab = 0.21, SE = 0.07, 95% CI 
[0.09, 0.36]), and the Hated-Self (ab = 0.25, SE = 0.10, 95% 
CI [0.07, 0.45]).

Table 5 shows moderation analyses of the effect of the 
forms of self-criticism on depression. Both the Reassure-
Self (ΔF(1, 232) = 4.02, p = .046, ΔR2 = 0.01) and Self-
Compassion (ΔF(1, 234) = 16.84, p < .001, ΔR2 = 0.03) 
moderated the effect of the Inadequate-Self on depression.

Considering the Reassure-Self, the Johnson-Neyman 
technique shows that, for all Reassure-Self values, the 
effect of the Inadequate-Self on the BDI was statistically 
significant, although its effect on depression was lower at 
higher Reassure-Self scores. Considering self-compassion, 
for values higher than 38.94 (the 79th percentile), the effect 
of Inadequate-Self on the BDI was no longer statistically 

including all the antecedents simultaneously. The Johnson-
Neymar technique (Hayes, 2017) was used to probe mod-
eration effects.

All study materials and syntax will be made available 
https://osf.io/x5fvh/?view_only=7e5a05ffa54142ca846c2a
4b4148ffb1. This study was not preregistered.

Results

Factor structure of FSCRS and FSCS

As missing data were lower than 1% (0.08%) and were 
random (MCAR test, χ2[293] = 294.65, p = .46), pairwise 
deletion was applied. Concerning the FSCRS, the one-
factor model was the only one with poor fit indicators (see 
Table 2). Moreover, the two-tier model could not be com-
puted (general Self-criticism and Self-Reassurance showed 
covariance > 1, which indicates the inadequacy of treating 
them as independent factors). The two- and three-factor 
models and the bifactor model showed good and similar fit 
values. The comparison tests of these three models showed 
that the three-factor model fit the data significantly better 
than the two-factor or the bifactor model.

The scale did not meet the criteria of monotonicity and 
scalability. There were 16 violations of latent monotonicity; 
no item (Hj = [-0.09, 0.19]) nor the overall scale (H = 0.08) 
met the 0.30 criterion. Moreover, the results of the scalabil-
ity of the 220 pairs of items showed that only four pairs 
met the criteria. In short, these analyses reinforced the non-
existence of a general factor of forms of self-criticism.

Finally, reliability indicators were examined. As shown 
in Table 1, the hierarchical omega was greater than 0.80, but 
the ECV was 0.70, not reaching the cut-off point of 0.80 to 
consider the one-dimensionality of the scale.

Concerning the FSCS, the fit indicators showed that only 
the two-factor model was appropriate (see Table 2) and 
fit the data significantly better than the one-factor model. 

Table 2 Comparison and fit indicators of the models of the FSCRS and FSCS
Scale Model Model fita* Model comparisonb

χ2 df χ2/df CFI TLI RMSEA WRMR χ2 df p
FSCRS (forms) 1-factor 876.17 209 4.19 0.88 0.87 0.115 1.58 -- -- --

2-factor 440.97 208 2.12 0.96 0.96 0.068 1.02 95.75 1 < 0.001
3-factor 303.28 206 1.47 0.97 0.97 0.060 0.92 30.37 2 < 0.001
Bifactor 331.31 187 1.77 0.98 0.97 0.056 0.79 -58.57 19 < 0.001
Two-tier NC -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

FSCS (functions) 1-factor 884.93 185 4.78 0.82 0.79 0.125 1.99 -- -- --
2-factor 462.74 184 2.51 0.93 0.92 0.079 0.97 100.56 1 < 0.001

χ2, Chi-square; df, degree freedom; CFI, Comparative Fit Index; TLI, Tucker-Lewis Index; RMSEA, Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; 
WRMR, Weighted Root Mean Square Residual
aGood model fit criteria: χ2/df < 3, CFI & TLI ≤ 0.90 TLI or RMSEA < 0.08 (Hu &Bentler, 1999), WRMR < 1 (DiStefano et al., 2018)
bDIFFTEST = model comparison based on corrected chi-square tests in mean and variance

1 3

https://osf.io/x5fvh/?view_only=7e5a05ffa54142ca846c2a4b4148ffb1
https://osf.io/x5fvh/?view_only=7e5a05ffa54142ca846c2a4b4148ffb1


Current Psychology

Fig. 1 Standardized results of the final model of the forms of self-criticism scale. FSCRS 1−FSCRS 22 denote the items of the scale. All factorial 
weights were significant at p < .001
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Fig. 2 Standardized results of the final model of the functions of self-criticism. FSCS 1−FSCS 21 denote the items of the scale. All factorial 
weights were significant at p < .001
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hierarchical omega, monotonicity, and scability results. For 
both scales, FSCRS and FSCS, the factorial weights and 
reliability indices were good. This, together with the good 
fit of the proposed models, indicates the appropriate psycho-
metric properties and the robustness of both instruments.

As far as concurrent validity is concerned, we find values 
similar to the original studies (Gilbert et al., 2004) in the 
association of the FSCRS with the LOSC scale. Also, we 
find adequate indications of convergent validity using the 
SCS, as in previous studies (Castilho et al., 2015; Halamová 
et al., 2017).

Regarding the mediation model, we find that, while the 
Self-Correction function affects depressive symptoms only 
through the Inadequate-Self, the Self-Persecution function 
has an impact on depression through all the different forms of 
self-criticism, especially decreasing the Reassure-Self. This 
indirect effect through the reduction of the Reassure-Self 
aligns with the approach of Gilbert et al. (2004), who called 
for distinguishing self-persecution when it expresses a mere 
lashing out at the self, in which there is no real impairment 
of self-support, from real self-persecution, which involves 
reducing self-support, eventually exacerbating the depres-
sive process. When the resilience of the Reassure-self is 
reduced, the impact of self-criticism is much greater, as also 
shown by experimental procedures (Whelton & Greenberg, 
2005). In contrast to Gilbert et al.’s (2004) study, we show 
data on the indirect effect on depression, differentiating each 
function (SP and SC).

However, the results of the moderation models analyzed 
showed that neither the Reassure-Self nor self-compassion 
buffers the adverse effect of the Hated-Self on depression. 
Nevertheless, the Reassure-Self and self-compassion mod-
erate the relationship between the Inadequate-Self and 
depressive symptoms to a greater extent than in previous 
studies with representative samples (Körner et al., 2015; 
López et al., 2018), and similar those using convenience 
samples of students and adults (Ferrari et al., 2018).

significant (Fig. 3). The effect of Hated-Self on the BDI 
was not moderated either by the Reassure-Self (ΔF(1, 
233) = 0.41, p = .52, ΔR2 = 0.001) or by Self-Compassion 
(ΔF(1, 234) = 3.33, p = .07, ΔR2 = 0.01).

Discussion

The results of the factor structure of the FSCRS indicate that 
the three-factor model was the best, coinciding with previous 
studies (Baião et al., 2015; Halamanová et al., 2017; Kupeli 
et al., 2013). Although the three-factor model obtained the 
best fit, the bifactor model was also acceptable. Based on all 
this, it can be said that the three factors—Inadequate-Self, 
Hated-Self, and Reassure-Self— are the most specific and 
appropriate aspects to conceptualize the FSCRS in Spanish 
population. The good fit of the bifactor model indicates that 
self-criticism could be used complementarily to the three 
dimensions.

Moreover, the results obtained allow us to reject alter-
native structures. The poor results of the one-factor model 
permit rejecting a single factor. In fact, the results of the cri-
teria of monotonicity and scalability analysis, as well as the 
ECV, indicated the absence of a global indicator of forms 
of self-criticism, but pointed towards a multidimensional 
construct. Additionally, the comparative results of the two-
factor model show that the fusion of the Inadequate-Self and 
the Hated-Self dimensions into the global Self-Criticism 
factor is not appropriate. In addition to the two models, we 
tested an alternative model, the two-tier model. Although 
it could not be computed, it aligns with the observations 
of Halamová et al. (2018) in samples from Canada, China, 
Japan, the Netherlands, and Taiwan.

The results of the factor structure of the FSCS repli-
cated the original structure of two correlated factors—Self-
Correction and Self-Persecution (Gilbert et al., 2004), also 
indicating the absence of a single factor due to the ECV, 

Table 3 Pearson correlations between outcome measures (BDI, FSCRS, FSCS, LOSC and SCS)
SCom BDI IS HS RS SC SP CSC ISC

BDI − 0.629**

IS − 0.690** 0.673**

HS − 0.614** 0.638** 0.677**

RS 0.709** − 0.642** − 0.596** − 0.566**

SC − 0.305** 0.405** 0.497** 0.362** − 0.196**

SP − 0.523** 0.538** 0.582** 0.680** − 0.491** 0.418**

CSC − 0.626** 0.624** 0.613** 0.540** − 0.645** 0.393** 0.453**

ISC − 0.746** 0.568** 0.733** 0.583** − 0.577** 0.448** 0.499** 0.630**

Mean 31.33 10.14 12.91 2.54 19.87 14.76 3.27 36.65 38.69
SD 8.24 8.22 7.26 2.89 5.92 8.79 4.42 10.88 11.93
SCom, Self-Compassion; IS, Inadequate-Self; HS, Hated-Self; RS, Reassured-Self; SC, Self-Correction; SP, Self-Persecution; CSC, Compara-
tive Self-Criticism; ISC, Internalized Self-Criticism
**: p < .01
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Because the action of the Inadequate-Self is less patho-
genic, the person’s self-reassuring and self-compassionate 
abilities can probably reduce the negative consequences 
provoked by raising one’s standards. However, in people 
with high levels of destructive self-criticism, our results 
suggest that attempting to counteract the repercussions of 
such criticism only by promoting a reassuring or self-com-
passionate attitude might be insufficient. Congruently, Choi 
et al. (2016) showed that the cases of good results in the 
resolution of self-criticism presented emotions in the ses-
sion that did not involve feeling compassionate self-comfort 
but other healing emotional processes, such as pain/grief or 
assertive anger.

It is not surprising that the severe form of self-criticism 
(i.e., the Hated-Self) is more closely associated with more 
severe forms of pathology or histories of abuse, maltreat-
ment, or trauma (Baião et al., 2015; Gilbert et al., 2004), 
which can even generate feelings of fear when receiving 
compassionate treatment (Matos et al., 2017) and block the 
buffering effect of compassion. Therefore, other adaptive 
emotions, such as assertive anger or the grieving of mourn-
ing, can be key emotional processes that allow transforming 
the harmful effect of this criticism (Pascual-Leone, 2017). 
For example, in disorders with a high presence of self-crit-
icism, such as social anxiety, it is especially necessary to 
access adaptive sadness/grief and assertive anger (Haber-
man et al., 2019).

Moreover, the relationship between compassion and the 
harsher forms of self-criticism seems more complex than 
initially assumed. For example, studies that explore the 
effect of training on self-compassion detect an increase in 
self-criticism when this self-to-self relationship is intro-
duced in a few sessions (Beaumont et al., 2016). In any 
case, facilitating emotional processes that restore the feel-
ing of self-worth seems crucial in mental health, as differ-
ent clinical theories suggest (for a review, Birni & Erylmaz, 
2024). Thus, psychotherapeutic interventions might need to 
directly address destructive self-criticism. This differential 
response of the two types of self-criticism to self-compas-
sion opens the possibility of carrying out evaluations that 
allow designing specific interventions.

The main limitations of this study are its cross-sectional 
design and the use of a non-representative and nonclinical 
sample. This limitation could explain the greater correla-
tions between the scales’ dimensions with other constructs 
than with the same scale’s dimensions. This can be due to 
the multidimensional nature of the constructs as well as due 
to common method variance. Therefore, longitudinal and 
experimental research could examine these relationships 
and the discriminant validity of the scales. Gender and age 
differences may be important for self-criticism and self-
compassion and were not addressed. Also, a non-validated 
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of depressive patients and despite having been applied to 
other disorders, the measurement invariance across different 
clinical manifestations has not been explored. In addition, it 
would be interesting to examine the forms of self-criticism 
that occur more broadly and not only the self-criticism that 
is activated in the face of setbacks or failures, as this scale 
proposes.

In summary, this study presents evidence of the appro-
priate psychometric properties and validity of a scale that 
measures forms of self-criticism (FSCRS) and two different 

Spanish version of the LOSC scale was used to examine 
convergent validity. Finally, there could be differences 
related to the online and in-person formats, although we 
expect similar results based on previous research (Hiskey 
& Troop, 2002).

As future research directions, we note the need to explore 
how this scale predicts scores in other psychopathological 
manifestations (e.g., anxiety, symptoms of post-traumatic 
stress disorders, eating disorders…). It is important to 
note that the original scale comes from the verbalizations 

Table 5 Results from four regression analyses examining the moderation of the effect of the FSCRS (IS and HS) on BDI through RS and self-
compassion

Reassured Self as Moderator Self-Compassion as Moderator
Coef. SE t p Coef. SE t p

Intersection 9.46 3.13 3.03 0.003 Intersection 4.42 3.40 1.30 0.195
IS 0.80 0.16 5.07 < 0.001 IS 1.21 0.18 6.62 < 0.001
RS − 0.30 0.14 -2.16 0.032 SComp − 0.02 0.09 − 0.18 0.861
IS x RS − 0.02* 0.01 -2.00 0.046 IS x SComp − 0.03*** 0.01 -4.10 < 0.001
R2 = 0.55, F(3,232) = 94.70, p < .001; ΔR2 = 0.01 R2 = 0.54, F(3,234) = 90.72, p < .001; ΔR2 = 0.03
Intersección 17.90 2.14 8.37 < 0.001 Intersección 17.52 2.34 7.49 < 0.001
HS 1.34 0.35 3.82 < 0.001 HS 1.83 0.41 4.42 < 0.001
RS − 0.53 0.10 -5.52 < 0.001 SComp − 0.32 0.07 -4.80 < 0.001
HS x RS − 0.01 0.02 − 0.64 0.521 HS x SComp 0.03 0.02 -1.82 0.070
R2 = 0.52, F(3,233) = 84.78, p < .001; ΔR2 < 0.001 R2 = 0.507, F(3,234) = 80.352, p < .001; ΔR2 = 0.0070
IS, Inadequate-Self; RS, Reassured-Self; HS, Hated-Self; SComp, Self-Compassion; Coef., Coefficient; SE, Standard Error 
 *p < .05; ***p < .001

Fig. 3 Regression line of BDI as a function of inadequate-self for different values of self-compassion
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doi.org/10.1080/10503307.2015.1041433

DiStefano, C., Liu, J., Jiang, N., & Shi, D. (2018). Examination of 
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nal, 25(3), 453–466. https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2017.139
0394

Ferrari, M., Yap, K., Scott, N., Einstein, D. A., & Ciarrochi, J. (2018). 
Self-compassion moderates the perfectionism and depression link 
in both adolescence and adulthood. PloS One, 13(2), e0192022. 
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0192022

Fritz, M. S., & MacKinnon, D. P. (2007). Required sample size to 
detect the mediated effect. Psychological Science, 18(3), 233–
239. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2007.01882.x

Gilbert, P. (2010). Compassion focused therapy: Distinctive features. 
Routledge.

Gilbert, P., Clarke, M., Hempel, S., Miles, J. N. V., & Irons, C. 
(2004). Criticizing and reassuring oneself: An exploration 
of forms, styles and reasons in female students. The Brit-
ish Journal of Clinical Psychology, 43, 31–50. https://doi.
org/10.1348/014466504772812959

Gilbert, P., Baldwin, M. W., Irons, C., Baccus, J. R., & Palmer, M. 
(2006a). Self-criticism and self-warmth: An imagery study 
exploring their relation to depression. Journal of Cognitive Psy-
chotherapy, 20(2), 183. https://doi.org/10.1891/jcop.20.2.183

Gilbert, P., Durrant, R., & McEwan, K. (2006b). Investigating rela-
tionships between perfectionism, forms and functions of 
self-criticism, and sensitivity to put-down. Personality and Indi-
vidual Differences, 41(7), 1299–1308. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
paid.2006.05.004

Gilbert, P., McEwan, K., Irons, C., Bhundia, R., Christie, R., Broom-
head, C., & Rockliff, H. (2010). Self-harm in a mixed clinical 
population: The roles of self‐criticism, shame, and social rank. 
The British Journal of Clinical Psychology, 49(4), 563–576. 
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466509X479771

Gilbert, P., Catarino, F., Duarte, C., Matos, M., Kolts, R., Stubbs, J., 
Ceresatto, L., Duarte, J., Pinto-Gouveia, J., & Basran, J. (2017). 
The development of compassionate engagement and action scales 
for self and others. Journal of Compassionate Health Care, 4(1), 
1–24. https://doi.org/10.1186/s40639-017-0033-3

Haberman, A., Shahar, B., Bar-Kalifa, E., Zilcha-Mano, S., & Dia-
mond, G. M. (2019). Exploring the process of change in emo-
tion-focused therapy for social anxiety. Psychotherapy Research, 
29(7), 908–918. https://doi.org/10.1080/10503307.2018.1426896

Halamová, J., Kanovský, M., & Pacúchová, M. (2017). Robust psy-
chometric analysis and factor structure of the forms of self-
criticizing/attacking and self-reassuring scale. Ceskoslovenska 
Psychologie, 61(4), 331–349.

Halamová, J., Kanovský, M., Gilbert, P., Troop, N. A., Zuroff, D. C., 
Hermanto, N., Petrocchi, N., Sommers-Spijkerman, M., Kirby, J. 
N., Shahar, B., Krieger, T., Matos, M., Asano, K., Yu, F., Basran, 
J., & Kupeli, N. (2018). The factor structure of the forms of Self-
Criticising/Attacking and self-reassuring scale in thirteen distinct 
populations. Journal of Psychopathology and Behavioral Assess-
ment, 40, 736–751. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10862-018-9686-2

Hayes, A. F. (2013). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and con-
ditional process analysis: A regression-based approach. The 
Guilford Press.

functions (FSCS). The factor structure differentiates two 
forms of self-criticism (the Hated-Self and the Inadequate-
Self) and the ability to be self-reassuring. Although formu-
lated as contrary processes, there is no evidence showing 
that either self-criticism or self-reassurance lay on the same 
continuum, or that the Inadequate-Self or the Hated-Self 
forms are not differentiable. The mediation analysis has 
replicated the model proposed by the authors of the origi-
nal scale, in which the effects of self-criticism functions on 
depression are mediated by the different forms.

Other important findings are the moderating effect of the 
Reassure-Self and self-compassion on the Inadequate-Self 
and their impact on depression, and the pervasive effect of 
the Hated-Self on depression. This indicates the importance 
of addressing self-criticism and its consequences through 
different mechanisms, which not only include the ability to 
be self-compassionate, especially in treating the most patho-
genic form of self-criticism.
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