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ABSTRACT

The Cognitive Fusion Questionnaire (CFQ-7) is a measure designed to evaluate the tendency
to accept the literal content of thoughts and feelings as true. The present study aimed to
analyze the psychometric properties of the CFQ-7 in an adult population from Lima, Peru.
The sample consisted of 2,169 parents from South Lima, with 39.7% men and 60.9% women,
selected through non-probabilistic convenience sampling based on age and residency criteria.
The results demonstrate that the CFQ-7 exhibited robust psychometric properties through
statistical and structural analyses. Item means ranged between 3.18 and 3.61, with high
homogeneity and communalities (>0.40). Confirmatory factor analysis revealed high factor
loadings (0.80-0.90) and an adequate fit (CFI = 0.99, RMSEA = 0.06). Furthermore, the
model showed convergent relationships with other variables and no bias across genders.
Reliability was excellent, with Cronbach's alpha (0.94), omega (0.94), and AVE (0.73).
Exploratory and confirmatory analyses, invariance evaluations, and psychometric network
assessments support the unidimensionality and validity of the instrument, ensuring its
applicability in psychological contexts. In conclusion, the CFQ-7 demonstrates adequate
validity and reliability indices.

Keywords: Cognitive Fusion, CFQ-7, Psychometric Evidence.

INTRODUCTION
Cognitive Fusion (CF), a central construct in Acceptance and Commitment Therapy (ACT), refers to the inability
to distinguish between a verbal cognition and its true meaning, which affects the individual's actions when
following rules dictated by their thoughts (Valencia & Falcon, 2019). This concept, introduced in third-generation
therapies, highlights how private events, such as thoughts, are perceived from their literal content, which makes
it difficult to become aware of their cognitive narrative (Hayes et al., 2011). In this framework, CF was configured
as a conceptual model of experiential avoidance and psychological inflexibility considered central to
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psychopathology and any treatment planning that underpins the ACT approach (Hayes et al., 2014). HR would
probably mean that thoughts take precedence over behavior, functioning as dominant behaviors (Harris, 2009).
Existing studies have also shown that it is not something that is only portrayed by clinical diagnoses, but also by
non-clinical samples (Zacharia et al., 2021). Although evidence is scarce, its existence has been presented in
several contexts. For example, studies have interlinked CF with pathological worry (Quinteros et al., 2020),
psychological rigidity (Faustino et al., 2023), and mood disorders such as depression, anxiety, and insomnia,
among others, including PTSD (Cox et al., 2018). In addition, correlational studies have identified a connection
between mental pollution and HR, highlighting it as a significant predictor of anxiety (Clauss & Bardeen, 2022).
The COVID-19 pandemic amplified stressors and triggered an increase in the incidence of psychological disorders
such as anxiety, depression, and post-traumatic stress syndrome (Lozano-Vargas, 2020). These disorders were
associated with events such as fear of contagion, loss of loved ones, and economic precariousness (Hernandez,
2020). The WHO (2022) reported a 25% increase in anxiety and depression levels worldwide. Against this
backdrop, the evaluation of CF becomes relevant to identify high risks early, which would allow the design of
preventive and therapeutic interventions (Faustino & Branco, 2020).

The Cognitive Fusion Questionnaire (CFQ) has been shown to be a good instrument for measuring CF in various
studies. In studies carried out in different countries, its one-dimensionality has been replicated, and the properties
of psychometry are even consistent (Gillanders et al., 2014). From Korea, where the research had previously been
carried out by Kim and Cho (2015), to Spain, where a translation into Catalan has been developed (Solé et al.,
2016) and in countries such as France, Portugal and Germany, which have translated the original test into their
languages (Dionne et al., 2016; Costa et al., 2017; China et al., 2018), there is wide international acceptance. As
for the Spanish language, there is a surplus of research on issues such as discriminant and convergent validity
(Romero-Moreno et al., 2014; Ruiz et al., 2017).

In Latin America, the CFQ, which measures cognitive fusion, has shown its effectiveness in various studies by
evaluating this trait, which is closely linked to psychological suffering. This has generated the need to verify
whether the original instrument has validity and reliability in other contexts, considering both its translation and
the sample used (Ruiz et al., 2017; Donati et al., 2021). A clear example of this is observed when comparing
smokers and non-smokers (Zacharia et al., 2021). In addition, other populations require adjustments in translation
and adaptation (De Paula et al., 2018; Morais et al., 2019) in Brazil. Quinteros et al. (2020) also address this
aspect. In Argentina, psychometric properties were assessed using scales related to cognitive fusion, along with
experiential avoidance, mindfulness, life satisfaction, and psychological difficulties, in order to identify
correlations between related and opposite variables. This analysis was performed on both a clinical and non-
clinical sample of the Spanish version of the Assessment Questionnaire (VQ) (Ruiz et al., 2022).

In Peru, studies on the psychometric properties of the Cognitive Fusion Questionnaire (CFQ) are limited and
mostly focus on university populations (Ruiton-Rivera, 2019). A validated Peruvian version that allows its wide
and bias-free use has not yet been developed. This fact is particularly relevant in an intercultural context, where
the appropriate adaptation of the instruments is essential to avoid errors in the assessment (Ruiz et al., 2017).
Specifically, the validation of these instruments leads not only to better possibilities of factor control but also to a
lower amount of bias and subjectivity in the measurement of constructs. An interesting one is the measurement of
cognitive fusion because different therapeutic orientations put changing elements at the center of the change
process and, as such, consider them important mechanisms of change, particularly in personality pathologies
(Ramos et al., 2018). High degrees of cognitive fusion have been found to be related to an increased risk of
becoming ill with pathologies. However, a significant relationship with the underlying constructs that maintain
depression through automatic thoughts is shown in other studies that did not confirm the direct effect of cognitive
fusion on the variation of depression symptoms (r = .368, p < 0.001) (Ramos et al., 2018).

Therefore, HR is a fundamental construct for understanding psychological inflexibility, an underlying factor in
multiple psychological disorders. The implementation of instruments such as the CFQ in Peruvian populations
would not only allow early identification of risks, but also encourage local research and develop evidence-based
interventions that take into account cultural particularities. In accordance with the arguments supported in
previous paragraphs, the following work question was asked: What is the evidence of validity and reliability of
the Cognitive Fusion Questionnaire (CFQ-7) in parents in southern Lima?

METHOD
Design
It was carried out using an instrumental design, since the study was aimed at obtaining evidence on the validity
and reliability of a measurement tool (Ato et al., 2013).
Participants
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The sample was made up of 2169 parents residing in South Lima, of which 39.7% (961) were men and 60.9%
(1308) were women. A non-probabilistic convenience sampling was used, likewise, selection criteria were used
that included age and place of residence.

Instruments

The Cognitive Fusion Questionnaire (CFQ) (Gillanders et al., 2014), both in the English version (original) and
in the Spanish version (Ruiz et al., 2017), aims to assess the level of cognitive fusion in adults. It is one-
dimensional made up of 7 items, it has response options in Likert format ranging from 1 (never) to 7 (always).
Gillanders et al. (2014) used various samples to analyze the psychometric properties of CFQ, presenting an AFC
in 5 samples: a) Community (x2/dl= 2.918; CFl= .986; IFI= .986; RMSEA= .065; SRMR= .049), b) Stress
management (y2/df=3.171; CFI=.971; IFI= .971; RMSEA= .095; SRMR=.072), c) Mixed mental health (y2/df=
1.452; CFI=.991; IFI= .991; RMSEA=.046; SRMR=.060) d) Multiple sclerosis (x2/df=1.847; CFI=.983; IFI=
.983; RMSEA= .080; SRMR=.086) and e) Caregivers of people with dementia (32/dF= 3.216; CFl=.962; IFl=
.963; RMSEA= .101; SRMR= .081), whose values confirm one-dimensionality; likewise, the reliability
coefficient was evaluated in the different samples, evidencing values ranging from .87 to .93, which assures the
adequate internal consistency of the instrument.

Procedures

The procedures for this psychometric research include several key phases. It begins with the request for the use
of the instrument and the contextualization of the problem, delimiting the problem and reviewing previous studies
and theoretical aspects of the construct. Then, the instrument adapted to Spanish is selected, requesting the
corresponding permit with institutional support. Subsequently, a form is prepared that includes the survey,
informed consent and a sociodemographic file. Data collection will be carried out in person and virtually using a
Google form. The data will be downloaded in Excel, where the answers will be coded and incomplete answers or
those that do not meet the established criteria will be filtered. Finally, these data will support the pilot and the
analysis of the psychometric properties of CFQ-7.

Data analysis

At first, the data was organized in Excel and later transferred to statistical analysis tools such as Jamovi, JASP
and RStudio, using add-ons such as lavaan and semTools. The validity of the content was evaluated through the
method of expert judges, with five specialists from the clinical field and with experience in the development of
measurement instruments, applying Aiken's V and the binomial test. The descriptive analysis included the
calculation of means, standard deviation, asymmetry, Fisher's kurtosis, item-item correlations, and communalities,
using Jamovi (Goretzko et al., 2019). Likewise, tests such as KMO and Bartlett's sphericity test were carried out
to verify the adequacy of the sample, taking KMO values > .75 and p < .05 as a reference. For Exploratory Factor
Analysis (SFA), the method of unweighted least squares and oblimin rotation was applied, considering the ordinal
nature of the data (Shrestha, 2021; Goretzko et al., 2019). The discrimination index of the items was analyzed to
determine their ability to differentiate between high, medium, and low levels of the trait evaluated (Villamarin,
2017). In the Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), the structural validity of the instrument was confirmed by fit
indices such as x#/gl, RMSEA, SRMR, CFIl and TLI, using the robust estimator WLSMV and the polychoric
correlation matrix (Sahoo, 2019). Criterion validity was examined through Pearson correlations, ensuring the
normality of the data using the Shapiro-Wilk test (Khatun, 2021). The internal consistency of the instrument was
evaluated with Cronbach's alpha and McDonald's omega indices (Sanchez-Meca et al., 2021), respectively. To
identify differences between clinical and non-clinical samples, factor invariance analysis was used, considering
variations in indices such as ACFI and ARMSEA, which should not exceed 0.01 (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002).
Finally, scales based on percentile ranks were developed for the use of CFQ-7 in the detection of cognitive fusion.
In addition, evidence of equity in relation to the sex variable was investigated through analysis of configurational,
metric, strong, and strict contrasts (Wu & Estabrook, 2016).

RESULTS
Item Statistic
Table 1 presents the descriptive analysis of the cognitive fusion items. From left to right, it is observed that the
mean (M) varies between 3.18 and 3.61, while the standard deviation (SD) ranges between 1.49 and 1.63. The
values of asymmetry (g1) are positive and are between 0.11 and 0.33, and those of kurtosis (g2) vary from 0.58
to 0.81, both meeting the tolerance criterion of +3 (Kline, 2016). In addition, the corrected homogeneity indices
have values between 0.69 and 0.82, evidencing that all items have satisfactory correlations between them (ritc >
.20) (Kline, 2016). Finally, the commonalities (h2) of the items towards one-dimensionality show adequate values
(h2 > .40) (Lloret-Segura et al., 2014). In summary, this statistical description reflects optimal results to continue
with the psychometric analyses.
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Table 1

Statistical Analysis of CFQ-7 Items
CFQ-7 M OF gl g2 Ri-TC h2
ltem 1 3.33 1.49 0.32 -0.58 0.69 0.60
Item 2 3.18 154 0.33 -0.62 0.77 0.70
Item 3 3.55 151 0.14 -0.69 0.72 0.63
ltem 4 3.61 1.60 0.11 -0.81 0.77 0.70
ltem 5 3.54 1.63 0.12 -0.81 0.79 0.73
ltem 6 3.57 1.63 0.18 -0.74 0.82 0.76
ltem 7 3.46 1.56 0.23 -0.61 0.77 0.70

Note. M: Medium; SD: Standard deviation; g': asymmetry; g2: kurtosis; ri-tc: corrected item-test correlation;
h2: Communalities.

Validity analysis based on internal structure

The model showed adequate values, being x2/gl=2.5. As for the comparative index (CFI), it reflected an excellent
value of .99, as well as in the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) with .98, implying a theoretical and empirical adjustment
of the model (Hu and Bentler, 1999). Regarding the standardized average indices (SRMR) it showed a value of
0.02, implying an adequate correlational fit (Kline, 2016), the approximation error (RMSEA) showed a value of
0.06, implying an excellent fit with its 90% confidence intervals with minimum values from 0.05 to 0.07 as the
maximum value (Browne and Cudeck, 1993). Values shown in Table 2.

Table 2
Evidence of CFQ-7 instrument adjustment indices
90% CI RMSEA
X2 Gl x2/gl CFlI TLI SRMR RMSEA Minimal Maximom
53530.36 21 25 0.99 0.98 0.02 0.06 0.05 0.07

Grade: x2: chi square; gl: degree of freedom; x2/gl: global fit index; CFI: Comparative Adjustment Index; TLI:
Tucker & Lewis Index; SRMR: quadratic standardized residual; RMSEA: square root of mean error; 1.C:
Confidence interval.

gzscl‘raigtion of the loads of the one-dimensional model with 7 items of the cognitive fusion instrument (CFQ-7)
ltems CF P value Estimator
FG1 0.80 0.001 1.000
FG2 0.86 0.001 1.060
FG3 0.82 0.001 1.015
FG4 0.85 0.001 1.051
FG5 0.88 0.001 1.083
FG6 0.90 0.001 1.106
FG7 0.87 0.001 1.070

Note: CF: factor load; p value: statistical significance.

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) revealed the factor loads of the items of the cognitive fusion instrument,
showing elevated values ranging from 0.80 to 0.90 (Gana & Broc, 2019). These results suggest that the model has
a potentially one-dimensional structure.
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Figure 1
Model of the cognitive fusion instrument (CFQ-7) using confirmatory factor analysis based on the WLSMV
estimator
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Note: F1: Cognitive Fusion; the graph was made using the R studio software v.4.3.2 based on the scripts: semplot
and sempath.

From a non-centrality perspective, the network graph between the items is presented based on a resampling carried
out 500 times. The results show that the cognitive fusion instrument supports the one-dimensionality of the
construct. The nodes or observable variables in red are closely related to the seven items (see Figure 2), suggesting
that the observable variables fit the theoretical framework of the construct. In addition, it is observed that the
nodes exhibit forces that vary in thickness, from minor to greater. Item 1 has weak connections with items 7, 5
and 4; however, it connects more strongly with them through items 2, 3 and 6. Item 2 has weaker connectivity to
items 7 and 4, but is more closely connected to them by items 3 and 6. Item 3 shows weaker connectivity to items
7 and 5, although it connects to them through items 4 and 6. Item 4 has weaker connectivity with item 2, but is
linked to it through item 3. Item 5 connects less to item 3, but establishes that connection through items 4 and 6.
Item 6 has weaker connectivity with item 1, but is linked to it through item 2. Finally, item 7 shows weaker
connectivity with items 3 and 1, but connects to them through items 5 and 6.

1098


http://www.tpmap.org/

TPM Vol. 32, No. S3, 2025
ISSN: 1972-6325
https://www.tpmap.org/

Open Access

Figure 2
Exploratory Graphic Evidence of Psychometric Networks Using the 500 Sample Replicas (BootEGA)

Note: Graph made using R studio software v. 4.3.2

In relation to the descriptive data of the EGA, presented in Table 4, the 500 replicates used in the cognitive fusion
instrument were described, which determined the unidimensionality from the median. This suggests that the
weighted scores correspond to a single theoretical domain. The standard error (SE) presented a value of 0, which
indicates the absence of variability in the dimensional estimates, reaffirming the one-dimensional consistency of
the construct. Regarding the confidence intervals (Cl), a value of 1 was observed in both the minimum and
maximum range, which also supports one-dimensionality. Finally, the dimensional quartiles showed a value of 1
at the minimum and maximum limits.

Table 4
Dimensional descriptive analysis of the cognitive fusion instrument from 500 sample replicates
Boots median.dim SE.dim IC dim Minimum  Maximum . C C max
Cl Cl minimum
500 1 0 0 1 1 1 1

Note: Boots: Number of repetitions; median: median; dim: dimensional; SE: standard error; Cl: Confidence
interval; C: quartiles

Table 5 shows the structural consistency of the cognitive fusion construct, where the values of its seven items are

equal to 1 (see Figure 3), which indicates the stability towards a single domain that aligns with the theoretical
construct.
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Table 5
One-dimensional structural consistency of the cognitive fusion instrument (CFQ-7)

Domain 1 Charge o
item1 1
item?2
item3
Model: 7 items item4
item5
item6
item7
Note: Proficiency is equivalent to factor in the technical language of EGA; A: lambda charge

L

Figure 4
Graphical evidence of the stability of the items towards a single domain
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Note: Chart made in R Studio Software 4.3.2

Analysis of relationships with other variables

In Table 6, the results indicate that Cognitive Fusion has a negative effect on life satisfaction (estimator = -0.34,
p <0.01) and a significant positive effect on depression (estimator = 0.77, p < 0.01), anxiety (estimator = 0.73, p
< 0.01), stress (estimator = 0.74, p < 0.01) and experiential avoidance measured by the AAQ-II (estimator = 0.80,
p < 0.01). All relationships showed statistically significant values (p < 0.05), confirming the research hypotheses
and evidencing convergent associations between the variables analyzed.
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Table 6
Predictive analysis of CFQ-7 in the face of convergent variables

Estimator H.E. CR. p
SWLS <--- Cognitive fusion -0.34 0.111 -15.719 0.01
Depression <--- Cognitive fusion 0.77 0.077 38.973 0.01
Anxiety <--- Cognitive fusion 0.73 0.074 36.266 0.01
Stress <--- Cognitive fusion 0.74 0.073 37.284 0.01
AAQII <--- Cognitive fusion 0.80 0.146 46.541 0.01

Note: SWLS: life satisfaction; AAQII: action and care questionnaire; S.E: standard deviation; C.R: critical ratio;
p value: statistical significance

Figure 2 graphically illustrates the validity model of the CFQ-7 construct in relation to convergent variables. The
standardized factor loads reflect significant associations, with values ranging from 0.53 to 0.84 for the CFQ-7
items, which supports the robustness of the construct measurement.

Figure 2
G W= l -
R v =D
- - &
s .
G - —
G | D
o Diseror

Construct validity evidence graph (CFQ-7) related to convergent variables.

Note: Graph made using Amos Software version 28.

Evidence of fairness

Table 7 progressively presents the configural, scalar (threshold), metric, and residual invariances (Wu &
Estabrook, 2016), calculated using the WLSMV estimator (Brown, 2015). The results showed optimal
adjustments in all invariances, with values of the comparative index (CFI) ranging between 0.970 and 0.976.
Likewise, values of statistical significance below the tolerable cut-off point (p < 0.05) were observed, which
supports the hypothesis proposed by indicating that the observed differences are not statistically significant. This
implies that the scores of the instrument do not present bias of discrimination between men and women.

Table 7
Descriptive matrix of restrictive configural, scalar, metric, and residual invariance according to sex

Invariance X2 Gl x2/gl p CFI RMSEA ACFI ARMSEA
Configural 275.96 28 9.855 0.976 0.090 — —
Scalar 284.27 34 8.360 0.000 0.975 0.082 0.000 0.008
Metric 315.50 40 7.887 0.000 0.973 0.080 0.002 0.003
Residual 349.37 47 7.433 0.000 0.970 0.077 0.003 0.003

Grade: x2: chi-square; gl: degrees of freedom; p: value of statistical significance; CFI: Comparative Adjustment
Index; RMSEA: square error of approximation; ACFI: CFI difference; ARMSEA: RMSEA difference.
Reliability

Table 8 shows that the model presented various reliability measures with adequate values (Sanchez-Meca et al.,
2021), which supports the one-dimensionality of the instrument composed of seven items. The coefficients
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obtained were: Cronbach's alpha (0.94), ordinal alpha (0.95), omega (0.94), omega2 (0.94) and extracted mean
variance (AVE) of 0.73.

Table 8
Reliability through internal instrument consistency (FCQ-7)

Cognitive Fusion

A 0.94

a ordinal 0.95
oh 0.94
Omega 2 0.94
Omega 3 0.94
AVE 0.73

Note: a: Alpha coefficient; : Omega coefficient; 2: Omega 2 coefficient; ®3: Omega 3 coefficient; AVE:
Avevar coefficient.

DISCUSSION
The purpose of this research was to verify the validity and reliability of the "Cognitive Fusion Questionnaire” in
its 7-item version (CFQ-7), as well as to confirm the one-dimensional factor structure of the CFQ-7 in the Peruvian
population. In addition, we searched for evidence from various sources of validity, including the relationship with
other convergent variables, the analysis of invariances and reliability using different methods, such as ordinal
alpha, omega and Avevar. An exploratory graphical analysis was also carried out using the network technique
(EGA) to confirm the one-dimensional consistency of the CFQ-7 construct. Based on these aspects, specific
objectives were established to achieve the general objective.
The descriptive analysis of the items of the CFQ-7 questionnaire showed adequate variability in the responses,
with an answer format below 80% in each option of the ordinal scale. Dispersion measures revealed adequate
results, with means between 3.18 and 3.61, standard deviations from 1.49 to 1.63, asymmetry from 0.11 to 0.33,
and kurtosis from 0.58 to 0.81, within the range of a normal distribution (Cheng, 2015). The results were consistent
with previous studies, showing similar values in asymmetry and kurtosis. The commonalities and correlations of
the items were satisfactory, with values above 0.40 (ritc: 0.69 to 0.82), which coincides with previous research
(Kline, 2016). Overall, the preliminary results indicated that the items are well associated with each other and
with the latent variable, suggesting adequate responses from participants to the CFQ-7 instrument. Finally, 233
participants were excluded because they had outliers, identified through z-scores greater than 3 and Mahalanobis
distances outside the tolerable limit (p<0.01).
The research used factor and psychometric network analysis to validate the unidimensionality of the Cognitive
Fusion Questionnaire (CFQ-7). Factor analysis showed optimal indices (CFI= 0.99; TLI= 0.98; SRMR= 0.02;
RMSEA=0.06), which confirms a good fit to the hypothetical model (Schumacker & Lomax, 2016). These results
are consistent with previous studies, such as Donati et al. (2021), Zacharia et al. (2021), Hekmati et al. (2020),
and others, whose fit indices were consistent with the original version (Gillanders et al., 2014) and its adapted
model (Ruiz et al., 2017). The study used the WLSMV estimator, suitable for ordinal data, in contrast to previous
studies that employed estimators such as MLR, which may be unsuitable for this design (Brown, 2015). For the
first time, the network psychometric approach was applied using Exploratory Graphical Analysis (EGA), which
confirmed the one-dimensional consistency of CFQ-7. The instrument items (FC1 to FC7) showed significant
loads and were interconnected in a network by nodes and edges, indicating the representation of a single latent
domain. This analysis used the GLASSO method to estimate partial correlations and reduce spurious relationships
(Tibshirani, 1996; Christensen & Golino, 2021). The wording of the items reflects the theoretical foundation of
ACT (Hayes et al., 2021), which conceptualizes cognitive fusion as assuming thoughts as real events that
negatively affect behavior.
In the study, the convergent and divergent validity of the CFQ-7 was evaluated, evidencing significant associations
(p < 0.05) with five dependent variables: satisfaction with life (SWLS), depression, anxiety, stress (DASS-21)
and acceptance and action (AAQ-II). SWLS showed a negative relationship with cognitive fusion, in line with
previous studies (Donati et al., 2021; Hekmati et al., 2020; Morais et al., 2019; Flynn et al., 2018; Ruiz et al.,
2017). On the other hand, DASS-21 and AAQ-II constructs showed positive associations with cognitive fusion,
consistent with previous research (Donati et al., 2021; Zacharia et al., 2021; Hekmati et al., 2020; Oppo et al.,
2019; Valencia & Falcon, 2019; China et al., 2018; Flynn et al., 2018; Ruiz et al., 2017). Specifically, Valencia
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and Falcén (2019) reported CFI indices = 0.976, TLI= 0.964, RMSEA= 0.081 and SRMR= 0.033, with factor
loads between 0.70 and 0.85, while Ruiz et al. (2017) also supported these findings. These results support the
ability of CFQ-7 to measure cognitive fusion, defined as the inflexible integration of ruminating and negative
thoughts that are assumed to be absolute truths that affect the perception of the self (Hayes et al., 2014; Gillanders
et al., 2014). In short, the theoretical model of cognitive fusion is validated by showing coherent relationships
with other related constructs.

The analysis of invariance of the CFQ-7 according to sex showed that there are no significant differences between
men and women in the conceptualization of cognitive fusion. This finding coincides with previous research such
as Donati et al. (2021), who evaluated invariance in the clinical population (M= 32.38; SD=7.23) and non-clinical
(M= 25.50; SD= 8.55) using the chi-square with statistical significance less than 0.05. Valencia and Falcon (2019)
used differences in the CFI index and obtained: Configural (ACFI= 0.973), Metric (ACFI= 0.02), Scalar (ACFI=
0.02) and Strict (ACFI= 0.01). Other studies, such as that of Ruiz et al. (2017), also reported ACFI values < 0.01,
indicating equivalence in different demographic groups.

Invariance was evaluated following the model of Wu and Strabrook (2016), which classifies hierarchical levels
of invariance as configural (factor structure), metric (equivalent factor loads), scalar (equivalent intercepts), and
strict (equivalence in covariances and variances). This approach ensures consistent measurements across groups.
Additionally, the criteria of Chen (2007) were considered, which recommend the use of CFl and RMSEA due to
their robustness against the sample size, instead of the chi-square, which is more sensitive. These results and
robust methodologies validate the equivalence of CFQ-7 in different sex groups and support its usefulness in
measuring cognitive fusion, defined as excessive rumination of adverse thoughts that affect psychological well-
being (Romero-Moreno et al., 2014; Gaudiano & Herbert, 2006).

The reliability of the CFQ-7 instrument was evaluated using Cronbach's alpha, McDonald's Omega and AVEVAR
coefficients, showing optimal values (a = 0.96; AVE = 0.73). These results are consistent with previous studies:
Donati et al. (2021) reported rTIF = 0.90; Zacharia et al. (2021), o = 0.96; Quintero et al. (2020), o = 0.89; Oppo
etal. (2019), a = 0.82; Donati et al. (2021), o = 0.88; Valencia and Falcon (2019), o = 0.91; China et al. (2018),
a=0.95 (clinical sample) and o.= 0.94 (non-clinical sample); De Paula et al. (2018), a = 0.909; Flynn et al. (2018),
a = 0.96; and Ruiz et al. (2017), a = 0.93. These results support the interpretative stability and minimization of
false negatives in CFQ-7 (Ponterotto & Ruckdeschel, 2007). Cronbach's alpha coefficient, although widely used,
assumes tau-equivalence, which may restrict its application when items exhibit variability (Dunn et al., 2014). In
contrast, the Omega coefficient does not require tau-equivalence, being more flexible and robust to assess the
internal consistency of the instrument (Revelle & Zinbarg, 2009; McDonald, 1999). This allows specific and
common variances to be interpreted more accurately, overcoming the limitations of alpha in one-dimensional
measurements. The average extracted variance (AVEVAR) presented acceptable values (AVE = 0.73), indicating
a convergent reliability of the latent construct. This means that the variance explained by the items is greater than
that attributed to measurement errors (Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Chin, 1998). In summary, the results confirm the
stability of the CFQ-7 scores and associations, supporting its use in clinical contexts to evaluate cognitive fusion,
with a cut-off point > 0.90 (Prieto & Delgado, 2010).

The main limitations of the study include the use of non-probability sampling for convenience, which limits
external validity and restricts the generalizability of findings (Ato et al., 2013; Naupas et al., 2014). In addition,
the cross-sectional design prevented the evaluation of the stability of the scores over time, suggesting longitudinal
studies that use the test-retest coefficient (Prieto & Delgado, 2010). Although the sample was large (n = 2218),
the scale was not evaluated using Item Response Theory (IRT), and its future application was recommended to
analyze the difficulty and functioning of items at different trait levels (Lord, 1980). The lack of reporting on the
statistical processes and software used in some previous studies was identified (Donati et al., 2021; Berrocal,
2019; Oppo et al., 2019; Ruiz et al., 2017). On the other hand, research such as that of Zacharia et al. (2021),
Quintero et al. (2020), Morais et al. (2021) and Flynn et al. (2018) used SPSS and AMOS, while others opted for
R Studio and its advanced packages, highlighting its flexibility, efficiency and free access for psychometric
research (Rossseel, 2012).

Despite these limitations, the CFQ-7 demonstrated one-dimensionality and adequate results in validity (internal
structure and convergent relationship), invariance by sex, and reliability (alpha ordinal, omega, and AVEVAR),
evidencing its psychometric robustness.

CONCLUSIONS
In summary, based on the results, their analysis and interpretation, it is concluded that the CFQ-7 presents solid
evidence of validity and reliability in a sample of Lima parents. Therefore, its use in future studies or in
psychological screening processes is supported, guaranteeing the obtaining of data that allow the user to make
accurate conclusions and inferences based on the results of the measurement.
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