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Abstract | Background: Research studies aimed at evaluating satisfaction with the couple relationship demonstrate that 
differences in satisfaction largely depend on three sociodemographic variables: sex (men/women), living together (yes/
no), and having children (yes/no). The Satisfaction in Couple Relationship Scale (SCR) has shown great potential in meas-
uring satisfaction in couple relationships. This study aims to demonstrate its factorial invariance to these three variables.  
Method: Confirmatory factor analyses were carried out on subsamples of women and men, people who live together and 
those who do not cohabit, and people who have children and those who do not have children. A multigroup factor analysis 
was also performed to test the factorial invariance of the SCR based on the variables mentioned above. Result: The ob-
tained results showed factorial invariance, metric invariance, and strong invariance for all three variables, and strict in-
variance concerning the “sex” variable. It was also confirmed that men, people who do not cohabit, and people without chil-
dren, are more satisfied with their relationships than women, people who cohabit, and people with children. Conclusion:  
The scale has demonstrated an adequate factorial invariance for the analysed variables, confirming the possibility of us-
ing it for different sample types.
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Invariancia factorial de la Escala de Satisfacción en la Relación de Pareja (SCR) en función de las 
variables sexo, convivencia y tener hijos

Resumen | Antecedentes: Los estudios de investigación sobre satisfacción con la relación de pareja demuestran que las 
diferencias en la satisfacción dependen en gran medida de tres variables sociodemográficas: sexo (hombre/mujer), convi-
vencia (sí/no) y tener hijos (sí/no). La Escala de Satisfacción en la Relación de Pareja (SCR) ha demostrado un gran potencial 
para medir la satisfacción en las relaciones de pareja. Este estudio pretende demostrar su invariancia factorial en fun-
ción de dichas variables. Método: Se realizaron análisis factoriales confirmatorios en submuestras de mujeres y hombres, 
personas que conviven y no conviven, y personas que tienen y no tienen hijos. También se realizó un análisis factorial 
multigrupo para comprobar la invariancia factorial de la SCR en función de las variables mencionadas anteriormente. 
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Every year, millions of new couples are formed across 
the globe, while others move in together, get married, or 
expand the nuclear family unit with the arrival of chil-
dren. One of the most significant indicators in attempt-
ing to predict the maintenance and duration of these 
relationships is the satisfaction reported by both mem-
bers of the couple. Thus, it is a key indicator in both in-
dividual well-being and the couple’s well-being (Wang 
et al., 2019).

In this sense, satisfaction with the couple relation-
ship can be defined as the degree to which both part-
ners demonstrate intimacy, affection, and mutual sup-
port, or as an emotional state in which each member 
is content with the interactions, experiences, and ex-
pectations placed on the couple relationship (Collins et 
al., 2009; Ward et al., 2009). While studying satisfaction 
with the couple relationship is of interest due to the 
benefits and positive effects it has on personal well-be-
ing,  for example, increasing happiness, life satisfaction, 
and better mental health (Braithwaite & Holt-Lunstad, 
2017; Gustavson et al., 2016; Stack & Eshleman, 1998), one 
should also keep in mind that a deteriorated relation-
ship has adverse effects on physical and mental health, 
couple dynamics, and the well-being of the rest of the 
family, especially when children are involved (Butt et 
al., 2014; Gambrel et al., 2016; Józefacka et al., 2023).

In order to achieve satisfaction with the couple rela-
tionship, there must be styles, strategies, and positive 
behaviours within the relationship based on adequate 
communication, the demonstration of affection, and a 
maximum reduction of negative events that could gen-
erate conflict (Álvarez & García, 2017; Valarezo-Bravo et 
al., 2024). In addition to these general issues, research 
studies focused on evaluating satisfaction with the cou-
ple relationship show that differences in satisfaction 
are largely dependent on three sociodemographic vari-
ables: sex, living together (cohabiting), and having chil-
dren (Doss et al., 2009; Faulkner et al., 2005; Foran et al., 
2022; Urbano-Contreras et al., 2018, 2019, 2021), these two 
latter strongly related to the stage of the relationship 
(Cassepp-Borges et al., 2023).

Several scales attempting to measure couple satis-
faction have emerged in recent decades. Notable ones 
include The Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS; Spanier, 
1976), made up of 32 items, and offering an overall dyadic 
adjustment score with four subscales (Consensus, Satis-
faction, Cohesion, and Affectional Expression) with, in 
its original version, an internal consistency of between 
0.50 and 0.96 (global and by subscales) (Santos-Iglesias 
et al., 2009); the Marital Satisfaction Scale (MSS; Roach 

Resultados: Los resultados obtenidos mostraron invariancia factorial, invariancia métrica e invariancia fuerte para las 
tres variables, e invariancia estricta respecto a la variable “sexo”. También se confirmó que los hombres, las personas que 
no conviven y las personas sin hijos están más satisfechos con sus relaciones que las mujeres, las personas que conviven y 
las personas con hijos. Conclusiones: La escala ha demostrado una adecuada invariancia factorial para las variables ana-
lizadas, confirmando la posibilidad de su utilización para diferentes tipos de muestra. 

Palabras clave: Validación del instrumento, escala, invarianza factorial, relación de pareja, satisfacción marital
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et al., 1981), with 48 items, a single factor, and good relia-
bility (Cronbach’s alpha of 0.97); the Kansas Marital Sat-
isfaction Scale (KMSS; Schumm et al., 1983), a single-fac-
tor instrument that uses only 3 items and to which 
Graham et al. (2011), using a meta-analysis, attributed 
an internal consistency of 0.79; and the Relationship 
Assessment Scale (RAS; Hendrick, 1988), once again a 
one-dimensional structure, which provides an over-
all measure of satisfaction through 7 items (a = 0.86).

Currently, there is a scale used in the Spanish con-
text, the Satisfaction in Couple Relationship Scale (SCR; 
Urbano-Contreras, 2017), that maintains a classic sin-
gle-factor structure and offers excellent reliability (a = 
0.93) with a reduced number of items (10). In addition to 
being used in research studies in Spain, it has already 
been used in other countries such as Lithuania, Russia, 
and China (Cepukiene, 2019; Okhotnikov & Wood, 2020; 
Wang et al., 2019).

Beyond its outstanding psychometric features, the 
selection of the SCR lies in two main points. On one side, 
the previously commented scales —many of which have 
been the source of many subsequent scales— still show 
good reliability, but they were designed more than 
three decades ago. Since then, the social changes that 
have taken place, and that also have an impact on the 
family context and, mainly, the couple relationships 
are remarkable (Yárnoz, 2006), emphasising issues such 
as the full incorporation of women into the workforce, 
the decrease of children per household, or the delayed 
pregnancy age (Fundación Foessa, 2014; Miret, 2016). 
These changes require the instruments to be updated 
and sensitive to the present couple relationships’ cur-
rent situation and features. On the other side, it is of in-
terest to design instruments based on the specific char-
acteristics of the population to be studied, since other 
scales not initially created in Spain, such as the DAS 
or MSI-R Spanish do not show high levels of reliability 
(Cuenca et al., 2013).

In light of the potential of this instrument to meas-
ure satisfaction in couple relationships, the objective of 
this study is to demonstrate the factorial invariance of 
the scale, taking relevant sociodemographic variables 
such as sex, living together, and having children into 
consideration. At the same time, in the course of stud-
ying these characteristics, the differences in this di-
mension can be investigated, as well as the impact that 
these three variables have in terms of differences in the 
couple relationship. In this regard, the measurement in- 
variance is a statistical property of measurement that 
indicates that the same construct is being measured 
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across some specified groups. It assesses the (psycho-
metric) equivalence of a construct across groups or 
measurement occasions and demonstrates that a con-
struct has the same meaning to those groups or across 
repeated measurements. Finally, it should be noted that 
the selection of these variables, in addition to the afore-
mentioned research on the variables used to calculate 
invariance, was based on a previous study with a simi-
lar population (620 subjects) and a total of 120 variables 
in which these features had the greatest impact on cou-
ple relationships compared to others such as geograph-
ical area, level of education, age of the participant, or 
duration of the relationship (Urbano-Contreras, 2018).

Method

Participants

A total of 1,039 people over the age of 18 and in a couple 
relationship at the time participated voluntarily and 
altruistically in the study. Of these, 62.8% were wom-
en and 37.2% were men; 62.1% were cohabiting (M = 6.92 
years, SD = 3.65) and 37.9% were not (0.5% chose not to 
respond to this question); 40.9% had children and 59.1% 
did not. Specifically, those couples with children have 
1.70 children on average (SD = 0.63) and a child’s aver-
age age of 18.12 years (SD = 11.03). Regarding the age of 
the participants, 27.5% were between 18 and 24, 21.8% 
between 25 and 31, 16.7% between 32 and 38, 12.7% be-
tween 39 and 45, 10.7% between 46 and 52, and 10.5% 
were more than 52. As for the time they have been to-
gether, 24.1% of participants indicate less than 2 years; 
19.3% have been together between 3 and 5 years; 18.9% 
between 6 and 10 years; 11.0% between 11 and 15 years, 
and 26.8% have been together for more than 15 years.

The sample was obtained using the non-probabilis-
tic method known as ‘Snowball Sampling’ (Goodman, 
1961), starting with a selection of couples (physically, 
those available in the researchers’ environment, such 
as family, friends or work colleagues, and virtually, 
through social networks such as Facebook and Insta-
gram) that, in addition to responding to the question-
naire, gave copies physically or sent it online to other 
couples in their immediate environment that, in turn, 
passed it on to others. Due to the data collection meth-
od, and in order to control the data dependence, each 
person was requested to write a code so the question-
naires where both members of the couple relationship 
answered could be identified and matched later. As a re-
sult, in 29.6% of the total sample, both members of the 
couple responded to the questionnaire.

Instruments

The Satisfaction in Couple Relationship Scale (SCR; Ur-
bano-Contreras et al., 2017) was applied, which is made 
up of 10 questions with 4-point Likert-type scale res-
ponses (from 1 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly agree, 
avoiding in this way the tendency to choose an inter-
mediate value). The questions covered issues related to 
the satisfaction with the couple relationship. The scale 
has a single-factor structure determined by an explora-
tory factor analysis and a confirmatory factor analysis 

during its original design. In addition, this scale shows 
a Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient of 0.93, in the 
present study being 0.90, very similar to that of other 
recently adapted scales (Moreno & Gutiérrez, 2023;  
Villagrán et al., 2023).

Procedure

The information-gathering process was carried out via 
two procedures. On the one hand, the questionnaire was 
distributed in person, giving each couple an envelope 
containing two questionnaires, a brief introduction let-
ter and instructions for their completion, and an enve-
lope in which each member of the couple could return 
the completed questionnaire. This procedure guar-
anteed that no other person, including their partners, 
could access the information facilitated, thereby ensur-
ing anonymity. On the other hand, the questionnaire 
was digitalised using the Google Forms tool, and the 
link to this questionnaire was sent to close acquaint-
ances, who were asked to complete it, share it with their 
partners, and distribute it via their social media net-
works so that more people could complete it. The ques-
tionnaire stated that participation was voluntary and 
anonymous, and participants ticked a box giving their 
consent to take part in the study. No financial compen-
sation was offered to participants. The study was con-
ducted in accordance with the ethical standards of the 
Helsinki Declaration and its later amendments and, at 
the time of data collection, there was no ethics commit-
tee at the university where the research was conducted.

Data analysis

The initial questionnaire on satisfaction with the rela-
tionship has been previously validated by Urbano-Con-
treras et al. (2017) through a cross-validation process 
with exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirma-
tory factor analysis (CFA), dividing the sample into two 
subsamples at random; for the EFA, the maximum like-
lihood method followed by promax rotation was used; 
For the CFA, the maximum likelihood estimation and 
the covariance matrix between items were used as in-
put for data analysis. The result was a scale composed 
of a single factor that explains 54.14% of the variance 
and that was made up of 10 items and a high degree of 
reliability (a = .932). Values obtained with the confirma-
tory factor analysis indicated a good adjustment of the 
proposed model. The indices obtained are as follows:  
c2 = 84.723 (35); p < .000; CMIN/DF = 2.421; RMSEA = .068; 
SRMR = .026; NFI = .96; GFI = .95; TLI = .97; CFI = .98. Fac-
tor values found in each factor were statistically signif-
icant (p < .01) with standardised values above .70. The 
model resulted as shown in Figure 1.

In order to test that the model remained stable con-
cerning the variables “sex,” “living together,” and “hav-
ing children” Confirmatory Factor Analyses (CFA) were 
carried out on the subsamples of women (n = 653) and 
men (n = 386), people who cohabit (n = 642) and do not 
cohabit (n = 392), and people who have (n = 425) and do 
not have children (n = 614). Given that the model was ex-
pected to demonstrate a good fit in all cases, Multigroup 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (MGCFA) was used to test 
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its factorial invariance based on said variables (Mes-
quita et al., 2022; Varela et al., 2023). The analysis was 
carried out via the successive addition of models, each 
one more restrictive than the previous one: first, config-
ural invariance (the factor structure is the same across 
groups) was tested (M1); then, metric or weak invariance 
(factor loadings are constrained to be equal) was taken 
into consideration (M2); after which strong invariance 
(factor loadings and intercepts constrained to be equal) 
was evaluated (M3); and finally, a strict invariance mod-
el was tested (constraining factor loadings, intercepts 
and residual variances to be equal) (M4). The indicator 
used to confirm that the models remained invariant 
was that the difference between the CFI [Comparative 
Fit Index] remain equal or inferior to .01 between the 
successive levels of invariance (Cheung & Rensvold, 
2002) and that the difference in the RMSEA [Root Mean 
Square Error of Approximation] be equal or inferior to 
.015 (Chen, 2007). The value of c2 was also calculated, but 
it was not considered due to its sensitivity to the sample 
size (Wu et al., 2007). Finally, if strict invariance exists, 
it will be concluded that the observed changes are due 
to the latent variables and not to a measurement bias 
(DeShon, 2004).

Subsequently, to check whether there were statisti-
cally significant differences between the answers giv-
en by the different groups to the different items of the 
resulting scale, comparisons of the means were per-
formed using the statistical significance Student’s t-test 
for independent samples, and the effect size was calcu-
lated using Cohen’s d statistic (Ventura-León et al., 2024).

The AMOS 22.0 module of the statistical software 
package SPSS 22.0 was used to analyse the collected 
data.

Results

The obtained results show that the factorial structure 
of the SCR scale is invariant with respect to the varia-
bles “sex,” “living together,” and “having children” (Ta-
ble 1), as it complies with the following criteria: the val-
ue of the GFI [Goodness of Fit Index] is above .95 (Hoelter, 
1983); the CFI [Comparative Fit Index], NFI [Normed Fit 
Index], IFI [Incremental Fit Index] and TLI [Tucker Lew-
is Index], are all above .95 (although they should not be 
considered fixed cut-off points) (Markland, 2007); and 
that the values of the RMSEA [Root Mean Square Error 
of Approximation] and SRMR [Standardised Root Mean 
Square Residual] are below .08 (Browne & Cudeck, 1993).

Table 1. Fit indices for the whole sample, women and men, 
people living and not living together, and with or without 
children

c2 DF GFI RMSEA SRMR CFI NFI IFI TLI
Global 200.306 35 .965 .067 .024 .970 .964 .970 .961

Women 136.322 35 .961 .067 .025 .971 .962 .971 .963

Men 103.701 35 .953 .071 .030 .965 .948 .965 .955

Living 
together

160.419 35 .954 .074 .026 .966 .957 .966 .956

Not Living 
together

95.152 35 .956 .066 .034 .962 .941 .962 .951

With 
children

124.543 35 .944 .078 .029 .963 .950 .964 .953

Without 
children

119.888 35 .964 .063 .028 .970 .958 .970 .961

Note. c2 = Chi-Square; DF = Degrees of Freedom; GFI = The 
Goodness of Fit Index (p ≥ .90); RMSEA = Root Mean Squared 
Error of Approximation (p ≤ .06); SRMR = Standardised Root 
Mean Square Residual (p ≤ .08); CFI = Comparative Fit Index (p ≥ 
.95); NFI = The Normet Fit Index (p ≥ .95); IFI = Incremental Fit 
Index (p ≥ .95); TLI = Tucker Lewis Index (p ≥ .95).

Given that the single-factor model shows an optimal fit 
for all the subgroups, a multigroup confirmatory factor 
analysis (MGCFA) was used to test its factorial invarian-
ce as a function of the three indicated variables. The re-
sults are given in Table 2.

The results of the configural invariance (M1) analy-
sis show adequate fit indices (RMSEA = .048, CFI = .969 
for the variable “sex”; RMSEA = .051, CFI = .964 for the 
variable “living together”; and RMSEA = .049, CFI = .967 
for the variable “having children”), which indicates that 
the factorial structure of satisfaction with the couple 
relationship remained invariable in all the groups com-
pared. This model was considered to be a starting point 
for further analyses with greater restrictions. The re-
sults of the metric invariance (M2) analysis show ade-
quate fit indices (RMSEA = .046, CFI = .968 for the varia-
ble “sex”; RMSEA = .049, CFI = .962 for the variable “living 
together”; and RMSEA = .048, CFI = .964 for the variable 
“having children”). The values of the fit indices were 
remarkably similar to those obtained in M1, and they 
met the established criteria (ΔRMSEA < .015, ΔCFI < .01),  
indicating that there was no difference between the 
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baseline model (M1) and the restrictive model M2. For 
Model 3 (M3), in which strong invariance was analysed 
(factor loadings and intercepts constrained to be equal), 
the fit indices demonstrated an acceptable fit (RMSEA = 
.046, CFI = .967 for the variable “sex”; RMSEA = .053, CFI = 
.955 for the variable “living together”; and RMSEA = .051, 
CFI = .959 for the variable “having children”). Comparing 
the indices with those obtained in the baseline model 
(M1), the differences between the CFI and RMSEA values 
do not exceed the accepted criteria. In Model 4 (M4), re-
sidual or strict invariance was analysed (constraining 
factor loadings, intercepts, and residual variances to be 
equal), obtaining adequate fit indices in the case of the 
variable “sex” (RMSEA = .046, CFI = .964) and acceptable 
ones in the case of the variables “living together” (RM-
SEA = .057, CFI = .942) and “having children” (RMSEA = 
.055, CFI = .945). As a result, residual or strict invariance 
could be shown for the variable “sex,” but the same can-
not be said for the other two variables since the ΔRM-
SEA was below .015, but the ΔCFI above .01 in both cases.

Finally, the contrast statistics Student’s t test was 
applied to check whether there were statistically sig-
nificant differences between the answers given by the 
two categories of the three analysed variables to each 
of the items of the resulting scale (Table 3). The results 
indicate that men reported higher mean scores than 
did women for all the items, with significantly higher 
scores for 6 of the 10 items, despite the small effect sizes. 
People who were not cohabiting reported higher scores 

than those who were not, with a significant difference 
for all of the items, though the effect sizes were small.   
Persons without children also reported higher levels of 
satisfaction than those who had children for all items, 
with small effect sizes.   These same results were con-
firmed when analysing the responses of the 308 per-
sons (154 couples) in which both members of the couple 
responded to the questionnaire. The comparisons were 
made for each of the 10 items since the designed scale 
attempts to demonstrate the profile of each subject 
without attempting to give a global score.

Discussion and conclusions

The objective of this study was to obtain evidence of the 
equivalence of the structure of the Satisfaction in Cou-
ple Relationship Scale (SCR) for the two sexes, regardless 
of whether they cohabit or not, or whether they have 
children or not. As a result, the scale has demonstrated 
an adequate factorial invariance for the analysed vari-
ables, confirming the possibility of using it for different 
sample types. Complementarily, the obtained results 
are consistent with other studies, situating men, people 
who do not cohabit, and those that do not have children 
as being most satisfied with their couple relationships 
(Al-Darmaki et al., 2016; Bogdan et al., 2022; Boerner et 
al., 2014; Corra et al., 2009; Maureira, 2011; Urbano-Con-
treras, 2019).

As stated, and in agreement with previous studies, 
men report more significant satisfaction indices with 
their relationships. Nevertheless, it must be kept in 
mind that sex is the only variable of the three analysed 
that does not exhibit differences in any of the items 
studied and the one that shows the smallest effect sizes. 
Given the smaller influence of this variable, it is of in-
terest to highlight other studies such as that of Jackson 
et al. (2014) in which, after a metanalysis with 226 sam-
ples and 101,110 participants, statistically significant 
but minimal differences were found between the sex-
es regarding satisfaction with their relationships, with 
women being less satisfied. These differences were not 
noticeable when clinical samples were eliminated, and 
only the general population was analysed.

As far as living together is concerned, it can be a pos-
itive element even regarding general health, compared 
to people who do not cohabit. However, in the event 
of a divorce, men are at greater risk of suffering from 
chronic depression, and women have a greater chance 
of developing both chronic anxiety and chronic de-
pression (Simó-Noguera et al., 2015). Despite the positive 
elements of living together, and in line with Maureira 
(2011), living together is linked to a reduction in the sat-
isfaction with the couple relationship, with highlighted 
aspects including a reduced interest in novelty, and dis-
satisfaction with aspects related to sexual satisfaction. 
Also, cohabitation is a symptom of economic and emo-
tional strain (Perelli et al., 2019). However, research also 
points out that cohabitation is usually related to an in-
creased well-being, especially in contexts where cohab-
itation is socially accepted as an alternative to marriage 
(Evans et al., 2023).

Regarding the well-studied variable of parenthood, 
results are similar to the studies already highlight-

Table 2. Goodness of fit indices of each model tested for 
factorial invariance with respect to sex, living together, 
and having children

Model c2 DF CFI ∆CFI RMSEA ∆RMSEA

Sex

M1 240.038 70 .969 .048

M2 253.132 79 .968 -.001 .046 -.002

M3 258.290 80 .967 -.001 .046 .000

M4 289.435 90 .964 -.003 .046 .000

Living together

M1 256.456 70 .964 .051

M2 276.809 79 .962 -.002 .049 -.002

M3 315.154 80 .955 -.007 .053 .004

M4 394.061 90 .942 -.013 .057 .004

Having children

M1 244.448 70 .967 .049

M2 268.845 79 .964 -.003 .048 -.001

M3 295.619 80 .959 -.005 .051 .003

M4 377.080 90 .945 -.014 .055 .004

Note. M1 = Configural Invariance; M2 = Metric Invariance; M3 
= Strong Invariance; M4 = Strict Invariance; c2 = Chi-Square; 
DF = Degrees of freedom; CFI = Comparative Fit Index, ΔCFI 
= Increase in CFI; RMSEA = Root Mean Squared Error of 
Approximation; ΔRMSEA = Increase in RMSEA.
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ed, and it seems that parents’ satisfaction with the 
couple relationship tends to diminish (Martins et al., 
2023; Urbano-Contreras et al., 2018). In the face of this 
reality, it is worth pointing out that those couples that 
have positive dynamics before becoming parents may 
experience a slight decline in satisfaction with the ar-
rival of children, but they maintain satisfactory rela-
tionships, whereas if couples already had problems be-
fore becoming parents, these problems tend to worsen 
upon becoming parents (Doss & Rhoades, 2017; Hidalgo 
& Menéndez, 2009). This demonstrates the need to in-
tervene and support couples so that their relationship 
is strengthened from the beginning, and they can con-
front, among others, the challenges that the transition 
to parenthood presents.

Finally, combining sex and parenthood, becoming 
parents is usually accompanied by a decrease in the 
satisfaction with the couple relationship, particularly 
in the case of women. This decrease can be explained 
by an increase in the conflicts that they experience 
(Huss & Pollmann-Schult, 2020). Along the same lines, 
women tend to put off sexual satisfaction in favour of 
child-rearing, mainly when the care of the children is 
not shared. Couples who share the care of their children 
in an equal fashion report higher quality indices in 

their relations (Carlson et al., 2016). Therefore, these re-
sults also steer couple interventions towards achieving 
more equal relationships with respect to the dynamics 
of interaction in the relationship itself and the every-
day tasks of coexistence and the care of the children.

Finally, it should be noted that one of the advantages 
of using this scale is that it is a short instrument, un-
like others with more items. Therefore, administration 
would take less time, scoring is simpler, which makes 
the SCR a more efficient test than the others.

Notwithstanding, this study has some limitations, 
such as the sample size and the voluntary nature of 
participation. Also, another limitation is that marital 
social desirability was not explicitly measured. This 
could influence the self-reported satisfaction in cou-
ple relationships, as individuals may tend to present 
their relationships more positively due to social norms 
(Schumm, 2015). Consequently, future research should 
increase the number of participants and select them 
using a random sampling method, in addition to con-
sidering the inclusion of a measure of social desirability 
to control for potential bias in self-reports. Eventually, 
future research should also test for invariance in the 
scale according to the variable ‘duration of relationship’.

Table 3. Comparisons of means between men and women, people who live and do not live with their partners, with and 
without children

Ítems
Sex Living Together Having Children

W M
p d

LT LA
p d

C NC
p d

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
I am satisfied with the 
attention I receive from 
my partner

3.38 .721 3.55 .663 .000 -.25 3.37 .743 3.55 .620 .000 .26 3.34 .757 3.51 .657 .000 -.24

I feel like my partner 
worries about me

3.59 .646 3.70 .554 .002 -.18 3.56 .661 3.75 .515 .000 .32 3.53 .680 3.70 .558 .000 -.27

My partner gives me 
the care and affection 
I need

3.41 .761 3.49 .699 3.34 .783 3.61 .630 .000 .38 3.26 .817 3.56 .652 .000 -.40

I feel valued by my 
partner

3.51 .730 3.58 .647 3.44 .751 3.69 .576 .000 .37 3.37 .787 3.65 .608 .000 -.40

When I am sad or wor-
ried my partner makes 
an effort to find out 
what’s bothering me

3.60 .684 3.70 .596 .013 -.16 3.54 .725 3.79 .482 .000 .41 3.46 .760 3.75 .538 .000 -.44

My partner is available 
when I need them

3.47 .690 3.59 .651 .006 -.18 3.46 .706 3.60 .620 .002 .21 3.41 .715 3.59 .642 .000 -.26

I feel excited about my 
relationship with my 
partner

3.44 .736 3.54 .686 .023 -,14 3.39 .754 3.62 .636 .000 .33 3.35 .775 3.56 .664 .000 -.29

I feel like my partner 
loves me as much as I 
love them

3.49 .557 3.50 .627 3.52 .566 3.45 .610 .040 -.12 3.51 .590 3.48 .579 .047 .05

I feel understood by my 
partner

3.21 .749 3.27 .726 3.15 .754 3.37 .696 .000 .30 3.10 .760 3.32 .713 .000 -.30

My partner is interes- 
ted in my day-to-day 
life

3.33 .776 3.40 .731 .012 -.09 3.25 .806 3.53 .642 .000 .38 3.19 .830 3.48 .684 .000 -.38

Note. W = Women; M = Men; LT = Living together; LA = Living apart; C = Children; NC = No children.



67The Factorial Invariance of the Satisfaction in Couple Relationship Scale (SCR)

Acknowledgments

The authors would like to thank all women and men 
who participated in the study.

Funding

This work is part of the project EDU2012-38074, and the 
second author was assisted by BES-2013-063623 for pre-
doctoral contracts for training of doctors. The Spanish 
Ministry of Economy, Industry and Competitiveness 
has given grants to both of them. This funding source 
had no role in the design of this study, data collection, 
management, analysis, and interpretation of data, wri-
ting of the manuscript, and the decision to submit the 
manuscript for publication.

Declaration of interests

The authors declare that there is no conflict of interest.

Data availability statement

The data that support the findings of this study are 
available from the corresponding author, upon reaso-
nable request.

References
Al-Darmaki, F. R., Hassane, S. H., Ahammed, S., Abdullah, A. S., 

Yaaqeib, S. I., & Dodeen, H. (2016). Marital satisfaction in 
the United Arab Emirates: Development and validation of 
a culturally relevant scale. Journal of Family Issues, 37(12), 
1703-1729. https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X14547418

Álvarez, E., & García, M. (2017). Estilos de amor y culpa como 
predictores de la satisfacción marital en hombres y muje-
res. Enseñanza e Investigación en Psicología, 22(1), 76-85.

Boerner, K., Jopp, D. S., Carr, D., Sosinsky, L., & Kim, S. K. (2014). 
“His” and “her” marriage? The role of positive and nega-
tive marital characteristics in global marital satisfaction 
among older adults. Journals of Gerontology Series B: Psycho-
logical Sciences and Social Sciences, 69(4), 579-589. https://doi.
org/10.1093/geronb/gbu032

Bogdan, I., Turliuc, M. N., & Candel, O. S. (2022). Transition to 
parenthood and marital satisfaction: A meta-analysis. 
Frontiers in Psychology, 13, 901362. https://doi.org/10.3389/
fpsyg.2022.901362 

Braithwaite, S., & Holt-Lunstad, J. (2017). Romantic relation-
ships and mental health. Current Opinion in Psychology, 13, 
120-125. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2016.04.001

Browne, M. W., & Cudeck, R. (1993). Alternative ways of as-
sessing model fit. In K. A. Bollen & J. S. Long, (Eds.), Testing 
structural equation models (pp. 133-162). Sage. 

Butt, M. M., Asif, S., Yahya, F., Fazli, S. K., & Hania, A. (2014). Chil-
dren perception of inter-parental conflicts and their cog-
nitive emotion regulation. World Applied Sciences Journal, 
31(6), 1118-1130.

Carlson, D. L., Hanson, S., & Fitzroy, A. (2016). The division 
of child care, sexual intimacy, and relationship quali-
ty in couples. Gender & Society, 30(3), 442-466. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0891243215626709

Cassepp-Borges, V., Gonzales, J. E., Frazier, A., & Ferrer, E.  
(2023). Love and relationship satisfaction as a function 
of romantic relationship stages. Trends in Psychology, 1-16. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43076-023-00333-4

Cepukiene, V. (2019). Does relationship satisfaction always 
mean satisfaction? Development of the couple relation-

ship satisfaction scale. Journal of Relationships Research, 
10(14), 1-10. https://doi.org/10.1017/jrr.2019.12 

Chen, F. F. (2007). Sensitivity of goodness of fit indices to lack 
of measurement invariance. Structural Equation Modeling, 
14(3), 464-504. https://doi.org/10.1080/10705510701301834

Cheung, G., & Rensvold, R. (2002). Evaluating goodness-of-fit 
indexes for testing measurement invariance. Structural 
Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 9(2), 233-255. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15328007SEM0902_5

Collins, W. A., Welsh, D. P., & Furman, W. (2009). Adoles-
cent romantic relationships. Annual Review of Psychol-
ogy, 60(25), 631-652. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.
psych.60.110707.163459

Corra, M., Carter, S. K., Carter, J. S., & Knox, D. (2009). Trends 
in marital happiness by gender and race, 1973 to 2006. 
Journal of Family Issues, 30(10), 1379-1404. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0192513X09336214

Cuenca, M. L., Graña, J. L., Peña, M. E., & Andreu, J. M. (2013). 
Psychometric properties of the Dyadic Adjustment Scale 
(DAS) in a community sample of couples. Psicothema, 25(4), 
536-541.   https://doi.org/10.7334/psicothema2013.85

DeShon, R. P. (2004). Measures are not invariant across groups 
without error variance homogeneity. Psychology Science, 
46(1), 137-149.

Doss, B. D., & Rhoades, G. K. (2017). The transition to parent-
hood: Impact on couples’ romantic relationships. Current 
Opinion in Psychology, 13, 25-28. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
copsyc.2016.04.003

Doss, B. D., Rhoades, G. K., Stanley, S. M., & Markman, H. J. 
(2009). The effect of the transition to parenthood on rela-
tionship quality: An 8-year prospective study. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 96(3), 601-619. https://doi.
org/10.1037/a0013969

Evans, A., Gray, E., & Reimondos, A. (2023). Having a partner or 
living with a partner: Differences in life satisfaction and 
mental health. Applied Research in Quality of Life, 18(5), 2295-
2313. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11482-023-10186-9

Faulkner, R. A., Davey, M., & Davey, A. (2005). Gender-Related 
predictors of change in marital satisfaction and marital 
conflict. The American Journal of Family Therapy, 33(1), 61-83. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/01926180590889211 

Foran, H. M., Mueller, J., Schulz, W., & Hahlweg, K. (2022). Cohab-
itation, relationship stability, relationship adjustment, and 
children’s mental health over 10 years. Frontiers in Psychol-
ogy, 12, 746306. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.746306 

Fundación Foessa (2014). VII Informe sobre exclusión y desarrollo 
social en España, 2014. Cáritas España.

Gambrel, L. E., Faas, C., Kaestle, C. E., & Savla, J. (2016). Inter-
personal neurobiology and couple relationship quality: 
A longitudinal model. Contemporary Family Therapy, 38(3), 
272-283. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10591-016-9381-y

Goodman, L. A. (1961). Snowball sampling. Annals of math-
ematical statistics, 32(1), 148-170. https://doi.org/10.1214/
aoms/1177705148

Graham, J. M., Diebels, K. J., & Barnow, Z. B. (2011). The reliabil-
ity of relationship satisfaction: A reliability generalization 
meta-analysis. Journal of Family Psychology, 25(1), 39-48. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022441

Gustavson, K., Røysamb, E., Borren, I., Torvik, F. A., & Karevold, 
E. (2016). Life satisfaction in close relationships: Findings 
from a longitudinal study. Journal of Happiness Studies, 17, 
1293-1311. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-015-9643-7

Hendrick, S. S. (1988). A generic measure of relationship satis-
faction. Journal of Marriage and Family, 50(1), 93-98. https://
doi.org/10.2307/352430

Hidalgo, M. V., & Menéndez, S. (2009). Apoyo a las familias du-
rante el proceso de transición a la maternidad y la pater-

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0192513X14547418
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbu032
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbu032
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.901362
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.901362
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2016.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0891243215626709
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0891243215626709
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43076-023-00333-4
https://doi.org/10.1017/jrr.2019.12
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705510701301834
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15328007SEM0902_5
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.60.110707.163459
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.60.110707.163459
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0192513X09336214
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0192513X09336214
https://doi.org/10.7334/psicothema2013.85
https://doi.org/10.7334/psicothema2013.85
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2016.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2016.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013969
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013969
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11482-023-10186-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/01926180590889211
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.746306
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10591-016-9381-y
https://doi.org/10.1214/aoms/1177705148
https://doi.org/10.1214/aoms/1177705148
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022441
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-015-9643-7
https://doi.org/10.2307/352430
https://doi.org/10.2307/352430


68 M.-T. Iglesias-García et al.

nidad. Familia: Revista de Ciencias y Orientación Familiar, 38, 
133-152. 

Hoelter, J. W. (1983). Factorial invariance and self-esteem: Re-
assessing race and sex differences. Social Forces, 61(3), 834-
846. https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/61.3.834

Huss, B., & Pollmann-Schult, M. (2020). Relationship satis-
faction across the transition to parenthood: The impact 
of conflict behavior. Journal of Family Issues, 41(3), 383-411. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X19876084

Jackson, J. B., Miller, R. B., Oka, M., & Henry, R. G. (2014). Gen-
der differences in marital satisfaction: A meta-analysis. 
Journal of Marriage and Family, 76(1), 105-129. https://doi.
org/10.1111/jomf.12077

Józefacka, N. M., Szpakiewicz, E., Lech, D., Guzowski, K., & Ka-
nia, G. (2023). What matters in a relationship— Age, sex-
ual satisfaction, relationship length, and interpersonal 
closeness as predictors of relationship satisfaction in 
young adults. International Journal of Environmental Re-
search and Public Health, 20(5), 4103. https://doi.org/10.3390/
ijerph20054103

Markland, D. (2007). The golden rule is that there are no golden 
rules: A commentary on Paul Barrett’s recommendations 
for reporting model fit in structural equation modelling. 
Personality and Individual Differences, 42(5), 851-858. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2006.09.023

Martins, L. B., Marengo, L. A. S., Casalecchi, J. G. S., de Almei-
da, M. J., & Silva, M. D. (2023). A systematic review of the 
relationship between marital satisfaction and adult’s at-
tachment styles: An evolutionary and cross-cultural per-
spective. Trends in Psychology, 1-27. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s43076-023-00325-4

Maureira, F. (2011). Los cuatro componentes de la relación de 
pareja. Revista Electrónica de Psicología Iztacala, 14(1), 321-
332.

Mesquita, M., Barreiros, J., Gracia, F. J., & Tomás, I. (2022). Ad-
aptation and evidence of validity of the Corporate Ethical 
Virtues Scale in Brazil: A measure of ethical culture in or-
ganisations. Revista Latinoamericana de Psicología, 54, 23-32. 
https://doi.org/10.14349/rlp.2022.v54.3

Miret, P. (2016). Cambios en los hogares y en la familia: España 
en el siglo XXI en el contexto europeo. Panorama Social, 23, 
91-107.

Moreno, L., & Gutiérrez, G. (2023). Adaptación al español del 
Ideal Partner and Relationship Scale (IPRS): evidencias 
sobre propiedades psicométricas. Revista Latinoamericana 
de Psicología, 55, 183-193. https://doi.org/10.14349/rlp.2023.
v55.20

Okhotnikov, I. A., & Wood, N. D. (2020). Adaptation of the Cou-
ples satisfaction index into Russian. Contemporary Family 
Therapy, 42, 140-151. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10591-019-
09517-6 

Perelli-Harris, B., Hoherz, S., Lappegård, T., & Evans, A. (2019). 
Mind the “happiness” gap: The relationship between co-
habitation, marriage, and subjective well-being in the 
United Kingdom, Australia, Germany, and Norway. Demog-
raphy, 56(4), 1219-1246. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-019-
00792-4

Roach, A. R., Browden, R., & Frazier, T. (1981). The Marital Satis-
faction Scale. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 43(3), 537-
546. https://doi.org/10.2307/351755

Santos-Iglesias, P., Vallejo-Medina, P., & Sierra, J. C. (2009). Pro-
piedades psicométricas de una versión breve de la Esca-
la de Ajuste Diádico en muestras españolas. International 
Journal of Clinical and Health Psychology, 9(3), 501-517. http://
hdl.handle.net/10481/33036

Schumm, W. R. (2015). Navigating treacherous waters-one re-
searcher’s 40 years of experience with controversial sci-

entific research. Comprehensive Psychology, 4. https://doi.
org/10.2466/17.CP.4.24

Schumm, W. A., Nichols, C. W., Schectman, K. L., & Grigsby, C. 
C. (1983). Characteristics of responses to the Kansas Mar-
ital Satisfaction Scale by a sample of 84 married mothers. 
Psychological Reports, 53(2), 567-572. https://doi.org/10.2466/
pr0.1983.53.2.567

Simó-Noguera, C, Hernández-Monleón, A., Muñoz-Rodríguez, 
D., & González-Sanjuán, M. E. (2015). El efecto del estado 
civil y de la convivencia en pareja en la salud. Revista Es-
pañola de Investigaciones Sociológicas, 151, 141-166. https://
doi.org/10.5477/cis/reis.151.141

Spanier, G. B. (1976). Measuring dyadic adjustment: New scales 
for assessing the quality of marriage and similar dyads. 
Journal of Marriage and the Family, 38(1), 15-28. https://doi.
org/10.2307/350547

Stack, S., & Eshleman, J. R. (1998). Marital status and happiness: 
A 17-Nation study. Journal of Marriage and Family, 60(2), 527-
536. https://doi.org/10.2307/353867

Urbano Contreras, A. (2018). Relaciones de pareja e implicaciones 
familiares: análisis de necesidades socioeducativas [Tesis doc-
toral]. Universidad de Oviedo.

Urbano-Contreras, A., Iglesias-García, M. T., & Martínez- 
González, R. A. (2019). General and sexual satisfaction with 
the couple relationship according to the gender. Revista  
Española de Investigaciones Sociológicas, 165, 143-158. https://
doi.org/10.5477/cis/reis.165.143

Urbano-Contreras, A., Iglesias-García, M. T., & Martínez- 
González, R. A. (2017). Development and Validation of the 
Satisfaction in Couple Relationship Scale (SCR). Contem-
porary Family Therapy, 39(1), 54-61. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10591-016-9400-z

Urbano Contreras, A., Martínez González, R. A., & Iglesias  
García, M. T. (2021). Revisión sistemática de las in- 
vestigaciones sobre relaciones de pareja en países 
hispanohablantes (2000-2018). Interdisciplinaria - Revista 
de Psicología y Ciencias Afines, 38(3), 25-48. https://doi.
org/10.16888/interd.2021.38.3.2 

Urbano-Contreras, A., Martínez-González, R. A., & Igle-
sias-García, M. T. (2018). Parenthood as a determining fac-
tor of satisfaction in couple relationships. Journal of Child 
and Family Studies, 27(5), 1492-1501. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10826-017-0990-3

Valarezo-Bravo, O. F., Guzmán-González, M., & Garrido-Rojas, 
L. (2024). Apego en la adultez: una revisión sistemática 
de la investigación latinoamericana durante los últimos 
10 años. Revista Latinoamericana de Psicología, 56, 101-118. 
https://doi.org/10.14349/rlp.2024.v56.11

Varela, J., Mujica, P., Melipillán, R., Benavente, M., & Villacura, 
P. (2023). Preschool and school aggression: Adaptation and 
Validation of the Preschool Social Behavior Scale in Chile. 
Revista Colombiana de Psicología, 32(2), 85-94. https://doi.
org/10.15446/rcp.v32n2.92600

Ventura-León, J., Lino-Cruz, C., Tocto-Muñoz, S., Sánchez-Vil-
lena, A. R., Martinez-Munive, R., Casiano-Valdivieso, K., & 
Talledo-Sánchez, K. (2024). Evidence of validity of a Jeal-
ousy Scale in Peruvian youth and adults: An item response 
theory approach. Suma Psicológica, 31(2), 11-20. https://doi.
org/10.14349/sumapsi.2024.v31.n2.2

Villagrán, A. M., Martín-Fernández, M., Gracia, E., & Lila, M. 
(2023). Validación de la escala de gravedad percibida de la 
violencia de pareja contra la mujer en población ecuatoria-
na. Revista Latinoamericana de Psicología, 55, 29-37. https://
doi.org/10.14349/rlp.2023.v55.4

Wang, H., Xu, C., & Fan, X. (2019). Effect of marital relationship 
on women’s quality of life: Testing the mediating role of 

https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/61.3.834
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0192513X19876084
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12077
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12077
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph20054103
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph20054103
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2006.09.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2006.09.023
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43076-023-00325-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43076-023-00325-4
https://doi.org/10.14349/rlp.2022.v54.3
https://doi.org/10.14349/rlp.2023.v55.20
https://doi.org/10.14349/rlp.2023.v55.20
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10591-019-09517-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10591-019-09517-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-019-00792-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-019-00792-4
https://doi.org/10.2307/351755
http://hdl.handle.net/10481/33036
http://hdl.handle.net/10481/33036
https://doi.org/10.2466/17.CP.4.24
https://doi.org/10.2466/17.CP.4.24
https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1983.53.2.567
https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1983.53.2.567
https://doi.org/10.5477/cis/reis.151.141
https://doi.org/10.5477/cis/reis.151.141
https://doi.org/10.2307/350547
https://doi.org/10.2307/350547
https://doi.org/10.2307/353867
https://doi.org/10.5477/cis/reis.165.143
https://doi.org/10.5477/cis/reis.165.143
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10591-016-9400-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10591-016-9400-z
https://doi.org/10.16888/interd.2021.38.3.2
https://doi.org/10.16888/interd.2021.38.3.2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-017-0990-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-017-0990-3
https://doi.org/10.14349/rlp.2024.v56.11
https://doi.org/10.15446/rcp.v32n2.92600
https://doi.org/10.15446/rcp.v32n2.92600
https://doi.org/10.14349/sumapsi.2024.v31.n2.2
https://doi.org/10.14349/sumapsi.2024.v31.n2.2
https://doi.org/10.14349/rlp.2023.v55.4
https://doi.org/10.14349/rlp.2023.v55.4


69The Factorial Invariance of the Satisfaction in Couple Relationship Scale (SCR)

subjective well-being. Journal of Community Psychology, 
47(2), 327-337. https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.22123

Ward, P. J., Lundberg, N. R., Zabriskie, R. B., & Berrett, K. (2009). 
Measuring marital satisfaction: A comparison of the Re-
vised Dyadic Adjustment Scale and the Satisfaction with 
Married Life Scale. Marriage and Family Review, 45(4), 412-
429. https://doi.org/10.1080/01494920902828219

Wu, A. D., Li, Z., & Zumbo, B. D. (2007). Decoding the meaning 
of factorial invariance and updating the practice of multi-
group confirmatory factor analysis: A demonstration with 

TIMSS data. Practical Assessment, Research, & Evaluation, 
12(1), 1-26. https://doi.org/10.7275/mhqa-cd89 

Yárnoz, S. (2006). ¿Seguimos descuidando a los padres? El 
papel del padre en la dinámica familiar y su influencia 
en el bienestar psíquico de sus componentes.  Anales de 
Psicología, 22(2), 175-185. https://revistas.um.es/analesps/
article/view/25781

https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.22123
https://doi.org/10.1080/01494920902828219
https://doi.org/10.7275/mhqa-cd89
https://revistas.um.es/analesps/article/view/25781
https://revistas.um.es/analesps/article/view/25781

