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Abstract
The Dyadic-Familial Relationship Satisfaction Scale (DFRSS) is a valid and reliable instrument to assess dyadic and familial 
dimensions of relationship satisfaction in cohabitant couples with children. The main goal of this research was to validate 
the Spanish version of the DFRSS (Sp-DFRSS) following the guidelines for cross-cultural adaptations. Three studies were 
conducted. In Study 1 (n = 151), an exploratory factor analysis using principal axis factoring and oblimin rotation was 
performed to examine the factor structure of the Sp-DFRSS. In Study 2 (n = 500), a confirmatory factor analysis showed 
that a two factor model (dyadic and familial) provided the best fit to the data. In Study 3 (n = 100), we examined relationship 
satisfaction using the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model. The Sp-DFRSS as a whole and its subscales presented adequate 
reliability in the three studies, with Cronbach’s alphas ranging from 0.87 to 0.95. Moreover, convergent and divergent validity 
of the Sp-DFRSS was analyzed in Studies 1, 2 and 3, and significant correlations between the Sp-DFRSS’ subscales, life 
satisfaction, negative and positive affect, attachment (anxiety and avoidance), and psychological well-being were found. 
The Sp-DFRSS has good psychometric properties in terms of validity and reliability, so that it may be used by the Spanish-
speaking scientific community to measure relationship satisfaction.

Keywords Actor-Partner Interdependence Model · Adaptation · Dyadic-familial relationship satisfaction scale · 
Relationship satisfaction · Spain

Introduction

Marriage and similar intimate adult relationships affect 
profoundly the lives of individuals across virtually all cultures 
(Buss, 1995). Relationship satisfaction is a complex construct 
designed to measure the interpersonal evaluation of the 

positivity of feelings for one’s partner and attraction to the 
relationship (Keizer, 2014). Successful satisfying relationship 
is a core ingredient for psychological and physical well-being: 
persons with gratifying romantic relationships have happier, 
healthier, and longer lives (Diamond et al., 2010; Ruffieux et al., 
2014) and they tend to report less stress, anxiety, and depression, 
as well as increased life satisfaction and well-being (Roberson 
et al., 2018; Saxbe & Repetti, 2010; Schudlich et al., 2011).

Many scales have been developed and adapted in different 
countries to assess relationship satisfaction (for a meta-
analysis, see Graham et al., 2011). The Dyadic Adjustment 
Scale (Spanier, 1976), the Marital Adjustment Test (Locke 
& Wallace, 1959), the Quality of Marriage Index (Norton, 
1983), the Relationship Assessment Scale (Hendrick, 1988), 
and the Kansas Marital Satisfaction Scale (Schumm et al., 
1983) are among the most used measures of relationship 
satisfaction. Although they have been proved to be valid 
and reliable instruments, the items of all these scales do not 
distinguish between dyadic (the satisfaction with the partner) 
and familial (the satisfaction with the familial life) aspects 
of relationship satisfaction.
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In order to differentiate dyadic from familial satisfaction, 
Raffagnino and Matera (2015) developed the Dyadic-
Familial Relationship Satisfaction Scale (DFRSS) (see 
Appendix Table 5) in Italy. According to these authors, 
when defining relationship satisfaction, it would be useful 
to distinguish couples who live together and have children 
from couples who do not share the same house and do not 
have children. While a dyadic dimension of satisfaction is 
supposed to be common to both, a familial dimension should 
only be considered for cohabitant couples with children.

The dyadic dimension involves the relationship with 
one’s partner, independently of third elements, such as the 
household or other family members (for a systematic review, 
see Jiménez-Picón et al., 2021). Level of commitment, time 
spent together, sharing activities, experiences and network, 
commonality of objectives, cooperation, making decisions 
together, support and respect, as well as good interpersonal 
communication are all elements predicting dyadic 
relationship satisfaction. For the familial dimension, other 
factors have to be considered, like family commitment, home 
management, and partners’ perceived housework equity. The 
familial dimension might also include the bond with one’s 
partner’s family of origin, which can be characterized by 
support, solidarity, or conflict, and for couples with children, 
child management and education have to be considered as 
well (Raffagnino & Matera, 2015).

Based on the two dimensions considered (dyadic and 
familial), Raffagnino and Matera (2015) individuated a total 
of 19 domains, each covered by specific items. An Exploratory 
Factor Analysis (EFA) yielded a two-factor solution, as 
predicted. One item had to be eliminated, as it did not load 
significantly on any factor. A Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
(CFA) performed on another sample led to eliminate further 
four items which emerged as redundant. The two-factor 
solution was confirmed, with the final 14-item model showing 
a very good fit to the data. The two subscales presented high 
internal consistency. Both were significantly correlated with 
an overall index of satisfaction, which confirmed the construct 
validity of the scale. Known groups validity, examined by 
comparing the scores obtained on the scale by a clinical and 
a nonclinical sample, was good as well. Gender differences 
were found, showing that women were more unsatisfied with 
their relationship than men (Amato et al., 2007). Further 
studies confirmed the good psychometric properties of the 
scale in the Italian context (e.g., Agus et al., 2021).

Research overview

Considering the utility of a scale that permits to capture 
not only the dyadic, but also the familial dimension of 
relationship satisfaction, the aim of this research was to 
adapt the DFRSS to Spanish-speaking populations. Previous 
research has found systematic differences between cultures 

in response style when participants answer scale items 
(Harzing, 2006), and, for this reason, we think that cross-
cultural studies, such as ours, are important in demonstrating 
the generalizability of questionnaires to measure relationship 
satisfaction (Gere & MacDonald, 2012). Furthermore, we 
believe that studying relationship satisfaction within the 
Spanish sociocultural context is especially important given 
that the divorce rate in Spain is the highest in Europe, with 
two out of every four (58%) marriages ending in divorce 
(Eurostat, 2017). In addition, we believe that measures 
developed for Spanish-speaking cohabitant couples with 
children are particularly useful, given that Spanish ranks 
second among languages in worldwide prevalence with more 
than 480 million speakers (Eberhard et al., 2019).

We carried out three studies to achieve the goal of 
adapting the DFRSS in Spain. In Study 1 we developed the 
Spanish version of the scale (Sp-DFRSS) with a sample of 
members of cohabitant couples with children. In this first 
study, we examined its psychometric properties through an 
EFA, and we analyzed its convergent validity by examining 
associations between the dyadic and familial dimensions of 
relationship satisfaction and life satisfaction.

In Study 2 we examined further the dimensionality of 
the Sp-DFRSS through a CFA with a different sample of 
members of cohabitant couples with children. In this second 
study, we analyzed its convergent and divergent validity 
examining if dyadic and familial dimensions of relationship 
satisfaction were associated with attachment and affect.

Finally, in Study 3, relationship satisfaction measured through 
the Sp-DFRSS was examined with a sample of cohabitant 
couples with children using the Actor-Partner Interdependence 
Model (APIM). In this third study, we analyzed the associations 
between the dyadic and familial dimensions of relationship 
satisfaction and psychological well-being.

Study 1

Objectives

Through this Study 1 we developed the Sp-DFRSS. The 
adaptation of the DFRSS was a complex task that required 
careful planning to ensure its content maintenance for 
the Spanish population. For this reason, the DFRSS was 
adapted to Spanish using the translation/back-translation 
methodology and following the guidelines for cross-cultural 
adaptations (Hernández et al., 2020).

With respect to the Sp-DFRSS’ convergent validity, we 
examined the scale’s association with a measure of life 
satisfaction. Previous research has shown that intimate 
relationships are closely linked to life satisfaction, and 
that individuals with satisfying and gratifying romantic 
relationships have happier lives (Diamond et al., 2010) and 



Current Psychology 

1 3

are likely to experience increased life satisfaction (Saxbe 
& Repetti, 2010; Schudlich et al., 2011). Moreover, recent 
longitudinal research has shown that relationship satisfaction 
and life satisfaction are mutually influential over time 
(Roberson et al., 2018). For these reasons, we expected 
to find a positive association between the two dimensions 
of relationship satisfaction of the Sp-DFRSS and life 
satisfaction.

Method

Participants

The participants were 151 heterosexual individuals (74.8% 
women) in couple, aged between 18 and 65 years (M = 42.64, 
SD = 8.33). All participants lived with their partner, 
with a mean duration of their relationship of 16.69 years 
(SD = 9.72) and a range of 2 to 40 years. All participants also 
had children from this relationship: 35.1% had one child, 
50.3% had two children, 11.3% had three children, and 3.3% 
had four children.

Data collection and ethical concerns

Information about the research was posted on the Social 
Psychology’s virtual course taught by one of the authors 
of this study in order to request assistance by students 
from the  Spanish Open University (UNED). Voluntary 
Psychology students were asked to send information 
of the research to members of cohabitant couples with 
children of their acquaintance in exchange for course 
credit. The participants in the final sample had to complete 
the questionnaires trough Qualtrics, an online survey 
environment. All of them voluntarily agreed to participate 
in the study.

Approval was granted by the UNED's Ethical Committee. 
Participants in the final sample consented to participate 
in the study, and they were allowed to withdraw from the 
study whenever they wanted. The data were collected 
anonymously, and results were reported in aggregate form 
only, so that participants could not be identified individually. 
Upon completion of the survey, participants were debriefed 
online about the purposes of the study.

Adaptation procedure

The first Spanish translation of the original questionnaire in 
Italian was performed by one of the authors of the current study. 
This Spanish translation was independently reviewed by another 
author of this research, who worked with the first translator to 
reach an agreed-upon translation of the items, especially those 
which posed the most difficulty from the semantic and/or 
grammatical standpoint. Afterwards, a bilingual Italian translator 

back-translated the agreed Spanish translation to Italian, with no 
knowledge of the original scale in Italian, in order to preserve the 
reliability of the back-translation. This translation was discussed 
with experts in the field of relationship satisfaction. Finally, the 
Sp-DFRSS was tested with a small sample of students before 
launching the study to ensure that the questionnaire was perfectly 
clear and understandable, and participants were requested to 
report if any item was ambiguous or unintelligible. Items of the 
Sp-DFRSS can be seen in the Appendix Table 5.

Measures

To measure relationship satisfaction, the Sp-DFRSS was used 
(Raffagnino & Matera, 2015). This questionnaire is composed 
of two subscales assessing respectively the dyadic (9 items. 
e.g., “How satisfied I am with the way in which my desires 
and needs are satisfied within my current relationship”) and the 
familial (5 items. e.g., “How satisfied I am with responsibility 
and family commitment”) dimension of satisfaction. A 
5-point Likert scale that ranged from not satisfied at all to 
completely satisfied was used. Subscale scores were calculated 
by averaging the scores given to each of the items of the 
factors. The highest score on the subscale indicates greater 
experience of dyadic or familial satisfaction. In the original 
study, the internal consistency of the two subscales was very 
high (α = 0.97 for the dyadic subscale and 0.91 for the familial 
subscale).

Finally, the Satisfaction With Life Scale (SWLS) (Pavot 
& Diener, 1993; Spanish version: Vazquez et al., 2013) 
was used to assess life satisfaction. The SWLS is a 5-item 
measure with a good reliability in our sample (α = 0.89). A 
5-point Likert scale that ranged from strongly disagree to 
strongly agree was used. An example of the scale would be 
“The conditions of my life are excellent”. Higher scores on 
SWLS reflect greater satisfaction with one’s life as a whole.

Data analysis

Firstly, to evaluate the structure of the Sp-DFRSS, as 
in the original validation study, an EFA using principal 
axis factoring and oblimin rotation was performed 
(Raffagnino & Matera, 2015). Sample size exceeded the 
minimum 5:1 participants-to-item ratio necessary for 
EFA. Furthermore, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of 
Sampling Adequacy (KMO = 0.909) and Bartlett’s Test 
of Sphericity [χ2(91) = 1976, p < .001] indicated that data 
were adequate for conducting an EFA. The number of factors 
was determined by both parallel analysis and the Minimum 
Average Partial (MAP) using the FACTOR software 
(Lorenzo-Seva & Ferrando, 2006). Secondly, the reliability 
of the Sp-DFRSS and its subscales was analyzed in terms 
of internal consistency. Cronbach’s alphas ≥ 0.70, 0.80, or 
0.90 can be interpreted as acceptable, good, or excellent, 
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respectively. Finally, to analyze the convergent validity of the 
Sp-DFRSS, the correlations between the dyadic and familial 
dimensions and life satisfaction were examined. The SPSS 
25.0 software package was used to perform the analyses.

Results

Parallel analysis suggested extraction of one factor, which 
explained 62.5% of variance. However, the MAP test advised 
the extraction of two factors (averaged squared partial 
correlation: component 1 = 0.052, component 2 = 0.044). 
In addition, in the EFA a two-factor solution, accounted for 
71.37% of the total variance, was obtained. All of the items 
reported robust factor loadings (> 0.50) on the expected 
factor (see Table 1): the first factor (items 1–9) referred to 
the dyadic dimension, while the second one related to the 
familial dimension of relationship satisfaction (items 10–14).

The internal consistency of the scale as a whole (α = 0.95) 
and the two factors was excellent (α = 0.94 and α = 0.89, for 
the dyadic and the familial components respectively). With 
respect to the Sp-DFRSS’ convergent validity, both the dyadic 
and the familial dimensions were significantly correlated 
to life satisfaction (r = .47, p < .01 and r = .46, p < .01, 
respectively). Finally, the correlation between the dyadic and 
familial components was quite high (r = .71, p < .01).

Study 2

Objectives

Through Study 2 we aimed at investigating further both the 
dimensionality and reliability of the Sp-DFRSS. To confirm the 

Sp-DFRSS’ structure found in the EFA of the Study 1, a CFA 
was performed on a separate sample of members of cohabitant 
couples with children. We decided to test a one and a two-factor 
model. Both structures were plausible, as the parallel analysis 
in Study 1 suggested the extraction of one factor, whereas the 
MAP test suggested the extraction of two subscales. However, 
we expected to find a two-factor model replicating the original 
Italian version (Raffagnino & Matera, 2015). To analyze the 
Sp-DFRSS’ convergent and divergent validity, we assessed its 
association with both attachment and affect.

The construct of attachment was originally used to 
characterize the close emotional bond between a child and his 
or her caregiver. Bowlby (1977) defined attachment as “the 
propensity of human beings to make strong affectional bonds 
to particular others” (p. 201). This attachment system was later 
extended to adult relationships (Fraley et al., 2005). Following 
this perspective, several studies were carried out in the past 
two decades (for a review, see Mikulincer & Shaver, 2013). 
It has been suggested that this attachment system is crucial 
for maintaining satisfactory relationships (Fraley et al., 2005).

Adult attachment style has been conceptualized in terms 
of two dimensions, avoidance and anxiety (Fraley & Shaver, 
2000). Avoidance refers to discomfort with closeness and 
interdependence, and attachment anxiety refers to fear of 
rejection or abandonment (Molero et al., 2016). Secure 
adults are those who score low on both anxiety and 
avoidance (Fraley & Shaver, 2000). It has been found that 
people with either avoidant or anxious styles of attachment 
are characterized by lower relationship satisfaction (for a 
meta-analysis, see Li & Chan, 2012). For all these reasons, 
we expected to find a negative association between the 
Sp-DFRSS and avoidant an anxiety attachment.

In Study 1 we examined the association between relationship 
satisfaction and life satisfaction, conceived as the cognitive 
aspect of subjective well-being. However, researchers claim 
that subjective well-being also contains an affective component 
(Diener, 2000). This affective component entails predominance 
of positive over negative affect. That’s why we thought it useful 
to examine further the convergent and divergent validity of the 
Sp-DFRSS by analyzing the association between its dimensions 
and well-being, conceived not only in terms of high life 
satisfaction, but also in terms of an appropriate affect balance 
(Molero et al., 2017). According to the reviewed literature, we 
expected to find a positive correlation between the dimensions 
of relationship satisfaction and positive affect, and a negative 
association between the Sp-DFRSS and negative affect.

Method

Participants

The participants who took part in the study were 500 
heterosexual individuals in couple (77.8% women), aged 

Table 1  Factor loadings of the 
EFA in Study 1

Items Factor 1 Factor 2

1 0.81
2 0.91
3 0.84
4 0.66
5 0.76
6 0.57
7 0.62
8 0.74
9 0.79
10 0.59
11 0.54
12 0.97
13 0.82
14 0.73
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between 18 and 65 years (M = 42.63, SD = 6.63), who lived 
with their partner (M = 17.94, SD = 6.63) and had children 
(M = 1.90, SD = 0.73).

Data collection and ethical concerns

The same procedure of Study 1 was used.

Measures

To measure relationship satisfaction, the Sp-DFRSS was 
used (Raffagnino & Matera, 2015). In addition, participants 
completed the Spanish version (Alonso-Arbiol et  al., 
2007) of the Experiences in Close Relationships (ECR) 
questionnaire (Brennan et al., 1998). The ECR contains two 
18-item scales that measure attachment related respectively 
to anxiety (e.g., “I worry about being abandoned”) and 
avoidance (e.g., “I try to avoid getting too close to my 
partner”). In this study, the Cronbach’s αs were 0.86 and 
0.67 for anxiety and avoidance, respectively. A 5-point 
Likert scale that ranged from strongly disagree to strongly 
agree was used, with higher scores indicating greater 
attachment anxiety or avoidance.

Finally, the Spanish version (Sandín et al., 1999) of the 
Positive And Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS) (Watson 
et al., 1988) was administered. The PANAS is a 20-item 
instrument that evaluates positive (10 items) and negative 
affect (10 items). Respondents answered the items on a 
5-point Likert scale that ranged from 1 (never) to 5 (always). 
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient in our sample was 0.90 for the 
positive affect subscale and 0.87 for the negative affect 
subscale. Higher scores on positive affect reflect greater 
positive feelings. Higher scores on negative affect reflect 
greater negative feelings. “Enthusiastic” or “Nervous” would 
be examples of positive and negative adjectives respectively.

Data analysis

Firstly, a CFA with maximum likelihood parameter 
estimates was conducted. To assess the fit of a model a 
combination of indexes was considered. Root Mean Square 
Error of Approximation (RMSEA) was used as an absolute 
fit index. Values below 0.05 indicate a close fit, from 0.05 
to 0.08 a fair fit, from 0.08 to 0.10 a mediocre fit, and 
above 0.10 an unacceptable fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). 
As incremental fit indexes, Normed Fit Index (NFI) and 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) were used. Both CFI and NFI 
are bound between 0 and 1 and values between 0.90 and 
0.95 indicate an acceptable model fit, with values greater 
than 0.95 indicating a good model fit (Hu & Bentler, 
1999). Secondly, the Cronbach’s alpha of the scale and 
its dimensions were calculated. Thirdly, to analyze the 
convergent and divergent validity of the Sp-DFRSS, the 

Pearson’s correlation coefficients between dyadic and 
familial dimensions of relationship satisfaction and both 
attachment (anxiety and avoidance) and affect (positive 
and negative) were calculated. The SPSS 25.0 and Amos 
25.0 software packages were used to perform the analyses.

Results

The one-factor model was far from a good fit (CFI = 0.820, 
NFI = 0.810, RMSEA = 0.167). Thus, we tested the fit of a 
two-factor model. This initial model showed a poor fit as well 
(CFI = 0.90, NFI = 0.89, RMSEA = 0.12), despite each item 
showed a high and significant correlation with the expected 
factor (between 0.60 and 0.87). An examination of the 
modification indices indicated two additions to the resulting 
model that were theoretically meaningful: the correlation 
between error terms for items 10 (“how satisfied I am with the 
management of the children”) and 11 (“how satisfied I am with 
the education of the children”), and for items 12 (“how satisfied 
I am with house management”) and 13 (“how satisfied I am with 
roles and familial tasks division”). The content of items 10 and 
11 was very similar (as the management of children involves 
their education) and the same thing happened with items 12 
and 13 (as household management involves the division of roles 
and tasks).

As reported in Fig. 1, this solution, which reflected the two-
factor structure that appeared adequate in Study 1, showed a 
good fit to the data (CFI = 0.96, NFI = 0.95, RMSEA = 0.08). 
All of the parameters of the model were statistically significant 
(p < .001), and the standardized coefficients presented 
adequate values, between 0.60 and 0.91.

The Sp-DFRSS as a whole had a good reliability in our 
sample (α = 0.95). The dyadic dimension (α = 0.94) and the 
familial dimension of relationship satisfaction (α = 0.90) 
presented high internal consistency as well. Concerning 
convergent and divergent validity, as reported in Table 2, the 
dyadic and familial dimensions of relationship satisfaction 
were significantly associated with both attachment and 
affect. Specifically, they were both positively related to 
positive affect (convergent validity) and negatively related to 
negative affect, anxiety, and avoidance (divergent validity).

Study 3

Objectives

Through this Study 3 we studied relationship satisfaction in 
a sample of cohabitant couples with children. Specifically, 
we examined, using the APIM, to what extent the dyadic 
and familial dimensions of relationship satisfaction could 
predict both members’ psychological well-being.
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Two different views have been described regarding the 
study of well-being. The subjective well-being perspective, 
as it has been previously stated in Study 1 and 2, focuses 
on the hedonic aspect of well-being, and it involves 
global evaluations of affect and life satisfaction (Diener, 
2000). On the other hand, the psychological well-being 
perspective focuses on eudaimonic well-being, which is 
the fulfillment of human potential and a meaningful life 
(Ryff, 1989).

Following this perspective, psychological well-being is a 
multidimensional construct composed of six aspects: self-
acceptance, positive and satisfactory relations with others, 
the perception of self-determination and autonomy, the sense 

of mastering inner or outer environmental requests, the 
perception that life has meaning, and the sense of personal 
growth (Ryff, 1989).

It has been found that psychological well-being predicted 
trajectories of marital happiness (Kamp Dush et al., 2008). 
In addition, psychological well-being has been found 
as an outcome of meaningful activities such as healthy 
relationships (Steger et al., 2008). For these reasons, we 
expected to find a positive association between the two 
dimensions of the Sp-DFRSS and the different components 
of psychological well-being.

Method

Participants

The participants consisted of 50 heterosexual couples 
who lived together (M = 18.26, SD = 6.57), aged between 
18 and 65 years (M = 42.02, SD = 6.34), who had children 
(M = 1.98, SD = 0.69).

Data collection and ethical concerns

The same procedure of Study 1 and 2 was used. In this case, 
members of the couple were asked to complete the online 
questionnaires independently. An anonymous four-digit 
code was generated for each couple and the two members 
of the couple were instructed to use it when entering into 
the Qualtrics platform. With this procedure, we were able 
to identify both members of the couple to complete our 
analyses. Finally, results were reported in aggregate form 
only, so that participants could not be identified individually 
or as a couple.

Measures

Together with the Sp-DFRSS (whole scale, α = 0.90.; 
dyadic satisfaction, α = 0.87; familial satisfaction, α = 0.89), 
the Psychological Well-Being Scale (PWBS) (Ryff, 1989; 
Spanish version: Díaz et al., 2006) was used. PWBS is 
a 39-item self-report instrument which is based on six 
dimensions that point to different aspects of positive 
psychological functioning: self-acceptance (6 items), 
positive relations with others (6 items), autonomy (8 items), 
environmental mastery (6 items), purpose in life (6 items), 
and personal growth (7 items). A 5-point Likert scale 
that ranged from strongly disagree to strongly agree was 
used. Alpha coefficients obtained for present study were: 
0.85 for self-acceptance (e.g., “When I look at the story of 
my life, I am pleased with how things have turned out”), 
0.78 for positive relations with others (e.g., “People would 
describe me as a giving person, willing to share my time 
with others”), 0.74 for autonomy (e.g., “I have confidence 

Fig. 1  CFA of the Sp-DFRSS (standardized coefficients) in Study 2

Table 2  Correlations in Study 2

** p < .01

1 2 3 4 5

1. Dyadic
2. Familial 0.72**
3. Positive affect 0.46** 0.39**
4. Negative affect − 0.33** − 0.30** − 0.41**
5. Anxiety − 0.21** − 0.20** − 0.35** 0.41**
6. Avoidance − 0.27** − 0.21** − 0.36** 0.38** 0.71**
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in my opinions, even if they are contrary to the general 
consensus”), 0.73 for environmental mastery (e.g., “In 
general, I feel I am in charge of the situation in which I 
live”), 0.70 for purpose in life (e.g., “Some people wander 
aimlessly through life, but I am not one of them”), and 0.84 
for personal growth (e.g., “I think it is important to have new 
experiences that challenge how you think about yourself and 
the world”). Subscale scores were calculated by averaging 
the scores given to each of the items of the factors. The 
highest score on the subscale indicates greater experience 
of well-being.

Data analysis

Preliminarily, we examined if the two couple members’ 
data could be considered independent. The correlations 
between the two members’ scores on dyadic satisfaction 
(r = .35, p = .01), familial satisfaction (r = .37, p = .01), and 
psychological well-being (r = .31, p = .03) were significant, 
so the dyad needed to be explicitly considered in the analysis. 
In addition, Cohen’s ds were calculated to test if there were 
gender differences. A commonly used interpretation is to 
refer to effect sizes as small (d = 0.2), medium (d = 0.5), and 
large (d = 0.8). In addition, we assessed the associations 
between dyadic and familial satisfaction and the six 
dimensions of psychological well-being through bivariate 
correlations. The SPSS 25.0 software package was used to 
perform the analyses.

The APIM was used to examine if the dyadic and familial 
dimensions of relationship satisfaction could predict the 
six psychological well-being dimensions. The APIM was 
designed to estimate the impact of a person’s predictor 
variables on his or her own outcome variables (actor 

effects) and on the outcome variables of the partner (partner 
effects). The model was compatible with the expected non-
independence of dyad members’ variables.

Structural equation modeling (SEM) was used (Kenny 
et al., 2006). According to these authors, SEM is the simplest 
and most straightforward analytic method for estimating the 
APIM with distinguishable dyads. As recommended by these 
researchers, unstandardized coefficients were reported. For 
each model, actor effects for men and women were presented, 
as well as partner effects running from men to women, and 
partner effects running from women to men (see Fig. 2).

The data were analyzed using AMOS 25.0 and separate 
models were conducted for each dimension of psychological 
well-being. Several indexes were used to test the goodness of 
fit of the models. Chi-square is suitable for small samples, as 
in this case. The model shows a good fit when its probability 
is not significant (p > .05). We also considered the RMSEA, 
the CFI, and the NFI (see Study 2).

Results

The means and standard deviations for all variables are 
shown in Table 3, broken down by gender. There were 
no significant gender differences except for the positive 
relations with others subscale, on which women scored 
higher than men. The effect size for this difference was 
medium (-0.39) according to Cohen’s d.

Table  4 shows the correlations between dyadic and 
familial satisfaction and the six dimensions of psychological 
well-being. Significant positive correlations were observed 
with the two dimensions of relationship satisfaction in 
most of the psychological well-being subscales, with two 
exceptions: the autonomy subscale, which showed no 

Fig. 2  APIM effects in a dimen-
sion of psychological well-being 
in Study 3
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significant correlations neither for men (below the diagonal) 
nor for women (above the diagonal), and the personal 
relations with others subscale, which showed no significant 
correlations in women. Patterns of correlations were quite 
similar for men and women.

The APIM models of relationship satisfaction on each 
psychological well-being dimension showed a good fit, with 
CFI and NFI values above 0.98 and RMSEA values very 
close to 0 in all cases (see Fig. 3).

In the self-acceptance model, we found an actor effect, 
because women’s familial satisfaction did predict their own 
scores on self-acceptance (b = 0.32, SE = 0.12, p = .008). 
There was no significant effect, neither actor nor partner on 
the positive relations with others subscale.

In the environmental mastery model, we found two 
actor effects: there was a positive relation between men’s 
dyadic satisfaction and their own environmental mastery 
(b = 0.51, SE = 0.19, p = .008), and between women’s dyadic 
satisfaction and their own environmental mastery score 
(b = 0.46, SE = 0.16, p = .005). In the personal growth model, 
we found that dyadic satisfaction was positively associated 
with personal growth scores for men (b = 0.47, SE = 0.18, 
p = .012) but not for women.

In the purpose in life model, we found three actor effects: 
both men’s (b = 0.51, SE = 0.24, p = .038) and women’s 
(b = 0.40, SE = 0.19, p = .038) dyadic satisfaction predicted 

their own purpose in life score; moreover, there was a positive 
association between women’s familial satisfaction and their 
own purpose in life (b = 0.28, SE = 0.13, p = .027), but this was 
not the case for men. In addition, there were one significant 
partner effect: women’s dyadic satisfaction positively predicted 
men’s purpose in life scores (b = 0.31, SE = 0.18, p = .038).

General discussion

Through Study 1 the Sp-DFRSS was developed. Our two-
factor solution cleanly replicated the original Italian version, 
with all the items reporting robust factor loadings on the 
expected factor (Raffagnino & Matera, 2015). The reliability 
of the two components was high, in line with the Italian 
version of the scale. Evidence of convergent validity was 
obtained, as the two dimensions of the Sp-DFRSS were 
significantly associated with participants’ life satisfaction, 
in line with the literature (Roberson et al., 2018). We can 
consider this result as expected given the importance of 
intimate relationships for satisfaction and happiness in Spain 
(Centro Investigaciones Sociológicas, 2017). We should 
observe that the DFRSS was translated into Spanish using 
the translation/back-translation methodology and following 
the guidelines for cross-cultural adaptation (Hernández 
et al., 2020).

Table 3  Descriptive statistics 
for all variables in Study 3, 
broken down by gender

** p < .01

Variable Men Women

Mean SD Mean SD Paired t p Cohen’s d

Dyadic 3.35 0.48 3.30 0.57 0.57 0.57 0.08
Familial 3.35 0.53 3.20 0.82 1.25 0.22 0.20
Self-acceptance 3.08 0.74 3.01 0.71 0.64 0.52 0.08
Positive relations 2.82 0.74 3.23 0.79 -2.77 0.01** − 0.39
Autonomy 3.00 0.65 2.86 0.65 1.04 0.30 0.15
Environmental mastery 3.06 0.64 2.99 0.61 0.54 0.60 0.10
Personal growth 2.99 0.61 3.08 0.61 − 0.87 0.38 − 0.12
Purpose in life 3.11 0.77 3.12 0.74 − 0.08 0.94 − 0.01

Table 4  Correlations in Study 3

Women’s coefficients are above the diagonal; men’s coefficients are below the diagonal. * p < .05 ** p < .01

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Dyadic satisfaction --- 0.51** 0.41** 0.09 0.07 0.47** 0.33* 0.40**
2. Familial satisfaction 0.56** --- 0.46** 0.11 0.10 0.36** 0.27 0.42**
3. Self-acceptance 0.41** 0.36* --- 0.45** 0.44** 0.80** 0.45** 0.78**
4. Positive relations 0.28** 0.37* 0.62** --- 0.52** 0.32* 0.39** 0.32*
5. Autonomy 0.12 0.11 0.63** 0.45** --- 0.28 0.33* 0.10
6. Environmental mastery 0.48** 0.32* 0.80** 0.52** 0.58** --- 0.57** 0.77**
7. Personal growth 0.50** 0.39** 0.48** 0.40** 0.31* 0.64** --- 0.52**
8. Purpose in life 0.44** 0.30* 0.83** 0.54** 0.57** 0.84** 0.56** ---
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In Study 2 the CFA confirmed that a two-factor 
structure of the Sp-DFRSS was the one that best 
represented the data. Therefore, we can observe that 
the dimensionality of the Sp-DFRSS was analogous to 
the one of the original Italian version (Raffagnino & 

Matera, 2015). We believe that these results support our 
hypothesis that relationship satisfaction as measured 
by the Sp-DFRSS may be conceptualized in terms of 
the two correlated factors, namely dyadic and familial. 
As in Study 1, the reliability of the two dimensions 

Fig. 3  APIM examining actor and partner effects on each of the dimensions of psychological well-being in Study 3
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was appropriate given the high levels of Cronbach’s 
alphas. Again, the internal consistency obtained in our 
Spanish sample was very similar to the one found in Italy 
(Raffagnino & Matera, 2015). Through this Study 2 we 
further confirmed the good convergent and divergent 
validity of the Sp-DFRSS. As expected, a significant 
association between anxiety, avoidance, and relationship 
satisfaction was found (Li & Chan, 2012). Finally, as 
hypothesized, relationship satisfaction was linked not 
only to positive, but also to negative affect, which is 
congruent with previous research conducted in Spain 
(Molero et al., 2017). Overall, these findings show that 
both the dyadic and familial subscales of the Sp-DFRSS 
can predict different components of subjective well-being.

While in Study 1 and 2 relationship satisfaction was 
examined using individuals, through the Study 3 we analyzed 
relationship satisfaction and its link with psychological well-
being among both members of cohabitant couples with 
children. Even when well-being was conceptualized in a more 
complex way, including different dimensions that are related 
to growth and human fulfillment, a significant association 
between relationship satisfaction and psychological well-being 
emerged, which is congruent with previous research conducted 
in Spain (Alonso-Ferres et al., 2019). Notably, the familial and 
dyadic dimensions contributed to psychological well-being in 
a peculiar and specific way, which confirmed the importance 
of distinguishing these different dimensions of relationship 
satisfaction.

Contrary to previous findings, significant gender 
differences did not emerge for our measure of relationship 
satisfaction. While in general women report being more 
dissatisfied with their marriage than men (e.g., Schumm 
et al., 1998), our couple members in Study 3 appeared to 
be equally satisfied with both the dyadic and the familial 
dimensions of relationship satisfaction.

Based on these findings, the Sp-DFRSS appears to be 
a useful instrument for measuring the extent to which 
Spanish-speaking couples are satisfied with their romantic 
relationship. According to the consistent results obtained 
through three independent studies, the Sp-DFRSS can be 
considered a valid and reliable instrument that can be 
successfully used in Spanish-speaking countries.

Limitations

In spite of the solid findings obtained, there are some 
limitations to the present research that should be considered. 
Firstly, the ratio of women/men of our samples in Study 1 
and 2 was a little bit unbalanced (around 75% of women 
on both studies). However, Study 3 used a fully balanced 
sample with respect to gender. Secondly, all the data were 
collected through online procedures. Some researchers have 

expressed concern about web-based studies, but following 
expert recommendations, as we did, these problems may be 
overcome (for a review, see Reips, 2021).

Future research

We believe that cross-cultural studies are needed to 
demonstrate the applicability of measures aimed at assessing 
relationship satisfaction. For this reason, it is suggested 
that future studies might adapt the Sp-DFRSS to further 
sociocultural contexts (e.g., South America).

Current research has begun to expand beyond its 
historical focus on heterosexual relationships to include 
more diverse types of couples. In Spain, same-sex marriage 
has been legal since 2005, including the right of adoption 
by same-sex couples (Platero, 2007). For this reason, we 
believe it would be especially interesting to measure dyadic 
and familial dimensions of relationship satisfaction in same-
sex couples.

Practical implications

Since its inception, relationship research has been 
motivated by the desire to resolve family issues because 
of the relevant effects of divorce for both parents and 
children. For example, high rates of divorce have 
been consistently associated with negative well-being 
consequences for adults following separation (for a 
review, see Bottom, 2013) and children of divorced 
parents scored significantly lower on measures of 
academic achievement, psychological adjustment, and 
social development (for a meta-analysis, see Amato, 
2001). Although the DFRSS was primarily developed 
for research purposes, we believe this scale might be a 
useful tool also in clinical settings. We suggest that in 
couples therapy the level of agreement between spouses, 
regarding their relationship satisfaction, may be an 
important element to address.

Conclusion

This research provides evidence that the Sp-DFRSS is an 
appropriate tool for measuring the dyadic and familial 
dimensions of relationship satisfaction with Spanish 
speakers. The present study highlights only marginal 
differences between the Italian and the Spanish versions 
of the DFRSS, suggesting that this scale can capture 
relationship satisfaction in different European countries. 
As hypothesized, in Spain, like in Italy, dyadic and 
familial aspects of relationship satisfaction appeared to 
be clearly distinct.
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Table 5  Items of the CSS: Italian, Spanish, and English version

CSS S-CSS English

QUANTO SONO SODDISFATTO DI…… CUANTO DE SATISFECHO ESTOY 
CON…

HOW SATISFIED I AM WITH…

1 Modo in cui i miei desideri e bisogni sono 
stati soddisfatti nell’attuale relazione

El modo en que mis deseos y necesidades 
han sido satisfechos en la actual relación

Way in which my
desires and needs
are satisfied within
my current relationship

2 Stabilità dell’attuale relazione di coppia La estabilidad de la actual relación de pareja Stability of my couple relationship
3 Modalità con cui io e la mia partner prendi-

amo decisioni che riguardano la vita di copia
El modo en que mi pareja y yo tomamos 

decisiones relativas a la vida de pareja
Way in which my
partner and I make
decisions
concerning our couple life

4 Condivisione di attività, regole, significati, 
valori

Compartir actividades, reglas, significados, 
valores

Sharing of activities, rules, meanings, and 
values

5 Comprensione reciproca La comprensión recíproca Reciprocal comprehension
6 Rispetto reciproco El respeto recíproco Reciprocal respect
7 Sostegno che ricevo dal partner El apoyo que recibo de mi pareja Support I receive from my partner
8 Qualità della sessualità La calidad de la vida sexual Quality of sexuality
9 Soluzione dei nostril conflitti La solución de nuestros conflictos Solution of our conflicts

SOLO PER CHI HA FIGLI SÓLO PARA QUIEN TIENE HIJOS ONLY FOR WHO HAVE CHILDREN
10 Gestione dei figli La gestión de los hijos Management of children
11 Educazione dei figli La educación de los hijos Education of children

SOLO PER COLORO CHE ABITANO 
NELLA STESSA CASA

SÓLO PARA QUIEN VIVE EN LA 
MISMA CASA

ONLY FOR WHO LIVE IN THE SAME 
HOUSE

12 Gestione della casa La gestión de la casa House management
13 Divisione dei ruoli e dei compiti familiar La división de los roles y de las tareas 

familiares
Roles and familial tasks division

14 Responsabilità e impegno familiare La responsabilidad y esfuerzo familiar Responsibility and family commitment

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
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