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The study introduces the revised Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS-R) in response to discrepan-
cies identified within existing RAS models. The first phase involved grammatical revisions, bias removal, 
and standardization of response options for the Spanish version of the RAS. The subsequent phase eval-
uated the psychometric properties of both the RAS and the RAS-R, as well as the specification of com-
mon models from the literature, using data from 547 participants for the RAS and 285 for the RAS-R. In 
contrast to the RAS, which required adjustments due to correlated error or item elimination, the RAS-R 
demonstrated optimal fit without requiring model respecification. Further analysis using the Graded Re-
sponse Model (GRM) indicated a better fit for the RAS-R, with consistent item discrimination across 
items, particularly for Item 2. Evaluation of test and item curves revealed a wide range of responses, 
highlighting the reliability of the instrument. In conclusion, the RAS-R was found to be a robust instru-
ment that addresses the factorial structure challenges encountered in the RAS literature. 
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As individuals mature and progress through life, they encounter various forms of attraction — phys-

ical, emotional, and sexual — toward others. These attractions form the foundation of romantic relationships, 

some of which can emerge during adolescence, a critical period for acquiring skills essential for fostering 

intimate connections (Rivera et al., 2011). Evaluating the contentment within a romantic relationship be-

comes imperative for its sustenance. In a cross-national study spanning 32 countries, findings revealed that 
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a substantial 76% of participants expressed satisfaction with feeling loved, 84% were satisfied with their 

current partners, and 63% reported satisfaction with their sexual lives as couples. This sense of satisfaction 

demonstrated significant correlations with higher educational levels, elevated income brackets, and marital 

status (Institut de Publique Sondage d’Opinion Secteur, 2023). 

Examining this scenario specifically within Peru, more than 70% satisfaction was found with 

feeling loved, being in their relationship, and sex life (Institut de Publique Sondage d’Opinion Secteur, 

2023). According to the Instituto Nacional de Estadística e Informática [National Institute of Statistics 

and Informatics] (2023), in 2022, 77,537 marriages were registered. At the same time, it was reported 

that there is a higher proportion of cohabiting couples (24.2%) than married couples (23.5%), with di-

vorced couples making up a small percentage (0.7%). Likewise, in recent years, the rate of married people 

has decreased, especially in urban areas, from 28.6% to 25.7% (Instituto Nacional de Estadística e 

Informática, 2020). Conversely, the incidence of divorce displayed an upward trajectory from 2011 (N = 

5,625) to 2019 (N = 16,485), with a sudden dip in 2020 (N = 5,682), possibly attributable to the pandemic 

(Statista, 2022). By 2021, 14,708 divorces were reported in Peru (Instituto Nacional de Estadística e 

Informática, 2023). Furthermore, in 2022, there was a 31.6% increase in divorce cases compared to the 

previous year, with a total of 5,184 divorces in the first half of the year (Superintendencia Nacional de 

los Registros Públicos, 2022). 

Generally, relationships are expected to last over time, but more often, they have a shorter duration. 

Relationship stability is influenced by a range of factors, and one determinant is the level of satisfaction expe-

rienced within the relationship. Relationship satisfaction is a person’s feelings, thoughts, and behaviors regard-

ing their romantic relationship (Hendrick et al., 1998). It also pertains to the extent of intimacy, affection, and 

support that partners exchange, culminating in an overall subjective evaluation of the relationship’s status 

(Collins et al., 2009; Graham et al., 2011). Moreover, this assessment is linked to an individual’s sense of well-

being and their positive view of themselves and their partner. Thus, those who find satisfaction in their relation-

ship tend to experience a sense of well-being, tranquility, and equilibrium, as their emotional and relational 

needs are met (Sánchez et al., 2020). In that sense, it is important to assess relationship satisfaction, as it is based 

on criteria that evaluate the success of the relationship, its duration, and the demands of couples’ needs (Özdemir 

& Demir, 2019). Research consistently shows that couples who report satisfaction in their relationship exhibit 

better psychological well-being compared to those who do not (Kanter & Proulx, 2021). On the flip side, dis-

satisfaction raises the risk of issues like family conflict, alcohol and substance dependence, problems in parent-

child relationships, and dissatisfaction with work. These negative outcomes significantly impact individuals’ 

overall quality of life and well-being (Sánchez et al., 2020). 

Therefore, it is essential to have tools to measure satisfaction in interpersonal relationships. The Rela-

tionship Assessment Scale (RAS; Hendrick, 1988) has been validated in several international contexts and has 

been used in several studies focusing on the dynamics of couple relationships. As a brief measure, it allows for 

quick assessments, mitigating fatigue-related biases and item similarity. Its focus on the assessment of relation-

ship satisfaction facilitates the understanding of relationship dynamics and serves as an initial starting point for 

therapeutic interventions. Therefore, a review of the literature on psychometric studies conducted to validate 

this instrument was undertaken to assess its validity based on previous findings. A number of studies were 

identified, ranging from 1991 to the most recent research in 2023 (see Table 1). 

Between 1988 and 2016, the scale was mostly unifactorial, except for Rask et al.’s (2010) study, which 

identified a 2-factor structure. This was the first report to diverge from the initial proposed model. Until 2016, 

the RAS was predominantly considered unidimensional despite its multiple translations into different cultures. 

However, Sychev (2016) and later Maroufizadeh et al. (2018) demonstrated divergences in error correlations that 
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frequently occurred in subsequent studies. The literature consistently shows an association of errors between 

Items 1 and 2, as well as between Items 4 and 7. Both specifications were established in studies by González-

Rivera (2020) and Ventura-León et al. (2023). However, in the latter study, correlating item errors improved 

model fit but led to a decrease in reliability (ω = .56). Therefore, Items 4 and 7 were eliminated in the final 

structure, resulting in a 5-item model (Ventura-León et al., 2023). It is worth noting that these modifications 

of the RAS are not specific to one language; they were present in the Swedish, Persian, Arabic, and Spanish 

translations. 

 

TABLE 1  

Literature review on the psychometric analysis of the RAS in different countries 

 

Year Authors Country Items Models Factorial modifications Reliability 

1991 Hassebrauck Germany 7 One factor None .87a 

1998 Hendrick et al. USA 7 One factor None .85a 

1999 Vaughn & Baier USA 7 One factor None .91a 

2005 Dinkel & Balck Germany 7 One factor None .89a 

2010 Rask et al. Sweden 7 Two factors 
Factor 1: ras1, ras2, ras5, ras7 

Factor 2: ras4, ras6 

.84a 

.89a 

2011 Cassepp-Borges & Pasquali  Brasil 7 One factor None .85a 

2014 Çelik Turkey 7 One factor None .87a 

2014 Hernandez Brasil 7 One factor None .87 

2014 Martos et al. Ungarn 7 One factor None .93a 

2015 De la Rubia Mexico 7 One factor None .81a 

2016 Chowdhury et al. Bangladesh 7 One factor None .86a 

2016 Dehshiri & Mousavi Iran 7 One factor None .88a 

2016 Sychev Russia 7 One factor ras4~~ras7 .86a 

2018 Maroufizadeh et al. Iran 7 One factor ras4 ~~ ras7 .83a 

2020 González-Rivera Puerto Rico 7 One factor 
ras1~~ras2 

ras4~~ras7 
.91 

2021 Saramago et al. France 7 One factor None .87 

2022 Adamczyk et al. Polish 7 One factor None .89b 

2023 Ventura-León et al. Peru 

7 One factor None .55b 

7 One factor 
ras1~~ras2 

ras4~~ras7 
56 b 

5 One factor ras1~~ras2 .84b 

Note. RAS = Relationship Assessment Scale. ~~ = error asociation; a = α coefficient; b = ω coefficient. 

 

 

Therefore, we reviewed the items that present associations, specifically Item 1, “Do you consider 

that your partner meets your needs?,” and Item 2, “In general, to what extent are you satisfied with your 

relationship?” Both items evaluate satisfaction, but in different contexts: personal needs and overall relation-

ship satisfaction. Although both items measure the same indicator, respondents may have been influenced 

by biases in item comprehension. However, Items 4 and 7, which ask about frequency of regret and number 

of problems in the relationship respectively, are phrased similarly and may not clearly distinguish what they 

are measuring. This issue will be further discussed in the study. 
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The Study 

 

The study raised concerns about the structure of the RAS, particularly the wording of the items and 

their response options. Based on this information, the study has proposed a revised version of the Relation-

ship Assessment Scale (RAS-R). The analysis included grammatical refinement, as well as an explanation 

of its psychometric attributes. This evaluation was developed in two distinct phases. Firstly, a comprehensive 

theoretical and content analysis of the instrument was conducted. Secondly, the aim was to assess the psy-

chometric properties of both scales and analyze them using the Graded Response Model (GRM). These eval-

uations followed the paradigms of both Classical Test Theory (CTT) and Item Response Theory (IRT), thus 

strengthening the basis for the revision of the instrument. 

 

 

METHODS 

 

Participants 

 

The study utilized two nonprobabilistic samples. The sample’s inclusion and exclusion criteria were 

as follows: a) participants must have been in a couple relationship for at least six months, or currently be in 

a relationship of that length; b) only adults (> 18 years) in a monogamous relationship were included. Par-

ticipants were excluded if c) they were involved in a long-distance relationship, and d) they were in couples’ 

therapy at the time of application. 

The first sample comprised 547 Peruvian participants, with 37.3% male and 62.7% female. Among 

them, 69.7% were single, 13.2% married, and 17.1% cohabiting. These individuals represented both hetero-

sexual (93.6%) and homosexual (6.4%) relationships. The average age of the participants was 27 years (SD 

= 8.24 years), with an age range spanning from 18 to 58 years. Participants showed an average of two years 

in a relationship (SD = 0.47 years). This initial sample was subjected to RAS assessment, as well as model 

comparison against existing literature. 

The second sample encompassed 285 Peruvian participants, with 34.7% identifying as male and 

65.3% as female. Among them, 60.0% were single, 19.6% married, and 20.4% cohabiting. These participants 

represented both heterosexual (95.1%) and homosexual (4.9%) relationships. The participants in this sample 

had an average age of 29 years (SD = 10.1 years), ranging from 18 to 63 years. Their average relationship 

duration was two years (SD = 0.46 years). This second sample was specifically utilized to present the results 

of the RAS-R.  

 

 

Instrument 

 

Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS; Hendrick et al., 1998) adapted by De la Rubia (2015). Com-

prising seven items, respondents provide answers on a 5-point Likert-type scale, where Items 4 and 7 neces-

sitate reverse scoring due to their inverse wording. The response options have different alternatives for each 

item (e.g., very dissatisfied to very satisfied, very poor to very good, never to constantly). The scale was 

initially a single-factor scale measuring overall relationship satisfaction. Higher scores denote greater satis-

faction levels. Internal consistency reliability was assessed through the alpha coefficient, revealing satisfac-

tory results (α = .89). 
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Procedure 

 

The study was conducted within the principles outlined in the Declaration of Helsinki (World Med-

ical Association, 1964), and was approved by the authors’ university. Subsequent to obtaining ethical clear-

ance, an online survey was prepared to administer the measurement instruments. The online form contained 

the study’s objectives and informed consent details. Participation hinged upon consenting to the study terms, 

allowing participants to proceed to sociodemographic queries and the measurement tools. The data collection 

occurred from February to June 2023. The participants were accessed through a dissemination strategy using 

the social networking platform Facebook and WhatsApp groups managed by the study authors. Additionally, 

individuals were approached to achieve the desired sample size. 

 

 

Data Analysis 

 

R Studio Version 4.2.2 and the packages psych (Revelle, 2023), lavaan (Rosseel, 2023), semTools 

(Jorgensen et al., 2022), mirt (Chalmers, 2012), ltm (Rizopoulos, 2006), Rcpp (Eddelbuettel & François, 2011), 

and knitr  (Xie, 2023) were used. Descriptive statistics such as mean, standard deviation, skewness, and kurtosis 

were used to evaluate the items. Univariate normality was obtained according to the criteria of skewness (±2) 

and kurtosis (±7) coefficients (Finney & DiStefano, 2013). We investigated the existence of floor and ceiling 

effects, with extreme responses comprising less than 15% of the total (McHorney & Tarlov, 1995). Likewise, 

the matrix of polychoric correlations was obtained due to the ordinal nature of the items. 

For the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), the WLSMV model was used because of the categorical 

nature of the responses, and also because it is the estimator used when there is the presence of floor and ceiling 

effect (Koziol & Bovaird, 2018). Models were evaluated through the following fit indices: chi-square (χ²), de-

grees of freedom (df), comparative fit index (CFI > .95), Tucker-Lewis index (TLI > .95), root-mean-square 

error of approximation (RMSEA < .08), and standardized root-mean-square residual (SRMR < .08) (Hu & 

Bentler, 1999). Factor loadings must exceed .50 to represent the measured latent variable (Dominguez-Lara, 

2018). At the same time, modification indexes (MI) were used to evaluate the models and suggested changes 

for a better model fit (Thoemmes et al., 2018). Finally, reliability by internal consistency was assessed through 

the omega coefficient where values ≥  .80 are considered adequate (Raykov & Hancock, 2005). 

Also, an Item Response Theory (IRT) analysis was applied using the 2-parameter version of the 

Graded Response Model (GRM) (Hambleton et al., 2010). To establish the feasibility of the IRT, we con-

firmed the unidimensional model through CFA. We then analyzed the correlation between item errors to 

evaluate local independence (Erhart et al., 2010). Once the assumptions were confirmed, we used the GRM 

for analysis. Model fit was assessed using the M2 index for ordinal items (Cai & Monroe, 2013), and RMSEA 

≤  .08, SRMR ≤  .05, CFI and TLI ≥  .95 (Cai et al., 2021; Maydeu-Olivares & Joe, 2014). Finally, the 

discrimination (a) and difficulty (b) parameters were evaluated, which show the subjects’ ability to answer 

the items and their increased difficulty as a function of the responses. 

 

 

RESULTS 

 

Phase 1 

 

Upon dissecting the psychometric attributes of the RAS, a notable disparity emerged between the 

present study’s findings and the extant literature. Of particular note was the divergence from the outcomes 
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reported by Ventura-León et al. (2023) in a Peruvian sample. This discovery held substantial import due to 

the congruence of our Phase 1 results, where an unmodified unidimensional model showcased satisfactory 

fit indices. However, to circumvent notable disparities in the psychometric attributes of the RAS within the 

Spanish context, a meticulous evaluation of both the items’ content and the coherence of responses was 

undertaken. This comprehensive examination culminated in a refined version that mitigates the interpretation 

biases inherent in the original instrument (content analysis and consistency of responses to RAS items are 

available upon request from the corresponding author). 

After analyzing the items, it came to light that some items harbored the potential for subjective and 

expansive interpretations. Inconsistencies in terms such as “good” or “normal” were also identified, inadvert-

ently leading to responses predicated on personal perceptions of an ideal relationship. Moreover, while re-

taining the same number of response options as recommended by literature, we unearthed incongruities 

where certain options failed to enable precise item responses. Notably, Item 4’s absence of a neutral or in-

termediate choice posed measurement challenges. Similarly, utilizing frequently, very frequently, and con-

stantly as response alternatives for the same item introduced discordance, lacking uniform interval distances 

and thereby presenting difficulties in response selection. 

To preserve the theoretical and psychometric unidimensionality of the RAS, we kept the seven items 

and made the following modifications. First, the items were reworded avoiding the biases initially observed. 

Thus, the reverse items were converted into direct items. The response options were unified into a Likert 

scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree. It is expected that the answers to the items will be equivalent. 

 

 

Phase 2 

 

Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics for the RAS and RAS-R items. It is evident that all items 

adhere to the univariate normality assumption. Notably, assessing the mean trend led to computation of the 

floor and ceiling effects; remarkably, a pronounced ceiling effect was observable across all items (>15%) of 

RAS and RAS-R. Further, the polychoric correlations unveiled robust associations, except for Items 4 and 

7, which exhibited comparatively weaker connections, likely attributed to their reverse-wording nature. Con-

siderable changes were observed in the ceiling effect and the interitem correlation of the RAS-R. The poly-

choric correlation indicates associations above .50, demonstrating a higher proportion of variance between 

items than in the RAS. The change to direct wording favored the stability of the associations. Likewise, the 

univariate normality assumption was used. 

In addition, the study presented an interest in evaluating the unidimensional model of Hendrick et al. 

(1998), which has been confirmed by several studies, but not by studies in Latin America. Table 3 shows that 

the fit indices of Hendrick’s model were acceptable (χ2/df = 7.94; SRMR = .04; TLI = .94; CFI = .96; RMSEA 

= .11). Nevertheless, some indices, such as the χ2/df, RMSEA, and their confidence intervals, showed that the 

model does not fit correctly. The model modification indices were reviewed, and the errors were suggested to 

be correlated as models in the literature. Table 3 shows the different models tested; a model with the greatest 

differences were the RASc, which had adequate fit indices (χ2/df = 3.76; SRMR = .02; TLI = .98; CFI = .97; 

RMSEA = .79), but the reliability decreased considerably to .72 (ω), which is at the border of the acceptable 

limit (> .70). On the other hand, the model of Ventura-León et al. (2023) (RASe) was tested with five items 

and error correlations (ras1~~ras2), which showed an adequate fit (χ2/df = 5.08; SRMR = .01; TLI = .99; CFI 

= .98; RMSEA = .09; ω = .91). However, the elimination of items represents a significant change to the orig-

inal instrument. In this sense, the χ2/df index for the RAS-R was lower than for the other models, its TLI and 

CFI indices were adequate for the model, but its RMSEA was .08, which may be due to different factors 
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affecting the error. The factorial loadings proved to be stable above .78, which differs from the original RAS 

model, which has at least one item with a loading of .51. In turn, the highest loading was for Item 2, which we 

will see later has a higher discrimination than the other items. Furthermore, the reliability of the instrument 

increased slightly compared to the RAS. When reviewing the modification indexes, there were no sufficiently 

substantiated suggestions for changes in the unidimensional model. 

 

TABLE 2  

Descriptive data, floor and ceiling effect, polychoric matrix of the RAS and RAS-R 

 

Measure Items M SD g1 g2 Effects Polychoric matrix 

            
Floor 

(%) 

Ceiling 

(%) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

RAS 1 3.72 1.00 ‒0.89 0.62 4.4 19.7 ‒ 
     

(N = 547) 2 3.94 0.95 ‒0.95 0.95 2.9 30.2 .81 ‒ 
    

 
3 4.03 0.88 ‒0.86 0.81 1.5 32.7 .72 .76 ‒ 

   

 
 4* 4.34 0.87 ‒1.67 3.19 1.8 51.6 .41 .42 .46 ‒ 

  

 
5 3.68 0.98 ‒0.64 0.08 2.7 19.2 .76 .77 .80 .46 ‒ 

 

 
6 4.16 0.99 ‒1.45 2.16 4.2 43.7 .68 .73 .73 .40 .69 ‒ 

  7* 3.54 1.02 ‒0.03 ‒0.65 2.2 23.4 .35 .39 .49 .40 .38 .35 

RAS-R 1 3.95 1.00 ‒0.94 0.54 2.8 33.3 ‒ 
     

(N = 285) 2 4.13 0.98 ‒1.17 1.05 2.5 43.2 .77 ‒ 
    

 
3 3.71 1.01 ‒0.47 ‒0.24 2.8 25.3 .55 .63 ‒ 

   

 
4 4.12 1.05 ‒1.17 0.74 3.2 47.0 .66 .77 .53 ‒ 

  

 
5 3.90 0.94 ‒0.73 0.14 1.4 28.4 .66 .83 .54 .67 ‒ 

 

 
6 4.36 0.84 ‒1.50 2.51 1.4 54.0 .62 .74 .55 .74 .66 ‒ 

 7 4.17 0.84 ‒1.00 1.09 1.1 40.0 .61 .73 .41 .64 .72 .66 

Note. g1 = skewness; g2 = kurtosis. RAS = Relationship Assessment Scale. RAS-R = Relationship Assessment Scale-Reversed. *Re-

verse-worded items. 

 

TABLE 3 

Comparison of different models 

 

                Factor loadings   

Models χ2(df) χ2/df SRMR TLI CFI RMSEA CI 90% 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ω 

RAS 111.2 (14) 7.94 .04 .94 .96 .11 [.09, .13] .87 .89 .88 .51 .88 .80 .48 .89 

RASa 80.2 (13) 6.17 .04 .98 .96 .10 [.08, .12] .83 .86 .89 .52 .89 .81 .48 .71 

RASb 78.6 (13) 6.05 .03 .97 .95 .10 [.08, .13] .87 .89 .88 .50 .88 .80 .46 .74 

RASc 45.2 (12) 3.76 .02 .98 .97 .08 [.06, .10] .83 .86 .89 .50 .89 .81 .47 .72 

RASd 50.4 (5) 10.08 .02 .98 .96 .13 [.10, .17] .87 .89 .87 ‒ .88 .80 ‒ .91 

RASe 20.3 (4) 5.08 .01 .99 .98 .09 [.05, .13] .84 .87 .88 ‒ .89 ‒ .81 .90 

RAS-R 42.8 (14) 3.06 .03 .97 .96 .08 [.06, .12] .79 .95 .65 .83 .85 .82 .78 .91 

Note. SRMR = standardized root-mean-square residual; TLI =Tucker-Lewis index; CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root-mean-

square error of approximation; CI = confidence interval. RAS = Relationship Assessment Scale. RAS-R = Relationship Assessment 

Scale-Reversed;  a = ras1~~ras2; b = ras4~~ras7; c = ras1~~ras2 and ras4~~ras7; d = 5-item model; e = Ventura-León et al. (2023) model 

with five items and ras1~~ras2. 
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At the same time the TCT analysis was performed, the instruments were evaluated by IRT. Table 4 

shows the results according to the GRM analysis for polytomous items. Primarily, the RAS obtained ade-

quate fit (M2 = 61.5; df = 14; RMSEA = .08; SRMR = .06; TLI = .98; CFI = .98), which is an adequate fit 

of the model, but the RAS-R obtained more adequate fit indices (M2 = 26.5; df = 14; RMSEA = .06; SRMR 

= .04; TLI = .99; CFI = .99). In terms of item discrimination (a), Item 2 was the most discriminant in both 

measures, while for the RAS Item 4 was the least discriminant and for the RAS-R Item 3 was the least 

discriminant. Contrary to the RAS, which has an item with low discrimination, the RAS-R improved a sta-

bility of discrimination among the items, with the exception of Item 4, according to its own indicator, is a 

direct question on satisfaction. Conversely, the increase in difficulty (b) was consistently monotonic for both 

measures. 

 

TABLE 4 

Graded response model 

 

Model Items a b1 b2 b3 b4 M2 df SRMR RMSEA TLI CFI 

RAS 

1 3.01 ‒2.03 ‒1.47 ‒0.54 0.82 61.5 14 .06 .08 .98 .99 

2 3.70 ‒2.18 ‒1.79 ‒0.74 0.58 
      

3 3.47 ‒2.53 ‒1.92 ‒0.82 0.51 
      

4 1.17 ‒3.93 ‒3.03 ‒2.25 ‒0.11 
      

5 3.57 ‒2.19 ‒1.37 ‒0.41 0.96 
      

6 2.44 ‒2.17 ‒1.96 ‒1.13 0.20 
      

7 0.96 ‒4.45 ‒2.39 ‒0.28 1.45             

RAS-R 

1 2.95 ‒2.42 ‒1.24 ‒0.54 0.68 26.5 14 .04 .06 .10 .99 

2 4.46 ‒1.58 ‒1.33 ‒0.57 0.39 
      

3 1.52 ‒2.69 ‒1.59 ‒0.09 1.12 
      

4 2.76 ‒1.99 ‒1.43 ‒0.66 0.28 
      

5 2.86 ‒2.07 ‒1.27 ‒0.44 0.81 
      

6 2.61 ‒2.33 ‒1.90 ‒0.99 0.14 
      

7 2.35 ‒2.53 ‒1.94 -0.80 0.51             

Note. a = discrimination; b = difficulty; SRMR = standardized root-mean-square residual; RMSEA = root-mean-

square error of approximation; TLI = Tucker-Lewis index; CFI = comparative fit index. RAS = Relationship As-

sessment Scale. RAS-R = Relationship Assessment Scale-Reversed. 

 

 

Figure 1 shows the differences between the RAS and RAS-R in terms of instrument functionality. 

In most cases, more stable curves are observed in the RAS-R compared to the RAS, which can be seen in the 

test information function (TIF), conditional standard error (CSE), test expected score (TES), option response 

function (ORF), and item information function (IIF). In this sense, greater heterogeneity in the item response 

function can be observed, with most items showing better accuracy in measuring latent traits. However, these 

comparisons cannot be taken as decisive criteria, as changing the item wording produces a completely dif-

ferent measure with the same theoretical properties. 
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FIGURE 1  

Test and items information curves of the RAS and RAS-R 

Note. RAS = Relationship Assessment Scale. RAS-R = Relationship Assessment Scale-Reversed. 
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DISCUSSION  

 

Consolidating an instrument that evaluates relationship satisfaction is of significant importance for 

the scientific and psychological field. Such an instrument enables the measurement of satisfaction within the 

affective and emotional dynamics of a couple, a facet intricately tied to their psychological and physical 

well-being (Novak et al., 2023). An appropriate measuring tool can identify satisfaction indicators. This 

allows for designing interventions to promote stable relationships. For the purpose of the study, the RAS was 

first applied, and the findings showed that the unidimensional model presents acceptable psychometric prop-

erties as established in some antecedents (e.g., Dinkel & Balck, 2005; Hassebrauck, 1991; Hendrick et al., 

1998; Martos et al., 2014; Vaughn & Baier, 1999). Nevertheless, in the Spanish RAS version, a considerable 

diversity of models was found because the psychometric properties did not fit adequately (e.g., González-

Rivera, 2020; Ventura-León et al., 2023). 

Our analysis thoroughly examined the content and phrasing utilized in the Spanish RAS version 

models. To avoid bias in the measurement, a specific item analysis was conducted. This helped in reformu-

lating the wording of the items as there was subjectivity in the interpretation of the content and responses. 

This process was necessary to ensure accuracy. Also, because the Likert-type items did not maintain a mean 

or neutral option and did not allow an understanding of the differences between the distances of the responses 

(Abad et al., 2011), it was decided to unify the response options according to the items. Therefore, a revised 

model (RAS-R) was proposed. 

This process permits the incorporation of all items into the model, including those with nondiscrim-

inatory RAS inverse items (Oropeza et al., 2010; Ventura-León et al., 2023). We proceeded to change the 

inverse wording due to its controversial potential to confuse participants when interpreting the items (Swain 

et al., 2008; van Sonderen et al., 2013), as well as its difficulty in controlling for acquiescence bias in scale 

scores (Savalei & Falk, 2014). Moreover, despite the items being measured in an identical way, it is possible 

that other factors may be generated due to the correlations of errors that have been documented in previous 

studies (DiStefano & Motl, 2006; Lindwall et al., 2012). 

Nevertheless, keeping the items ensures that the instrument can measure all the original RAS indi-

cators. One item of significant change was Item 1 (“Do you consider that your partner meets your needs?”), 

in which the term “needs” can be interpreted in multiple ways that affect the objectivity of the test (Brown, 

2015). The response options containing statements with “normal” also incite subjectivity (Báez, 2012) about 

the number of problems within a couple. 

The second phase of the study allowed the RAS-R psychometric properties to be evaluated. When 

observing the polychoric correlations between the RAS and RAS-R, we observed more robust stability in the 

RAS-R associations. Therefore, when testing the fit of the unidimensional model, we obtained higher indices 

than the RAS. Likewise, its factorial structure was preserved as initially proposed by Hendrick et al. (1998). In 

addition, the factor loadings were within the expected range (λ > .70). Specifically, the improvement was in the 

RMSEA index, implying that the proposed model is close to a perfect one (Xia & Yang, 2019). In addition, the 

incremental fit indices, CFI and TLI, had slight improvements compared to the RAS (Lai & Green, 2016). As 

a comparative estimator, the chi-square ratio was lower than the other models, which is more appropriate (Marsh 

& Hocevar, 1985). At the same time, the reliability increased in omega compared to the unidimensional RAS 

and the Latin American priors. However, it is important to approach these differences with caution as the ver-

sion used in the antecedents only incorporated the RAS and not the RAS-R. Additionally, many Latin American 

antecedents changed the model, which impacted the instrument’s reliability. 
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The RAS and RAS-R were tested through the GRM (IRT) as a last procedure. It was observed that 

Item 2 of RAS-R (“I am satisfied with my relationship”) was the item with the highest discrimination between 

those with more satisfaction and those who do not feel satisfied. It was to be expected that Item 4 represented 

the highest discrimination because it is a direct indicator of relationship satisfaction. The other items main-

tained adequate discrimination of satisfaction. Although Item 3 of RAS-R (“My relationship is better com-

pared to other couples”) had the lowest discrimination, it was of equal theoretical relevance to the instrument. 

Compared with the RAS, the RAS-R has lower item discrimination, but the discrimination between items is 

equal and compensates for the much lower discrimination of Item 7 of the RAS. Differences and similarities 

can be observed in the information values of the two scales, with the RAS-R showing greater stability of 

responses due to the standardization of previously established responses. On the other hand, if these results 

are compared with the only antecedent using IRT, it can be concluded that Item 2 tends to be the most 

discriminating, while Item 6 is the least discriminating (Ventura-León et al., 2023). On the other hand, the 

monotonic increase of the items allows us to conclude that the difficulty is in accordance with the discrimi-

nation of the measured indicator. 

 

 

Limitations 

 

The study carries limitations that warrant consideration. Initially, the sampling strategy employed 

was nonprobabilistic convenience sampling, consequently constraining the generalizability of the findings. 

It’s prudent to exercise caution when extending the study’s implications beyond its specific context. Sec-

ondly, the study did not delve into RAS-R invariance, underscoring the need for subsequent research en-

deavors to address this gap and furnish new insights into invariance patterns. Additionally, detecting ceiling 

and floor effects posed another constraint during data analysis. Also, the RAS and RAS-R were not admin-

istered to the same sample, which would have been advantageous for developing item comparison analyses 

and for determining whether the items measure as accurately as the original version. Finally, the lack of 

assessment of the RAS-R with other criterion measures did not allow us to provide evidence of validity based 

on association with other variables. Further studies could address these limitations to test both measures and 

their functionality. 

 

 

Conclusions  

 

In conclusion, the RAS-R was introduced, based on the adaptations observed in the factorial struc-

ture across the literature. The psychometric revision of the RAS was initiated, and the unidimensional model 

was tested and found to be adequate. Nevertheless, these results may be altered in other scenarios because 

the literature shows that the RAS may vary in structure and reliability. Therefore, a content review of the 

RAS was conducted and the result was a modified scale in wording and directionality, called RAS-R. This 

version showed adequate psychometric properties and reliability, even higher than the RAS. Thus, it proved 

a more robust instrument regarding the associations between items and their internal consistency. Likewise, 

it was observed that the IRT analysis showed that the items discriminate adequately and the difficulty index 

increases as the person possesses or does not possess the trait. Finally, the RAS-R is a suitable instrument 

for measuring satisfaction in a couple’s relationship and can be used in different contexts, both in research 

and to identify couple satisfaction in preventive or promotional programs. 
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