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Validation of the Peruvian version of the Satisfaction with Life Scale Love in Older Adults

Summary
In recent years, interest has grown in love life satisfaction. Empirical evidence shows that satisfaction with one’s love life favors subjective well-being, physical and mental health and marital quality and stability. In this sense, the study aimed to examine the evidence based on the internal structure validity, reliability and measurement invariance according to sex for the Peruvian version of the Satisfaction with Love Life Scale (SWLLS). Participants were 323 adults throughout the region of San Martin (Peru), with an average age of 68.73 years (SD = 7.17), where 49.5% were women and 50.5% men. The results provide evidence that supports the one-dimensional model (χ2 = 21.86, df = 5, p = 0.0006, CFI = 0.99, RMSEA = 0.102 [IC90% 0.061, 0.148]; and SRMR = 0.016) and adequate reliability (ω = 0.89 [95% CI; .83 -. 88]; α = 0.86 [95% CI 0.83 to 0.89]) of SWLLS. The multi-group analysis provided evidence of configural, metric and scale invariance across genders. The findings suggest that the Peruvian version of SWLLS is a tool with evidence of validity and reliability to measure love life satisfaction as well as being useful in studies comparing elderly Peruvians of both sexes.
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Introduction
According to the National Institute of Statistics and Informatics (INEI, 2016, 2018), it is estimated that in Peru, the percentage of people over 60 will increase from 11.9% in 2017 to 15.7% in 2050. This demographic trend creates the need to pay attention to factors that lead to successful aging (Cosco, Prina, Perales, Stephan & Brayne, 2014). In this context, studies focusing on the determinants of subjective well-being (SWB, Pavot & Diener, 2008) become important. The SWB is characterized by the presence of positive emotions, the absence of negative emotions and a cognitive judgment of satisfaction (Duckworth, Steen, & Seligman, 2005). This definition identifies two components of SWB: one affective, which is divided into positive and negative affect, and the other cognitive,
Among these components, satisfaction with life (SWL) expresses the assessment that a person gives on the quality of their life as a whole (Diener & Ryan, 2009; Diener, & Suh, 1993; Rodgers, Neville, & La Grow, 2017). SWL is not a permanent trait of the individual, but rather a variable state associated with the present context and is done based on personal criteria. This last point leads us to consider the SWL as an alternative to other more objective measures to gauge well-being because it considers a set of individual satisfaction criteria (Hultell & Gustavsson, 2008). For example, in the United States, SWL is used with indicators to measure the effectiveness of public health policies that seek to improve the quality of life and well-being (Kobau, Sniezek, Zack, Lucas, & Burns, 2010; Veenhoven, 2002).
Regarding the elderly, the SWL is an indicator of successful aging (Diener, 2000; Lim, Min, Thorpe, & Lee, 2017; Banjare, Dwivedi & Pradhan, 2015) due to its relationship to physical health, psychological health, mortality and morbidity (Collins, Glei, & Goldman, 2009; Kimm, Sull, Gombojav, Yi, & Ohrr, 2012; Lacruz, emeny, Baumert, & Ladwig, 2011). Recent studies report that older adults who are dissatisfied with their lives have health problems, depressive disorders and suicide attempts (Chioqueta & Stiles, 2007; Chou & Chi, 2002; Nes, Czajkowski, Roysamb, Orstavik, Tambs, & Reichborn-Kjennerud, 2013).
The SWL also refers to the evaluation of specific domains of life such as work, family, friends, sex life, among others (Huebner, Suldo, & Gilman, 2006). Within these domains is satisfaction with love life (SWLL) defined as cognitive and overall assessment that a person performs on his/her love life based on one’s own perspective or personal criteria (Neto, 2005; Neto & Pinto, 2015a). This leads us to consider that, as in the SWL, the SWLL is no way uniform among different age groups (Hultell & Gustavsson, 2008). Thus, although the SWLL is important and beneficial in any life cycle stage, the way in which one’s love life is experienced as an older adult would be different than the experience in other age groups (Cerquera, Galvis & Cala, 2012).
In addition to the differences according to age, the literature suggests that there are gender differences in the expression of love and satisfaction with romantic relationships (Swidler, 1980). Sources of satisfaction with a love life can be different according to gender and be linked to the traditional role of men and women. A study shows that women, satisfaction with their love relationships is linked to the presence of positive affective behaviors, safety, support, communication and comfort experienced (Vangelisti & Duly, 1997). On the other hand, in the case of men, those who value independence and competition, tend to organize their intimate relationships around shared activities where the protective role they can have (Caldwell & Peplau, 1982; Swidler, 1980) becomes important. Longitudinal studies show that satisfaction of men to instrumental activities, such as the division of housework, is a predictor of variations of love for his wife; while satisfaction with communication predicts changes in the love of women to their husbands (Vangelisti & Huston, 1994). Although little information about refers to satisfaction with romantic relationships, their results can give us an approach to the subject. On the other hand, previous research showed no significant differences between women and men regarding SWLL (Neto, 2005; Neto & Pinto, 2015a; Neto & Dimitrova, 2017).
Although the SWLL has been researched (Bardo & Yamashita, 2014), in recent years it has shown a greater interest in the scientific community because of its important role as a predictor of SWB (Neto, 2005; Neto & Pinto, 2015a, Neto & Dimitrova, 2017) in addition to promoting better physical and mental health (Villa, Villamizar & López- Chivrall, 2005) as well as being an adequate predictor of marital quality and stability (Neto, 2005).
Looking for a general measure of SWLL, a study designed the Satisfaction With Life Scale Love (SWLLS; Neto, 2005), from the Satisfaction With Life Original Scale (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985). The SWLLS wants people globally assess whether they are satisfied or not with their love life and integrated into this evaluation, various specific facets that can have this aspect of your life (Neto, 2005). Thus, it seeks to overcome certain limitations of other scales that can be used only in the context of marital relationships (Glenn & Weaver, 1978, Spanier, 1976).
Regarding the study of its psychometric properties only three studies analyze whether the SWLLS provides valid, reliable and invariants interpretations when making comparisons entity groups. A first study (Neto, 2005), which was attended by 230 students from the University of Porto (Portugal), reported that the 5 items of SWLLS formed a single dimension that explained 73.7% of the variance of the items and He provided a satisfactory reliability estimated from the method of internal consistency (item-total Cronbach's alpha equal a.91 and corrected correlations of each top item A.60). In addition, it was shown that SWLLS significantly correlated with other measures of love and interest variables such as sex, and religious participation or may not be in love. Another study (Neto & Pinto, 2015a) also he examined the psychometric properties of the SWLLS, although in a sample covering entire adult life, including the elderly. The results of the factorial analysis (AFE) indicated that the items of SWLLS grouped in one factor which accounted for 78.97% of the variance in the sample of young adults, 71.97% for adults and 72.04% in group of older adults. Subsequently, confirmatory factor analysis (AFC), made with the total participants reported a satisfactory fit of the dimensional model (GFI = 0.98, CFI = .99, RMR = 0.02, RMSEA = .08). Also, values ​​of Cronbach's alpha coefficient higher a.90 were obtained in all age groups (young adults, adults and seniors). 
Finally, a third study (Neto & Dimitrova, 2017) evaluated the measurement invariance (IM) of SWLLS in samples of adults from Angola, Brazil, East Timor, Macao and Portugal. Multi-factor analysis group reported a suitable adjustment of the SWLLS dimensional model in the five comparative cultural groups, an acceptable internal consistency and proper partial invariance. This indicates that the SWLLS seem to be a useful research tool in different cultural contexts, but like most such studies are necessary.
A review of the factorial structure of the SWLLS reported that some procedures AFC, made in previous studies, appear to be appropriate given the nature of psychological variables. The estimation method of maximum likelihood (ML, for its acronym in English) for evaluation of dimensional model used in the study Neto and Pinto (2015), requiring assume that the observed variables are continuous normal distribution and multivariate (Bollen, 1989; Satorra, 1990). While estimating ML is used very frequently in AFC (Beauducel & Herzberg, 2006), does not seem entirely appropriate in psychological research, where the variables are ordinal and generally do not follow a multivariate normal distribution, leading to report misleading conclusions (Beauducel & Herzberg, 2006; Li, 2016). In this sense, the literature suggests using the robust method of weighted least squares mean and diagonally adjusted with variance (WLSMV) that a better estimate when ordinal data (Li, 2016) analyzes.
Regarding the IM, although it has published a study comparing the SWLLS among adults from different countries, so far has not studied the IM according to sex. The IM evaluates whether a scale measures the same between the compared groups (Caycho, 2017). The lack of certainty that SWLLS is invariant between men and women, not possible to determine whether the difference in the score observed between two groups is due to real or changes difference in the structure of the construct through groups (Brown, 2006). Here, only empirical evidence that men and women similarly comprise the items that assess the latent trait (in this case the SWLL), allow those results having confidence expressing a difference according to sex. Thus, the IM must be a procedure that precedes any comparison scores a scale between groups. Finally, the literature reports high reliability estimates for SWLLS (Neto, 2005; Neto & Pinto, 2015). Although these studies were conducted with participants from other ages, it is expected to find also acceptable reliability estimates in older adults.
As seen, despite the small number of available studies suggest that SWLLS presents adequate psychometric evidence. However, as far as is known, they have not been analyzed psychometric evidence of SWLLS in the Latin American context, and even less in older adults. So it would be appropriate to ask: Does the SWLLS maintain its adequate psychometric evidence in a sample of elderly Peruvians? Looking To answer this question, this study aimed to examine the psychometric evidence of SWLLS. Specifically, the evidence based on the internal structure validity, reliability and measurement invariance (IM) according to gender was analyzed.

Method
Participants
Participants were a total of 323 adults over the region of San Martin (Peru), where 160 were women (49.5%) and 163 men (50.5%). Age ranged from 60 to 99 years (M = 68.73, SD = 7.17). The average age of men (M = 68.91, SD = 7.12) and women (M = 68.54, SD = 7.23) do not differ statistically level and (t (321) = -.46, p = 64.) practical (d = 0.05, 95% CI -.17, 27). Most participants were married (51.1%), followed by cohabiting (23.8%), widowed (17.6%) and divorced (7.4%). Similarly, at the time of information gathering, many of the participants lived with her husband (a) (41.2%), their children (16.1%) or both (29.4%); while a low percentage living alone (7.4%) or with other relatives (5.9%).

Instrument
the SWLL of older adults were assessed using the Satisfaction with Love Life Scale (SWLLS; Neto, 2005). Originally, the SWLLS was built from the Satisfaction With Life Scale (SWLS; Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985), adding the word "love" after "life" (eg, I am satisfied with my life loving). For this study, as did net (20,005), the items of SWLS validated for elderly Peruvian modified (Caycho-Rodriguez, et al., 2018) and is composed of five items, which are answered in where higher scores represent greater SWLL a Likert 5 alternatives (1: strongly disagree to 5: strongly agree). Items in the SWLLS can be seen in Appendix 1.
     

Process
Participants completed the SWLLS through a series of visits to health centers, Centers for the Elderly and meetings of the board 65 from the cities of Tarapoto, Lamas, Juanjui, Moyobamba, Rioja and Nueva Cajamarca Program in San Martin Region (northeastern Peru). The instruments were administered in some cases collectively and individually in others. Information gathering was held guaranteeing absolute anonymity of the participants, as well as emphasize the fact that the information will only be used with an academic goal. All study participants took part voluntarily and signed informed consent, where the rights of participants and the objective of the study and data processing are described.

Statistical Analyzes
Structural Equation Models, Confirmatory Factor Analyzes Several Specifically (CFA) Estimated Have Been tested in order and to analyze the factor structure of the SWLLS. In order to estimate the models, Diagonally Weighted Least Squares With Mean and Variance corrected (WLSMV), adequate for ordinal and non-standard data was used (Brown, 2014; Finney & DiStefano, 2013; Flora & Curran, 2004; Li, 2016). All structural models in Mplus Were Estimated 8.1 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2012).
First to one factor CFA model was for the whole sample Estimated. Then a series of measurement invariance routines by gender. The measurement invariance routine sets an increasingly restricted CFA models to test for the equality of Certain Relevant psychometric parameters. Statistical Differences Among esta set of CFA models is tested Then, with a statistical Either or fit a practical comparison (van de Schoot et al., 2012). Specifically, our three steps HAD routine. Firstly, a so called configural model is tested. Configural This model sets the same factor structure for all groups Compared, but the estimation of parameters Within each group is free. This model fit is sued as a baseline goodness-of-fit against Which other (more restrictive) models are Compared. Secondly, factor loadings are constrained to be equal across groups. This constrained model tests for metric or weak invariance. If This model fits the data as well as the configural model, means That Respondents across groups attribute the same meaning to the latent construct under study. Thirdly, scalar invariance was tested or strong. This model constrains factor loadings and Intercepts items, Which IMPLIES That the meaning and the levels of the underlying items (Intercepts) are equal across groups, and accordingly May be Compared groups on Their scores on the factor.
Model Has Been Assessed using plausibility Several indices fit from different families and different rationales ACCORDING TO. The goodness-of-fit indexes Were employed: the chi-square statistic; the comparative fit index (CFI); the root mean squared errors of approximation (RMSEA); and the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR). The cut-off criteria We Have (flexibly) are used in Hu and Bentler Those (1999): At least CFI of .90, and a RMSEA and SRMR less than .08 together, would a good fit Indicate. Additionally, in the invariance models are nested routine, and are comparable through two different rationales: the statistical and the modeling (or practical) one. The statistical rationale use2 Differences (2) to compare constrained to unconstrained models, with non-significant values ​​suggesting multi-group equivalence. When WLSMV is used to DIFFTEST must be Calculated for2 Differences (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2012). However, This statistical rationale Has Been Criticized and a much more practical (or modeling) Has Been Advocated approach (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). The modeling approach fit indices practical use to compare models and Differences determine Which one to Retain. Usually, IFC Differences (IFC) are used to Evaluate measurement invariance. Differences IFC lower than .01 (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002) are employed as evidence to Usually Retain the constrained (more parsimonious) model.
Furthermore, the average variance extracted (; Fornell & Larker, AVE 1981) was estimated. AVE values ​​≥ .50 indicate evidence of convergent construct validity (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2014).
Reliability for latent variables was estimated by the ratio omega (Ω; McDonald, 1999) and their confidence intervals (95% CI) by the method of bootstrapping (Ventura-León, 2017). the coefficientωIt was calculated using the R package MBESS (Kelley & Lai, 2012). Conventionally, the coefficientω It is acceptable when its value is above 70 (Ventura-Leon & Caycho-Rodriguez, 2017). Also, to estimate the reliability scores of the Cronbach's coefficient alpha (α) with 95% CI was calculated. Lower limit values ​​of 95% above 70 is an indicator of adequate reliability (Dominguez-Lara, 2016). Complementing the coefficients α and α our study coefficient for the sample of elderly study Neto and Pinto (2014), from IC difference between two parameters (Bonnet, 2010) was compared. The difference coefficients α will not be statistically significant if the interval including zero (Dominguez-Lara, Merino-Soto & Navarro-Loli, 2017).

Results
Preliminary analysis of the items 
Table 2 descriptive statistics of the items are reported. It is observed that in the case of women, items four (M = 3.39) and five (M = 3.41) have the highest arithmetic means; while the lower half the item has two (M = 3.11). Regarding the variability, items one (SD = 1.15) and three (SD = 1.15) have the highest dispersion. Regarding the male participants, the item three (M = 3.31) has the highest average and item two (M = 3.13) lower average. Regarding the skewness and kurtosis, in both groups, all values ​​fluctuated less than ± 1.5 (Pérez, & Medrano, 2010) values. This states that the distribution of the items approximates a multivariate normal distribution.

table 2
Preliminary analysis of the items in the SWLLS
	
items
	
	Women (n = 160)
	
	Males (n = 163)

	
	
	M
	SD
	g1
	g2
	
	M
	SD
	g1
	g2

	1
	
	3.18
	1.15
	-.41
	-.69
	
	2.98
	1.28
	-.2. 3
	-1.11

	2
	
	3.11
	1.11
	-.28
	-.78
	
	3.13
	1.09
	-.26
	-.82

	3
	
	3.26
	1.15
	-.31
	-.70
	
	3.31
	1.18
	-.52
	-.67

	4
	
	3.39
	1.06
	-.28
	-.62
	
	3.29
	1.15
	-.19
	-.86

	5
	
	3.41
	1.01
	-.57
	-.22
	
	3.23
	1.21
	-.37
	-.72


Note: M= Average; SD = Standard Deviation; g1 = Asymmetry; g2 = Kurtosis


Dimensionality

A CFA was tested with a Estimated and one factor structure based on the Original study by Neto (2005). This one-factor data structure fitted the well (χ2 = 21.86, df = 5, p = 0.0006, CFI = 0.99, RMSEA = 0.102 [IC90% 0.061, 0.148]; and SRMR = 0.016). Standardized factor loadings (λ) of the items ranged from 0.566 to 0.875, and all Were statistically significant (p <.01), with a mean value of 0.77, higher than the recommended cut-off of 70 (Hair, et al., 2014). Figure 1 shows all of the SWLLS standardized loadings.
[image: E:\Investigaciones 2018\Satisfacción con la vida amorosa\GRAFICO ESTRUCTURA FINAL\Diapositiva1.JPG]
Fig. 1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Unifactorial model SWLLS

Also worth AVE = .615 (AVE> .50) allows evidence of convergent validity of the factor, where items of SWLLS measure the same construct (Fornell, & Larcker, 1981).

Reliability 
Reliability for latent variables was ω = .89 (95%;. 83-88), whereas for scores observed one α = .86 (: - 0.89 0.83 95% CI) is reported. The results indicate adequate reliability SWLLS dimensional model. Complementarily and in order to determine whether the estimation error is statistically different between two samples of older adults, the difference between the α coefficients reported in this study and a study of elderly Portuguese calculated. reported for elderly subsample study Neto and Pinto (2014) -: and for this the value of the coefficient alpha (α 0.92 0.87 95% CI = 0.90) it was used. It is reported that 95% of the differences between the values ​​of the coefficient α (95% -.00 - .08) are not statistically significant.

Measurement invariance
Invariance gender (male and female) were analyzed. Results of model fit for configural, metric and scalar invariance are presented in Table 3. With respect to gender invariance, there are statistically significant Differences Between the configural and metric models, but there are very little Differences in practical fit, with Differences Between the two CFI of less than .01 and RMSEA and SRMR very close. Differences Between metric and scalar models Were not statistically significant, with no Differences in practical fit and even an improvement in the value of the RMSEA. In summary, according to the practical adjustment, the SWLSS is invariant scalar according to gender.

Table 3
Set of hierarchical models to test for measurement invariance
	Model
	two
	df
	 two
	df
	IFC
	IFC
	RMSEA
	SRMR

	Gender invariance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	configural 
	29.78
	10
	
	
	.994
	
	.111
	.021

	Metric
	52.04
	14
	20.39 *
	4
	.989
	.005
	.130
	.028

	Scalar
	68.22
	28
	23.29
	14
	.989
	.000
	.094
	.034


Notes: * = p <0.05; two= Chi-square; df = degrees of freedom;= Differences.


Discussion

The main objective of this study was to analyze the psychometric evidence of SWLLS (Neto, 2005) in a sample of elderly Peruvians. AFC results reports that the unidimensional model presents appropriate indexes of goodness of fit. This finding is consistent with previous research suggesting that SWLLS has a one-dimensional structure (& Neto, 2015; Neto & Dimitrova, 2017).
All item and present significant factor loadings greater than 50 (Hair, et al., 2014) and represent over 50% of variance explained in each item. Still, item 5 (If I could live my love life again, would not change anything) has the lowest load factor in this group of participants (λ = .566). This is similar to that reported in a previous study with the same scale (Net & Pinto, 2015). The finding is explained because item 5 is related to satisfaction with the achievements of the past, while the other items are oriented toward the present (Sachs, 2003; Vautier, Mullet, & Jmel, 2004). This suggests that, as with satisfaction with life in general, SWLL in older adults would be more associated with the assessment of life in the present and not the past (Desmyter & De Raedt,
On the other hand, adequate reliability for latent variables reported (ω = .89 [95% CI; .83 -. 88]) and scores observed (α = 0.86 [95% CI 0.83 to 0.89]). the coefficient was calculatedω because of the criticism surrounding the use of Cronbach's alpha for estimating reliability (Dunn, Baguley & Brunsden, 2014; & Duhachek Iacobucci, 2003) and be more suitable for factor models and measures in mass screening assessments (Dominguez-Lara-Soto & Merino, 2017). The results prove sufficient to use SWLLS in research settings (Dominguez-Lara, & Merino-Soto, 2017), but not for decision making in clinical settings where required that the values ​​of reliability coefficients are greater than .90 (DeVellis, 2003; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1995; Rosenthal, 1994).
Also, compare the coefficients α It allowed to have empirical evidence that SWLLS similarly estimated measurement error when applied to samples of elderly Peruvian and Portuguese. Also indicate the absence of bias in the estimation of the true score SWLL compared between samples (Reynolds, 2000). The above results are important on a practical level as the likely presence of differences between the values ​​of the coefficientsα It can be an element that causes bias in interpreting results Cross-cultural studies of comparative and predictive (Merino & Lautenschlager, 2003).
On the other hand, analysis of IM He supported the presence of a single factor structure of SWLLS between men and women. The result about the SWLLS IM by gender has important practical implications for the work of researchers interested in the study of satisfaction in older adults. In that sense, the configural invariance confirms that older adults of both sexes conceptualize SWLL in one-dimensional structure. In addition, the metric invariance evidence indicates that the relationship between the items of the SWLLS and the latent construct are invariant between the sexes, ie, both men and women responded to the items in the same way. Finally, scale invariance established that the relationship between the observed score and latent SWLLS score is invariant compared between groups,
The results of this study should be considered in light of some limitations. First, participants were selected intentionally, which can introduce bias into the results. Second, the IM was not investigated through the ages. Older adults of different ages may have different concepts about SWLL. Third, the sample is not representative of the Peruvian elderly population, because participants lived in areas developed cities in the San Martin region. In this sense, comparing the SWLLS between rural and urban groups with different income and education levels, they should be considered in future studies, because these factors can lead to different conceptions of SWLL. The above, It makes interpretation of the findings is restrict only to the context of study (country: Peru, region: San Martin, groups: sex). In this regard, it is recommended that future research address this limitation by including participants from different regions of Peru. Further studies should be performed with more participants heterogeneous characteristics to increase the external validity of the results obtained here.
Fourth, the implementation of self-report measures may lead to present answers that are socially desirable. In this case, people tend to report greater satisfaction with life in general and in their specific domains, interacting directly with other people rather than an anonymous interview (Schwarz, Strack, Hippler & Bishop, 1991). Finally, another methodological limitation is the use of a crossover design, limiting the analysis since it offers the possibility of an analysis of longitudinal IM.
Despite the limitations, the study provides preliminary evidence of IM-dimensional structure and the SWLLS among older adults of both sexes. In this sense, the results contribute to the limited literature on the IM SWLL measures, with evidence of validity and reliability, particularly for elderly populations of Peru.
In conclusion, the study supports the usefulness of SWLLS as an important measurement of seniors SWLL instrument. Have evidence of validity and reliability forSWLLS allow information about romantic relationships of older adults, thus being useful not only in research settings, but also, for example, in situations of marital counseling (Neto, 2005) where the brevity of the scales is an important feature.
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Appendix 1

Tabla 1
[bookmark: _GoBack]Escala de Satisfacción con la Vida Amorosa (SWLLS; Neto, 2005, adaptado por Caycho-Rodríguez et al.)

	Instrucciones. A continuación, hay cinco afirmaciones con las cuales usted puede estar de acuerdo o en desacuerdo. Lea cada una de ellas y después seleccione la respuesta que mejor describa en qué grado está de acuerdo o en desacuerdo (1 = Totalmente en desacuerdo; 2 = En desacuerdo; 3 = Ni de acuerdo ni en desacuerdo; 4 = De acuerdo; 5= Totalmente de acuerdo)


	1.
	En la mayoría de los aspectos mi vida amorosa se acerca a mi ideal.
 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	2.
	Las condiciones de mi vida amorosa son excelentes 

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	3.
	Estoy completamente satisfecho/a con mi vida amorosa.

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	4.
	Hasta ahora, he logrado las cosas importantes que quería en mi vida amorosa.

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	5.
	Si pudiera vivir mi vida amorosa otra vez, no cambiaría nada.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
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