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Abstract The Female Sexual Function Index (FSFI) subjec-

tively explores thedimensionsof female sexual functioning.This

research undertook to adapt and validate the FSFI to Spanish

language in a Colombian sample. To this effect, this study was

conducted in two steps, namely: (1) cultural adaptation of the

scalewith the collaboration of seven experts; and (2) preliminary

validation of the scale in a sample of 925 participants. Reliability

indiceswereappropriate in this sample, andexternalvalidity in

relation toothermeasures showed significant relationships. Find-

ings suggest that the FSFI is reliable and valid in Spanish for a

Colombianpopulation.Further research isneeded toestablish the

test–retest reliability and discriminant validity of this Spanish

version.

Keywords Female Sexual Dysfunction Index �
Sexual dysfunction �DSM-5 � Cross-cultural

Introduction

The Female Sexual Function Index (FSFI) was developed by

Rosenet al. (2000),with thepurposeof exploring subjectively

thedimensionsinvolvedinfemalesexualfunctioning.Thecreation

of theFSFIsoughta twofoldpurpose;on theonehand, it purported

toaddress the lackofreliable instruments for propermeasurement

of sexual functioning in women. On the other hand, the FSFI

aimed at the implementation of research on sexuality in women,

including those in menopause. The FSFI features 19 items, dis-

tributed in 6 factors. Items 1 and 2 appertain to the Desire factor;

Items 3–6 fall into the Arousal factor; Items 7–10 belong to the

Lubricationfactor; Items11–13fall into theOrgasmfactor; Items

14–16 relate to theSatisfaction factor, and Items17–19pertain in

the Pain factor. Responses range from 0 to 5, or from 1 to 5,

depending on the item.

Currently, adaptations of this instrument can be found in dif-

ferent languages: Chinese (Sun, Li, Jin, Fan, & Wang, 2011),

Japanese (Takahashi, Inokuchi, Watanabe, Saito, & Kai, 2011),

Korean(Leeetal.,2014), Italian(Filocamoetal.,2014),Malayan

(Sidi, Abdullah, Puteh, &Midin, 2007), Portuguese (Hentschel,

Alberton,Capp,Goldim,&Passos,2007), Iranian (Mohammadi,

Heydari, & Faghihzadeh, 2008), Arabic (Anis, Gheit, Saied, &

Al_kherbash,2011),German(Berner,Kriston,Zahradnik,Harter

& Rohde, 2004), and Urdu (Rehman, Asif Mahmood, Sheikh,

Sultan.,&Khan,2015), interalia. Ithasalsobeenvalidatedwitha

sample of women diagnosed with mixed sexual dysfunctions

(Wiegel,Meston,&Rosen, 2005), orgasmic disorder and hypoac-

tive sexual desire disorder (Meston, 2003), older women (Dargis

et al., 2012), and women with breast cancer (Bartula & Sherman,

2015). However, to the extent of our knowledge, the FSFI has not

beenproperlyvalidatedinSpanish,albeit ithasbeenwidelyusedin

Hispanic samples:Garcı́aLlana et al. (2015) andMestre,Lleberia,

Pubill, and Espuña-Pons (2015).

Because no adequate adaptation of the scale is available in

Spanishlanguageasyet,thisstudysoughttobothadaptandvalidate

the Spanish FSFI in a sample of Colombian women.

Method

Participants

The sample consisted of 925 Colombian women aged 18–69

(M=28.97,SD=9.98).Inclusioncriteriawerethefollowing:being

a woman, over 18years of age, having been involved in sexual

& Pablo Vallejo-Medina

pablo.vallejom@konradlorenz.edu.co

1 SexLab KL, School of Psychology, Fundación Universitaria
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activity in themonth prior to the evaluation, being Colombian, and

livinginColombia.Atotalof6115individualsclickedonthesurvey

link, and of those, 38% (2327) completed the entire survey.A thou-

sand men were excluded, 24 women did not report age or were

minors,103werenotColombiansorwerelivinginanothercountry,

and 275 did not engage in sexual activity in themonth prior to the

evaluation. Average time to complete the survey was 24min.

Procedure

A teamof two translators and seven experts in psychometrics

and/or sexuality helped to translate and adapt the FSFI to its

Colombian Spanish version.

The translators were responsible for making the linguistic

adaptation from English into Spanish, under the guidelines

provided by Muñiz, Elosua, and Hambleton (2013), Elosua,

Mujika, Almeida, and Hermosilla (2014) and AERA, APA,

and NCME (2015). Thus, two independent forward transla-

tionsweredone.After that, a committee formedby translators

and specialists in the field with knowledge of Spanish and

English agreed on a new versionwhich has cultural closeness

between the original form and the adapted one.

In order to evaluate the properties of the items of the adapted

version of the FSFI, we relied on sevenColombian psychologists

workingintheareaofhumansexualityand/orpsychometrics.Five

properties of each of the items were evaluated in this stage, as

follows:Representativeness(contributionoftheitemtothefemale

sexual function construct), Ownership (which subdimension the

item is more related with), Comprehension (determines whether

the item is properly understood in its adapted version), Interpre-

tation (levelof ambiguityof the item), andClarity (howdirect and

concise the itemis).These itemswereevaluatedaccording toeach

of thepropertieswith scores ranging from1(Not…) to4 (Very…)

in a Likert scale. Additionally, each of the experts proposed an

alternativewording for the items, if they so deemed fit. Sampling

wascarriedout fromSeptember16 toOctober30,2015.Thescale

was administered by means of the Typeform� platform, which

allows to access and respond the scale fromany type of electronic

device with an Internet connection. Our institutional Lab Face-

book�page (facebook/SexLabKL)wasused todistribute the sur-

vey. Duplicity of data was controlled with IP, gender and age.

Otherstudieshavealreadyused thismethodologywith theFSFI,

obtaining good results (Crisp, Fellner, & Pauls, 2015).

In order to run an exploratory and a confirmatory factor anal-

ysis, thesamplewasrandomlysubdividedintwoindependentsam-

ples.SampleA,composedby369participants,wasusedfor the

exploratoryfactoranalysis (EFA),andthesampleB,usedfor the

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), was made up by 525.

Data Analysis

A table of specifications and the ICaiken program (Merino &

Livia, 2009) were used in order to perform qualitative analysis

(Osterlind, 1989) for the items. The latter allows estimation of

Aiken’sV confidence interval (Aiken, 1980, 1985). Any items

scoringbelow.50inthelowerlimit (95%CI)ofAiken’sV interval

would be reviewed (Merino&Livia, 2009). The relevant adjust-

mentsweremadetakingintoaccount thecommentsof theexperts.

The Factor 10.4 (Lorenzo-Seva & Ferrando, 2013) was used

for calculating the EFA. This was done using the polychoric

correlationmatrix; the factor extractionwas donewith the robust

unweighted least squares, due to the non-normal distribution

(Mardias’ test=36.61), and rotationmethod usedwasVarimax.

The EQS6.1 was used for calculating the CFA. The ML robust

estimationmethodwas used due to non-normalmultivariate data

observation (Mardia’s test=57.43). The polychoric matrix was

used.Theoverallfit indicesusedwere the root-mean-squareerror

approximation (RMSEA) and its 90% CI, as well as the com-

parative fit index (CFI) and the Akaike information criterion

(AIC).Values lower than .06 for theRMSEAandhigher than .95

for the CFI will be considered good fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999).

Lower values in the AIC indicate a better fit.

Measures

Sociodemographic Information

Itwas evaluatedusinga semi-structured interviewwithquestions

about sex, age, place of residence, years of study, sexual orienta-

tion (Kinsey, Pomeroy, &Martin, 1948), religious aspects (belief

and attendance to religious services),marital status, wage income,

and whether or not the participant had a relationship of at least

6months.

Female Sexual Function Index (FSFI)

The adapted scale based on the original (Rosen et al., 2000) was

used in this study. This scale consists of 19 items, and they are

answered on a Likert scale ranging from 0 to 5 or from 1 to 5

depending on the item. A total of 6 factors were isolated (Desire,

Arousal,Lubrication,Orgasm,Satisfaction, andPain).All alphas

were higher than .82, and test–retest reliability ranged from (r=

.79–.86).See Appendix section.

Sexual Inhibition/Sexual Excitation Scales-Short Form (SIS/

SES-SF; Carpenter, Janssen, Graham, Vorst, & Wicherts,

2010; Janssen, Vorst, Finn, & Bancroft, 2002a, b)

This short version consists of 14 items. The Spanish adaptation

validated byMoyano and Sierra (2014) was used; its items were

answered on a Likert scale (1= strongly disagree; 4= strongly

agree), and they are distributed on an Excitation Scale (SES), as

well as two scales related to Sexual Inhibition (SIS1 and SIS2).

The SES evaluates sexual arousal derived from social interac-

tions, whils SIS1 and SIS2 evaluate inhibition as associatedwith

fear/threat of underperformance during the sexual encounter and
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inhibition due to fear of contextual threats such as STI, or being

watchedduringintercourse, respectively.Anexampleof this item

would be:‘‘When I talk to someone on the telephone who has a

sexy voice, I become sexually aroused.’’Original test–retest reli-

ability forSES,SIS1,andSIS2is .61, .61and .63. In this study,we

observed Cronbach’s alpha values of .74, .65 and .57.

Sexual Desire Inventory (SDI; Spector, Carey, & Steinberg,

1996)

The version used was the one validated in Spanish (Moyano,

Vallejo-Medina, & Sierra, 2017). This scale consists of 13

items that evaluate sexual desire in three dimensions:with the

current partner, with an unknown attractive person and soli-

tary. In theMoyanoetal. study,alphas rangedfrom.80and .93.

TheCronbachalphavalues in this studyfor theabovedimensions

were .88, .89 and .93, respectively. Following is an exampleof an

item: ‘‘How important is it for you to fulfill your sexual desire

through activity with a partner?’’

Massachusetts General Hospital-Sexual Functioning

Questionnaire (MGH-SFQ; Fava, Rankin, Alpert,

Nierenberg, & Worthington, 1998)

The version validated in Colombia (Marchal-Bertrand et al.,

2016)wasusedfor thisstudy.This isaninstrumentcomposedof5

items,whereinItem4isexclusivelyformen.Eachitemrepresents

a dimensionof sexuality:Desire,Arousal,Orgasm,Erection, and

Overall Satisfaction. The response scale is Likert. Equal to 0 or

below2 results in somedimension estimate thepossiblepresence

of sexual problems. An example of an item is:‘‘Howwould you

rate your overall sexual satisfaction over the past month?’’The

Cronbach alpha in this study was .86.

Results

Sample Characteristics

For sociodemographic characteristics, it was observed that

55.60%of the total samplewasdomiciled inBogota, 9.0%in

Medellin, 3.20% in Cali, 2.50% in Barranquilla and other

minor proportions in various cities within the country

(Manizales, Cartagena, Bucaramanga, among others). Thus, a

total of 94 municipalities were evaluated. Most women in the

sample reportedearning theminimalwage:COP$616,000(i.e.,

USD 208.41) or less per month. The religion that was most

frequently reportedwasCatholicism,with a total 676 believers.

The mode in this sample was to have completed 16years of

schooling. Most of the women were single, although most

of them had been in a relationship for at least 6months. Almost

20% of the participants reported an orientation different from

exclusively heterosexual. For more information of the sample,

see Table 1.

Qualitative Properties of the Items

The properties of the items were obtained in this study. To this

effect, a total of 7 experts in sexuality and/or psychometrics eval-

uated Representativeness, Ownership, Comprehension, Inter-

pretation, and Clarity. As shown in Table 2, the items are not

perfect, but adequate qualitative properties are observed overall.

The lower limitof theconfidence interval (95%CI) forAiken’sV

isgreaterthan.60invirtuallyallcases.Incategoriesinwhichithas

been lower, wording has been revised in order to optimize the

Table 1 Sociodemographic characteristics of the sample

M (SD) or n (%)

Age (in years) 28.97 (10.44)

Years of schooling

5 2 (.20%)

11 61 (6.60%)

13 73 (7.90%)

14 74 (8.0%)

16 458 (49.50%)

More than 16 238 (25.70%)

Sexual orientation

Asexual 5 (.50%)

Exclusively heterosexual 750 (81.10%)

2 110 (11.90%)

3 18 (1.90%)

4 8 (.90%)

5 5 (.50%)

6 10 (1.10%)

Exclusively homosexual 14 (1.50%)

At least 6months in a relationship

Yes 724 (78.30%)

No 194 (21.0%)

Marital status

Married 153 (16.50%)

Single 573 (61.90%)

Widow(er) 2 (.20%)

Common-law 138 (14.90%)

Divorced 51 (5.50%)

Minimum Colombian wage per month 307 (33.20%)

Attendance to religious events

Never 191 (20.60%)

Sometimes a year 347 (37.50%)

Sometimes a month 220 (23.80%)

Once a week 127 (13.70%)

Several times a week 25 (2.70%)

Daily 6 (.60%)
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Table 2 Properties of the FSFI items

Item Cat M Aiken V % agreement Lower
95% CI

Upper
95% CI

1 Rep 4.00 1.00 .85 1.00

Own 85

Com 3.71 .90 .70 .97

Int 4.00 1.00 .85 1.00

Cla 3.86 .97 .79 1.00

2 Rep 4.00 1.00 .85 1.00

Own 100

Com 3.71 .90 .70 .97

Int 4.00 1.00 .85 1.00

Cla 3.86 .97 .79 1.00

3 Rep 4.00 1.00 .85 1.00

Own 100

Com 3.86 .97 .79 1.00

Int 4.00 1.00 .85 1.00

Cla 3.86 .97 .79 1.00

4 Rep 3.86 .97 .79 1.00

Own 100

Com 3.71 .90 .70 .97

Int 4.00 1.00 .85 1.00

Cla 3.71 .90 .70 .97

5 Rep 3.57 .87 .66 .96

Own 85

Com 3.43 .80 .59 .92

Int 3.57 .87 .66 .96

Cla 3.43 .80 .59 .92

6 Rep 3.57 .87 .66 .96

Own 85

Com 3.43 .80 .59 .92

Int 3.86 .97 .79 1.00

Cla 3.29 .77 .55 .90

7 Rep 3.57 .87 .66 .96

Own 100

Com 3.57 .87 .66 .96

Int 4.00 1.00 .85 1.00

Cla 3.71 .90 .70 .97

8 Rep 3.86 .97 .79 1.00

Own 100

Com 4.00 1.00 .85 1.00

Int 4.00 1.00 .85 1.00

Cla 4.00 1.00 .85 1.00

9 Rep 3.71 .90 .70 .97

Own 85

Com 3.57 .87 .66 .96

Int 3.71 .90 .70 .97

Cla 3.57 .87 .66 .96

10 Rep 3.71 .90 .70 .97

Own 2.86 85

Com 3.86 .97 .79 1.00

Int 4.00 1.00 .85 1.00

Table 2 continued

Item Cat M Aiken V % agreement Lower
95% CI

Upper
95% CI

Cla 3.86 .97 .79 1.00

11 Rep 3.71 .90 .70 .97

Own 100

Com 4.00 1.00 .85 1.00

Int 4.00 1.00 .85 1.00

Cla 4.00 1.00 .85 1.00

12 Rep 3.71 .90 .70 .97

Own 85

Com 4.00 1.00 .85 1.00

Int 4.00 1.00 .85 1.00

Cla 4.00 1.00 .85 1.00

13 Rep 3.71 .90 .70 .97

Own 70

Com 3.86 .97 .79 1.00

Int 4.00 1.00 .85 1.00

Cla 3.86 .97 .79 1.00

14 Rep 3.86 .97 .79 1.00

Own 85

Com 3.43 .80 .59 .92

Int 3.71 .90 .70 .97

Cla 3.71 .90 .70 .97

15 Rep 3.86 .97 .79 1.00

Own 85

Com 3.86 .97 .79 1.00

Int 3.86 .97 .79 1.00

Cla 3.71 .90 .70 .97

16 Rep 3.86 .97 .79 1.00

Own 100

Com 3.86 .97 .79 1.00

Int 3.86 .97 .79 1.00

Cla 3.86 .97 .79 1.00

17 Rep 4.00 1.00 .85 1.00

Own 100

Com 4.00 1.00 .85 1.00

Int 4.00 1.00 .85 1.00

Cla 4.00 1.00 .85 1.00

18 Rep 3.86 .97 .79 1.00

Own 100

Com 4.00 1.00 .85 1.00

Int 4.00 1.00 .85 1.00

Cla 4.00 1.00 .85 1.00

19 Rep 3.86 .97 .79 1.00

Own 100

Com 4.00 1.00 .85 1.00

Int 4.00 1.00 .85 1.00

Cla 4.00 1.00 .85 1.00

Cat category,Expexpert,RepRepresentativeness,OwnOwnership,Com
Comprehension, Int Interpretation, Cla Clarity
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item’s category. In addition, the experts have shownover 85%of

agreement in terms of Ownership of the items—except in one

case. The item experts reached the least consensus on—number

13—thought it is still optimal; 70% of the experts agreed on the

dimension it should fall into.Albeit indicatorswerecorrect, every

comment fromtheexpertswasconsidered inorder to improve the

wording of the items.

Exploratory Factor Analysis

In this study, and according to Kaiser’s criteria, the FSFI is com-

posed byfive dimensions,with a clearArousal–Desire fusion.As

in the case of the original validation (Rosen et al., 2000), a six-

dimensionmodelwasforcedinorder toisolateArousalandDesire

as two independent factors, due to their theoretical interest. Thus,

Table3 shows six factors which were explored with correct item

loadings within each factor; only Arousal seems to be slightly

unstable. This model explains 80.81% variance.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Based on other studies (Anis et al., 2011; Berner et al., 2004;

Filocamo et al., 2014; Hentschel et al., 2007; Lee et al., 2014;

Mohammadi et al., 2008; Rehman et al., 2015; Sidi et al., 2007;

Sun et al., 2011; Takahashi et al., 2011) and/or in the results

observed in the EFA, we decided to conduct CFA testing four

models. The first model is formed by 6 independent factors; the

second model is formed by 6 covariated factors, the third model

features the 6 factors grouped in a second-order general factor,

and the last model tested was the 5 covariated dimensions. As

shown in Table4, three models had optimal fits in Colombian

women;nevertheless,wedecided to support andpresent the stan-

dardizedweightsof the6covariatedfactormodel(seeFig. 1),as it

has the best indicators in all the indices. Figure1 also shows that

the standardizedweights of each itemwith their respective factor

are always above .30 and provide acceptable R2 values.

Psychometric Properties of the Items

Table5showssomeofthepsychometricpropertiesoftheSpanish

adaptation of the FSFI. The average response of each item is

slightly above the theoreticalmean of the response scale (3), and

we observed adequate distribution of the responses of the scale

with SD between 1 and 2. In addition, the corrected item-total

correlations is greater than .30 in all cases, and Cronbach’s alpha

onlyimprovesslightlyif theitemisremovedinitem14.However,

alphas are adequate and we do not intend to eliminate this item.

External Validity

Finally, we evaluated the external validity of the scale by corre-

lating the FSFI subdimensions with other scales with which it is

theoretically related. Table6 shows significant and moderate

correlations observed between all dimensions of the FSFI. In

addition, the correlation of the 6 subscales is also significant and

moderate with the scale of the Massachusetts General Hospital-

Sexual Functioning Questionnaire (MGH-SFQ). With regard to

the SIS-SES, a general trend has been identified—as expected—

Table 3 Exploratory factor analysis of the FSFI

Item Desire Arousal Lubrication Orgasm Overall

satisfaction

Pain

1 .80

2 .83

3 .56 .30 .33

4 .55 .36 .34

5 .38 .34 .32

6 .35 .45 .36 .38

7 .35 .57

8 .69 .30

9 .70

10 .80

11 .78

12 .81

13 .70 .40

14 .72

15 .83

16 .74

17 .85

18 .80

19 .87

Bold numbers indicate the theoretical position of the item. Loadings

lower than .30 have been suppressed

Table 4 Fit indices for the three models tested in the CFA

S-B v2 df p CFI RMSEA CI RMSEA 90% AIC

Six independent factors 550.02 146 .00 .976 .076 .070–.083 258.02

Six covariated factors 209.31 131 .00 .995 .036 .026–.044 -52.68

Second-order 6 factors 353.60 145 .00 .988 .055 .048–.062 63.60

Five covariated factors 338.86 137 .00 .988 .056 .048–.063 64.86

S-B v2 Satorra Bentler v2, df degree of freedom, CFI comparative fit index, RMSEA root-mean-square error of approximation, CI RMSEA 90%

confidence interval 90% of the root-mean-square error of approximation, AIC Akaike information criterion
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where the highest magnitudes have been observed among the

subscales of the SIS/SES-SFwith the FSFI—Desire. In addition,

the general trend—with some exceptions—is to observe positive

correlationswith theSES, andnegative correlationswith theSIS.

Finally—andfollowingtheprevioustrend—thethreedimensions

of sexual desire correlate with a greater magnitude with the

dimension of Desire of the FSFI, and desire for the beloved

partner is the subdimension that shows the most intense positive

correlations with the dimensions of the FSFI, followed with the

same trend, although with lower correlations with the Solitary

Desire. In turn, Desire for an attractive unknown couple is prac-

tically not related to the FSFI.

Discussion

TheFSFI is themostwidely used questionnaire in order to assess

thesexual functioningofwomen. Ithasbeen translated intomany

languages. However, its psychometric properties to date—be-

yond Cronbach’s alpha (Blümel et al., 2004)—have never been

evaluated inSpanish-speakingpopulations, despite beingused in

these populations. This study undertook to conduct the transla-

tion, adaptation and preliminary validation of the FSFI in

Colombianwomen.Thepsychometric properties support the use

of this scale inSpanish, having thereby foundadequate construct,

content and external validity, in addition to a reliable scale.

Fig. 1 Six covariated factor model, its standardized loads (k) and related R2
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This studyevaluated theproperties of items, includingcontent

validity. While it is not common to obtain content validity, the

latter is of paramount importance as it provides theoretical evi-

dence on the dimensionality of the scale and Representativeness

of the items (Rubio, Berg-Weger, Tebb, Lee & Rauch, 2003).

Other researchers—in other cultures—found appropriate indi-

cators of content validity in their adaptations (Kim et al., 2002;

Revicki, Margolis, Bush, DeRogatis, & Hanes, 2011; Sidi et al.,

2007), as did we. This allows us to progress to construct validity

analysis with certain theoretical guarantees in our adaptation.

Furthermore, the items have been found to appear clear, concise,

accurate and representative.

The dimensionality of the scale has been replicated in many

cultures and female populations (Bartula & Sherman, 2015;

Ismail et al., 2014;Opperman,Benson,&Milhausen, 2013;Vel-

ten, Scholten, Graham, & Margraf, 2016). The results obtained

are consistentwith thedimensionalityoriginallyproposed. In this

Latin American sample, we have been able to replicate the same

Table 5 Mean, SD, and some psychometric properties of the items

Subscale Item M (SD) citc a-item a Total M (SD)

Desire 1 3.71 (1.05) .74 – .84 7.31 (1.82)

2 3.60 (.90) .74 –

Arousal 3 4.36 (.92) .63 .83 .84 16.70 (3.16)

4 3.99 (.87) .70 .80

5 4.05 (1.02) .67 .81

6 4.22 (.97) .74 .78

Lubrication 7 4.48 (.89) .70 .81 .85 17.78 (2.89)

8 4.55 (.76) .70 .81

9 4.26 (.98) .71 .81

10 4.49 (.79) .69 .81

Orgasm 11 3.89 (1.28) .77 .78 .86 11.80 (3.31)

12 4.08 (1.09) .75 .81

13 3.83 (1.33) .72 .83

Overall satisfaction 14 4.22 (1.07) .64 .86 .85 12.49 (2.77)

15 4.17 (1.01) .78 .73

16 4.10 (1.06) .73 .59

Pain 17 4.10 (1.10) .80 .82 .89 12.54 (2.85)

18 4.20 (1.07) .74 .87

19 4.24 (.96) .81 .82

M=mean, SD= standard deviation; citc corrected total item correlation; a-item=Cronbach alpha if item is deleted; a=Cronbach alpha

Table 6 Correlations among FSFI factors and other similar measurements

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13)

FSFI desire (1) 1

FSFI excitation (2) .60** 1

FSFI lubrication (3) .32** .59** 1

FSFI orgasm (4) .27** .54** .49** 1

FSFI overall satisfaction (5) .39** .63** .48** .50** 1

FSFI pain (6) .23** .31** .41** .27** .25** 1

MGH-SFQ (7) .54** .68** .55** .55** .66** .37** 1

SES (8) .25** .07* .04 .04** -.05 .01 .69* 1

SIS1 (9) -.30** -.34** -.25** -.19** -.22** -.20** -.34** -.04 1

SIS2 (10) -.18** -.10** -.03 -.01 -.03* -.07* -.07* -.21** .27** 1

IDS partner (11) .65** .61** .40** .29** .48** .22** .56** .16** -.27** -.13** 1

IDS attractive (12) .14** -.01 -.01 -.05 -.16** .01 -.06 .59** -.06 -.20** .04 1

IDS lonely (13) .27** .13** .09** .13** -.00 .06* .12** .43** -.09** -.16** .26** .42** 1

* p\.05; ** p\.01
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dimensionality too, having observed appropriate adjustment for

the six-related factors proposed.

We observed construct reliability and validity with some

evidence of the psychometric properties of the items, as well as

external validity. Firstly, the scores obtained on all items were

slightlyabove the theoreticalmeanof thescale,which isexpected

in community population. In addition, we observed appropriate

response variability in terms of the SD. Corrected item-total

correlations are above the problematic threshold (.30). Similarly,

the reliabilitiesofall subscalesareoptimalandonly inonecase—

item14—is there a slight improvementobserved inalpha, should

this item be eliminated. These indicators—together with appro-

priatequalitativepropertiesof the itemsalreadyobserved—allow

ustomoveforwardwithconfidencetoevaluateconstructvalidity.

The last results of this study showa series of relationships that

provide the FSFI with external validity. Thus, there have been

moderateandsignificantcorrelationsbetweenall subscalesof the

FSFI and the overall performance score in the MGH-SFQ, as

expected(Ryding&Blom,2015;Selcuketal.,2016).Withregard

to SES, significant and positive correlations were observed with

arousal, lubrication and orgasm—albeit in a low-moderate

magnitude for desire. Association with overall satisfaction and

painisalmostnegligible.TheSIS1andSIS2haveshownnegative

and low correlations with all subscales of the FSFI, although the

highest magnitude has been observed with desire. The relation-

ship between the FSFI and the SIS/SES was not expected to be

very high, as this is not ameasure of sexual functioning (Janssen

et al., 2002a, b), yet a significant one. In fact, the SIS/SES-SF is a

measurewhichismorerelatedtosexualdesire thanit is toArousal

(Pfaus, 2009), though not conspicuously—this has also been

observedinourresults.Finally, theSDIhasalsocorrelated(witha

greatmagnitude)with theDesire scaleof theFSFI.All thiswould

indicate a good performance of the Spanish version of the FSFI

with respect to other related constructs.

This work has been the first attempt to validate the FSFI in a

Spanish-speaking population—Colombia. Thus, further work

shouldbeconsidered inorder to fulfill thepsychometricwork.For

example, a clinical sample should be used in the future for

divergent validity and test–retest reliability.These results areonly

applicable to Colombia; therefore, this adaptation should be used

with caution in other Spanish-speaking cultures. Future studies

should assess invariance between different sexual orientations, as

well as the effect of some sociodemographic in female sexual

functioning. Notwithstanding these limitations, the current adap-

tationof theFSFI in aColombianpopulation appears tobe avalid

and reliable instrument, suitable for use as an instrument in a

clinical setting, and for research with Colombian Spanish-speak-

ing people.

Implications for Practice and/or Policy

The results found in this study reiterate the need for an in-depth

understanding of the general aspects of sexual functioning in

women. Finding valid and reliable tools to indirectly evaluate

human sexuality—especially in women—is a challenge for sci-

ence today. The availability of an instrument like the FSFI vali-

dated and adapted to the Spanish language will be a helpful tool

for clinicians and researchers working in the area. Not only will

this help lay the foundations of the FSFI as the main tool for

evaluating sexual functioning of women—now also in Spanish-

speakingcontexts—butitwillalsoallowtofurtherexploreanarea

in constant growth—onewithmany questions which to this date

still remain unanswered.
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Appendix

1. Durante las últimas cuatro semanas, ¿con qué frecuencia ha sentido deseo o interés sexual?

5 Siempre o casi siempre

4 La mayoría de las veces (más de la mitad de las veces)

3 Algunas veces (aproximadamente la mitad de las veces)

2 Pocas veces (menos de la mitad de las veces)

1 Casi nunca o nunca

2. Durante las últimas cuatro semanas, ¿cómo calificaría su nivel de deseo o interés sexual?

5 Muy alto

4 Alto

3 Moderado

2 Bajo

1 Muy bajo o ninguno

3. Durante las últimas cuatro semanas, ¿con qué frecuencia ha sentido excitación sexual durante la actividad o relación
sexual (sola o en pareja)?

0 No he tenido actividad sexual

5 Siempre o casi siempre

4 La mayoría de las veces (más de la mitad de las veces)

3 Algunas veces (aproximadamente la mitad de las veces)

2 Pocas veces (menos de la mitad de las veces).

1 Casi nunca o nunca

4. Durante las últimas cuatro semanas, ¿cómo calificaría su nivel de excitación sexual durante la actividad o relación
sexual (sola o en pareja)?

0 No he tenido actividad sexual

5 Muy alto

4 Alto

3 Moderado

2 Bajo

1 Muy bajo o ninguno

5. Durante las últimas cuatro semanas, ¿qué tan segura estaba de que se iba a excitar sexualmente durante la actividad o
relación sexual (sola o en pareja)?

0 No he tenido actividad sexual

5 Muy segura

4 Segura

3 Moderadamente segura

2 Poco segura

1 Casi nada o nada segura
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6. Durante las últimas cuatro semanas, ¿con qué frecuencia ha estado a gusto con su excitación sexual durante la
actividad o relación sexual (sola o en pareja)?

0 No he tenido actividad sexual

5 Siempre o casi siempre

4 La mayoría de las veces (más de la mitad de las veces)

3 Algunas veces (aproximadamente la mitad de las veces)

2 Pocas veces (menos de la mitad de las veces).

1 Casi nunca o nunca

7. Durante las últimas cuatro semanas, ¿con qué frecuencia ha conseguido estar lubricada ("mojada") durante la
actividad o relación sexual (sola o en pareja)?

0 No he tenido actividad sexual

5 Siempre o casi siempre

4 La mayoría de las veces (más de la mitad de las veces)

3 Algunas veces (aproximadamente la mitad de las veces)

2 Pocas veces (menos de la mitad de las veces).

1 Casi nunca o nunca

8. Durante las últimas cuatro semanas, ¿qué tan difícil le ha resultado lubricar ("mojarse") durante la actividad o
relación sexual (sola o en pareja)?

0 No he tenido actividad sexual

1 Extremadamente difícil o imposible

2 Muy difícil

3 Difícil

4 Un poco difícil

5 Nada difícil

9. Durante las últimas cuatro semanas, ¿con qué frecuencia semantuvo usted lubricada ("mojada") hasta el final de la
actividad o relación sexual (sola o en pareja)?

0 No he tenido actividad sexual

5 Siempre o casi siempre

4 La mayoría de las veces (más de la mitad de las veces)

3 Algunas veces (aproximadamente la mitad de las veces)

2 Pocas veces (menos de la mitad de las veces).

1 Casi nunca o nunca

10. Durante las últimas cuatro semanas, ¿qué tan difícil fue mantenerse lubricada ("mojada") hasta el final de la
actividad o relación sexual (sola o en pareja)?

0 No he tenido actividad sexual

1 Extremadamente difícil o imposible

2 Muy difícil
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3 Difícil

4 Un poco difícil

5 Nada difícil

11. Durante las últimas cuatro semanas, cuando ha tenido estimulación sexual o relaciones sexuales (sola o en
pareja), ¿con qué frecuencia logró el orgasmo ("se vino")?

0 No he tenido actividad sexual

5 Siempre o casi siempre

4 La mayoría de las veces (más de la mitad de las veces)

3 Algunas veces (aproximadamente la mitad de las veces)

2 Pocas veces (menos de la mitad de las veces).

1 Casi nunca o nunca

12. Durante las últimas cuatro semanas, cuando ha tenido estimulación sexual o relaciones sexuales (sola o en
pareja), ¿qué tan difícil fue lograr el orgasmo ("venirse")?

0 No he tenido actividad sexual

1 Extremadamente difícil o imposible

2 Muy difícil

3 Difícil

4 Un poco difícil

5 Nada difícil

13. Durante las últimas cuatro semanas, ¿qué tan conforme ha estado con su capacidad de lograr el orgasmo
("venirse") durante la actividad o relación sexual (sola o en pareja)?

0 No he tenido actividad sexual

5 Muy conforme

4 Moderadamente conforme

3 Ni conforme ni inconforme

2 Moderadamente inconforme

1 Muy inconforme

14. Durante las últimas cuatro semanas, ¿qué tan satisfecha ha estado con el nivel de cercanía emocional durante
la actividad sexual con su pareja?

0 No he tenido actividad sexual

5 Muy satisfecha

4 Moderadamente satisfecha

3 Ni satisfecha ni insatisfecha

2 Moderadamente insatisfecha

1 Muy insatisfecha

15. Durante las últimas cuatro semanas, ¿qué tan satisfecha ha estado en sus relaciones sexuales con su pareja?
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5 Muy satisfecha

4 Moderadamente satisfecha

3 Ni satisfecha ni insatisfecha

2 Moderadamente insatisfecha

1 Muy insatisfecha

16. Durante las últimas cuatro semanas, ¿qué tan satisfecha ha estado con su vida sexual en general?

5 Muy satisfecha

4 Moderadamente satisfecha

3 Ni satisfecha ni insatisfecha

2 Moderadamente insatisfecha

1 Muy insatisfecha

17. Durante las últimas cuatro semanas, ¿con qué frecuencia ha sentido incomodidad o dolor durante la penetración
vaginal?

0 No he tenido penetración vaginal

1 Siempre o casi siempre

2 La mayoría de las veces (más de la mitad de las veces)

3 Algunas veces (aproximadamente la mitad de las veces)

4 Pocas veces (menos de la mitad de las veces).

5 Casi nunca o nunca

18. Durante las últimas cuatro semanas, ¿con qué frecuencia ha sentido incomodidad o dolor luego de la penetración
vaginal?

0 No he tenido penetración vaginal

1 Siempre o casi siempre

2 La mayoría de las veces (más de la mitad de las veces)

3 Algunas veces (aproximadamente la mitad de las veces)

4 Pocas veces (menos de la mitad de las veces).

5 Casi nunca o nunca

19. Durante las últimas cuatro semanas, ¿cómo calificaría su nivel de incomodidad o dolor durante la penetración
vaginal?

0 No he tenido penetración vaginal

1 Muy alto

2 Alto

3 Moderado

4 Bajo

5 Muy bajo o ninguno
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de la baterı́a de pruebas de razonamiento. Revista Latinoamericana de

Psicologı́a, 46, 117–126. doi:10.1016/S0120-0534(14)70015-9.

Fava,M.,Rankin,M.A.,Alpert, J.E.,Nierenberg,A.A.,&Worthington,J. J.

(1998).Anopen trial of oral sildenafil in antidepressant-induced sexual

dysfunction.Psychotherapy and Psychosomatics, 67,328–331. doi:10.

1159/000012299.

Filocamo, M. T., Serati, M., Li Marzi, V., Costantini, E., Milanesi, M.,

Pietropaolo, A.,…Villari, D. (2014). The Female Sexual Function

Index(FSFI):LinguisticvalidationoftheItalianversion.JournalofSex-

ual Medicine, 11, 447–453. doi:10.1111/jsm.12389.

Garcı́aLlana,H.,CeladillaDı́az,O.,Graça,A.M.,MuñozGutiérrez, I., Peso
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con la versión en español.Revista Latinoamericana de Psicologia, 48,

88–97. doi:10.1016/j.rlp.2016.01.001.

Merino, C., & Livia, J. (2009). Intervalos de confianza asimétricos para el

ı́ndice la validez de contenido: un programa Visual Basic para la V de

Aiken. Anales de Psicologı́a, 25, 169–171.

Meston,C.M.(2003).ValidationoftheFemaleSexualFunctionIndex(FSFI)

inwomenwithfemaleorgasmicdisorderandinwomenwithhypoactive

sexual desire disorder. Journal of Sex and Marital Therapy, 29, 39–46.

doi:10.1080/00926230390154826.

Mestre, M., Lleberia, J., Pubill, J., & Espuña-Pons, M. (2015). Los

cuestionarios en la evaluación de la actividad y función sexual enmujeres

con incontinencia urinaria y prolapso de órganos pélvicos.Actas Urológi-
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