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Ozet

Amag: Bu ¢aligma, Meston ve arkadaslar:
tarafindan gelistirilen Kadin Cinsel Memnuniyet
Olgeginin (CMO-K) degistirilmis versiyonunu
olan Erkekler I¢in Cinsel Memnuniyet Olcegi
(CMO-E) Tiirkge formunun gegerli giivenilir bir
aragolup olmadigini belirlemek amaciylayapildi.
Gere¢ ve Yontemler: Metodolojik bir ¢alisma
olup, Mart — Temmuz 2021 tarihleri arasinda
gergeklestirildi. 30 maddeli, bes alt boyutlu ve
likert tipindeki 6lgegin, dil geviri ve kapsam
gegerliligi calismalarindan sonra 30 Kkisilik
bir gruba 6n uygulamas: yapildi. Veriler, etik
onay alindiktan sonra ¢evrimici ortamda 193
erkek bireyden elde edildi. Olgegin kapsam/
igerik gegerliligi i¢in Content Validity Index,
gegerliligini test etmek igin Confirmatory
Factor Analysis yapildi. Giivenirligini test etmek
i¢in, Cronbach Alfa ve madde-toplam puan
korelasyonu test edildi. Olgegin zamana gore
degismezligini test-retest ile degerlendirildi.
Bulgular: Olgek, kapsam gecerliligi sekiz
uzman tarafindan gozden gecirildi. Olcegin
yapr gegerligi, dogrulayic1 ve agimlayici faktor
analizi kullanilarak yapildi. Dogrulayici faktor
yiikleri .55 ile .87 ve agimlayici faktor yikleri
0.34 ile .83 arasinda bulundu. Her bir maddenin
puani ile 6lgek puani arasindaki korelasyon
katsayis1 r=.35-.80 olarak belirlendi (p<.001).
Cronbach Alfa i¢ tutarlik ve giivenirlik katsayisi
6lgegin toplaminda .95 ve alt boyutlarinin ise

Abstract

Objective: This study was carried out to
determine whether the Turkish version of the
Sexual Satisfaction Scale for Men (SSS-M),
a modified version of the Women Sexual
Satisfaction Scale (SSS-W) developed by Meston
and his friends is a valid and reliable tool or not.

Material and Methods: This is a
methodological study and was
between March and July 2021. After the language
translation and content validity studies of the
30-item of which Likert-type scale and five

conducted

sub-dimensions a preliminary application was
carried out on a group of 30 people. Data were
obtained from 193 male individuals on an
online platform after ethical approval. Whereas
for the scope\content validity of the scale
Content Validity was used, to test for validity
Confirmatory Factor Analysis was performed.
To verify its dependableness, the Cronbach
Alpha score and item-total correlation score
were tested. The time invariance of the scale was
evaluated with a test-retest.

Results: The scale and content validity
was reviewed by eight experts. The construct
validity of the scale was performed by using
confirmatory and exploratory factor analyses.
Confirmatory factor loads were determined
between .55 and .87, and exploratory factor loads
were determined between 0.34 and .83. The
correlation coefficient between the score of each

*The study was presented as an oral presentation at the III.Baskent International Conference on Multidisciplinary Studies Congress between October 23-25.

The study was approved by Ethics Committee of Izmir Bakircay University (Protocole Number: 2021/236). All research was performed in accordance with

relevant guidelines/regulations, and informed consent was obtained from all participants.
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.82- .95’ olarak bulundu. Test-tekrar test giivenirlik analizinde
anlamli bir fark bulunmadi (p>.05). Maddelerin test-tekrar
test 0.79-0.90.idi.
Sonug: Bu ¢aligmanin sonucunda, bes alt boyutlu “Erkekler I¢in

korelasyonu agirlikli  kappa degerleri

Cinsel Memnuniyet Olgegi (CMO-E)” nin Tiirkge versiyonunun
dort boyutlu olarak gegerli ve giivenilir bir arag oldugu,
aragtirmalarda ve klinikte kullanilabilecegini belirlendi.

Anahtar Kelimeler: cinsel memnuniyet, erkekler, gegerlik,
giivenirlik

INTRODUCTION

Sexual satisfaction, a component of human
sexuality, is considered the final stage of the sexual
response cycle (1) and it’s also an important factor
that affects the quality of the individual’s life. Thus,
better physical and psychological health conditions
(2,3), general well-being (1) and quality of life (4) are
associated with high sexual satisfaction.

There are several definitions of sexual pleasure.
One of the most accepted definitions is recommended
by Lawrence and Byers (1995), who describe it as “an
emotional response due to the subjective evaluation of
positive and negative dimensions related to the person’s
sexual relationship” (5). Another sexual satisfaction is
defined as the emotional response resulting from one’s
evaluation of one’s sexual relationship, including the
perception that one’s sexual needs are met, fulfilment
of self and partner’s expectations, and a positive
evaluation of the overall sexual relationship (1-4,6).

Despite the fact that satisfaction is defined as an
emotional state that occurs when the expectations
are met and/or exceeded (6), sexual satisfaction is
defined as a situation that occurs with the fulfilment
of individual wishes during sexual intercourse.
Sexual satisfaction should not be confused with
orgasm. It is associated with important variables such
as relationship satisfaction and self-esteem and is
indispensable for the continuity of the relationship for
both men and women. Therefore, it is not surprising
that sexual satisfaction is an important component
of well-being for most individuals. Hence measuring
sexual satisfaction for the individual is a very pivotal
situation (3-6).

item and the scale score was determined as r=.35-.80 (p<.001). The
Cronbach Alpha internal consistency and reliability coefficients
were found as .95 in the total of the scale and were found as.82-.95
in its sub-dimensions. No significant difference was found in the
test-retest reliability analysis (p>.05). The weighted kappa values of
test-retest correlation values of the items were 0.79-0.90.

Conclusion: As a result of this study, it was determined that
the Turkish version of the five-dimension “ SSS-M” is a valid and
reliable four-dimensional instrument and can be used in research
and clinic.

Keywords: Sexual satisfaction, men, validity, reliability

Although there are many male sexual satisfaction
scales in the literature (4-7), there is no valid and
reliable scale in Turkiye. Therefore, it is necessary to be
developed or tailored suitable instruments for Turkish
men. SSS-M is a modified version of SSS-W (8) for use
in a male population. The Accurate Factor Analysis
shows the consistency of the internal structure
between the sexes. SSS-M can be considered a valid
and reliable psychometric tool for measuring sexual
satisfaction in men (9).

However, this is specific to the culture in which the
scale is developed (9). Psychometric validation of the
questionnaires related to sexual satisfaction, which is
so culturally dependent, is required to be implemented
in order to be applied in other cultures or languages.
Therefore, in this study, it is determined whether the
Sex Satisfaction Scale for Men (SSS-M) (9) Turkish
version which is a modified version of SSS-W that is
developed by Meston and her friends, is a valid and
countable tool or not.

MATERIAL AND METHODS

This research was conducted online between
March and July 2021 as a methodological study,
since it examines whether the Turkish version of the
Male Sexual Satisfaction Scale (SSS-M) is a valid and
reliable tool. For this purpose, the universe of research
was created by men over 18. To be able to analyse in
reliability and validity of the scale, it is recommended
that the number of scale items ought to be 5-10 times
(10) and it is also stated that there must be at least
30 pairs of data to be performed of assessment (9).
Therefore, in our planned research, the number of

146



New J Urol. 2023;18(2):145-155. https://doi.org/10.33719/yud.2023;18-2-1196628

substances (30 items) of the scale was based on the
number of substances. The sample of study 18-65
consisted of 193 men who were members of social
media groups and agreed to participate in the study,
who were sexually active in the last four weeks, who
had no chronic disease, who did not take continuous
medication, who filled out the questionnaire form and
provided a full return.

The application of the study was carried out
in accordance with the steps mentioned in the
international norms (10,11) to ensure the quality of
an adapted scale as the adjustment is performed. For
this, permission was attained via e-mail from Cindy
Meston and Bridget Freihart, who first developed the
scale. Accordingly, the following steps were followed to
establish the scale for the Turkish version, to establish
the content validity and to focus on pilot tests:

e The SSS-M was translated into Turkish and
culturally adapted in accordance with stages
(2000)(12).
Translation involved four steps: two native Turkish

recommended by Beaton et al

speakers-an English lecturer and nursing lecturer
specializing in women’s sexuality-independently
translated the scales; the translated instrument was
modified into a format better suited to the structure
of the Turkish language; the translated scale was
then back-translated into English by a bilingual
native-English speaker who was not involved in the
initial translation; subsequently, the equivalence of
the back-translated and original scale was assessed
by all translators and the primary investigator to
ensure that the conceptual meaning of each item
had been maintained.

o Six experts evaluated the translated instrument’s
content validity: four doctors and two nursing
faculty members specializing in men’s sexuality.
They were asked to evaluate and rank the wording of
each item as follows: 1 = not suitable; 2 = item needs
revision; 3 = suitable, but requires minor changes; 4
= perfectly suitable. The content validity index (CVI)
was calculated based on the experts’ ratings. A CVI
score of > .85 indicates good content validity (13).

e The translated scale was first tested with 30 men
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with similar characteristics to the intended final
sample. Participants were asked to comment on the
items and make suggestions for the improvement
of the tools. Since the pilot test results showed no
perceptible language problem, the final version of
the scale was created.

e For the validity and reliability of the scale,
psychometric evaluation (factor analysis, reliability
analysis; internal consistency, and test-retest) was
performed.

o Test-retest analysis was performed to evaluate
the test’s invariance over time. In this test, it is
recommended that there should be at least two
weeks and a maximum of four weeks (10,11) between
the first measurement and the second measurement,
and the test should be carried out with at least 30
people (10).

Data Collection

In order to collect data, a 13-question survey form
was prepared by the researchers in accordance with
the literature (14,15) and the (SSS-M) form was used.
The variables measured by the questionnaire form
are age, education level, employment status, obtained
income level, marital/relationship status, marriage/
relationship duration and frequency of sexual
intercourse.

Sexual Satisfaction Scale - Male consists of 30
subject scales and it was developed by Meston and
Trampnell in 2005 (8). While the 29 items [5] of
the scale are put in order as the five types of liquert:
strongly disagree, [4] slightly disagree, [3] neither
agree nor disagree [2] agree a little bit and [1] agree,
another substance is put in order as [5] is completely
satisfying, [4] very satisfying, [3] reasonably satisfying,
[2] agree slightly and [1] absolutely agree. The five
sub-dimensions of the scale include satisfaction,
communication, accordance, personal concern and
relational concern. The interpretation of the scale
without a cut-off point is the higher the score obtained,
the more sexual satisfaction. Taken scores from this
measurement indicate that the individual has more
sexual satisfaction. Average scores are calculated
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for each lower scale. SSS-M reliably distinguishes
men with or without sexual dysfunction. SSS-M
measurement shows that among men with sexual
dysfunction (r =0.62-.79) and men without sexual
dysfunction (r =0.58-.79) can be accepted in terms of
internal consistency (Cronbach’s a 20.74) (9).

Statistical Analysis

For analysis of data SSPP dat. 20.0 (SPSS,
Chicago, III) and LISREL programs were used.
Descriptive statistics, averages, median, frequencies
and percentages are used to demonstrate the
distribution of male sociographic characteristics.
Pearson multiplication moment correlation at a =
0.01 and two-way Paired Samples t-test at o = 0.01
were used to test the reliability and validity of the
scale. Content validity refers to the extent to which a
measure represents all aspects of a particular social
construct (16). CVI was used to measure content
validity with 8 experts evaluating the meaning of the
substances. The adequacy of the SSS-M’s five-factor
model (satisfaction, communication, accordance,
self-interest, and relational concern) was tested with
confirmatory factor analysis and various indices of
the model were estimated. (10,11,16,17) Reliability and
Pearson Product Moments Correlation Coefficient was
evaluated by using item-total correlation. In addition,
Cronbach’s alpha coeflicients were determined and the
internal consistency of the SSS-M was evaluated. The
time invariance of the scale and its sub-dimensions was
evaluated with the t-test (Paired-Samples t-test) and
Pearson Product-Moment Multiplication Correlation

Coeflicient in dependent groups. (10,11)

RESULTS

Characteristics of Participants

In the study, a total of 193 men completed the
survey. It was determined that the average age of
men was 33.4%7.6 (Min:20, Max:58) and that they
were married for an average of 10.41+9.05 years. It was
determined that nearly half of the men (48%) were in
the 30-39-year-old group, 34% were bachelors, more
than half were employees (66.3%), most of them (77%)
considered income states as ‘medium’, 40.7% were in

0-5 years of marriage and that the sex relationship
frequency was once a week (32.3%) or 2-3 times a
week (38.3%). The arithmetic means of the items in
the 5-point Likert structure of the Sexual Satisfaction
Scale for Men of the study participants ranged between
X =3.13£1.01 and 3.84+0.84.

Internal Consistency; Analysis of Substances

In Table 1, the contribution of the scale items to the
scale was given, and the contribution of the current
item to the overall scale was shown in each row.
Accordingly, the total correlation value of the scale
of substance scale was found between 0.35 and 0.79
(Table 1).

Factor Analysis

The measurement of Keiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)
sampling competency was used in the factor analysis
of the scale. In this study, the value obtained for
KMO was calculated as 0,928. In addition, Bartlett’s
sphericity test p-value, which is the measure of the
significance of the correlation matrix of the items in
the factor analysis, was found as <0.001.

The SSS-M of which consists 30 items, of the
participants participating in the research was
evaluated in terms of satisfaction (6 items), sub-
dimension, Communication (6 items), sub-dimension
of agreeableness (6 items) and anxiety (12 items). In this
framework, a descriptive factor analysis was performed
to reveal the factor pattern of the tool. For the purpose
of revealing the factor pattern of SSS-M, principal
component analysis as the factorization method and
varimax which is one of the vertical rotation methods,
as rotation was chosen. The numbers of the items in
the satisfaction sub-dimension (6 items) of SSS-M are
items 1, 2, 3,4, 5 and 6.

Substance numbers are 7, 8, 9, 10,11, and 12 for
the subdimensions of communication (6. substance).
Substance numbers are 13, 14, 15, 16,17, and 18 for the
coherance subdimensions (6.substance). Substance
numbers are 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, and
30 for subdimension of concern. The factors analysis
was collected under a total of 4 factors as a result of
the varimax rotation. The 4-factor structure which is
consisted of 30 substances, describes 64.707% of the
total variance. As it is seen in Table 2, 4 factors were
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Table 1. Reliability: Total Correlation of matter

Substance Analysis

Scale Average  Scale variant . Multiple Scale Alpha
when the item  when the item Material Sca%e Annotation when 1tem is
is removed is removed futaiCbrieon Coefficient () removed
M1 104.8342 405.285 0.350 0.507 0.956
M2 105.2073 395.457 0.538 0.544 0.954
M3 104.9223 390.791 0.697 0.707 0.953
M4 104.9171 401.233 0.454 0.448 0.955
M5 104.7772 397.966 0.528 0.448 0.954
Me 105.3109 397.195 0.527 0.533 0.955
M7 104.8964 395.687 0.642 0.625 0.954
Ms8 105.1036 395.343 0.555 0.550 0.954
M9 104.7409 403.183 0.392 0.690 0.956
M10 104.8705 400.363 0.464 0.710 0.955
M11 104.6010 404.272 0.429 0.731 0.955
M12 104.7876 402.908 0.456 0.694 0.955
M13 104.9896 387.292 0.697 0.661 0.953
M14 104.7617 391.943 0.668 0.586 0.953
M15 104.8756 387.630 0.703 0.610 0.953
Mi1é6 104.9119 388.695 0.744 0.733 0.953
M17 104.6373 395.170 0.619 0.586 0.954
Mi18 104.7617 389.557 0.682 0.636 0.953
M19 104.6477 390.511 0.706 0.653 0.953
M20 104.9585 386.915 0.712 0.643 0.953
M21 104.6062 391.115 0.597 0.634 0.954
M22 104.7513 386.782 0.796 0.778 0.952
M23 104.8135 386.653 0.720 0.709 0.953
M24 104.7565 386.841 0.746 0.749 0.953
M25 104.7409 387.620 0.718 0.779 0.953
M26 104.7927 385.738 0.728 0.780 0.953
M27 104.6062 389.917 0.644 0.635 0.954
M28 104.8031 384.680 0.765 0.832 0.952
M29 104.8497 383.358 0.753 0.853 0.953
M30 104.6891 383.924 0.748 0.785 0.953
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Table 2. Factors Analysis Results for Size of Satisfaction Scale for Men

Gender Satisfaction Scale for Men Subdimensions Frozen Described as
Contentment (a=0.817) Factor loads * Variants
M1 I'm generally satisfied with my current sexual life. 0.816
M2 I feel like something is missing in my sex life. 0.668
M3 I feel like I haven’t been emotionally close enough to my wife in my sex life. 0.350
M4 I am satisfied with the frequency of sexual intimacy. such as kissing and having 0.551 4.515%
sexual intercourse.
M5 I am not experiencing any major issues or concerns about stimulation. orgasms. 0.617
frequency of sexual intercourse. harmony with my partner and communication.
M6 How satisfying is your current sexual life for you? 0.655
Communication (a=0.866)
M7 When I want to talk about our sex life. my partner often has a defensive attitude. 0.337
M8 My partner and I don’t talk and share sufficiently our sexual lives. 0.435
M9 When my partner wants to talk about our sex life. I speak freely. 0.824 6.646%
M10  When I want to talk about our sex life. my partner talks to me freely. 0.834
Mi1 When my partner wants it. I can easily explain my deepest feelings and 0.826
emotions to her.
MI12 Wher.l I want it. my partner can easily explain to me her deepest feelings and 0.787
emotions
Compatibility (a=0.881)
M13 i I(llgr(li’ z ;};Ier;k my partner is aware of or care sufficiently about my sexual desires 0.686
M14  Idon't think my partner and I are sexually compatible in general. 0.636
M15 Ithink my partner’s sexual beliefs and attitudes are very different from mine. 0.581 9.160%
M16 } ntﬁ;ﬁil;y partner and I are different in terms of need and desire for sexual 0.649
M17  Idon't think we find each other physically attractive enough. 0.548
M18  Idon't think my partner and I have the same sexual style and preferences. 0.696
Concern (a=0.951)
M19 I'm worried that my sexual problems upset my partner. 0.556
M20 TI'm worried that my sexual problems adversely affect our relationship. 0.635
M21 I'm worried about my partner can have an affair with someone else because of 0.724
my sexual problems.
M22  TI'm worried my partner isn’t sexually satisfied. 0.742
M23 gf; g\llé)lt;lrsi.ed that my wife might see me as a deficient man because of my sexual 0.697 44.386%
M24  1thinkIlet my wife down because of my sexual problems. 0.769
M25 My sexual problems bother me. 0.778
M26 My sexual problems are causing me have sexual dissatisfaction. 0.825
M27 I'm worried about 1 can have an affair with someone other than my wife because 0717
of my sexual problems.
M28 My self-perception is affected by my sexual concerns. 0.721
M29  Ifeel bad about because of my sexual concerns. 0.830
M30 I feel uncomfortable with my sexual problems and 1 am angry about them. 0.796

Rotation Method: Varimax Total described variance: 64.707%
KMO = 0.928 x2(435) = 4337.492; Bartlett Sphericity Test (p) <0.001; a=0.954
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explained respectively: the first-factor “Concern” was a
subdimension of 44.386% of the variance, the second-
factor “Compatibility” was a subdimension of 9.160%,
the third-factor “Communication” was subdimension
of 6.646%, and the fourth factor “Contentment” was
subdimension of 4.515% (Table 2).

SSS-M which is consist of 30 substances was
evaluated in terms of satisfaction, communication,
Compatibility and concern. In this framework, to
disclose the tool’s factor pattern explanatory factor
analysis (EFA) was performed. After EFA it was found
that factorization consisted of 4 sub-dimension and a
structural equation model (SEM) of the experimental
data was created. According to structural equation
model tests, it was determined that (p<0.001)
acceptivity of Compatibility was of (p<0.05, X2/
SD =2.42). According to the results of the secondary
level multi-factor model verification factor analysis,
it was determined that other scale acceptivity of
Compatibility indices were RMSEA 0.086, and GFI
0.866 (Figure I).

Figure 1. Scale’s Structural Equalization Model
for Secondary Level Multifactor Validation Factor
Analysis

151

Internal consistency; Cronbach Alpha

Reliability was evaluated by using the Cronbach
Alpha coefficient, which measures the internal
consistency of measurements obtained with a tool. It
was determined that the reliability coefficients of the
SSS-M and its sub-dimensions of the participants
in the questionnaire were: Satisfaction (0.817),
Communication (0.866), Compatibility (0.881),
Concern (0.951) and Total (0.954), which had very
good reliability.

Test-Retest

In order to evaluate the scale of SSS-M and its sub-
dimensions invariance over time scores averages taken
from the reliability analysis test and test-retest were
compared with t-test (Paired-Samples) in dependent
groups and it was found that there was no statistically
significant difference between the average scores of
the two measurements performed with a two-week
interval (p>0.05). The weighted kappa values of test-
retest correlation values of the items were 0.79-0.90.

When the relationship between the points obtained
from the first and second application was examined,
it was determined that (p<0.001) the Pearson
Moments Multiplication Correlation Coeflicient was
between r=0.91 and 0.96; there was a very strong,
positive and statistically very significant correlation
between the total score and the scores of two repeated

measurements of all factors.

DISCUSSION

The most important result of this study is that the
Turkish version of SSS-M shows acceptable reliability
and validity for four sub-dimensions.

Content/scope validity and construct validity are
the most preferred ones in assessing the validity of a
scale (10). In the preparation of the Turkish version of
the SSS-M, the language validity of the scale was tried
to be ensured with translation and back translation
method with experts in the subject and language
field. Opinions of 8 experts were taken to evaluate
the language and cultural compatibility of the items
of the SSS-M, translated into Turkish. According
to the experts’ evaluations, a KGI score of >0.92 was
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calculated as good content validity because a KGI
score of >0.80 is recommended (18). In accordance
with these results, it can be said that the expressions of
SSS-M are suitable for Turkish culture and represent
the area wanted to be measured. The scale, which was
rearranged with expert opinions, was tested with a
pre-test on 30 people, and the scale was given its final
form (11,19,20).

In order to determine the contribution of the
substances in the scale to the scale, the Item Scale
Total Correlation values are the most explanatory
criterion.  For the total correlation of matter and
factor load values, Cokluk et al.(2012) stated that
the total correlation of substances 0.30 and higher
distinguished well the individuals (21). No substance
of the individual’s ECM Scale is below 0.30 and the
lowest value is M1 to 0.350. Therefore, it can be said
that the contribution of substances to the scale is
sufficient.

The suitability of the sample to be investigated in
factor analysis to factor analysis can be realized with
many different methodologies. The Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin sample adequacy measure is one of these
methodologies. While KMO is changing between 0
and 1, taking a value around 1 shows that it is sufficient
for the sample. The KMO value was determined as
0.928, and it was reasoned that this value for the size
of the sample was “ excellent”(21). It is also necessary
to measure the meaning of the correlation matrix of
the substances involved in the factor analysis (21).
Bartlett’s globalization test, which measures whether
the correlation matrix is a unit matrix or not, the
p-value was calculated as <0.001, which measures
whether the correlation matrix is a unit matrix.

In our study, the 4-factor consisting of 30
substances explains 64.707% of the total variance. In
multi-factor patterns, it is considered that explained
variance of more than 50% is sufficient (10,21). In this
framework, it is seen that contribution which is done
by a defined factor is enough.

The structural equation model tests provide
evaluation measures (Compatibility indices) about
which how suitable the model is for collected data

for that model (20). The various compliance indexes
formed as a result of the test of a model’s compatibility
or incompatibility with the data can be evaluated. The
most common and sort of initial harmonization index
is the statistic Chi-squared. The Chi-square test result
is tested for consistency between data and model. With
the developed model, the hypothesis is tested whether
the model that emerges in the variance-covariance
structure of the observation variables is different or
not. As long as the calculated Chi-square statistical
value is small, it is decided that the match is fine. In
literature, the generally accepted level of the chi-square
test degree of freedom is less than 5, however, when
this level is less than 3, it indicates good Compatibility.
According to the work, the obtained chi-squared value
was calculated as 2.420, however, the proper value is
p-value <0.001. Good compliance testing is tested by
nonmeaningful Chi-squared analysis. However, the
only valid statistical measurement for compliance
measurement is not Chi-square testing. When the
literature was examined (16,17,23,24), the validity
of the model was tested by giving the Compatibility
indices, RMSEA, k-squared/sd, CFI, GFL, IFI, and TLI,
which are the most reported indices.

Based on the results of the secondary level multi-
factor model verification factor analysis, it can be
said that the consistency index of the scale; RMSEA
0.086, GFI 0.753, and CFI 0.866 are acceptable level
and coherent. In addition, the regression coeflicients
in the model are each p-value < 0.05 small. Moreover,
the correlation/covariance coeflicients established
between the variables, p-value<0.05 are small and
significant.

One of the recommended methods for assessing
internal consistency in Likert-type scales is the
Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient. If the Cronbach
Alpha coeflicient is less than 0.40, the measuring
tool is not reliable. If it is between 0.80 and 1.00, it is
considered highly reliable (10). Besides, the Cronbach
Alpha coeflicient is considered to be highly reliable, if
it ranges from 80 to 1.00 (10,11). While In the analysis
for internal consistency in the reliability study of the
SSS-M, which was adapted into Turkish, the Cronbach
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Alpha reliability coefficient was found as =0.95, the
research carried out by Cetin and Aslan (2018) it
was found as 96 and it was determined that internal
consistency was highly reliable (25). The Cronbach
Alpha reliability coeflicients of the sub-dimensions
of SSS-M were found between =0.81 and 0.95. It was
determined that the Cronbach Alpha coeflicients of
the English and Turkish versions of the scale were
similar. These results show that the Turkish version of
the scale has a high level of internal consistency like
the English version.

When the average scores obtained from the test
and retest as a reliability analysis were compared with
the t-test in the dependent groups, it was determined
that there was no statistically significant difference
between the average scores of the two measurements
carried out with an interval of 2 weeks (p>0.05).
That No difference indicate that the scale measures
similar results in measurements made at certain
intervals, and that there is consistency/validity
When the relationship
between the points obtained from the first and second

between measurements (10).

performances was examined, it was found that the
Pearson Moment Multiplication Correlation coefficient
was between r=0.91 and 0.96, and there was not much
difference between the two performances and the
stability of measurements obtained from the test (10).

CONCLUSION

In this study, in which the validity and reliability
of the Male Sexual Satisfaction Scale (SSS-M) were
tested for Turkish men, the adaptation studies were
carried out in accordance with international scientific
methods and it was determined that the Turkish
version of the scale met the validity and reliability
criteria. It was determined that the factor structure of
the original was compatible with the factor structure
of the Turkish form and the reliability values of the
Turkish form were similar to the original scale and
ultimately, it was concluded that the scale could be used
for determining Turkish men’s sexual satisfaction.
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