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Abstract
Research addressing relationship satisfaction is a constantly growing area in the social sciences. The aim of the present inves-
tigation was to examine the similarities and differences between the seven-item Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS) and the
single-item measure of relationship satisfaction (RAS-1), using proximal and distal constructs as correlates. Two studies using
two independent samples were conducted, assessing more proximal constructs, such as love and sex mindset in Study 1 (N = 380;
female = 195) and more distant ones, such as loneliness and problematic pornography use in Study 2 (N = 703; female = 360).
Structural equation modeling revealed that love (βRAS-1 = .55; p < .01; βRAS = .71; p < .01), sex mindset beliefs (βRAS-1 = .18;
p < .01; βRAS = .13; p < .01) and loneliness (βRAS-1 = −.35; p < .01; βRAS = −.37; p < .01) had significant positive and negative
associations with RAS and RAS-1, respectively; while problematic pornography use did not. These results suggest that RAS-1
may be an equally adequate instrument for measuring relationship satisfaction as the RAS with respect to proximal and distal
correlates. Thus, RAS-1 is recommended to be used in large-scale studies when the number of items is limited.
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Relationship satisfaction is defined as an interpersonal evalu-
ation of the positivity of feelings for one’s romantic partner
and attraction to the relationship; it is the degree to which
individuals feel that their partner fulfills their needs (Rusbult
and Buunk 1993). Research in relationship satisfaction is a
permanently growing area in psychology and other areas of
social sciences as well (e.g., Graham et al. 2011; Malouff et al.
2014; Malouff et al. 2010; Wright et al. 2017). Relationship
satisfaction is associated with diverse constructs such as sex-
ual satisfaction (Byers 2005; Schwartz and Young 2009;
Sprecher 2002), attachment (Butzer and Campbell 2008;
Feeney 2002; Pistole 1989), pornography use (Stewart and

Szymanski 2012; Szymanski and Stewart-Richardson 2014;
Szymanski et al. 2015), well-being (Apt et al. 1996; Davison
et al. 2009), and loneliness (Hawkley et al. 2008; Mellor et al.
2008). In addition, a decline in relationship satisfaction over
time was shown linked to poorer and more negative commu-
nication in studies with married couples (Lavner and
Bradbury 2012), and it may also be linked to parenting influ-
ences. The children of parents who showed less warmth (e.g.,
gave less praise) and who were harsher, reported lower rela-
tionship satisfaction as young adults (Parade et al. 2012).

One of the most frequently used instruments for measuring
relationship satisfaction is the Relationship Assessment Scale
(RAS, Hendrick 1988) which was translated to and validated
in several languages (e.g., Dinkel and Balck 2006; Martos
et al. 2014; Rask et al. 2010) and is one of the most commonly
used scales of this kind (Graham et al. 2011; Malouff et al.
2010; Malouff et al. 2014; Wright et al. 2017). Despite the
common use of the RAS (Dinkel and Balck 2006; Hendrick
et al. 1998; Rask et al. 2010; Renshaw et al. 2011; Sander and
Böcker 1993; Vaughn and Matyastik Baier 1999), no prior
study has ever examined whether a shorter, one-item version
of this scale may be an adequate measure of relationship sat-
isfaction. Therefore, the aim of the present research was to
develop a one-item measure of relationship satisfaction
(RAS-1) based on a well-studied scale (RAS) and examine

Flóra Fülöp and Beáta Bőthe contributed equally to this paper, they both
should be considered first authors.

* Beáta Bőthe
beata.bothe@umontreal.ca; bothe.beata@ppk.elte.hu

1 Institute of Psychology, ELTE Eötvös Loránd University,
Budapest, Hungary

2 Département de Psychologie, Université de Montréal, C.P. 6128,
Succursale Centre-Ville, Montréal, QC H3C 3J7, Canada

3 Babes Bolyai University, Cluj-Napoca, Romania
4 Department of Psychology, Stanford University, Stanford, CA, USA

Current Psychology
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-020-00727-y

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/s12144-020-00727-y&domain=pdf
mailto:beata.bothe@umontreal.ca
mailto:bothe.beata@ppk.elte.hu


its validity in relation to theoretically-relevant constructs (i.e.,
love, sex mindset beliefs, loneliness, and problematic pornog-
raphy use).

The Association of Relationship Satisfaction
and Love

To ensure that the RAS-1 reliably and validly assesses the
same construct as the longer version of it, its associations with
theoretically relevant variables must be examined on indepen-
dent samples (Marsh et al. 2005). One key variable that should
be considered in the case of relationship satisfaction is love.
Romantic love has numerous definitions (e.g., Sternberg
1997; Lee 1973). By the definition of Rubin (1970), romantic
love is “an attitude held by a person toward a particular other
person, involving predispositions to think, feel, and behave in
certain ways toward that other person.” Several studies have
shown that there is a moderate-to-strong association between
love and relationship satisfaction. In his studies, Sternberg
(1997) found correlations ranging from 0.67 to 0.86 between
relationship satisfaction and all three subscales of his
triangular love scale, in contrast to the moderate, 0.59
correlation between relationship satisfaction and the Rubin
Love Scale. While this association was weaker, it still
suggests a substantial association between the two
constructs. Similarly, Fletcher et al. (2000) reported a strong,
positive association between relationship satisfaction and love
(over 0.60), using another measure of relationship satisfaction
(Perceived Relationship Quality Components Inventory).

Even if love and relationship satisfaction are strongly asso-
ciated, they refer to different psychological phenomena.
Relationship satisfaction can be considered as a broader con-
struct referring to a global cognitive evaluation of the relation-
ship itself in which affective components such as romantic
love is only one of the important constituents among other
aspects including specific affects, beliefs, and attitudes
(Meeks et al. 1998). In sum, love is not the same as relation-
ship satisfaction, but it is an important contributor to relation-
ship satisfaction, and thus, it could serve as an appropriate
affective validity measure of RAS-1.

Associations between Relationship
Satisfaction and Beliefs about the Malleability
of Sexual Life

Besides the affective components of relationship satisfaction,
it includes some cognitive and belief-based aspects as well
(Meeks et al. 1998). Therefore, it may be reasonable to exam-
ine not only affect-related (i.e., love), but cognitive constructs

as well with respect to relationship satisfaction. One cognitive,
belief-based variable that may be an important correlate of
relationship satisfaction is the sex mindset.

According to the Mindset Theory (Dweck 2012; Dweck
et al. 1995a, b), people construct different beliefs about the
changeability of personal attributes (e.g., intelligence, person-
ality). When it comes to romantic relationships, fixed sex
mindset beliefs refer to the unchangeable nature of sexual life,
resulting in smaller amount of effort to improve it or to try out
new strategies, which in turn can lead to lower levels of sexual
and relationship satisfaction (Bőthe et al. 2017). On the con-
trary, individuals with a growth sex mindset believe that their
sexual life can be improved through making efforts or engag-
ing in new strategies. A potential consequence of this belief
may be the experience of more frequent novelty in their sexual
life leading to higher levels of sexual and relationship satis-
faction (Bőthe et al. 2017). These results are in line with recent
multi-method findings. According to Maxwell et al.’s (2017),
people who believe that sexual satisfaction is something that
requires effort to maintain–sexual growth beliefs or growth sex
mindset–reported higher sexual and relationship satisfaction.
This result emerged in multiple conditions, such as in normal
day-to-day life or in couples undergoing the transition to par-
enthood, which is a period associated with difficulties main-
taining sexual satisfaction and frequency. In sum, it can be
assumed that growth sex mindset beliefs will have positive
associations with relationship satisfaction in the present study
as well (Bőthe et al. 2017; Maxwell et al. 2017).

Associations between Relationship
Satisfaction and Loneliness and Problematic
Pornography

Besides the strongly related cognitive and affective correlates,
there are some less strongly related, but still important corre-
lates of relationship satisfaction. From an interpersonal per-
spective, loneliness can be described as an unpleasant situa-
tion or experience in which the individual’s social relation-
ships are deficient qualitatively or quantitatively (de Jong-
Gierveld 1987; de Jong-Gierveld 1998; Perlman and Peplau
1981). While loneliness is a subjective feeling, certain objec-
tive, interpersonal factors, such as living alone, are strong
predictors of it (e.g., de Jong-Gierveld 1998). Loneliness is
not equal to being alone; therefore, individuals who are in a
romantic relationship can also experience feelings of loneli-
ness. Thus, the perceived quality of one’s relationship (i.e.,
relationship satisfaction) might be a result of feeling lonely
in a given relationship. For example, according to Hawkley
et al. (2008), lower levels of loneliness were associated with
higher levels of satisfaction with one’s marriage. However, if
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the spouse did not serve as a confidant, being married was
unrelated to loneliness, indicating that feeling higher levels
of loneliness in a relationship as a result of potential commu-
nication problems or distrust may lead to lower levels of rela-
tionship quality and relationship satisfaction.

From a risk-behavior perspective, pornography use, and
problematic pornography use, in particular, may have nega-
tive associations with one’s relationship satisfaction. In most
cases, pornography use is not problematic as numerous stud-
ies suggest that recreational use of pornography does not have
a negative effect on users, and it might even positively influ-
ence sexual life (Bőthe et al. 2020b; Hald et al. 2015; McKee
2007; Rogala and Tydén 2003). However, in some cases, por-
nography use can become problematic and can have adverse
effects on the user’s life (e.g., Bőthe et al. 2018; Gwinn et al.
2013; Pyle and Bridges 2012; Willoughby et al. 2015; Wright
et al. 2017). Problematic pornography use has been shown to
be negatively, although weakly associated with romantic rela-
tionship outcomes, such as relationship satisfaction, relation-
ship quality, and sexual satisfaction (Stewart and Szymanski
2012; Szymanski and Stewart-Richardson 2014; Szymanski
et al. 2015). However, results concerning these associations
are controversial as some studies showed no associations be-
tween pornography consumption and relationship satisfaction
(Vaillancourt-Morel et al. 2019). One way to reconcile these
conflicting results may be to consider the way pornography
consumption was measured: it is important to distinguish be-
tween the frequency and severity (e.g., problematic use) of
pornography use (Bőthe et al. 2020a, 2020b; Gola et al.
2016). According to research, the severity of pornography
consumption (e.g., problematic use) is more likely to be asso-
ciated with lower relationship satisfaction (e.g., Stewart and
Szymanski 2012) than the frequency of pornography use in
itself (e.g., Voon et al. 2014). In sum, in contrast to recreation-
al pornography use, problematic pornography use had nega-
tive but weak associations with relationship satisfaction.

Benefits and Limits of a One-Item Version
to Assess Relationship Satisfaction

Relationship satisfaction, similarly to sexual satisfaction
(Mark et al. 2013), implies a global evaluation of the quality
of one’s relationship as a whole, unitary construct; thus, this
global cognitive evaluation might be adequately represented
by a single-item measure. For such constructs as general rela-
tionship or sexual satisfaction, using a single-item construct
can be more adequate than using several, highly similar items.
Scales, including numerous similar items, can be repetitive
and can reduce respondents’ motivation in continuing the
fill-out process. Based on prior studies using single-item mea-
sures (e.g., Cunny and Perri 1991; Dolan et al. 2015; Konrath
et al. 2014; Konrath et al. 2018; Mark et al. 2013; Nagy 2002;

Robins et al. 2001), some further advantages of such instru-
ments can be considered. These measures might be easier to
use than full-length scales (1) when the researcher has limited
resources, sample size or time (e.g., Cunny and Perri 1991);
(2) when respondents have a limited attention span (e.g.,
online surveys; Konrath et al. 2014; Konrath et al. 2018), or
(3) in diary studies where the same construct has to be
assessed multiple times (e.g., Konrath et al. 2014). Single-
item measures are also more suitable for (4) pilot testing
new theories or methods (e.g., Konrath et al. 2018), and (5)
they are easier to interpret (e.g., Dolan et al. 2015). They are
overall (6) less expensive and easier to carry out than full-
length surveys (e.g., Dolan et al. 2015); they may also be (7)
more flexible and (8) have more face validity than full-length
measures (e.g., Nagy 2002).

Nevertheless, there are studies in which the use of longer
scales may be more adequate. It is important to note that
single-item measures can only be adequate when an overall
score of the given concept can be easily given. Thus, this
method may not be feasible in the case of personality traits,
skills, or symptoms (e.g., Konrath et al. 2018). Also, the use of
longer scales is suggested when the small differences between
the participants can have high importance (Bőthe et al. 2020a).
For example, the original, full-length RAS may be advanta-
geous for a more in-depth analysis of one’s relationship satis-
faction, as it may give insight into several aspects of the con-
struct such as the individual’s expectations (“To what extent
has your relationship met your original expectations?”) and
possible negative evaluations (“How often do you wish you
hadn’t gotten into this relationship?”). In sum, both the RAS
and the RAS-1 have their advantages and disadvantages, and
both scales have their niches in scientific studies.

The Aims of the Present Studies

Based on prior successful single-item measures (e.g., Cunny
and Perri III 1991; Dolan et al. 2015; Konrath et al. 2014;
Konrath et al. 2018; Mark et al. 2013; Nagy 2002; Robins
et al. 2001) and the aforementioned practical benefits, the
aim of the present study was to develop and validate a
single-item measure of relationship satisfaction by investigat-
ing the similarities and dissimilarities between the seven-item
RAS and a single-item measure of relationship satisfaction
(RAS-1) in terms of reliability and validity. To examine the
convergent validity of the single-item version in contrast to the
longer one, affective and cognitive variables as romantic love
and sex mindset (Study 1) and loneliness and problematic
pornography use (Study 2) were utilized. We used two inde-
pendent samples for the two studies to strengthen the reliabil-
ity of results, which is essential, especially in the time of the
current replication crisis (Shrout and Rodgers 2018).
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Study 1 - Examining the Associations
of the Single-Item Relationship Satisfaction
Measures (RAS-1) in Relation to Love and Sex
Mindset

The aim of Study 1 was to investigate the associations of
relationship satisfaction with love and sex mindset beliefs.
According to previous literature, relationship satisfaction had
a moderate-to-strong, positive association with love (e.g.,
Acker and Davis 1992; Fricker and Moore 2002), and a
weak-to-moderate, positive association with sex mindset be-
liefs (Bőthe et al. 2017; Maxwell et al. 2017). In the present
study, two models were tested: The first model examined the
associations between love, sex mindset beliefs, and relation-
ship satisfaction as measured by the original RAS, while the
second model examined the associations between love, sex
mindset beliefs, and relationship satisfaction as measured by
the single-item RAS-1.

Method

Participants and Procedure

The current study was reviewed and approved by the
Institutional Review Board of Eötvös Loránd University
(2015/359). The study was advertised on a public social media
page unrelated to the topic of this study. Participants who were
18 years or older were eligible to participate, and informed
consent was obtained before data collection. Participants took,
on average, 15 minutes to complete the survey. Since relation-
ship satisfaction can only be assessed among those who are
currently in a relationship, we excluded participants who re-
ported being single (n = 274). This exclusion resulted in a total
of 380 participants (female = 195; 48.7%). The mean age was
30.21 years (SD = 12.01), ranging from 18 to 66 years old.
The sample varied in terms of educational attainment: 3.7%
completed primary school (n = 14), 16.8% completed high
school (n = 64), 31.8% were currently in college (n = 121),
17.4% received their bachelor’s degree (n = 66), 4.7% were
currently enrolled in an undivided program at university (n =
18), 9.7% had received a degree from an undivided program
(n = 37), 3.4% were currently enrolled in a master’s program
(n = 13), and 12.4% had received a master’s degree (n = 47).
Participants were from a wide range of geographical areas:
39.5% reported residing in the capital (n = 150), 44.5% in
towns or county towns (n = 169), 10.5% in villages (n = 40),
and 5.5% abroad (n = 21).

Measures

Relationship Satisfaction Relationship satisfaction was
assessed in two ways. The first was via the original seven-

item Relationship Assessment Scale (Hendrick 1988; Martos
et al. 2014). Participants responded to each item on a five-
point scale, ranging from 1 (“not satisfied”) to 5 (“very satis-
fied”). The second method was via a single item of the same
Relationship Assessment Scale: “In general, how satisfied are
you with your relationship?”. Compared to other items of the
scale (Table 1), this item had the highest correlation with the
full scale (r(378) = .86, p < .01), had the highest standardized
factor loadings, had the highest corrected item-total correla-
tion, had the lowest skewness and kurtosis values, and best
covered the content of the definition of relationship satisfac-
tion, which suggested that it may be used as a representative
item for the overall construct of relationship satisfaction.
Descriptive statistics and measures of internal consistency
for both the full and single-item Relationship Assessment
Scale are reported in Table 2.

Sex Mindset The Sex Mindset Scale assesses people’s beliefs
about the extent to which their sexual lives can be changed
(Bőthe et al. 2017). The scale consists of five items (e.g., “You
have a certain type of sexual life and you really can’t do much
to change it.”), of which three are reverse coded. For each
item, participants were asked to indicate their level of agree-
ment on a six-point scale, ranging from 1 (“strongly agree”) to
6 (“strongly disagree”). Lower scores on the scale represent
relatively more fixed mindsets regarding one’s sexual life,
whereas higher scores on the scale represent relatively more
malleable mindsets regarding one’s sexual life. Descriptive
statistics and measures of internal consistency for this scale
are displayed in Table 2.

Love The Rubin Love Scale was used to assess romantic love
(Orosz et al. 2015; Rubin 1970). The scale consists of 13 items
(e.g., “I would do almost anything for my partner”).
Participants rated each item on a nine-point scale, ranging
from 1 (“completely disagree”) to 9 (“completely agree”).
Higher scores represent greater levels of romantic love in the
relationship. Descriptive statistics and measures of internal
consistency are shown in Table 2.

Statistical Analysis

SPSS 21.0 was used to compute descriptive statistics (means,
standard deviations, skewness and kurtosis) as well as corre-
lations between relationship satisfaction, sex mindset, and
love. In line with Muthén and Kaplan’s (1985) suggestions,
normality was assessed for each of these variables based on
skewness, and kurtosis. Based on Muthén and Kaplan’s
(1985) rather strict suggestions, the normality thresholds for
skewness and kurtosis should be between −1 and + 1.
However, according to Curran et al.’s (1996) suggestions,
skewness values >2 and kurtoses values >7 can cause prob-
lems in the analyses; thus, these more permissive, moderate
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values may be acceptable. Internal consistency was assessed
by calculating Cronbach’s alpha (Nunnally 1978) and
McDonald’s omega (Dunn et al. 2014; McDonald 1999) for
each of the scales for the multi-item scales (≥ .80 for good
reliability, ≥ .70 for acceptable reliability). To assess the reli-
ability of the single-item relationship satisfaction measure
(RAS-1), we used the correction for attenuation formula orig-
inally presented by Nunnally and Bernstein (1994) and then
reintroduced byWanous and Reichers (1996). This formula is
widely used in the literature when assessing the reliability of
single-item measures (e.g., Christophersen and Konradt 2011;
Dolbier et al. 2005; Postmes et al. 2013; Wanous et al. 1997;
Wanous and Hudy 2001). Based on the correlation between
the RAS and RAS-1, the reliability of the RAS, and the esti-
mated “true” correlation between RAS-1 and RAS (r = 1), the
reliability of the RAS-1 can be estimated by this solving the
formula (Wanous and Reichers 1996).

Initially, the RAS was examined in both studies to choose
the best item representing relationship satisfaction. Based on
the guidelines of Marsh et al. (2005), Orosz et al. (2016), and
Bőthe et al. (2020a), each itemwas evaluated by the following
criteria: (a) having the highest standardized factor loading, (c)
having the highest corrected item-total correlation, (b) having
the lowest skewness and kurtoses values. Apart from the re-
ported statistical information, we also considered the

theoretical adequacy of the items (as proposed by Hu and
Bentler 1998; Marsh et al. 2004; Morin et al. 2015).

Mplus 7.3 (Muthén and Muthén 1998–2015) was used to
conduct structural equation modeling (SEM) to explore the
associations between relationship satisfaction (as measured
by both the full and single-item Relationship Assessment
Scale), sex mindset, and love. Due to severe floor or ceiling
effects (as indicated by kurtosis and skewness values), items
were treated as categorical indicators, and the mean- and
variance-adjusted weighted least squares estimator
(WLSMV) was applied (Finney and DiStefano 2006).

When assessing the models, multiple goodness of fit indi-
ces were observed (Brown 2015) with good or acceptable
values based on the following thresholds (Hu and Bentler
1998; Marsh et al. 2005). Regarding the Comparative Fit
Index (CFI), values higher than .95 indicated that a model
had a good fit, while values higher than .90 indicated that a
model had an acceptable fit. In the case of the Tucker-Lewis
Index (TLI), the same thresholds can be applicable (≥ .95 for
good model fit, ≥ .90 for acceptable model fit). Regarding the
root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) with its
90% confidence interval (90% CI), a model can be considered
good if its RMSEA value is below .06, whereas it can be
considered acceptable if said value is below .08.

Table 1 Initial item set of the
Relationship Assessment Scale
(RAS) with normality indices and
corrected item-total correlations
in Study 1

Items Factor
Loadings

CITC Skewness
(SE)

Kurtosis
(SE)

1. How often does your partner meet your needs? .842 .701 −1.11 (.13) 1.21 (.25)

2. In general, how satisfied are you with your
relationship?

.910 .798 −1.02 (.13) 0.93 (.25)

3. How good is your relationship compared to most? .881 .775 −1.71 (.13) 3.09 (.25)

4. How often do you wish you hadn’t gotten in this
relationship? (R)

.786 .660 −1.82 (.13) 2.67 (.25)

5. To what extent has your relationship met your original
expectations?

.822 .714 −1.04 (.13) 0.83 (.25)

6. How much do you love your partner? .805 .618 −.2.57 (.13) 7.90 (.25)

7. How many problems are there in your relationship?
(R)

.583 .483 −0.31 (.13) −0.99
(.25)

Note. R = Reverse coded item; Factor Loadings = Factor loadings assessed by confirmatory factor analysis;
CITC = Corrected Item-Total Correlation; SE = standard error. Bold letters indicate the final item

Table 2 Descriptive statistics of the included questionnaires and correlations between the examined variables in Study 1

Range Mean SD Skewness (SE) Kurtosis (SE) αa ω 1. 2. 3.

1. RAS-1 1–5 4.12 0.90 −1.02 (.13) 0.93 (.25) .84 – –

2. RAS 7–35 29.5 4.79 −0.40 (.13) 2.38 (.25) .89 .89 .86* –

3. SMS 6–30 21.73 5.96 −0.34 (.13) −0.61 (.25) .85 .85 .26* .24* –

4. RLS 13–117 86.03 18.89 −1.06 (.13) 0.89 (.25) .90 .91 .49* .61* .18*

Note. α = Cronbach alpha; SE = standard error; SMS = Sex Mindset Scale; RAS = Relationship Assessment Scale; RAS-1 = single-item Relationship
Assessment Scale; RLS = Rubin Love Scale; SD = standard deviation; a = In the case of RAS-1, reliability was assessed by the correction for attenuation
formula suggested by Wanous and Reichers (1996). *p < .01
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Results

Descriptive statistics, reliability indices, and correlations be-
tween the examined variables can be seen in Table 2. The
internal consistencies of the applied scales were appropriate.
The single-item measure of relationship satisfaction had a
strong, positive association with the original, seven-item scale
and demonstrated adequate reliability based on the correction
for attenuation formula. Moderate, positive correlations were
found between sex mindset beliefs and both versions of rela-
tionship satisfaction measurements. There were strong, posi-
tive correlations between the two versions of the relationship
satisfaction measures and love.

Using SEM, two models examined the associations be-
tween relationship satisfaction, sex mindset beliefs, and love,
one model for each measurement method of relationship sat-
isfaction. The models with standardized estimates are present-
ed in Fig. 1. In Model 1a, the original RAS was used to
measure relationship satisfaction. The fit indices were accept-
able (CFI = .957; TLI = .952; RMSEA = .067 [90% CI
.061–.073]). Sex mindset beliefs (β = .13; p = .005) and love
(β = .71; p < .001) had positive associations with relationship
satisfaction (RAS), with love having a strong, and sex mindset
beliefs having a weak effect size. The explained variance of
relationship satisfaction was 56.0%.

InModel 1b, the single-item version of RAS was used, and
the fit indices were also acceptable (CFI = .965; TLI = .960;
RMSEA= .070 [90% CI .062–.078]). Both sex mindset be-
liefs (β = .18; p < .001) and love (β = .55; p < .001) had posi-
tive associations with relationship satisfaction (RAS-1), with
love having a moderate, and sex mindset beliefs having a
weak effect size. The explained variance of relationship satis-
faction was 37.9%.

Taken together, in both models, sex mindset beliefs had a
weak, positive association with relationship satisfaction, while
in the case of love, the effect sizes were somewhat different:
Love had a stronger association with relationship satisfaction
when the seven-item relationship satisfaction scale was ap-
plied presumably as a result of RAS including an item explic-
itly assessing the level of love.

Study 2 - Examining the Associations
of the Single-Item Relationship Satisfaction
Measures (RAS-1) in Relation to Loneliness
and Problematic Pornography Use

The aim of Study 2 was to investigate the associations be-
tween loneliness, problematic pornography use, and relation-
ship satisfaction. According to previous literature, relationship
satisfaction had a weak, positive association with loneliness
(e.g., Hawkley et al. 2008; Mellor et al. 2008) and a weak,
negative association with problematic pornography use (e.g.,
Bőthe et al. 2017; Willoughby et al. 2015; Wright et al. 2017).
In the present study, similarly to Study 1, two models were
tested: The first model examined the associations between
loneliness, problematic pornography use, and the original,
seven-item RAS, while the second model examined the asso-
ciations of loneliness, problematic pornography use, and rela-
tionship satisfaction as measured by the single-item RAS-1.

Method

Participants and Procedure

The guidelines and methods for this study were the same as
Study 1; this study used a sample independent from Study 1.
Participants were required to 1) be in a romantic relationship,
and 2) have watched pornography at least once in the past
6 months. Based on these criteria, 847 participants were exclud-
ed, resulting in a final sample of 703 (female = 360; 51.2%)
participants. Participants’ mean age was 25.61 years (SD =
8.00) and ranged from 18 to 64 years old. Again, the sample
varied in terms of educational attainment: 1.6% completed pri-
mary school (n = 11), 9.0% had an unfinished degree in high
school orwere currently completing it (n = 63), 25.9% completed
high school (n= 182), 39.3%had an unfinished degree in college

Fig. 1 The models of sex mindset beliefs, love and relationship
satisfaction, using two methods to assess relationship satisfaction (N =
380). Note. SMS = Sex Mindset Scale; RLS = Rubin Love Scale; RAS-
1 = single-item relationship assessment; RAS = Relationship Assessment
Scale. One-headed arrows represent standardized regression weights,
two-headed arrows represent covariances. All variables presented in el-
lipses are latent variables. For the sake of simplicity, indicator variables
related to them were not depicted in this figure. The percentages indicate
the explained variance of the given variable. All associations were signif-
icant at p < .01
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or university or were currently completing it (n = 276), and
24.3% had a college or university degree (n= 171). Finally, par-
ticipants reported residing in a wide range of geographical areas:
31.6% reported residing in the capital (n = 222), 55.0% in towns
or county towns (n = 387), and 13.4% in villages (n = 94).

Measures

Relationship SatisfactionWe used the same scale that was used
in Study 1. Further corroborating the findings in Study 1, Item 2
had the highest correlation with the full scale (r(701) = .86,
p < .01), had the highest standardized factor loadings and had
the highest corrected item-total correlation in this study as well
(Table 3). Descriptive statistics and measures of internal consis-
tency for both the full and single-item Relationship Assessment
Scale for this study are reported in Table 4.

Loneliness To assess loneliness, participants completed an 8-
item version of the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Bőthe et al. 2018).
For each item (e.g., “How often do you feel that you are no
longer close to anyone?”), participants indicated their level of
agreement on a four-point scale, ranging from 1 (“I often feel
this way”) to 4 (“I never feel this way”). Descriptive statistics
and measures of internal consistency are reported in Table 4.

Problematic Pornography Use Perceived problematic por-
nography use was assessed using the Cyber Pornography
Use Inventory (CPUI) (Bőthe et al. 2015; Grubbs et al.
2010). The scale consists of 12 items, composed of three
dimensions with four items each: negative feelings (e.g.,
“I feel depressed after viewing pornography online.”),
social anxiety (e.g., “I avoid situations in which my por-
nography usage could be exposed or confronted.”) and
compulsion (e.g., “I have problems controlling my use
of online pornography.”). For each item, participants in-
dicated their level of agreement on a seven-point scale,
ranging from 1 (“completely disagree”) to 7 (“completely
agree”). Descriptive statistics and measures of internal
consistency for this scale are displayed in Table 4.

Statistical Analysis

As in Study 1, SPSS 21.0 was used to compute the descriptive
statistics (means, standard deviations, skewness, and kurtosis)
and correlations between key variables. Also, as in Study 1,
Mplus 7.3 (Muthén and Muthén 1998–2015) was used to
conduct SEM to explore the associations between relationship
satisfactionmeasures (both the full seven-item and single-item
Relationship Assessment Scale), loneliness, and problematic
pornography use. The same fit indices and guidelines as Study
1 were applied.

Results

Descriptive statistics, reliability indices, and correlations be-
tween the examined variables are shown in Table 4. The in-
ternal consistencies of the scales were adequate. There was a
strong, positive association between the two versions of the
relationship assessment scale, and the RAS-1 had adequate
reliability based on the correction for attenuation formula,
suggesting that RAS-1 could be a reliable measure of relation-
ship satisfaction. Furthermore, there were weak, negative cor-
relations between problematic pornography use and the two
relationship satisfaction assessment scales. Moderate, positive
associations were observed between loneliness and problem-
atic pornography use. We again used two models to explore
the associations between relationship satisfaction, loneliness,
and problematic pornography use, with one model for each
measurement method of relationship satisfaction. The two
versions of relationship satisfaction. The models with stan-
dardized estimates are shown in Fig. 2. In Model 2a, the full
seven-itemRASwas used as the relationship satisfaction mea-
sure. The fit indices were good (CFI = .982; TLI = .980;
RMSEA= .041 [90% CI .036–.045]). Loneliness had a nega-
tive, moderate association with relationship satisfaction
(RAS) (β = −.35; p < .001), whereas the association between
problematic pornography use and relationship satisfaction

Table 3 Initial item set of the Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS) with normality indices and corrected item-total correlations in Study 2

Items Factor Loadings CITC Skewness (SE) Kurtosis (SE)

1. How often does your partner meet your needs? .829 .700 −1.05 (.09) 1.07 (.18)

2. In general, how satisfied are you with your relationship? .895 .799 −0.98 (.09) 0.75 (.18)

3. How good is your relationship compared to most? .871 .776 −1.21 (.09) 1.06 (.18)

4. How often do you wish you hadn’t gotten in this relationship? (R) .797 .667 −1.65 (.09) 1.78 (.18)

5. To what extent has your relationship met your original expectations? .876 .782 −0.97 (.09) 0.58 (.18)

6. How much do you love your partner? .784 .611 −2.00 (.09) 4.01 (.18)

7. How many problems are there in your relationship? (R) .662 .568 −0.40 (.09) −0.69 (.18)

Note. R=Reverse coded item; Factor Loadings = Factor loadings assessed by confirmatory factor analysis; CITC = Corrected Item-Total Correlation;
SE = standard error. Bold letters indicate the final item
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was not significant. The explained variance of relationship
satisfaction was 15.0%.

Model 2b included the single-item version of relationship
assessment (RAS-1) and the fit indices were also good
(CFI = .985; TLI = .983; RMSEA = .042 [90% CI
.037–.048]). Loneliness had a negative, moderate association
with relationship satisfaction (β = −.37; p < .001), while the
association between problematic pornography use and rela-
tionship satisfaction was not significant. The explained vari-
ance of relationship satisfaction was 15.5%.

In sum, the effect sizes were similar in the two examined
models. Loneliness was a negative, moderate predictor of re-
lationship satisfaction, whereas problematic pornography use
did not have a significant association with relationship satis-
faction. These results suggest that the single-item measure of

relationship satisfaction may be a short, easy-to-use alterna-
tive of the original Relationship Assessment Scale.

General Discussion

The aim of the present two-study investigation was to develop
and examine the reliability and validity of a single-item relation-
ship satisfaction measure (RAS-1) compared to the seven-item
Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS). For this purpose, four
models were examined across two studies using independent
samples to investigate whether similar results could be obtained
when using RAS-1 instead of RAS. According to the results of
the present studies, RAS-1was strongly and positively associated
with RAS in both studies, indicating adequate concurrent valid-
ity. Moreover, similar relationship patterns were observed in the
case of the RAS-1, the RAS and related constructs (i.e., sex
mindset, problematic pornography use, and loneliness), demon-
strating appropriate convergent validity. However, when the as-
sociations between the RAS-1, the RAS, and love were ob-
served, RAS had a stronger association with love than RAS-1,
potentially due to criterion contamination.

Applying a single-item measure to assess a psychological
construct or characteristic is common, due to short administra-
tion time and limited requirements of resources, specifically in
the cases of large-scale surveys (Loo 2002). In finding that
RAS-1 had a strong, positive association with the original,
seven-item RAS is in line with a previous study examining
the reliability of a single-item sexual satisfaction measurement
(Mark et al. 2013). According to Mark et al. (2013), the single-
item measurement of sexual satisfaction may be considered an
adequate measure of sexual satisfaction in terms of reliability.
Moreover, RAS-1 showed high levels of concurrent validity
with the full-length RAS, indicating that the two instruments
assess the same construct (i.e., relationship satisfaction). As
advised by the developers of the single-item sexual satisfaction
measurement (Mark et al. 2013), the RAS-1may be particularly
useful when survey efficiency is a priority, for instance, when
quick data gathering and easy administration of large-scale sur-
veys is necessary, or when resources are limited.

Table 4 Descriptive statistics of the included questionnaires and correlations between the examined variables in Study 2

Range Mean SD Skewness (SE) Kurtosis (SE) αa ω 1. 2. 3.

1. RAS-1 1–5 4.07 0.93 −0.98 (.09) 0.75 (.18) .85 – –

2. RAS 8–35 29.16 5.18 −1.16 (.09) 1.15 (.18) .89 .90 .86* –

3. UCLA 8–32 16.92 5.49 0.39 (.09) −0.53 (.18) .91 .91 −.33* −.32* –

4. CPUI 12–76 26.24 11.81 1.17 (.09) 1.51 (.18) .84 .86 −.15* −.15* .32*

Note.α = Cronbach alpha; SD = standard deviation; RAS = Relationship Assessment Scale; RAS-1 = single-item Relationship Assessment Scale;
UCLA=UCLA Loneliness Scale; CPUI = Cyber Pornography Use Inventory. a = In the case of RAS-1, reliability was assessed by the correction for
attenuation formula suggested by Wanous and Reichers (1996). *p < .01

Fig. 2 The associations between problematic pornography consumption,
loneliness and relationship satisfaction using two methods of
measurement (N = 703). Note. CPUI = Cyber Pornography Use
Inventory. UCLA = University of California Los Angeles Loneliness
Scale. RAS-1 = single-item relationship assessment. RAS =
Relationship Assessment Scale. All variables presented in ellipses are
latent variables. For the sake of simplicity, indicator variables related to
them were not depicted in this figure. The percentages indicate the
explained variance of the given variable. Dashed lines indicate non-
significant associations, all other associations were significant at p < .01
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The Validity of RAS-1 in Association
with Theoretically-Relevant Correlates

A further question posed in this research project was whether a
single-item measure of relationship satisfaction might be a
valid indicator of relationship satisfaction. Employing affec-
tive, cognitive, and interpersonal constructs, the results sug-
gested that the RAS-1 had adequate convergent validity in
terms of its associations with love, sex mindset, loneliness,
and problematic pornography use.

The association between the original RAS and romantic
love was strong and positive, whereas the association between
RAS-1 and romantic love was moderate-to-strong, with a
slightly smaller effect size. There may be several ways to
interpret this difference between the two types of relationship
satisfaction measures, but only the most prominent are men-
tioned here. First, while RAS-1 had a strong, positive associ-
ation with the full-length RAS scale and thus, represents the
construct properly, using the full-length RAS exposes partic-
ipants to multiple facets of relationship satisfaction. As a re-
sult, participants completing the full-length RAS may have
thought more thoroughly about the quality of their relation-
ship, leading to more similar responses in the romantic love
measure. Another possibility is that due to the full-length RAS
containing an item that refers to love (“How much do you love
your partner?”), it may have led to criterion contamination
when assessing the scale’s association with love.

The cognitive construct, sex mindset beliefs, showed consis-
tent associations with both RAS-1 and the full-length RAS.
Prior research suggests that people’s beliefs about the mallea-
bility of their sexual lives are a predictor of relationship satis-
faction: people who report a growth sex mindset believe that
their sexual lives can be improved, are more likely to try new
strategies, tend to have higher sexual satisfaction, and as a re-
sult, experience higher relationship satisfaction (e.g., Bőthe
et al. 2017). In addition, findings from six studies with different
methodologies (e.g., diary studies, experimental studies) con-
ducted byMaxwell et al. (2017) all point to the same result. We
were able to replicate this pattern of results using both RAS-1
and the full-length RAS. In both Study 1 and Study 2, there was
a low to moderate, positive association between growth sex
mindset beliefs and relationship satisfaction.

Our measure of loneliness had negative, moderate associ-
ations with both RAS-1 and the full-length RAS. These results
are in line with previous studies suggesting that perceived
relationship or marriage quality is associated with loneliness
(Hawkley et al. 2008; Mellor et al. 2008). It is also possible
that both lower relationship satisfaction and loneliness are a
result of a third factor, such as communication problems or
distrust in the relationship (Hawkley et al. 2008).

A potential risk-behavior construct, problematic pornogra-
phy use,was also examined, as prior studies have shown that it
is negatively but weakly associated with relationship

outcomes such as relationship satisfaction (e.g., Stewart and
Szymanski 2012; Szymanski and Stewart-Richardson 2014).
However, in the present study, problematic pornography use
was associated with neither measure of relationship satisfac-
tion (neither RAS-1 nor RAS). This result stands in contrast to
a meta-analysis by Wright et al. (2017), examining 50 studies
on the association between pornography consumption and
relationship satisfaction, in which they found that a higher rate
of pornography consumption was associated with lower levels
of relationship and sexual satisfaction. However, there are a
few differences between this study and Wright et al.’s meta-
analysis (Wright et al. 2017) that should be noted: in the meta-
analysis, the association was only found among men, relation-
ship satisfaction and sexual satisfaction were merged into a
single measure, and they did not explicitly delineate whether
their operationalization of pornography consumption included
frequency of use and/or whether consumption of problematic
pornography was included in the construct. A recent review
by Vaillancourt-Morel et al. (2019) highlights the importance
of gender and the context in which pornography is consumed
as important variables to consider when interpreting the asso-
ciations between pornography use and relationship satisfac-
tion: men’s higher frequency of pornography use is more neg-
atively associated with lower relationship satisfaction than
women’s higher frequency of pornography use. In addition,
larger between-partner discrepancies in pornography use, at-
titudes towards pornography, and secretive and solitary use of
pornographic material can also result in lower levels of rela-
tionship satisfaction.

Furthermore, different measures of problematic pornogra-
phy use may result in different relationship patterns. For exam-
ple, in the study of Bőthe et al. (2017), the Problematic
Pornography Consumption Scale (PPCS) was applied to assess
the level of problematic pornography use, while the Cyber-
Pornography Use Inventory (CPUI) was employed in the pres-
ent study. The PPCS assesses problematic pornography use via
six factors (i.e., tolerance, salience, moodmodification, conflict,
withdrawal, and relapse), while the CPUI assesses problematic
pornography use via three factors (i.e., negativity towards view-
ing online pornography, compulsivity, and social anxiety).
These two scales measure different aspects of problematic por-
nography use: the conflict factor of PPCS includes items refer-
ring to sexual or relationship problems, while the CPUI does
not cover this topic. In Bőthe et al.’s (2017) study, using the
PPCS, negative, weak associations between relationship satis-
faction and problematic pornography use were reported (e.g.,
Bőthe et al. 2017). However, in the present study, using the
CPUI, no associations were found between problematic por-
nography use and relationship satisfaction. Therefore, it is pos-
sible that the dissimilarity as mentioned above between the
measures could contribute to the mixed results regarding the
associations of relationship satisfaction and problematic por-
nography use.
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Potential Applications of the Single-Item Relationship
Satisfaction Measure (RAS-1)

Previous research (e.g., Cunny and Perri 1991; Dolan et al.
2015; Konrath et al. 2014; Konrath et al. 2018; Mark et al.
2013; Nagy 2002; Robins et al. 2001) has shown that single-
item measures have numerous advantages over full-length
measures, and could be more appropriate when resources,
sample size, and/or time are limited (e.g., Cunny and Perri
1991). Also, single-item measures such as the RAS-1 may
be more suitable for online surveys when respondents have a
limited attention span (Konrath et al. 2014; Konrath et al.
2018) or when the same construct has to be assessed multiple
times, such as in diary studies (e.g., Konrath et al. 2014). They
are alsomore suitable for pilot testing new theories or methods
(e.g., Konrath et al. 2018) and are easier to interpret (e.g.,
Dolan et al. 2015). In addition, they may be more flexible
and have more face validity than full-length measures (e.g.,
Nagy 2002). However, the use of the full RAS is advised
when the research calls for a more complex examination of
relationship satisfaction as a construct, as opposed to acquir-
ing a more general assessment of relationship satisfaction (in
which case RAS-1 would be sufficient).

Limitations and Future Directions

The current studies have several limitations that raise interesting
questions for future research. First, we utilized cross-sectional
research designs, and as a result, cannot infer causality from the
present results. Reverse associations between the examined var-
iables are also possible (e.g., relationship satisfaction may have
an effect on loneliness). Moreover, confounding variables can
also play an important role in the aforementioned associations
(such as the moderating role of gender or secrecy about use in
the case of pornography use – Vaillancourt-Morel et al. 2019).
Another limitation is that since all the measures were self-re-
ported, certain biases (e.g., social desirability bias) may have
affected participants’ responses. It is also worth noting that the
applied samples were not representative (e.g., culture and age),
limiting the generalizability of the findings.

It is also important to note that while single-item measures
are increasingly used to examine complex constructs, and
some reliabilities can be estimated (such as test-retest reliabil-
ity), these measures do not allow for estimation of some more
complex reliabilities, such as internal consistency or factor
structure (Mark et al. 2013) and the captured variance may
also be affected. To corroborate the reliability and validity of
the RAS-1, further studies are needed in different contexts
(e.g., in other cultures, or among younger or older individ-
uals). Moreover, future studies assessing the RAS-1’s test-
retest reliability in longitudinal designs and changes across
cultural contexts will be beneficial for a more nuanced assess-
ment of reliability and validity.

Conclusions

The findings of the present two-study investigation contribute
to the growing body of literature regarding the associations
between relationship satisfaction and other related constructs
(e.g., Byers 2005; Stewart and Szymanski 2012; Hawkley
et al. 2008) and the application of single-item measures in
the social sciences (e.g., Cunny and Perri 1991; Dolan et al.
2015; Konrath et al. 2014; Konrath et al. 2018; Mark et al.
2013; Nagy 2002; Robins et al. 2001). The findings of the
present studies indicate that the RAS-1 (a single-item measure
of relationship satisfaction) is a valid and reliable tool to assess
the level of relationship satisfaction, as suggested by its asso-
ciations with the original RAS and theoretically relevant cor-
relates. Thus, RAS-1 may be an appropriate measure of rela-
tionship satisfaction, particularly when researchers would like
to apply a short, cost-effective measure of relationship
satisfaction.
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