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Supplemental table
Relationship satisfaction measures
	Measure and reference
	Items and scales
	Range and distress cutoff
	Components
	Category

	CHQ: Couple Happiness Questionnaire (Azrin et al., 1973).
	10 items with 10-point likert scales. Ratings from 1 (Completely unhappy) to 10 (Completely happy) on 9 different aspects of the relationship.
	Range 10 to 100. 10 to 20 indicates low happiness, 20 to 55 indicates average happiness, more than 55 indicates high happiness (Farshidmanesh et al., 2019).
	Items include household responsibilities, child rearing, social activity, money, communication, sex, independence, professional progress, and a general happiness item.
	Satisfaction

	Couple Relationship Quality (Adler-Baeder, 2022).
	A composite of 10 items on likert scales from the CSI, QMI and Confidence and Dedication Scale.
	Not available.
	Not available.
	Satisfaction

	CSI: Couple Satisfaction Index (Funk & Rogge, 2007).
	32 items on varying likert scales.
	Range 0 to 161. Below 104.5 indicates dissatisfaction (Funk & Rogge, 2007).
	The CSI was developed to be a unidimensional scale reflecting an underlying satisfaction component as distinguished from a communication component, based on a pool of items from common measures of relationship satisfaction, and using principal components analysis to discriminate items measuring satisfaction from items measuring communication, and item response theory to choose the items contributing the most information about satisfaction.
	Satisfaction

	DAS: Dyadic Adjustment Scale, including the original 32-item DAS (Spanier, 1976), 7-item (Sharpley & Rogers, 1984) and 16-item (Antoine et al., 2007) abbreviated DAS; RDAS: the 14-item Revised DAS (Anderson et al., 2014; Busby et al., 1995; Crane et al., 2000).
	32, 16, 14 or 7 items on varying likert scales.
	32-item DAS: Range 0 to 151. Various cutoffs have been suggested, falling in the range of 92 to 107, with a mean of 100 (Sabourin et al., 2005). In this review, a mean sample score below 100 was categorised as dissatisfied.

16-item abbreviated DAS: Below 54 indicates poor adjustment (Antoine et al., 2007).

7-item abbreviated DAS: Range 0 to 36. Scores below 21 have been taken to indicate low adjustment (Early Intervention Foundation, 2020).

14-item RDAS: Range 0 to 69, below 47.31 indicates poor adjustment (Anderson et al., 2014).
	Designed to measure the quality of married or cohabiting couples, distinguish divorced and married couples, and be able to distinguish distressed and nondistressed couples.

Subscales DAS: consensus (e.g., decision making, values and affection), closeness/cohesion (e.g., activities and discussion), satisfaction (e.g., stability and conflict regulation), and expressions of affection.

Subscales RDAS: consensus, closeness, and satisfaction.

Components of 16-item abbreviated DAS: Dyadic consensus, Quality of dyadic interactions.

Consensus in decision making, values and affection, Satisfaction (stability and conflict regulation), Cohesion (activities and discussion).
	Adjustment

	EMS: Enrich Marital Satisfaction (Fowers & Olson, 1989). 
	A 35-item version was used in two included studies (Abedi Shargh et al., 2015; Dafei et al., 2020). A third study did not explain which version of the EMS was included (Derakhshan et al., 2019). 
	Not available for the 35-item version.
	The original 125-item scale assesses 14 areas of couple functioning, including Marital Satisfaction, Communication, Sexual Relationship, and Children and Parenting, Marital change and Cohesion. The 35-item version includes the subscales: marital satisfaction (15 items), conflict resolution (10 items), communication (10 items), and ideal distortions (5 items).
	Adjustment

	KMSS: Kansas Marital Satisfaction Scale (Schumm et al., 1986).
	3 items with likert scales from 1 to 7.
	Range 3 to 21, below 17 indicates marital distress (Crane et al., 2000).
	Unidimensional measure of marital satisfaction.
	Satisfaction

	IMS-S: Investment Model Scale - Global Satisfaction subscale (Rusbult et al., 1998).
	The IMS was used in two studies, one 10-item version (Schellekens et al., 2017), and one 5-item version (Kappen et al., 2019).
	Not available.
	The original IMS is a 29-item scale of relationship commitment, satisfaction, quality of alternatives and investment size, based on the investment model of relationship persistence (Rusbult, 1980; Rusbult et al., 1998). The subscale is a unidimensional scale including items on satisfaction and need fulfilment (intimacy, companionship, sex, security, emotional involvement).
	Satisfaction

	LWSMAT: Locke Wallace Short Marital Adjustment Test (Locke & Wallace, 1959).
	15 items on varying scales.
	Range 0 to 158, below 95.5 indicates poor marital adjustment (Funk & Rogge, 2007).
	Items include happiness, consensus on 8 issues (e.g., finances, friends, conventionality), joint outside interests, feelings about marriage and spouse (e.g., relationship regret and confiding in spouse).
	Adjustment

	MSI-R: Marital Satisfaction Inventory Revised  - Global Distress subscale (Snyder, 1997).

	The 22 true/false items of the Global Distress subscale was used in one included study (Carson et al., 2004).
	A T-score below 58 on the Global Distress Scale is taken to indicate relationship distress (Carson et al., 2004).
	A 150 item multidimensional measure of problematic relationship functioning and couple interactions, with 13 subscales including affective communication, aggression, time together, disagreement about finances, sexual dissatisfaction and Global Distress (Gasbarrini & Snyder, 2019).
	Adjustment

	PFB: the Partnership Questionnaire (Hahlweg, 1979).
	30 items on a scale from 0 to 3.
	Range 0 to 90. Below 54 indicates considerable negative relationship quality (Kliem et al., 2015).
	A measure of relationship quality. The partner’s behaviours as reported by the participant are measured on three subscales: conflict behaviours/quarrelling, tenderness, and similarity/communication.
	Adjustment

	PRQC: Perceived Relationship Quality Components (Fletcher et al., 2000)
	The 6-item version was used in one included study (Gunst et al., 2018).
	Range 6 to 42.
	A global measure of relationship quality: subjective evaluations of relationship satisfaction, commitment, intimacy, trust, passion, love.
	Satisfaction

	RQS: Relationship Quality Scale (Chonody et al., 2018).
	9 items on 6-point likert scales.
	Range 9 to 45.
	A strengths-based unidimensional measure of relationship quality including items on contentment, commitment, enjoyment, partner’s awareness of one’s needs and shared values.
	Satisfaction

	RAS: Relationship Assessment Scale (Hendrick, 1988; Vaughn & Baier, 1999).
	7 items on a 5-point likert scale.
	Range 7 to 35. A mean of 23.17 (SD=7) is normative. Scores below 15 are seen as indicative of low satisfaction (Greenspace Health, 2020; Hendrick et al., 1998).
	A unidimensional measure of general satisfaction, including items on satisfaction, needs, meeting expectations, problems, love, regret, and how one’s relationship compares to others.
	Satisfaction

	QMI: Quality of Marriage Index (Norton, 1983).

	6 items on varying scales.
	Range 0 to 39, below 24.5 indicates marital distress (Funk & Rogge, 2007).
	A single-factor scale of global subjective marriage evaluation, using words like “good”, “stable”, “strong”, “part of a team”, e.g., “We have a good relationship”, and a global item on “the degree of happiness, everything considered”.
	Satisfaction

	RS_1: Relationship satisfaction (Karremans et al., 2020).
	1 item bespoke measure, on a scale from 1 (“unsatisfied”) to 7 (“very satisfied”).
	Range 1 to 7.
	“How satisfied were you with your relationship during the past 2 weeks?”
	Satisfaction

	RS_5: Relationship satisfaction (Quickert, 2022).
	5 items bespoke measure.
	The maximum was reported to be 7.
	Includes the items: feeling satisfied with the relationship overall, the romantic aspects of the relationship, the physical and/or sexual aspects of the relationship, the emotional and/or supportive aspects of the relationship, and with the amount of fun in the relationship. All questions were phrased as “How satisfied are you with…?”
	Satisfaction

	SFS: Sexual Function Scale (McCabe & Cobain, 1998).
	The communication and relationship satisfaction subscales (10 items each) were used in one included study (Hucker & McCabe, 2014).
	Not available.
	The SFS consists of three sections: Childhood, Puberty and Adolescence, and Current Attitudes and Behavior. The Communication and Quality of Relationship subscales are part of the third section, along with sexual communication, sexual satisfaction, performance anxiety and other subscales (McCabe, 1998).
	Satisfaction


Note: Measures were categorised as “Satisfaction” if they were unidimensional measures of how satisfied people are with their relationship, i.e., how people subjectively evaluate their relationship. Measures were categorised as “Adjustment” if they were multifaceted measures of behaviours and characteristics taken to be indicative of relationship quality.
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