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The Positive–Negative Relationship Quality (PN-RQ) scale is used to test the quality of close rela-
tionships, taking into account their positive and negative dimensions. The aim of our study was to 
check the factor structure and criterion validity of the Polish version of this scale, and the possibilities 
offered by two-dimensional estimation of relationship quality. The validation study involved 740  
people (369 female and 371 male) who were in romantic relationships. In addition to the PN-RQ  
scale, the respondents completed two other relationship quality measures: the Relationship Assessment 
Scale (RAS) and the Experiences in Close Relationships (ECR) attachment questionnaire. Confirma-
tory factor analysis confirmed that the bi-factor model is suitable for the multidimensional nature of  
PN-RQ. The results showed the following: high internal consistency of the subscales and the entire 
scale; compliance with the results obtained with RAS; the possibility of a nuanced assessment of the 
quality of close relationships, also taking into account the unique differences that arise as a result 
of anxious or avoidant attachment. The Polish version of the PN-RQ scale is characterized by good 
psychometric properties and measurement sensitivity; it could be useful in both research and clinical 
diagnostics.
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The 2018 report of the Central Statistical Office of Poland shows that, on aver-
age, over 192 thousand marriages took place annually in recent years, but each year 
65 thousand marriages were subject to divorce and 1.3 thousand legally separated. 
These figures represent a significant increase over the last 28 years as 24 thousand 
less divorce decrees were granted annually in the 1990s (GUS, 2018). The consistent 
increase in the number of failed formal relationships encourages us to take a closer 
look at the permanence of romantic relationships. It is assumed that divorce is the last 
step in marital breakdown, but the process begins much earlier (Ponzetti et al., 1992). 
Both formal and informal relationships disintegrate, but informal ones are difficult 
to capture in statistics. Therefore, in our work we focus on romantic relationships, 
regardless of whether they are formal or informal, because the emotional costs are 
similar. It is worth looking for variables that effectively explain and illustrate the 
proper functioning of romantic relationships, especially since numerous studies 
have shown that the quality of a romantic relationship has multiple consequences 
for health (Butler & Sbarra, 2013), physical and mental well-being (e.g. Beach  
et al., 2003; Kiecolt-Glaser et al., 2005; Meyers, 2003) and is a significant predictor 
of lifetime happiness (Argyle, 2001; Demirtas & Tezer, 2012; Diener et al., 2000; 
Kamp Dush & Amato, 2005; Myers, 2003; Russell & Wells, 1994). Relationship 
satisfaction as a key element of life satisfaction is often included in quantitative 
research; thus, it is regularly selected as an outcome variable in meta-analyses 
(Heller et al., 2004). Despite this, the literature lacks conceptual consistency in the 
romantic relationship quality construct, which is reflected in its various indicators 
and operationalizations (Rogge et al., 2016).

However, most researchers agree that relationship quality refers to feelings, 
thoughts or behaviors related to sexual attitudes (Liberacka-Dwojak & Izdebski, 
2021), commitment (Kelmer et al., 2013), and openness to a partner (Hendrick, 
1988; Janicka & Szymczak, 2019). The emotions that arise in relationships, also in 
happy ones, are both positive and negative; however, the current relationship quality 
measures are usually limited to global assessments and ignore this two-dimensional-
ity (Fincham & Rogge, 2010). Research shows that although positive and negative 
affect are related, it is beneficial to evaluate them separately. As is the case with the 
Positive and Negative Affect Scale (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) or the 
Mood and Symptom Questionnaire (MASQ; Watson et al., 1995), a two-dimensional 
conceptualization of relationship quality allows more precise insights into individual 
differences in experiences of personal relationships that one-dimensional measures 
may not show (Rogge et al., 2016).

One-dimensional relationship assessment does not work, for example, in re-
lation to people with insecure attachment. For example, people who are anxiously 
attached want to get closer to their partners and experience positive feelings towards 
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them; on the other hand, they fear this closeness and consequently experience neg-
ative feelings. In turn, due to their avoidant tendency, they have a greater problem 
with experiencing both negative and positive feelings in a relationship (Mikulincer, 
Shaver, & Pereg, 2003). The ambivalence signaled here or the weaker intensity of 
positive and negative feelings would be difficult to grasp when assessing the quality 
of a relationship if we did not take into account its positive and negative dimensions.

Based on the theory that partners in romantic relationships experience both 
positive and negative feelings towards each other which are partially independent 
of each other, Rogge, Fincham, Crasta and Maniaci (2016) developed the Posi-
tive–Negative Relationship Quality (PN-RQ) scale. Other researchers consider the 
concepts of relationship quality and relationship satisfaction to be synonymous and 
refer to a two-dimensional construct (Araz, Güngör, & Aşçı, 2019). The PN-RQ tool 
consists of two subscales with eight positive and negative relationship definitions, 
to which respondents respond on a 6-point scale that ranges from 0 = not at all to 
5 = completely true. The positive subscale measures the positive characteristics 
of a relationship. Participants are asked to rate their relationships only in terms of 
their positive qualities (Enjoyable, Pleasant, Strong, Alive, Fun, Full, Energizing, 
Exciting); the negative qualities are ignored. Higher scores on this subscale indicate 
higher perceived relationship quality. The negative subscale measures the negative 
qualities of a relationship. Participants are asked to consider their relationships in 
the context of only negative qualities (Miserable, Bad, Empty, Lifeless, Unpleasant, 
Dull, Weak, Discouraging); positive qualities are ignored. The higher the results on 
this subscale, the lower the perceived quality of the relationship (Rooge et al., 2016).

The aim of this study was to create a Polish-language version of the Positive–
Negative Relationship Quality Scale (PN-RQ). In particular, we wanted to check 
the factor structure and the criterion validity of PN-RQ.

We verified the tool’s factor structure by testing alternative factorial models: 
a correlated factor model, an orthogonal (uncorrelated) factor model, a one-factor 
model and a bi-factor model (see Brunner et al., 2012; Dunn & McCray, 2020). Of 
these, like Araz et al. (2019), we assumed that the bi-factor model achieves the great-
est conceptual clarity. This model simultaneously groups test items into two separate 
but correlated factors and one global factor. In other words, each questionnaire item 
belongs to the positive or negative subscale and forms a general scale (cf. Reise, 
Bonifay, & Haviland, 2018; Reise, Moore, & Haviland, 2010).

We checked the criterion (diagnostic) validity of the PN-RQ scale directly with 
the use of another commonly used measure of relationship quality (Relationship 
Assessment Scale; Hendrick, 1988); we also checked it indirectly with a tool that 
captures patterns of anxious and avoidant attachment in a romantic relationship (the 
Experiences in Close Relationships Scale; Brennan et al., 1998). First, we predicted 
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that the positive PN-RQ subscale would strongly and positively correlate with other 
measures of relationship quality, while the negative subscale would correlate nega-
tively with other measures of relationship quality. Second, we wanted to determine 
whether a simultaneous consideration of the positive and negative dimensions of 
PN-RQ in the assessment of relationship quality allows them to be effectively dif-
ferentiated. Third, we predicted that the two-dimensionality of PN-RQ somehow 
correspond to the specificity of how events are perceived in a relationship, which 
may differ between anxious attachment and avoidant attachment.

METHOD

Participants and Procedure

The study involved 740 adults aged 18 to 70 years (M = 35.53; SD = 12.99). The 
gender proportions were balanced: 49.9% (N = 369) of the participants were female 
and 50.1% (N = 371) were male. All respondents were in romantic relationships: 
52.3% were in a formal relationship and 47.7% were in an informal relationship. 
The duration of the relationships ranged from 1 month to 46 years (M = 9.43;  
SD = 9.46). Higher education was recorded in 37.6% of the respondents, secondary 
education in 46.8%, and lower than secondary in 5.7%. The education level of 74 
respondents was not known.

The research was conducted from May 2021 to June 2021. It was approved by 
the Ethics and Research Committee of the Faculty of Psychology, SWPS University 
of Social Sciences and Humanities in Warsaw (approval no. 27/2021). Respondents 
were recruited through a research company (Research Park based in Lodz) and  
received financial remuneration for their participation. The study was conducted via 
an internet platform: company-owned application. The respondents completed the 
questionnaires in the following order: demographic data questionnaire, ECR (PL), 
RAS (PL), PN-RQ (PL).

Measures

Positive–Negative Relationship Quality Scale

The PN-RQ, by Rogge, Fincham, Crasta, & Maniaci, 2016, consists of 2 sub-
scales containing 8 positive and negative terms that describe a relationship. The 
respondents indicate how they define aspects of their relationship on a 6-point 
scale from 0 = definitely not true to 5 = definitely true. The reliability coefficients 
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(Cronbach’s α) in three studies by the authors of the PN-RQ (Rogge et al., 2016) 
ranged from .94 to .96 for the positive subscale, and from .84 to .95 for the negative 
subscale. Similar reliability coefficients were obtained by the authors of the Turkish 
adaptation of this tool: .93 for the positive subscale and .90 for the negative subscale 
(Araz et al., 2019).

In the first stage of adapting the PN-RQ to the Polish-language version, two 
psychologists fluent in English translated the questionnaire into Polish. Their trans-
lations were broadly similar, but for several items there were differences in the trans-
lations. So, another researcher was asked for an opinion, and thus the final language 
version was jointly established. In the next stage, a Polish psychologist who also 
has a master’s degree in English made the reverse translation. This translation was 
exactly the same as the original version of the tool. The Cronbach’s α-coefficient 
of the Polish version of PN-RQ used in this study was .95 for the positive subscale 
and .97 for the negative subscale.

The Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS; Hendrick, 1988), adapted for Polish 
by Natora (2011), contains 7 questions on key global aspects of a relationship, to 
which respondents respond on a 5-point Likert response scale (1 = never to 5 = very 
often/very much). A higher overall score represents higher relationship satisfaction. 
The internal consistency (Cronbach’s α) of the English version of the RAS ranged 
from .86 to .91 (Hendrick, 1986; Vaughn & Matyastick Baier, 1999); for the Polish 
version the score was from .91 to .92 (Natora, 2011; Kuncewicz & Jaśkowska, 2018), 
while in this study it was .89.

Experiences in Close Relationships Scale

The ECR (Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998), in a Polish adaptation by Stawska 
(2011), is used to test attachment in romantic relationships on two orthogonal  
dimensions: fear and avoidance. The combination of low and high scores in both 
dimensions allows division into four attachment styles (e.g., low anxiety and low 
avoidance characterize the safe style). In the literature on the subject (cf. numerous 
studies by Mikulincer and Shaver, 2016), the ECR questionnaire is most frequent-
ly used to measure anxiety and avoidance as continuous variables in the context  
of avoidance. This tool contains 36 statements that relate to broadly understood 
experiences (including feelings, behaviors, beliefs, preferences) in a relationship  
with a partner. The respondents reply to them on a 7-point scale, which ranges from 
1 (I strongly disagree) to 7 (I strongly agree). The internal consistency (Cronbach’s 
α) of the English version of ECR was .94 for avoidance and .91 for anxiety; for the 
Polish version of the ECR this was .85 for avoidance and .86 for anxiety (Stawska, 
2010); in this study it was .91 for avoidance and .90 for anxiety.
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RESULTS

The analyses were conducted with the use of IBM SPSS Statistics 27.0 and 
Amos Graphics 26.0.

Descriptive Statistics and Gender Differences

Table 1 presents descriptive statistics for the analyzed variables from the group 
of men and the group of women, and the values of the Mann–Whitney U test. It was 
used to assess the statistical significance of the differences between the two groups.

Table 1
Descriptive Statistics for Analyzed Variables Acquired in Group of Men and Group of Women

Women (n = 310)                   Men (n = 347)

M SD A K d M SD A K d z

Positive 
Subscale 3.61 1.23 –.97 .26 .15*** 3.54 1.07 –.59 .01 .09*** –1.77

Negative 
Subscale .62 1.03 2.37 5.62 .27*** .61 .97 2.21 5.17 .26*** –.27

RAS 3.95 .79 –1.11 1.01 .13*** 3.92 .69 –.75 .52 .09*** –1.63

ECR Anxiety 
Scale 4.02 1.17 –.13 –.50 .06* 3.88 1.13 –.03 –.43 .04 –1.62

ECR Avoid-
ance Scale 2.54 1.09 .64 –.52 .11*** 2.68 1.01 .14 –1.12 .08*** –2.12*

Note. M = mean; SD = standard deviation; A = asymmetry; K = kurtosis; d = Kolmogorov–Smirnov normality of 
distribution test with the Lilliefors correction; z = value of Mann–Whitney U test. 
* p < .05; *** p < .001.

With the exception of the ECR anxiety scale in the group of men, the distribu-
tions of all analyzed variables significantly differed from the normal distribution. 
The distributions of the scores on the Negative scale in both the men’s and women’s 
groups were positively skewed and leptokurtic. The distribution of the RAS scores in 
the women’s group was negatively skewed and leptokurtic. The distribution of scores 
on the ECR avoidance scale in the men’s group was platykurtic. Gender turned out 
not to differentiate between four of the five variables included in the analyses. Only 
the mean value on the ECR avoidance scale was significantly higher in the group of 
men than in the group of women. Since most of the analyses showed no significant 
differences, we did not differentiate by gender in further analyses.
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis

In order to verify the factorial structure of PN-RQ questionnaire, confirmatory 
factor analysis based on the likelihood method was conducted. Four different models 
were assessed (see Figure 1): a model based on two correlated factors (Model 1);  
a model based on two uncorrelated factors (Model 2); a one-factor model  
(Model 3); and a bi-factor model (Model 4). 

Figure 1
Four Models Based on Multidimensional Structure of the PN-RQ Scale

Note. (a) Model 1: Factor structure based on two correlated factors; (b) Model 2: Factor structure 
based on two uncorrelated factors; (c) Model 3: One-factor structure; (d) Model 4: Bi-factor model.
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The values of fit indices are depicted in Table 2.

Table 2
Values of Fit Indices for Four Different Models of PN-RQ Factorial Structure

Model χ2/df RMSEA CFI NFI

Model 1 Two correlated factors 8.56 .10 .94 .93

Model 2 Two uncorrelated factors 11.90 .12 .91 .91

Model 3 One-factor structure 39.72 .23 .69 .69

Model 4 Bi-factor model 4.57 .07 .98 .97

Note. RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; CFI = comparative fit index; NFI = normed-fit index.

The values of the χ2/df and RMSEA indices were lowest for Model 4. The values 
of CFI and NFI were highest for Model 4, which means that this model had the best 
fit to the analyzed data and depicted the factorial structure of PN-RQ. Additionally, 
only the values of fit indices for Model 4 fulfilled the recommended criteria. The 
following were found only for Model 4: the NFI value was higher than the recom-
mended cut-off value of .9 (Bentler & Bonett, 1980); the CFI value was higher than 
the recommended cut-off value of .95 (Schermelleh-Engel & Moosbrugger, 2003); 
and the value of RMSEA was lower than the recommended cut-off value of .08 
(Browne & Cudeck, 1993). Figure 2 presents the acquired factor loadings.

The value of the correlation coefficient between the positive scale and the ne- 
gative scale was equal to r = –.61, p < .001, which means that both variables shared 
37.2% of variance.
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Figure 2
Factor Loadings Acquired in the Bi-Factor Model
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Correlation Analysis

Table 3 presents the correlation coefficient values between the PN-RQ scores 
and the scores in the RAS and ECR questionnaires.

Table 3
Values of Correlation Coefficients Between PN-RQ Scores and Scores in RAS and ECR Questionnaires

Positive Subscale Negative Subscale

RAS .82*** –.73***

ECR Anxiety Scale –.33*** .33***

ECR Avoidance Scale –.57*** .48***

*** p < .001 

The Positive scale correlated positively with the RAS questionnaire scores but 
negatively with the anxiety and avoidance scales. The Negative scale correlated 
negatively with the RAS scores but positively with the anxiety and avoidance scales. 
Correlations between the PN-RQ and RAS questionnaire scores were distinctly 
stronger than the correlations between the PN-RQ and ECR scores.

Between-Group Comparisons

The analyzed sample was divided into four distinctive groups with the use of  
a median split performed on the PN-RQ scores. Participants with low values (below 
median) on both the positive and negative scales were included in the “indifferent” 
group. Participants with high values (above median) on both the positive and neg-
ative scales were included in the “ambivalent” group. Participants with high values 
on the positive scale and low values on the negative scale were included in the 
“satisfied” group. Participants with low values on the positive scale and high values 
on the negative scale were included in the “dissatisfied” group. The median for the 
positive scale was equal to 3.88. The median for the negative scale was equal to .13. 
Table 4 depicts the mean values of the ECR and RAS scores in the extracted groups; 
it also presents the values of the one-way analysis of variance that was used to assess 
the statistical significance of the differences between groups.
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Table 4
Mean Values of ECR and RAS Scores in Extracted Groups

Satisfied  
n = 300

Dissatisfied  
n = 282

Indifferent  
n = 82

Ambivalent  
n = 76 F df p

RAS 4.50 (.34) 3.31 (.68) 3.91 (.44) 4.09 (.52) 217.74 3,653 .001

ECR Anxiety Scale 3.43 (1.03) 4.42 (1.06) 3.79 (1.13) 4.29 (1.07) 40.34 3,653 .001

ECR Avoidance 
Scale 1.97 (.81) 3.22 (.96) 2.67 (.89) 2.63 (.92) 85.59 3,653 .001

There were statistically significant differences regarding all three analyzed 
variables. According to the values of the Games-Howell post-hoc test, the mean 
value on the RAS scale was significantly higher in the Satisfied group than in the 
Dissatisfied group (p < .001), the Indifferent group (p < .001) and the Ambivalent 
group (p < .001). The mean value on the RAS scale was also significantly lower in 
the Dissatisfied group than in the Indifferent group (p < .001) and the Ambivalent 
group (p < .001); moreover, the mean value on the RAS scale in the Ambivalent 
group was on the verge of statistical significance (p < .1) and was higher than in the 
Indifferent group (p < .1).

The mean value on the ECR anxiety scale was significantly lower in the Satis-
fied group than in the Dissatisfied group (p < .001), the Indifferent group (p < .05), 
and the Ambivalent group (p < .001). The mean value on the ECR anxiety scale 
was also significantly lower in the Indifferent group than in the Dissatisfied group  
(p < .001), and the Ambivalent group (p < .05).

The mean value on the ECR avoidance scale was significantly lower in the 
Satisfied group than in the Dissatisfied group (p < .001), the Indifferent group  
(p < .001), and the Ambivalent group (p < .001). The mean value on the ECR 
avoidance scale was also significantly higher in the Dissatisfied group than in the 
Indifferent group (p < .001) and the Ambivalent group (p < .001).

It should be noted that the mean value on RAS differentiated all four groups; 
either significantly or at the limit of statistical significance, each group contrasted 
against all the others. Similarly, statistically significant difference was not observed 
when analyzing the ECR scales. The mean value on the ECR Anxious Attachment 
scale was not statistically significant when compared with the Dissatisfied group or 
the Ambivalent group (p = .84); however, the mean value on the ECR Avoidance 
scale was not significantly different in the Indifferent group or in the Ambivalent 
group (p = .99).
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DISCUSSION

The aim of the study was to create a Polish-language version of the two-dimen-
sional PN-RQ scale and check its factor structure and criterion validity.

The results of the confirmatory factor analysis, as was the case with the original 
(Rogge et al., 2016) and Turkish versions of the scale (Araz et al., 2019), showed that 
out of the four tested models (two correlated factors, two uncorrelated factors, one 
factor, bi-factor), the bi-factor model best fitted the data; this is the most multifaceted 
model as it simultaneously captures two correlated dimensions of relationship quality 
(positive and negative) and its one global dimension. The relatively strong negative 
correlation between the positive and negative PN-RQ subscales corresponds to the 
simultaneous interdependence and distinctiveness of the dimensions of relationship 
quality that are assumed in the bi-factor model and the neurobiological foundations 
of human experience (cf. the behavioral approach and behavioral inhibition systems, 
see Gable, Reis & Elliot, 2000; for positive-negative organization of affective expe-
riences see Watson, Clark & Tellegen, 1988).

The positive and negative sub-scales correlated positively and negatively in 
high degree, respectively, with the global measure of RAS relationship quality; this 
remains in line with the results obtained from the American (Rogge et al., 2016) and 
Turkish (Araz et al., 2019) samples. These and other international results suggest 
that although the bidimensional PN-RQ scale captures the quality of romantic re-
lationships from a different perspective than the unidimensional scale, it measures 
the same culturally universal construct.

As measured by RAS, the average level of global relationship satisfaction dif-
fered among the four groups of people (Satisfied, Dissatisfied, Indifferent and Am-
bivalent), which were selected on the basis of a combination of low and high scores 
on the positive and negative subscales. This suggests that simultaneous consideration 
of the positive and negative dimensions of relationship quality makes it possible to 
show minor differences between similar phenomena. Most people were in the Satis-
fied and Dissatisfied groups, i.e., they were clearly satisfied or dissatisfied with their 
relationships. As suggested by Fincham and Linfield (1997), slightly less frequent 
ambivalent (high positivity and high negativity) or indifferent (low positivity and 
low negativity) assessments of relationship quality may reflect changes in a relation-
ship due to its development stage or a current crisis. Rogge et al. (2016) also draw 
attention to the potentially clinical aspects of the differences between Indifferent 
and Ambivalent experiences of relationships with a partner. People who assessed 
their relationship as indifferent engaged in fewer interactions with their partner, both 
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positive and negative. On the other hand, people who assessed their relationship as 
ambivalent were less likely to forgive their partner.

The positive PN-RQ subscale moderately or very negatively correlated with the 
anxiety and avoidant ECR attachment scale, while the negative subscale correlated 
moderately positively. These results are consistent with numerous reports which 
indicate that people with less secure attachment have poorer quality relationships 
(e.g., Creasey & Hesson-McInnis, 2001; Feeney, 1999; Tran & Simpson, 2009). 
As anticipated, the bi-dimensional PN-RQ allows detailed assessment of how the 
quality of romantic relationships depends on the insecure attachment style. Com-
parisons among groups of individuals according to their low and high scores on 
PN-RQ subscales showed that Ambivalent respondents presented a fairly high or 
significantly higher level of anxious attachment than those who were Indifferent. 
However, their Avoidance style scores were somewhat lower and similar to those of 
Indifferent respondents. The above results suggest that the bi-dimensional PN-RQ 
scale of relationship quality reacted somehow to the unique attributes of the anxious 
attachment style, i.e., an internally conflicted, ambivalently positive or negative way 
of experiencing a relationship. However, this scale also reacted to less emotionally 
involved respondents, and thus to the less ambivalent and more indifferent ways 
of experiencing a relationship that are specific to avoidant attachment (Mikulincer  
et al., 2003).

To sum up, similarly to the American and Turkish versions, the factor structure of 
the Polish version of the PN-RQ scale meets the theoretical assumptions, according 
to which the quality of a relationship, when understood as one construct, is consti-
tuted by two separate but related positive and negative dimensions. Both subscales, 
positive and negative, as well as the entire PN-RQ scale are characterized by high 
internal consistency and accuracy of measurement, as was verified in relation to 
another measure of relationship quality used in Poland (RAS). The possibility of 
using the PN-RQ scale to assess the quality of a relationship in a more nuanced way 
than is possible with one-dimensional scales was also confirmed. Potentially, it can 
be used in both scientific research and clinical diagnostics.

One of the limitations of this study is the lack of data on the time stability of the 
Polish version of the PN-RQ. Although, in principle, the scale captures a general 
rather than a temporary assessment of relationships, we are not clear to what extent 
this assessment is independent of situational factors, therefore, this is worth inves-
tigating in the next study. Moreover, the measurement properties of PN-RQ were 
not explored depending on the duration of the relationship. For example, partners 
in the honeymoon phase may assess their relationship in a completely different way 
than when they are in more difficult phases (Kuncewicz et al., 2020; Reese-Weber, 
2005). Taking into account the length or the phases of a relationship, the use of the 
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two-dimensional PN-RQ scale in cross-sectional and longitudinal studies would 
lead to a better understanding of the developmental dynamics of the quality of rela-
tionships. In subsequent studies, it is also worth checking how the two-dimensional 
assessment of the quality of a relationship depends on various sociodemograph-
ic variables, such as gender, sexual orientation, relationship status (e.g., formal,  
restarted relationship, etc.).
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Appendix 1

Polish Version of the PN-RQ Scale
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Appendix 2

The PN-RQ Scale


