relationship questionnaire
1.)  social support
	to the right of each statement, please tick the box 
that best describes your experience over the last 
two weeks or other agreed time period (if a statement 
isn’t relevant to you, please simply cross it out)
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	
	strongly

disagree
	somewhat disagree
	slightly disagree
	neither agree nor disagree
	slightly agree
	somewhat agree
	strongly agree

	a
	I am comfortable being close to my friends
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	b
	I am comfortable being close to my family
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	c
	I am comfortable being close to my partner
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	d
	I wonder whether my friends really care about me
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	e
	I worry that my family members don't love me
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	f
	I worry that my partner doesn't love me
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	g
	in general, I am satisfied with my friendships
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	h
	in general, I am satisfied with my family relationships
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	i
	in general, I am satisfied with my couple relationship
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


The answers to statements d, e & f are reverse scored.

2.)  social integration
In answering each of the next two questions, please give a number from 0 to 10 or, if you estimate you have more than 10 local or distant friends, please simply write ‘more than 10’.

a.) how many friends do you have who live locally?   ______

b.) how many friends do you have who live at a distance?   ______

For the purposes of this questionnaire, the description ‘friend’ is taken to include anyone who you choose to classify in this way.  Friends are considered to live locally if you can travel relatively easily to where they live, spend some time with them, and then get home again in an evening or half a day.  If a friend doesn’t live locally, they are classified as living ‘at a distance’.

3.)  social stress
	to the right of each description, please tick the box that best describes your experience over the last two weeks or other agreed time period (if a description isn’t relevant to you, please simply cross it out)
	source of stress?
	can handle this stress?

	
	0
	1
	2
	3
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	
	no

stress
	mild

stress
	moderate stress
	severe stress
	strongly

disagree
	somewhat disagree
	slightly disagree
	slightly agree
	somewhat agree
	strongly agree

	a
	with friends
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	b
	with family
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	c
	with partner
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	d
	with people at work/place of education
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	e
	with neighbours and others (describe)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Please score the above 5 relationship areas twice – for how much each has been a source of stress over the last two weeks or other agreed time period, & for how much you have felt you can handle this stress.

scoring the relationship questionnaire

Social support, social integration, and social stress may all affect health and wellbeing (Cohen 2004).  The triple assessment of these three relationship aspects was used by researchers (Stinson, Logel et al. 2008) to show independent effects on self-esteem, health & work loss. 
1.)  social support

The social support questions assess relationship quality.  Sheldon Cohen argues this aspect of relationships is a particularly important resource when times are hard.  Kennon Sheldon and colleagues suggest that this quality of close ‘relatedness’ is also crucial for a sense of well-being.

The answers to statements d, e & f are reverse scored.  In the Stinson et al paper with a US student population, average score per question was 4.75 (standard deviation 0.95) – so less than 3.8 per question suggested somewhat poor support, 3.8 to 5.7 per question normal range, and greater than 5.7 suggested very good support & high quality relationships.  For those not in a couple/partner relationship, this translates for the six relevant statements as totals of less than 23, 23 to 34, and more than 34.  For those answering all nine questions, a total of less than 34 suggests somewhat low quality poor support, 34 to 51 normal range, and a total of more than 51 suggests high quality, good support relationships.  

2.)  social integration

These relationship ‘quantity’ questions are harder to compare with the Stinson et al research, which was with a very particular group – first year US college students.  They found an average of about 16 to 17 reported friends.  A higher number of friends was linked to less social stress and independently linked too to higher self-esteem, and less subsequent illness and work loss.  The assessment handouts on the ‘personal community map’ and its associated questions may be a better way of assessing this area in more general populations.  
3.)  social stress

Average stress score (per question) in the Stinson work was about 1.8 (standard deviation 1.2).  This probably translates quite well from the researched student population for the first four relationship areas – friends, family, partner, and work.  The question about neighbours is included more for completeness and possibly should be ignored when comparing stress levels.  People who rated themselves as particularly good at coping with these interpersonal stresses reported less subsequent ill health than those who rated themselves as less good at coping with these stresses.  However high interpersonal stress scores produced lower subsequent self-esteem scores whether participants rated their coping ability as high, average, or low.
Cohen, S. (2004).  Social relationships and health.  Am Psychol 59(8): 676-84.

The author discusses 3 variables that assess different aspects of social relationships - social support, social integration, and negative interaction. The author argues that all 3 are associated with health outcomes, that these variables each influence health through different mechanisms, and that associations between these variables and health are not spurious findings attributable to our personalities. This argument suggests a broader view of how to intervene in social networks to improve health. This includes facilitating both social integration and social support by creating and nurturing both close (strong) and peripheral (weak) ties within natural social networks and reducing opportunities for negative social interaction. Finally, the author emphasizes the necessity to understand more about who benefits most and least from social-connectedness interventions. 

Stinson, D. et al. (2008).  The cost of lower self-esteem: testing a self- and social-bonds model of health.  J Pers Soc Psychol 94(3): 412-28.  
The authors draw upon social, personality, and health psychology to propose and test a self-and-social-bonds model of health. The model contends that lower self-esteem predicts health problems and that poor-quality social bonds explain this association. In Study 1, lower self-esteem prospectively predicted reports of health problems 2 months later, and this association was explained by subjective reports of poor social bonds. Study 2 replicated the results of Study 1 but used a longitudinal design with 6 waves of data collection, assessed self-reports of concrete health-related behaviors (i.e., number of visits to the doctor and classes missed due to illness), and measured both subjective and objective indicators of quality of social bonds (i.e., interpersonal stress and number of friends). In addition, Study 2 showed that poor-quality social bonds predicted acute drops in self-esteem over time, which in turn predicted acute decreases in quality of social bonds and, consequently, acute increases in health problems. In both studies, alternative explanations to the model were tested.
