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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to determine the relationship 

between fusion and satisfaction in lesbian relationships. 

Seventy-two volunteer subject, 36 couples, completed a three part 

questionnaire. The Dyadic Fusion Scale contained 11 items measuring 

amount of time spent together by the couple, physical dysfunction, 

limitations on socialization outside of the relationship, identity 

differentiation, and cognitive differentiation. The Relationship 

Satisfaction Scale containing 24 items was used to measure perceived 

satisfaction of the partners. Demographic information was also 

obtained. 

The results of multiple regression found no significant 

relationship at the .05 level between amount of time spent together by 

the couple and satisfaction, physical dysfunction and satisfaction, and 

identity differentiation and satisfaction. A significant relationship 

was found to exist between two items measuring limitations on 

socialization and satisfaction and one items measuring cognitive 

differentiation and satisfaction at the .05 level. 

Implications and suggestions for further research are provided. 

viii 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Until the early 1960's, little was known about homosexuality and 

homosexual relationships. The comprehensive, annotated bibliography on 

homosexuality by Weinberg and Bell (1972) lists a total of 1,263 

scientific articles and books published between 1940 and 1968. Only 

100 of them, less than 10%, deal predominantly with female 

homosexuality. At present, empirical research concerning the romantic 

relationships of lesbians is scarce. 

Lesbians are becoming an increasingly visible and legitimized 

group in society. As their existence becomes recognized, social 

service professionals are faced with the responsibility of 

understanding and meeting the needs of this group. Winkelpleck and 

Westfeld (1982) point out that the sometimes subtle assumption that gay 

couples rarely exist is no longer appropriate. Yet, knowledge of their 

needs remains largely unavailable. Most counselors and psychologists 

receive heterosexually oriented relationship training; information 

about the special characteristics, needs, and dynamics of gay 

relationships is needed. 

Statement of the Problem 

The purpose of this study is the investigate the existence and 

possible ramifications of a specific dynamic, fusion, in lesbian 

relationships. The following question is posed: Is fusion in lesbian 

relationships related to the satisfaction of the couple? 

1 
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Significance of the Study 

Much of the extremely limited amount of information that exists 

pertaining to lesbian relationships indicates a seemingly common 

dynamic, the occurrence of fusion (Burch, 1982; Decker, 1984; Kaufman, 

Harrison and Hyde, 1984; Krestan and Bepko, 1980; McCandish, 1982). 

The assumption of this information is that fusion is a problem for the 

couple and diminishes the partners' satisfaction in the relationship. 

It is also assumed that secrecy and isolation of the couple from those 

outside of the relationship (friends, family, co-workers) is a 

condition which facilitates fusion. This study represents a pilot 

effort to test these assumptions, i.e., to determine what relationship, 

if any, exists between fusion, secrecy, and satisfaction for the 

partners in a lesbian relationship. 

Definitions 

The following are definitions of the terms used in this research: 

Fusion - Karpel (1976) defines fusion by contrasting it with 

individuation. Individuation involves the subtle process by which a 

person comes to see him/herself as separate and distinct within the 

relationship. "The term fusion is used to describe the person's state 

of embeddedness in, of undifferentiation within the relational context" 

(Karpel, 1976, p.67). Applied to couples, the term fusion refers to 

the transactional and experiential phenomenon that arises when two 

minimally individuated persons form a close, emotional relationship. 

The distinctive characteristic of the fused relationship is the high 

degree of identification that exists between partners. 
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Bowen (Hall,1981) also views fusion in terms of undifferentiation. 

He describes fusion an an "eclipse" of one's self by another self or by 

the relationship. "When fusion occurs, an individual loses personal 

distinctive attributes and becomes lost or submerged in the 

characteristics of the other or the relational system" (Hall, 1981). 

In this research, fusion is defined as the following: 

undifferentiated and or embeddedness within the relationship; 

identification with the characteristics of one's partner or with the 

relationship to the extent that individual identity becomes lost or 

submerged; difficulty in maintaining an identity separate from one's 

partner or the relationship. 

Secrecy - the extent to which members of the couple have made 

their relationship known to other people. Categories included are (1) 

Gay friends (2) Heterosexual friends (3) Family (4) Co-workers. 

Satisfaction - an attitude of greater or lesser favorability 

toward one's own couple relationship (Roach, Frazier, and Bowden, 

1981). 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Literature indicates a tendency for lesbian couples to experience 

a high degree of fusion in their relationships. McCandish (1982) 

contends that relational difficulties among lesbian couples lie mainly 

in the area of separation, the ability to experience oneself not in 

relationship to another; In a study of 127 lesbians, Peplau, Pedesky, 

and Hamilton (1982) found that: 1) desire for independence, and 2) 

dependency on the relationship, were among the most important reasons 

cited for breakups. In research by Winkelpleck and Westfeld (1982), 

avoidance of overdependency was also mentioned by respondents as a 

special counseling need. Krestan and Bepko (1980) state that based on 

their clinical experience, conflicts arising out of inability to 

differentiate occurred more frequently and with greater intensity in 

lesbian relationships than in heterosexual relationships. 

Researchers pose a number of explanations for the existence of 

fusion in lesbian relationships. One explanation is based on gender 

role socialization. In interviews with 108 lesbians, Wolff (1971) 

concluded that it is the strong emotional bond rather than the purely 

sexual that leads women to relate to women. Female gender role 

socialization emphasizes emotionally close and relatively permanent 

relationships based on love and romance. Here is assumed that 

internalization of unrealistic romantic notions by both members of the 

4 
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lesbian couple may create excessive needs for, and expectations of, 

togetherness, facilitating fusion. 

The absence of gender role differentiation has also been presented 

as an explanation for fusion within lesbian couples. Defining the 

coupled relationship without using a heterosexual model was frequently 

mentioned as a key issue for lesbians in work by Winkelpleck and 

Westfeld (1982). Kaufman, Harrison, and Hyde (1984) contend that 

gender roles provide clear expectations for behavior, assign tasks, and 

allow for separateness. A similar contention is that two people of the 

same sex may feel a greater identification with one another and that 

the appeal of the identification may create difficulty in maintaining 

autonomy (Krestan and Bepko, 1980). 

Using a systems theory approach, an explanation of fusion in 

lesbian relationships is as a response to a hostile environment which 

does not recognize the boundary drawn around the couple. For lesbians, 

the boundaries of the relationships are typically unrecognized by the 

larger system which regards the relationship as either pathological or 

invisible (Albro and Tully, 1979; Winkelpleck and Westfeld, 1982). The 

tendency, under these circumstances, is for the couple to further 

rigidify the boundaries and turn in on themselves. This turning inward 

increases the intensity of fusion between partners and may result in 

the blurring of individual boundaries (Krestan and Bepko, 1980). 

Because lesbian couples must spend an excessive amount of energy 

defining their boundaries in order to maintain their relationship in 

the context of the larger system, energy spent on more individuated 

behavior may threaten the balance of the relationship. 
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It is evident that research in this area has been primarily 

speculative, based on clinical experience and theory. What is needed 

is empirical research which measures and defines fusion and 

satisfaction in lesbian relationships, the findings of which can be 

compared with theoretical constructs. Furthermore, research does not 

substantiate the assumption that enmeshment does in fact affect the 

level of satisfaction with the relationship. 

Although empirical findings to date provide a good beginning for 

describing and understanding lesbian couples, several major limitations 

are evident. First, most studies have been based on small samples of 

young, white, middle-class women. While it may never be possible to 

obtain a truly representative sample of lesbian couples, sampling a 

broader range of lesbians is necessary in order to provide more 

representation and generalizable results. Second, research has largely 

relied on questionnaires involving recall and estimation of amounts and 

frequencies of behavior which may be difficult to report, resulting in 

incorrect or misleading data. Third, the effects of social 

desirability pressures on survey responses among lesbians and resulting 

favorably biased responses is unknown. Finally, most studies of 

homosexual relationships have involved only one member of the couple. 

While this is often a more convenient strategy, studies obtaining 

independent information from both partners allow for a more complete 

and accurate description of the relationship. 



CHAPTER 3 

DESIGN OF THE RESEARCH 

The research methodology is discussed in this chapter. Included 

are characteristics of the subjects and sampling procedures, procedures 

for data gathering, and statistical analysis. 

Subjects and Sampling Procedures 

The subjects in this study are self defined lesbian couples who 

have lived together for a minimum of one year. The sample was drawn 

from the Tucson metropolitan area. Because of the invisible nature of 

the population, random sampling techniques were not applicable and 

the following informal method of sampling was used instead. Contact by 

phone was made to lesbians immediately accessible to the researcher 

through personal and professional contacts. Those couples who had 

lived with their partner for at least one year were included in the 

sample. The initial contacts, layer one, were then asked to provide 

the researcher with access to other lesbian couples living together for 

a minimum of one year. These second contacts, layer two, were included 

in the sample and asked to provide further contacts, thereby creating a 

snowball effect. It was required that both partners in the couple 

participate in the study. A total of seventy-two individuals, thirty-

six couples, were included in the sample. 

7 
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Data Gathering Procedures 

Data in this study were gathered by means of a questionnaire 

(Appendix A,B,C) which was distributed to respondents in person by the 

researcher. Subjects were asked to complete the questionnaire within 

one week of receiving it and return it by mail. An envelope addressed 

to the researcher was provided for each respondent. 

Written instructions for completion and return were provided with 

each questionnaire (Appendix D). Due to the nature of the fusion 

variable, it was deemed essential by the researcher that partners 

complete the questionnaire independently of one another so that they 

were not inhibited or swayed by each other. The necessity of this was 

stressed in the instructions. In addition, each member of the couple 

was given her own return envelope to facilitate independent responses. 

A cover letter was attached to each questionnaire describing the 

nature and importance of the research (Appendix E). The letter also 

assured confidentiality and anonymity of responses. The only 

identifier used was a three digit number chosen by the couple to be 

placed on both of their completed questionnaires. This allowed the 

researcher to be certain that only couples in which both partners 

responded were included in the sample. 

Hypotheses 

The following general hypotheses were tested in this study. The 

greater the amount of fusion between lesbian couples, the lesser the 

amount of satisfaction there will be in the relationship. The greater 

the amount of secrecy of the couple from outside systems, the greater 
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the amount of fusion there will be in the relationship. From these 

were derived the following specific hypothesis. 

Hypothesis 1 - The greater the amount of fusion as measured by 

attitudinal and behavioral indicators of amount of time spent with 

one's partner (questions 1, 2, and 11 of the Dyadic Fusion Scale), the 

lesser the amount of perceived satisfaction as measured by the 

Relationship Satisfaction Scale (Roach, 1985). 

Hypothesis 2 - The greater the amount of fusion as measured by an 

attitudinal indicator of physical dysfunction (question 3 of the Dyadic 

fusion Scale), the lesser the amount of perceived satisfaction as 

measured by the Relationship Satisfaction Scale. 

Hypothesis 3 - The greater the amount of fusion as measured by 

attitudinal and behavioral indicators of limitations on socialization 

outside of the relationship (questions 4, 5, and 6 of the Dyadic Fusion 

Scale), the lesser the amount of perceived satisfaction as measured by 

the Relationship Satisfaction Scale. 

Hypothesis 4 - The greater the amount of fusion as measured by an 

attitudinal indicator of identity differentiation (question 7 of the 

Dyadic Fusion Scale), the lesser the amount of perceived satisfaction 

as measured by the Relationship Satisfaction Scale. 

Hypothesis 5 - The greater the amount of fusion as measured by 

attitudinal indicators of cognitive differentiation (questions 8, 9, 

and 10 of the Dyadic Fusion Scale) the lesser the amount of perceived 

satisfaction as measured by the Relationship Satisfaction Scale. 

Hypothesis 6 - The greater the amount of secrecy as measured by 

behavioral indicators of disclosure (question 12 of the Dyadic Fusion 
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Scale) the lesser the amount of perceived satisfaction as measured by 

the Relationship Satisfaction Scale. 

Instrumentation 

The data used in this study were gathered by means of a three part 

instrument. Part One, questions 1-10, requests basic demographic 

information, a description of the relationship pertaining to length, 

presence of children, monogamy, and any problem for which counseling 

has been sought (Appendix A). 

Part Two is the Dyadic Fusion Scale, designed by the researcher. 

This questionnaire was piloted on ten subjects, all of whom were 

involved in cohabitational relationships with their partner for at 

least one year. Lesbian subjects were not used in the pilot test in 

order to avoid exhaustion of the population pool. Based on oral 

feedback concerning ambiguous or confusing items, the questionnaire was 

modified to its present form. 

The Dyadic Fusion Scale consists of eight Likert-type questions on 

which subjects choose from the responses; always, usually, sometimes, 

rarely, or never. Scores on these individual items range from 1-5 with 

5 indicating the most fusion. The scale contains one Likert-type 

question on which subjects choose from the responses; much too little, 

too little, just enough, too much, or much too much. Responses are 

scored 1-5 with 5 indicating the most fusion. The scale also contains 

one question on which responses range from 10% - 100% and one open-

ended question on which time is to be estimated by the respondent in 

hours. 



The Dyadic Fusion Scale was designed with the intention of 

measuring five factors of fusion. Based on the researcher's contention 

that the amount of time spent together by the couple is an indicator of 

fusion, Factor One, questions 1, 2, and 11 were included. Factor Two, 

physical dysfunction of one partner, was derived from theories of 

Fusion by Bowen (Kali, 1981) and Karpel (1976) and is measured by 

question 3. Factor Three, limitations on socialization outside of the 

relationship is measured items 4, 5, and 6 and is based on the work of 

Decker (1984), Krestan and Bepko (1980), and Kaufman, Harrison, and 

Hyde (1984). Factor Four, identity differentiation, derived from 

theories by Bowen (Hall, 1981) and Karpel (1976) and is reflected in 

question 7. Factor Five, cognitive differentiation, derived from the 

work of Karpel (1976) and Kaufman, Harrison, and Hyde (1984), is 

indicated by questions 8, 9, and 10. A combination of both positively 

and negatively worded items was used in the Dyadic fusion Scale in 

order to avoided set responding. 

Part Two of the instrument also includes items measuring 

disclosure of the relationship and asks respondents to indicate the 

extent to which they have made their relationship known to other 

people. Categories include gay friends, heterosexual friends, family, 

and co-workers. Scores range from 4-20 with 20 indicating the most 

disclosure. 

Part Three of the instrument, the Relationship Satisfaction Scale 

(Appendix C), designed by Roach (1985), is derived from the Marital 

Satisfaction Scale (Roach, Frazier, and Bowden, 1981) (Appendix F). 

This scale, designed to measure the perception or attitude toward a 



relationship rather than attempt to measure quality or dyadic 

adjustment, avoids cognitive or recall items that may be difficult to 

accurately report. The Relationship Satisfaction Scale consists of 24 

Likert-type items to which subjects choose a response of strongly 

disagree, disagree, neutral, agree, or strongly agree. Items are 

phrased both positively and negatively in approximately equal 

proportions and are assembled in random order. Scoring on individual 

questions ranges from 1-5 with 5 indicating the most satisfaction. 

Although no prior research results using the Relationship 

Satisfaction Scale are available, testing of the Marital Satisfaction 

Scale indicates that items constitute a single factor (Roach, Frazier, 

and Bowden, 1981). Therefore, in this study, one overall score was 

used for the Relationship Satisfaction Scale. Previous results also 

suggest that the original scale tested low on contamination with social 

desirability. 

Statistical Analysis 

The statistical procedures employed in this study were factor 

analysis and multiple regression. Factor analysis was used to test for 

the presence of five factors intended by the researcher to be present 

in the Dyadic Fusion Scale. Multiple regression was used as a 

multivariate technique for determining the correlation between the 

criterion variable and combinations of predictor variables. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

The results of this study and its implications are discussed in 

this chapter. Analysis of the results includes a. description of the 

sample, discussion of the hypotheses, and the study's limitations. 

Sample Characteristic 

Table 1 details the frequency of responses to relevant demographic 

characteristics of the sample. The sample size in this study was 72, 

36 couples. The mean age was 36.25 years. All subjects had at least a 

high school degree with 31% having a Bachelor's degree and 32% having a 

Master's degree. The average length of relationship was 7.5 years with 

68% of the subjects having considered themselves a couple for 1-5 years 

and 24% having considered themselves a couple for 6-10 years. The 

average length of time living together was 6.5 years with 78% of the 

subjects having lived together 1-5 years and 17% having lived together 

6-10 years. Ninety-three percent of the sample defined their 

relationship as monogamous. Ninety-seven percent of the subjects in 

this sample defined themselves as Anglo. 

13 
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Table 1. Frequency Distributions of Sample Characteristics 

Age Education 
Absolute Relative Absolute Relative 
Frequency Frequency Frequency Frequency 

1 21-25 yrs. 11 15.3% 1 H.S 0 0.0% 
2 26-30 yrs. 16 22.2% 2 H.S. 15 20.8% 
3 31-35 yrs 16 22.2% 3 B.A. 22 30.6% 
4 36-40 yrs 11 15.3% 4 M.A. 23 31.9% 
5 41-45 yrs 10 13.95 5 other 12 16.7% 
6 46-50 yrs 7 9.7% 72 100.0% 
7 51-55 yrs 1 1.4% 

72 100.0% 

X 3.250 sd. 1.616 X 3.444 sd. 1.005 

Ethnicity 

Absolute Relative 
Frequency Frequency 

1 Anglo 70 97.2% 
2 Hispanic 1 . 1.4% 

Native 
3 American 0 0.0% 
4 Black 0 0.0% 
5 Other 1 1.4% 

72 100.0% 

X 1.069 sd. .484 

Length of 
Relationship 

Absolute Relative 
Frequency Frequency 

1 1-5 yrs. 48 66.7% 
2 6-10 yrs. 17 23.6% 

3 11-15 yrs. 3 4.2% 
4 16-20 yrs. 4 5.6% 16-20 yrs. 

72 100.0% 

X 1.486 sd. .822 

Length of 
Cohabitation 

1 1-5 yrs. 
2 6-10 yrs. 
3 11-15 yrs. 
4 16-20 yrs. 

Absolute 
Frequency 

56 
12 

2 
_2 
72 

Relative 
Frequency 

77.8% 
16.7% 

2.8% 
2.8% 

Monogamy 
Absolute Relative 
Frequency Frequency 

1 Monogomous 67 
2 Ncm-Monogomous 5 

72 

93.1% 
6.9% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

X 1.306 sd .664 



Results 

Table 2 details the frequency distributions of the items 

comprising the Dyadic Fusion Scale. Scores range from 1-5 on each item 

with 5 indicating the most fusion. Question 11 was eliminated from the 

scale due. to its incompatibility with the statistical procedures 

employed. 

Factor analysis was used to test for the presence of combined item 

factors among questions 3 through 10 of the Dyadic Fusion Scale. 

Questions 1 and 2 were not included in the factor analysis because they 

used a different response format than the rest of the items. Using 1.0 

as the minimum acceptable Eigen value, three distinct factors were 

shown to exist. The Eigen value is a numerical indication of which 

combinations of variables account for the most variance in the scale. 

These three factors accounted for 59.0% of the total variance on the 

scale. Of these three factors, Factor 1 was the strongest, accounting 

for 60.0% of their combined variance as seen in Table 4. The factor 

matrix, shown in Table 5; indicates that Factor One consists of items 4 

(I feel guilty when I spend time with people other than my partner.) 

and 6 (Spending time with people other than my partner is a source of 

conflict in my relationship.) and Factor Two consists of items 8 (When 

making a decision, I think about what my partner wants before thinking 

about what I want.) and 9 (I know my partner so well that I know what 

she is thinking.). Table 6 provides the frequency distribution of 

Factors One and Two. Thus, two combined item factors were found to 

exist and used in this form in further statistical analysis. Factor 

Three, consisting of only item 3, (I am a physically well person.), was 
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used as an individual item in further analysis as were all other items 

on the scale. 

In multiple regression one, Factors One and Two, items 1, 2, 3, 7 

and 10 (1. Percentage of time spent with partner, 2. Amount of time 

with partner rated as too much or too little, 3. I am a physically 

well person, 7. I feel that I have an identity separate from my 

partner even though I am in a relationship., 10. My partner and I have 

difficulty making decisions together.) of the Dyadic Fusion Scale, and 

the disclosure variable were used as predictor variables of the 

criterion variable, satisfaction. Tables 7 through 10 detail the 

frequency distribution of the disclosure variable and Table 12, the 

frequency distribution of satisfaction scores. This combination of 

variables was shown to explain a significant proportion, 60%, of the 

variance in satisfaction scores of the .05 level of significance as 

seen in Table 13. Table 14 indicates the strength of the relationship 

of each variable in the regression equation to the criterion variable 

satisfaction, while controlling for all other variables in the 

equation. Factor One and question 10 (My partner and I have difficulty 

making decisions together) of the Dyadic Fusion Scale were shown to 

have significant relationships to satisfaction at the .05 level of 

significance with Factor Two near significance. 
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Table 2. Frequency Distributions of Items 1 - 10 of the 
Dyadic Fusion Scale 

Question 1. Of the amount of time that you can possibly be with your 
partner, what percentage would you estimate that you spend 
together? 

Absolute Relative 
Frequency Frequency 

Score 
1 (10%) 0 0.0% 
2 (20%) 0 0.0% 
3 (30%) 0 0.0% 
4 (40%) 5 6.9% 
5 (50%) 11 15.3% 
6 (60%) 5 6.9% 
7 (70%) 12 16.7% 
8 (80%) 19 26.4 % 
9 (90%) 16 22.2% 
10 (100%) 4 5.6% 

72 100.0% 
X 7.292 sd. 1.707 

Question 2. Generally, the amount of time my partner and I spend 
together is: 

Score 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

(much too little) 
(too little) 
(just enough) 
(too much) 
(much too much) 

Absolute 
Frequency 

1 
18 
39 
13 

72 

Relative 
Frequency 

1.4% 
25.0% 
54.2% 
18 .1% 
1.4% 

100.0% 

X 2.931 sd. .738 

Question 3. I am a physically well person. 

Score 
1 (always) 
2 (usually) 
3 (sometimes) 

Absolute 
Frequency 

20 
45 

6 

Relative 
Frequency 

27.8% 
62.5% 

8 .  

4 
5 

(rarely) 
(never) 

1 
_0 
72 

X 1.833 sd. .628 

1.4% 
0.0% 

100.0% 



Question 4. I feel guilty when I spend time with people other than my 
partner. 

Absolute Relative 
Frequency Frequency 

Score 
1 (always) 0 0.05 
2 (usually) 4 5.6K% 
3 (sometimes) 23 31.9% 
4 (rarely) 29 40.3% 
5 (never) JL6^ 22.2% 

72 100.0% 
X 3.792 sd. .855 

Question 5. I only spend time with friends if those friends are shared 
by both my partner and myself. 

Absolute Relative 
Frequency Frequency 

Score 
1 (always) 2 2.8% 
2 (usually) 29 40.3% 
3 (sometimes) 26 36.1% 
4 (rarely) 10 13.9% 
5 (never) _5 6.9% 

72 100.0% 
X 2.819 sd. .954 

Question 6. Spending time with people other than my partner is a 
source of conflict in my relationship. 

Absolute Relative 
Frequency Frequency 

Score 
1 (always) .0 0.0% 
2 (usually) 6 8.3% 
3 (sometimes) 14 19.4% 
4 (rarely) 30 41.7% 
5 (never) 22^ 30.6% 

72 100.0% 
X 3.944 sd. .918 
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Question 7. I feel that I have an identity separate from my partner 
even though I am in a relationship. 

Score 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

(always) 
(usually) 
(sometimes) 
(rarely) 
(never) 

Absolute 
Frequency 

33 
32 
5 " 
2 

_0 
72 

Relative 
Frequency 

45.8% 
44.4% 
6.9% 
2.8% 

0.0% 
100.0% 

X 1.667 sd. 7.32 

Question 8. When making a decision, I think about what my partner 
wants before thinking about what I want. 

Absolute 
Frequency 

Relative 
Frequency 

Score 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

(always) 
(usually) 
(sometimes) 
(rarely) 
(never) 

1 
18 
45 

8 
_0 
72 

1.4% 
25.0% 
62.5% 
11.1% 

0.0% 
100.00 

X 2.833 sd. 628 

Question 9. 
thinking. 

I know my partner so well that I know what she is 

Score 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

(always) 
(usually) 
(sometimes) 
(rarely) 
(never) 

Absolute 
Frequency 

0 
26 
43 
3 
_0 
72 

Relative 
Frequency 

0.0% 
36.1% 
59.7% 
4.2% 
0.0% 

100.0% 
X 2.681 sd. .552 
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Question 10. My partner and I have difficulty making decisions 
together. 

Score 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

(always) 
(usually) 
(sometimes) 
(rarely) ~ 
(never) 

Absolute 
Frequency 

2 
4 
22 
41 
_3 
72 

Relative 
Frequency 

2.8% 
5.6% 
30.6% 
56.9% 
4.2% 

100.0% 
X 3.542 sd. .786 
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Table 3. Factor Analysis of the Dyadic Fusion Scale 

Percentage Cumulative Percentage 
Factor Eigen value of Variance of Variance 

1 *2.37508 29.7 29.7 
2 *1.24002 15.5 45.2 
3 *1.10673 13.8 59.0 
4 .94366 11.8 70.8 
5 .76946 9.6 80.4 
6 .63264 7.9 88.3 
7 .54533 6.8 95.2 
8 .38708 4.8 100.0 

Table 4. Relative Variance of Factors 1, 2, 3 of the 
Dyadic Fusion Scale 

Percentage Cumulative Percentage 
Factor Eigen value of Variance of Variance 

1 1.82203 60.0 60.0 
2 .72249 23.8 83.9 
3 .48995 16.1 100.0 

Table 5. Factor Matrix of the Dyadic Fusion Scale 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
Question 

3 .06045 .01929 *.61405 
4 *.76357 .13765 -.13586 
5 .31970 .20552 .11608 
6 *.62713 .01858 -.17491 
7 .35993 .29792 .04420 
8 .28423 *.73281 .24275 
9 .01419 *.54353 -.29556 
10 .32237 .12453 .07945 
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Table 6. Frequency Distribution of Factors One and Two 
of the Dyadic Fusion Scale 

Factor One Combined Absolute Relative 
(Question 4 Score Frequency Frequency 
& Question 6) 

2 9 12.5% 
3 15 20.8% 
4 20 27.8% 
5 12 16.7% 
6 11 15.3% 
7 2 2.8% 
8 3 4.2% 

72 100.0% 

X 4.264 sd. 1.538 

Factor Two Combined Absolute Relative 
(Question 8 Score Frequency Frequency 
& Question 9) 

5 11 15.3% 
6 27 37.5% 
7 23 31.9% 
8 10 13.9% 
9 1 1.4% 

72 100.0% 

X 6.486 sd. .964 



Table 7. Frequency Distribution of Overall Disclosure Scores 

Absolute Relative 
Score Frequency Frequency 

8 2 2.8% 
9 3 4.2% 
10 2 2.8% 
11 8 11.1% 
12 4 5.6% 
13 1 1.4% 
15 5 6.9% 
16 13 18.1% 
17 7 9.7% 
18 6 8.3% 
19 5 6.9% 
20 2 2.8% 

missing data 3 4.2% 
72 100.0% 

X 14.652 sd. 3.096 

Table 8. Frequency Distribution of Scores for Disclosure of 
Relationship to Gay Friends 

Score 
Absolute 
Frequency 

Relative 
Frequency 

(none) 
(few) 
(some) 
(most) 
(all) 

0 
0 
0 
5 

68 
72 

0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
5.6% 
94.4% 

100.0% 
X 4.944 sd. 231 

Table 9. Frequency Distribution of Scores for Disclosure of 
Relationship to Heterosexual Friends 

Absolute Relative 
Score Frequency Frequency 

1 (none) 3 4.2% 
2 (few) 8 11.1% 
3 (some) 14 19.4% 
4 (most) 29 40.3% 
5 (all) 18 25.0% 

72 100.0% 
X 3.708 sd. 1.093 



Table 10. Frequency Distribution of Scores for Disclosure of 
Relationship to Family 

Absolute Relative 
Score Frequency Frequency 

1 (none) 8 11.1% 
2 (few) 14 19.4% 
3 (some) 10 13.9% 
4 (most) 18 25.0% 
5 (all) 22 30.6% 

72 100.0% 

X 3.444 sd. 1.393 

Table 11. Frequency Distribution of Scores for Disclosure of 
Relationship to Co-workers 

Absolute Relative 
Score Frequency Frequency 

1 (none) 18 25.0% 
2 (few) 17 23.6% 
3 (some) 17 23.6% 
4 (most) 12 16.7% 
5 (all) 3 6.9% 

missing data 3 4.2% 
72 100.0% 

X 2.551 sd. 1.255 
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Table 12. Frequency Distribution of Satisfaction Scores 

Absolute Relative 
Score Frequency Frequency 

57 1 1.4% 
64 1 1.4% 
65 1 1.4% 
78 3 4.3% 
81 1 1.4% 
86 1 1.4% 
89 1 1.4% 
92 1 1.4% 
95 1 1.4% 
97 1 1.4% 
98 2 2.9% 
99 3 4.3% 
100 1 1.4% 
101 3 4.3% 
102 1 1.4% 
104 5 7.1% 
105 2 2.9% 
107 2 2.9% 
108 4 5.7% 
109 3 4.3% 
110 4 5.7% 
111 6 8.6% 
112 2 2.9% 
113 1 1.4% 
114 4 5.7% 
115 4 5.7% 
116 3 4.3% 
117 4 5.7% 
119 2 2.9% 
120 1 1.4% 
missing data 2 missing 

X 04.143 
sd. 13.444 

72 100.0% 



In multiple regression Two, three demographic variables; age, 

length of relationship, and length of time living with partner (Q1, Q6, 

Q7) along with the disclosure variable and Factors One and Two of the 

Dyadic Fusion Scale were used as predictor variables of the criterion 

variable satisfaction. Table 1 details the frequency distribution of 

the demographic variables. This combination of variables was shown to 

explain a significant proportion, 38%, of the variance in satisfaction 

scores at the .05 level of significance as seen in Table 15. Table 16 

indicates the strength of the relationship of each variable in the 

regression equation to the criterion variable while controlling for all 

other variables in the equation. Two demographic variables, Q6 and Q7, 

along with Factors One and Two of the Dyadic Fusion Scale, were shown 

to have significant relationships to satisfaction at the .05 level of 

significance. 

Multiple regression Three, a two step regression, employed those 

variables found be be significant in multiple regressions One and Two. 

In Step One, the demographic variables, length of relationship (Q6) and 

length of time living with partner (Q7) were used as predictors of the 

criterion variables satisfaction. As detailed in Tables 17 and 18, 

these variables were not shown to explain a significant proportion of 

the variance in satisfaction scores at the .05 level of significance 

when used as sole predictors. In Step Two of the regression, Factor 

One, Factor Two, and item 10 of the Dyadic Fusion Scale were combined 

with the above two demographic variables. This combination of 

variables was shown to explain a significant proportion, 58%, of the 

variance in satisfaction scores at the .05 level of significance as 



seen in Table 19. Table 20 indicates the strength of the relationship 

of each predictor variable to the criterion variable while controlling 

for all other predictors in the equation. Two variables, Factor One 

and item 10 (My partner and I have difficulty making decisions 

together.) of the Dyadic Fusion Scale were shown to have a significant 

relationship to satisfaction at the .05 level with Factor Two near 

significance. 
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Table 13. Multiple Regression One: Factors One and Two, 
Items 1, 2, 3, 7, & 10 of the Dyadic Fusion Scale, 
and Disclosure as Predictor Variables of Satisfaction 

Multiple R .77283 
R Square .59726 
Adjusted R Square .54171 
Standard Error 9.10101 

F = 10.75165 Significance F = .0000 

Table 14. Relative Strengths of Predictor Variables 
in Multiple Regression One 

Standard Error Significance 
Variable Beta of Beta T of T 

Q 10 -.45227 1.57990 -4.896 *.0000 
Q 1 .13904 .74016 1.480 .1444 
Q 3 -.06796 1.88527 -.772 .4434 
Factor One (4, 6) -.16718 1.28737 -1.811 .0753 
Disclosure -.07119 .38515 -.803 .4254 
Q 7 .01385 1.73746 .146 .8841 
Factor Two (8, 9) -.38532 .80834 -4.166 *.0001 
Q 2 -.16770 1.79938 -1.698 .0948 

Table 15. Multiple Regression Two: Factors One and Two of 
the Dyadic Fusion Scale, Demographic Items 1, 6, & 7, 
and Disclosure as Predictor Variables of Satisfaction 

Multiple R .62057 
R Square .38510 
Adjusted R Square .32361 
Standard Error 11.05645 

F = 6.26293 Significance F = .0000 
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Table 16. Relative Strengths of Predictor Variables 
in Multiple Regression Two 

Standard Error Significam 
Variable Beta of Beta T of T 

Q7 -.39850 3.79070 -2.219 *.0373 
Factor One -.51093 .96593 -4.623 *.0000 
Disclosure -.05125 .45521 -.489 .6267 
Factor Two -.21807 1.47329 -2.064 *.0433 
Q 1 -.04029 1.06284 -.315 .7537 
Q 6 .42876 3.15414 2.223 *.0300 

Table 17. Multiple Regression Three, Step One: Demographic 
Items 6 & 7 as Predictors Variables of Satisfaction 

Multiple R .20934 
R Square .04382 
Adjusted R Square .01528 
Standard Error 13.34058 

F = 1.53540 Significance F = .2229 

Table 18. Relative Strengths of Predictor Variable in 
Multiple Regression One, Step One 

Variable Beta 
Standard Error 

of Beta 
Significance 

of T 

Q 7 
Q 6 

,35185 
.37156 

4.38390 
3.53932 

-1 .626  
1.717 

.1087 

.0907 

Table 19. Multiple Regression Three, Step Two: Factors One and Two, 
Item 10 of the Dyadic fusion Scale, and Demographic 
Item 6 & 7 as Predictor Variables of Satisfaction 

Multiple R .76244 
R Square .58131 
Adjusted R Square .54860 
Standard Error 4.03233 

F = 17.77148 Significance F = .0000 
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Table 20. Relative Strengths of Predictor Variables in 
Multiple Regression Three, Step Two 

Variable Beta 
Standard Error 

of Beta 
Significance 

of T 

Q 7 
Q 6 
Factor One 
Factor Two 
Q 10 

(4,6) 
(8,9) 

-.21254 
.23818 
-.38327 
-.14670 
-.48042 

3.07981 
2.47960 
.74661 

1.18008 
1.48689 

-1.398 
1.571 
-4.487 
-1.734 
-5.526 

.1670 
.1212  

*.0000 
.0878 

*.0000 



Limitations 

Before discussing the results and implications of the data, four 

research limitations must be considered. The first limitation concerns 

the characteristics of sample subjects. Respondents in Lhio study verc 

predominantly young, white, middle class, and highly educated. 

Generalization of the data is therefore limited to a like lesbian 

population. 

A second limitation is a product of subjects' voluntary 

participation in this study. The threatening nature of the subject 

itself may have biased the sample in favor of subjects who are more 

satisfied with their relationships or may have facilitated 

contamination with social desirability. 

A third limitation concerns the Dyadic Fusion Scale. In the 

absence of reliability and validity pretesting, accuracy in measuring 

the concept of fusion and consistency of results over time cannot be 

assured. 

The fourth limitation concerns the method of data analysis. 

Multiple regression can be used only to measure correlations between 

variables and cannot be used to empirically establish directional 

causality. Directionality is implied by the researcher in the 

regression equation and is based on the hypotheses. 

Discussion 

The discussion of the results is presented in two sections. The 

first section reviews the results of each hypothesis. The second 

section discusses the implications of the findings of this study. 



32 

Six hypotheses were postulated for this study. 

Hypothesis 1 - This hypothesis stated that the greater the amount 

of fusion as indicated by the amount of time spent with one's partner 

(Ql, Q2, and Qll of the Dyadic Fusion Scale), the lesser the amount of 

perceived satisfaction as measured by the Relationship Satisfaction 

Scale. Because question 11 was an open-ended question, it was not 

compatible with the statistical procedures employed and was therefore 

eliminated. Results of multiple regression found no significant 

relationship between the amount of time spent with one's partner and 

satisfaction. Therefore, hypothesis 1 is rejected. 

Hypothesis 2 - This hypothesis stated that the greater the amount 

of fusion as indicated by physical dysfunction, (Q3 of the Dyadic 

Fusion Scale), the lesser the amount of perceived satisfaction as 

measured by the Relationship Satisfaction Scale. Results of multiple 

regression found no significant relationship between physical 

dysfunction and satisfaction. Hypothesis 2 is therefore rejected. 

Hypothesis 3 - This hypothesis stated that the greater the amount 

of fusion as indicated by limitations on socialization outside of the 

relationship, (Q4, Q5, and Q6 of the Dyadic Fusion Scale), the lesser 

the amount of perceived satisfaction as measured by the Relationship 

Satisfaction Scale. The results of factor analysis found sufficient 

similarity between questions 4 and 6 to combine them into one factor. 

Question 5 was used independently. The results of multiple regression 

found no significant relationship to exist between question 5 and 

satisfaction. A significant inverse relationship was found to exist 

between the combination of questions 4 and 6 as a measure of 
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limitations on socialization outside of the relationship and 

satisfaction. Hypothesis 3 is therefore partially accepted. 

Hypothesis 4 - This hypothesis stated that the greater the amount 

of fusion as indicated by identity differentiation, (Q7 of the Dyadic 

Fusion Scale), the lesser the amount of perceived satisfaction as 

measured by the Relationship Satisfaction Scale. The results of 

multiple regression found no significant relationship to exist between 

identity differentiation and satisfaction. Therefore, hypothesis 4 is 

rejected. 

Hypothesis 5^ - This hypothesis stated that the greater the amount 

of fusion as indicated by cognitive differentiation, (Q8, Q9, and Q10 

of the Dyadic Fusion Scale), the lesser the amount of perceived 

satisfaction as measured by the Relationship Satisfaction Scale. The 

results of factor analysis found sufficient similarity between 

questions 8 and 9 to combine them into one factor. Question 10 was 

used independently. The results of multiple regression found no 

significant relationship to exist between 8 and 9 combined, and 

satisfaction. A significant inverse relationship was found to exist 

between question 10 and satisfaction. Hypothesis 5 is therefore 

partially accepted. 

Hypothesis 6 - This hypothesis stated that the greater the amount 

of secrecy as indicated by disclosure of the relationship, (Q12 of the 

Dyadic Fusion Scale), the lesser the amount of perceived satisfaction 

as measured by the Relationship Satisfaction Scale. The results of 

multiple regression found no significant relationship to exist between 

disclosure and satisfaction. Therefore, hypothesis 6 is rejected. 
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Statistical analysis of the data does not substantiate a strong 

relationship between fusion and satisfaction among lesbian couples. 

The following section provides a detailed discussion of the results of 

this study. 

The Dyadic Fusion Scale was intended by the researcher to measure 

five dimensions or factors of fusion. The first factor, time spent 

together by partners of the couple, was indicated by two independent 

items of the scale. In response to the first item, percentage of 

available time spent with one's partner, subjects who spent a larger 

proportion of time with their partner did not report significantly 

greater or lesser satisfaction in their relationship. In response to 

the second item, subjects who described the amount of time spent 

together as "too much" or "much too much" did not indicate 

significantly more or less satisfaction. It appears from these results 

that a greater amount of fusion as indicated by a large amount of time 

spent together by partners does not predict less satisfaction among 

lesbian couples. 

The second intended factor of the Dyadic Fusion Scale was physical 

dysfunction of impairment of a partner as an indicator of fusion in the 

relationship. Physical dysfunction can be seen as a manifestation of a 

dependency relationship in fused couples in which the roles of "care 

needer" and "care provider" keep partners tightly bound to each other. 

No significant relationship was found between physical dysfunction and 

satisfaction in this study. It is therefore concluded that a greater 

amount of fusion as indicated by physical impairment of one partner 

does not predict less satisfaction in lesbian relationships. 
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The third intended factor of the Dyadic Fusion Scale was 

limitations on socialization outside of the relationship. Of the three 

items used to measure this factor, two were found to have a significant 

inverse relationship to satisfaction. The first concerns feelings of 

guilt as a result of spending time with people other than one's 

partner. The second concerns conflict in the relationship as a result 

of spending time with people other than one's partners. It appears 

that negative ramifications of socializing outside of the relationship 

as an indicator of the presence of greater fusion is a significant 

predictor of less satisfaction in lesbian relationships. The 

implication of this finding is that limitations on spending time with 

others may inhibit members of the couple from meeting needs for 

support, friendship, and companionship best met outside of the 

relationship and foster the dependence of partners on each other for 

meeting these needs. 

The fourth intended factor of the Dyadic Fusion Scale was identity 

differentiation. This factor concerns individual identity and 

individual boundaries, an ability to maintain a sense of self as an 

individual while in a relationship. This item was postulated by the 

researcher to be the most definitive measure of fusion. No significant 

relationship was found to exist between identity differentiation and 

satisfaction. It appears that a blurring of individual boundaries in 

the relationship is not a significant predictor of satisfaction among 

lesbian couples. 

The fifth intended factor of the Dyadic Fusion Scale was cognitive 

differentiation. Three items were used to measure this factor. As a 



result of factor analysis, two of these were found to possess enough 

similarity to be used in combination. These two items measure the 

tendency of partners to "mind read" or think for each other. The 

results of multiple regression show a near significant inverse 

relationship between these two measures of fusion and satisfaction. 

This suggests that fusion, as indicated by the tendency of partners to 

think for each other, may be threatening to the individual and lessen 

her perception of satisfaction' in the relationship. 

The third item measuring cognitive differentiation concerns the 

ability of the couple to make decisions together. A significant 

inverse relationship was found in which partners reporting more 

difficulty making decisions together perceived less satisfaction in 

their relationship. It is uncertain whether this item when used alone 

and not in conjuction with the other cognitive differentiation items is 

an indicator of fusion or other characteristics of the couple such as 

communication skills. Therefore, conclusions cannot be drawn based on 

the results of this item alone. 

An additional variable in this study was the amount of secrecy as 

measured by disclosure of the relationship to other people. No 

significant relationship was found to exist between secrecy and 

satisfaction of lesbian couples. It appears that the absence of 

support for the couple by outside systems such as friends, family, and 

co-workers does not lessen the amount of satisfaction partners perceive 

in their relationship. 

Closer examination of the Disclosure variable as seen in Tables 7 

through 11 reveals that 94.4% of respondents in this study indicated 



they had disclosed their present relationship to all their gay friends. 

This is compared to 25.0% having disclosed to all their heterosexual 

friends, 30.6% having disclosed to all their family memebers, and 6.9% 

having disclosed to all their co-workers. An implication of this is 

that gay friends mary provide an important source of support to the 

lesbian couple and contribute to their perception of satisfaction in 

the relationship. In examining the impact of the larger system on the 

lesbian couple, prior works may have underestimated the significance of 

the gay community as a validating and support system, compensating for 

a lack of support from other system's such as family and co-workers. 

Two demographic variables were included in the data analysis of 

this study. Neither length of relationship nor length of time living 

together were found to be significant predictors of satisfaction in 

lesbian relationships. 

The findings of this study do not substantiate a relationship 

between fusion and satisfaction among lesbian couples. One possible 

explanation for this can be found in the responses to the Relationship 

Satisfaction Scale. 

In the results of factor analysis of this scale, a determinant 

value of .0000000 was found, indicating that an extremely small amount 

of variation in responses existed. This statistic in combination with 

an overall mean of 104.143, a median of 108.250, and a mode of 111.000 

out of a possible 120.000 suggests that scores for this sample were 

skewed in the direction of high satisfaction. Although the Marital 

Satisfaction Scale from which the Relationship Satisfaction Scale was 

derived tested low on contamination with social desirability, social 
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desirability may present a greater risk of contamination in lesbian 

samples. Reporting greater satisfaction may be an attempt by lesbian 

couples to counteract negative stereotypes and assumptions about gay 

relationships in the larger society. This same tendency is evidenced 

by the preponderance of favorable responses on the Dyadic Fusion Scale 

as shown by frequency distributions of responses. It appears that 

contamination with social desirability may have prevented the finding 

of significant results in this study. 

A second possible explanation for the absence of a significant 

relationship between fusion and satisfaction in this study can be found 

in the measuring typically attached to the existence of characteristics 

defined as fusion. While the characteristics of fusion have been 

previously perceived as problematic, these characteristics may in fact 

be functional in the lesbian relationship. Criteria used to determine 

pathology derived from heterosexually oriented models of dyadic 

relationships may reflect a heterosexual bias and, therefore, not fully 

apply to the lesbian couple. Unique qualities of lesbian relationships 

may necesitate the creation of different, more appropriate diagnostic 

standards. 
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CHAPTER 5 

SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

Because this study represents a pilot effort, further research is 

needed to affirm or reject this study's various findings. Several 

suggestions for further research are recommended. 

One recommendation concerns the use of a larger and more diverse 

sample. This will allow for the generalization of results to a larger 

lesbian population. 

Another recommendation is further testing of the Dyadic Fusion 

Scale. Tests of validity and reliability would provide information 

necessary for improved accuracy and consistency of the scale. 

Finally, the use of a behavioral rather than attitudinal 

satisfaction scale is recommended. The reporting of actual behaviors 

would serve to decrease contamination with social desirability and 

facilitate more accurate reporting of satisfaction. 

Summary 

Seventy-two lesbians participated in a study to determine the 

relationship between fusion and satisfaction in lesbian relationships. 

The Dyadic Fusion Scale was used to measure five factors of fusion. 

These were time spent together by the couple, physical dysfunction, 

limitations on socialization outside of the relationship, identity 

differentiation, and cognitive differentiation. Disclosure of the 

40 
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relationship to others was also measured. The Relationship 

Satisfaction Scale was used to measure perceived satisfaction with the 

relationship. 

The results of multiple regression found no significant 

relationship to exist at the .05 level between time spent together by 

the couple and satisfaction, physical dysfunction and satisfaction, and 

identity differentiation and satisfaction. A significant relationship 

was found to exist at the .05 level between two items measuring 

limitations on socialization outside of the relationship and 

satisfaction, and one item measuring cognitive differentiation and 

satisfaction. 

The implications for further research include the use of a larger 

and more diverse sample., validity and reliability testing of the Dyadic 

Fusion Scale, and the use of a behavioral satisfaction scale. 



APPENDIX A 

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION QUESTIONNAIRE 
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1• Age 

2. Education (check one): 

Less than High School 

High School 

Bachelor's Degree 

Master's Degree 

Other 

If you are presently a student, indicate the degree toward which you 

are working and your major: 

3. Occupation: 

4. Income (your own): 

5. Ethnicity: 

6. Length of relationship with your partner: 

7. Length of time living with partner: 

8. Do you and/or your partner have children? Yes 

No 

If yes, list the ages of those living with you and your partner: 
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9. Do you consider your present relationship to be monogomous or 

nonmonogomous? Briefly explain: 

10. Have you ever had or are presently having professional counseling 

for this relationship? Yes 

No 

Was counseling With Partner 

Without Partner 

Briefly explain the nature of the problem for which counseling was 

sought: 



APPENDIX B 

DYADIC FUSION SCALE 
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In each of the following questions, circle the most appropriate 

response: 

1. Of the amount of time that you can possibly be with your partner, 

what percentage would you estimate that you spend together? 

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

2. Generally, the amount of time my partner and I spend together is: 

much too 
little 

too little just 
enough 

too much 

4 

much too 
much 

3. I am a physically well person. 

always usually sometimes rarely never 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. I feel guilty when I spend time with people other than my partner, 

always usually sometimes rarely never 

5 4 3 2 1 

5. I only spend time with friends if those friends are shared by both 

my partner and myself. 

always usually sometimes rarely never 

5 4 3 2 1 
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6. Spending time with people other than my partner is a source of 

conflict in my relationship. 

always usually sometimes rarely never 

5 4 3 2 1 

7. I feel that I have an identity separate from my partner even 

though I am in a relationship. 

always usually sometimes rarely never 

1 2 3 4 5 

8. When making a decision, I think about what my partner wants before 

thinking about what I want. 

always usually sometimes rarely never 

5 4 3 2 1 

9. I know my partner so well that I know what she is thinking. 

always usually sometimes rarely never 

5 4 3 2 1 

10. My partner and I have difficulty making decisions together. 

always usually sometimes rarely never 

5 4 3 2 1 

11. During an average day, the longest period of time my partner and I 

are not in contact is: 
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12. Indicate the extent to which you have made your present 

relationship known to other people. (Check appropriate boxes) 

None Few Some Most All 
Gay Friends 

Heterosexual Friends 

Your Family 

Co-Workers 

Others (specify) 

13. What, in your opinion, is the biggest problem in your 

relationship? 
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RELATIONSHIP SATISFACTION SCALE 
Arthur J. Roach, Ph.D. 

1. I regard my relationship as a success. SD D N A SA 

2. I worry a lot about my relationship. SD D N A SA 

3. I think that I might move on to a new 
relationship with someone other than my present 
partner. SD D N A SA 

4. I feel competent and able to handle my 
relationship. SD D N A SA 

5. My relationship is too confining to suit me. SD D N A SA 

6. I feel that I am "in a rut" in my relationship. SD D N A SA 

7. I know where I stand with my partner. SD D N A SA 

8. My relationship has a bad effect on my health. SD D N A SA 

9. I get discouraged trying to make my 
relationship work out. SD D N A SA 

10. My relationship is pleasant enough for me. SD D N A SA 

11. My relationship gives me more real personal 
satisfaction than anything else I do. SD D N A SA 

12. My relationship is becoming more and more 
difficult for me. SD D N A SA 

13. I become badly flustered and jittery when my 
partner does certain things. SD D N A SA 

14. I get along well with my partner. SD D N A SA 

15. I must look outside my relationship for those 
things that make my life worthwhile and 
interesting. SD D N A SA 

16. The future of my relationship looks promising 
to me. SD D N A SA 

17. I am really interested in my partner. SD D N A SA 

18. Lately, I wish I had not taken up with my 
present partner. SD D N A SA 
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RELATIONSHIP SATISFACTION SCALE (Continued) 

19. My relationship helps me toward the goals I have 
for myself. SD D N A SA 

20. My partner is willing to work at improving our 
relationship. SD D N A SA 

21. My partner lacks respect for me. SD D N A SA 

22. I have definite difficulty confiding in my 
partner. SD D N A SA 

23. My partner usually understands the way I feel. SD D N A SA 

24. I am definitely satisfied with my relationship. SD D N A SA 
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Lesbian Couples Survey 

Complete all items in this questionnaire to the best of your ability. 

Please do not consult with your partner: it is important that you 

respond independently of each other. Within one week, return your 

completed questionnaire using the attached envelope. 

Please know that your responses will be anonymous and 

confidential: there is no way that you can be identified by your 

completed form. Thank you for your cooperation. 
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I8S5 
The University of Ariiona 

College of Education 
Department of Counseling and Guidance 
Tucson. Arizona 85721 
(602) 621-3218 

1985 
A ftoud Beginning 

December 10, 1985 

The attached survey Is concerned with the dynamics of 
lesbian relationships. Because little research has been done 
in this area, counselors nay lack information necessary to 
provide adequate services to lesbian clients. -This survey is 
intended to acquire such Information in order to increase the 
quality of services available to you and other lesbians. 

The results of this study will be used in a master's 
Thesis for The Department of Counseling and Guidance, 
University of Arizona. Please know that your responses will be 
anonymous and confidential: there is no way that you can be 
identified by your completed forms. If you have further 
questions, please call me at 323-3700. Your participation in 
this study is erectly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Amelia-M. Funchi 
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MARITAL SATISFACTION SCALE 

(strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree, strongly disagree) 

1. I know what my spouse expects of me in our marriage. 
2. My spouse could make things easier for me if he/she cared to. 
3. I worry a lot about my marriage. 
4. If I could start over again, I would marry someone other than my 

present spouse. 
5. I can always trust my spouse. 
6. My life would seem empty without my marriage. 
7. My marriage is too confining to suit me. 
8. I feel that I am "in a rut" in my marriage. 
9. I know where I stand with my spouse. 
10. My marriage has a bad effect on my health. 
11. I become upset, angry, or irritable because of things that occur 

in my marriage. 
12. I feel competent and fully able to handle my marriage. 
13. My present marriage is not one I would wish to remain in 

permanently. 
14. I expect my marriage to give me increasing satisfaction the longer 

it continues. 
15. I get discouraged trying to make my marriage work out. 
16. I consider my marital situation to be as pleasant as it should be. 
17. My marriage gives me more real personal satisfaction than anything 

else I do. 
18. I think my marriage gets more difficult for me each year. 
19. My spouse gets me badly flustered and jittery. 
20. My spouse gives me sufficient opportunity to express my opinions. 
21. I have made a success of my marriage so far. 
22. My spouse regards me as an equal. 
23. I must look outside my marriage for those things that make life 

worthwhile and interesting. 
24. My spouse inspires me to do my best work. 
25. My marriage has "smothered" my personality. 
26. The future of my marriage looks promising to me. 
27. I am really interested in my spouse. 
28. I get along well with my spouse. 
29. I am afraid of losing my spouse through divorce. 
30 My spouse makes unfair demands on my free time. 
31. My spouse seems unreasonable in his/her dealings with me. 
32. My marriage helps me toward the goals I have set for myself. 
33. My spouse is willing to make helpful improvements in our 

relationship. 
34. My marriage suffers from disagreement concerning matters of 

recreation. 
35. Demonstrations of affection by me and my spouse are mutually 

acceptable. 
36. An unhappy sexual relationship is a drawback in my marriage. 
37. My spouse and I agree on what is right and proper conduct. 
38. My spouse and I do not share the same philosophy of life. 
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39. My spouse and I enjoy several mutually satisfying outside interests 
together. 

40. I sometimes wish I had not married my present spouse. 
41. My present marriage is definitely unhappy. 
42. I look forward to sexual activity with my spouse with pleasant 

anticipation. 
43. My spouse lacks respect for me. 
44. I have definite difficulty confiding in my spouse. 
45. Most of the time my spouse understands the way I feel. 
46. My spouse does not listen to what I have to say. 
47. I frequently enjoy pleasant conversations with my spouse. 
48. I am definitely satisfied with my marriage. 
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