



















































































































































































































































































IE and Dyadic Adjustment 88
details of data screening procedures.) These procedures resulted
in a final sample size of 119 couples, exceeding the recruitment
target for Study 2, which was 110 couples.

The internal consistency values for men's and women's CR,
MEI, BSRI-SF subscales, and full-scale DAS were then determined.
All reliability coefficients fell within the acceptable to highly
satisfactory range. A summary of alpha coefficients, means, and
standard deviations for these measures are presented in Table 3.
Correlation values among variables of interest for women and
their partners are presented in Table 4. A comparison of BSRI-SF
means for Study 2 and the normative samples is available in
Appendix M.

Examination of the demographic characteristics of the final
25 couples to participate in the study (i.e., younger couples)
indicated that these individuals were more likely to be
university students. Given the possibility that this subsample
represented a different cohort (e.g., young university couples
similar to couples recruited for Study 1), correlational data for
these younger couples were compared to the remainder of Study 2
couples (n = 94) and to the overall sample of 119 couples.
Results of these comparisons indicated that correlational
patterns within couple subsets were indeed different, but that in
no instance 4id the strength or direction of correlation in the
younger sample (p = 25) change the strength or direction of
correlation in the overall sample (i.e., the correlational

pattern for the overall sample was in all cases essentially the
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same as that of the subset of 94 couples where both were 25 years

of age or older, and in a relationship of at least 1.5 years

duration or more.
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Table 3.

Means, Standard Deviations, and Reliabjility Coefficjents for the
BSRI-8F Subgscales and DAS for Study 2

Men Women
(pn = 119) (p = 119)
Mean  SD  Alpha Mean SR Alpha
I 4.9 .75 .81 4.8 .75 .80
E LR 5.3 .69 .84 5.9 .69 .88
CR %% 71.7 19.01 .87 65.7 17.31 .85
MEI **% 74.4 17.12 .95 82.3 15.43 .93
DAS 112.7 12.11 .79 115.6 11.08 .11

Note. I: Instrumentality; E: Expressivity; CR: Conflict
Resolution; MEI: Maintenance and Enhancement of Intimacy; DAS:
Dyadic Adjustment Scale; Alpha: Cronbach's alpha reliability
coefficient.

Student t-test results indicated that men and women had similar
scores on Instrumentality (t(236) = 1.30, p > .01, Bonferroni
adjustment), and DAS (£(236) = -1.96, p > .01) (pooled variance

estimates). Men and women had dissimilar scores on Expressivity

(£(236) -6.12, p < .001), CR (£(236) = 2.53, p = .01), and MEI

(£(236)

-3.71, p < .001) (separate variance estimates).
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Table 4 (p 1 of 2).

DAS Scores

2 3 4 5 6 7
1: Age -.11 -.09 -.02 -.30%x .14 c91%xx
2: 1 -.05 -.28 -.00 -.07 -.15
3: B -.31%x . 33%%xx $34%%x -.07
4: CR — . 3Tk%x -.30%% .02
5: MEI L41k%% -.30%*
6: DAS .13
7: pAge
8: pI
9: pE
10: pCR
11: pMEI
12: pDAS

Note. N = 119 couples. Age: Square root of age; I: Instrumentality; E:
Expressivity; CR: Confllict Resolution; MEI: Maintenance and Enhancement of
Intimacy; DAS: Dyadic Adjustment Scale; p: man's score. Correlations of age
and relationship duration (not shown) were .72 and .80 for men and women,

respectively.

** p ¢ .01, *%** p < .001.
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Table 4 (p 2 of 2).

u
DRAS _Scores
8 9 10 11 12
1: Age -.18 -.11 -.00 -.22 -.02
2: I -.04 .05 .04 .19 -.04
3: E .16 .12 .04 .24 .21
4: CR .00 -.17 .01 ~.33%2%% -.20
S: MEI .07 .30%x -.26%* C43%%% .35%%x%
6: DAS -.13 .16 -.28%% L26%% .S1txs
7: pAge -.11 -.09 -.01 -.23 .04
8: pI .12 -.18 L27%% .19
9: pE ~.43%xx 45%x%x% .23
10: pCR ~.40%%x% - 42%k%x%
11: pMEI c40%k%
12: pDAS -

Note. N = 119 couples. I: Instrumentality; E: Expressivity; CR: Conflict
Resolution; MEI: Maintenance and Enhancement of Intimacy; DAS: Dyadic
Adjustment Scale; p: man's score. Correlations of age and relationship
duration (not shown) were .72 and .80 for men and women, respectively.

** p < .01, *%x*x p < .001.
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Testing the Replicability of Study 1 Findings

Interaction terms among variables in a path analytic model
are a violation of the assumption of linearity (Kerlinger &
Pedhazur, 1973). Therefore, as a preliminary set of analyses to
testing proposed path analytic models, the regression analyses
from Study 1 (i.e., predicting individuals' own and partner DAS
from Instrumentality and Expressivity scores) were repeated.

As well, regression analyses were conducted for each of the
mediator variables in turn. These analyses were also intended to
rule out significant interactive effects which would affect
inclusion of these proposed mediators in the path models. Given
the literature trends, it was expected that, as with DAS as
outcome variable, the multiplicative IE model would not add
significant predictive power to Instrumentality and Expressivity
main effects.

DAS scores as dependent variable.

Study 2 regression findings confirmed Study 1 results of no
significant predictive value to the interactive term of I times E
either for men or women, and this when predicting either their
own or their partner's DAS scores (see Appendices JJ through MM).
With respect to the patterns of main effects for Instrumentality
and Expressivity, results provided support for much of the
existing long-form BSRI (and PAQ) research. Individuals' own DAS
scores in Study 2 were reliably correlated with their
Expressivity (but not their Instrumentality) scores. Men's DAS

scores also covaried reliably with their partner's Expressivity
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(but not Instrumentality) scores. Variance in men's BSRI-SF
scores did not covary with variance in their partner's DAS. In
contrast, Study 1 findings had indicated that Expressivity was
related to women's own, and to their partner's, dyadic adjustment
scores, whereas Instrumentality was related to men's own, and to
their partner's, dyadic adjustment scores (see the Study 1
Discussion for possible explanations for Study 1 findings). Among
demographic variables, variance in primary occupation failed to
account for any variance in DAS in the Study 2 sample.

All replication analyses were repeated with relationship
duration (log*®) replacing participants' age (square root) as a
control variable. Results (not shown) were the same as for the
age variable. That is, no Step 1 (i.e., demographic variables)
was significant in any of the four regressions, and no Beta
weight for the relationship duration variable was significant in
any of the four analyses.

The proposed mediators as dependent variables.

In predicting Conflict Resolution, the multiplicative term

was nonsignificant in all four cases (see Appendices NN through
QQ). Further, as with the previous analyses utilizing DAS scores
as outcome variable, men and women's own levels of Expressivity
were correlated with desirable (i.e., low) self-reported CR
scores. Interestingly, women's scores also covaried reliably with
thelr Instrumentality trait scores, supporting the main effects
model of IE for women and reported conflict resolution behaviour.

Results from relating men and women' CR scores to their partner's
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BSRI-SF scores indicated no significant main effects.

As with the study 2 replication analyses using DAS as
outcome variable, analyses using CR as outcome variable were
repeated with the transformed relationship duration variable (not
shown). All f£indings were similar to the DAS replication analyses
(i.e., nonsignificant).

In predicting Maiptenance and Enhancement of Intimacy, the
multiplicative term was once again nonsignificant in all four
cases (see Appendices RR through UU). As with the previous
analyses utilizing DAS scores and CR scores as outcome variables,
men and women's own reported levels of Expressivity as well as
their partner's reported level of Expressivity were correlated
with their reported intimacy behaviour. In addition to
Expressivity, for men (but not for women), their own as well as
their partner's reported Instrumentality trait levels were also
related to their reported intimacy behaviour, supporting the main
effects model for men and reported intimacy maintenance and
enhancement behaviour.

Although demographic variables were not consistently
correlated with DAS or Conflict Resolution scores, reported
levels of intimacy behaviours as measured by the MEI did appear
to covary consistently and inversely in relation to age
(including partner age) as well as relationship duration. This
finding is consistent with other studies (e.g., Swensen, Eskew, &

Kohlhepp, 1981).

In summary, using BSRI-SF scores to predict DAS, CR, and MEI
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scores resulted in no consistent evidence of a significant
interactive effect of Instrumentality and Expressivity. Patterns
of main effects across self-reported conflict resolution and
intimacy behaviours appear to be somewhat gender-specific.
Testing the Medjator Model

Assessing the value of the proposed mediator model for men
and for women from their own BSRI-SF data, and for men and for
women from their partner‘'s BSRI-SF data, was conducted in two
phases for each of these four scenarios. Phase 1 involved testing
the strength of the non-mediated, or direct, model of
Instrumentality and Expressivity for predicting self-reported
levels of dyadic adjustment. This required a single regression
analysis wherein Instrumentality and Expressivity scores were
entered simultaneously to note the strength and valence of each
Beta welight as well as the overall percentage of variance in DAS
accounted for by the particular equation. Results of the test of
the direct IE/DAS model are briefly summarized in the text (with
corresponding Figures in the Appendices).

Phase 2 consisted of testing the proposed mediator model
with men's and women's own BSRI-SF, CR, and MEI data to predict
DAS scores, as well as corresponding partner data to predict DAS
scores (see Figures 2 and 3), through a series of three
regression analyses. The first of these regressions consisted of
an equation testing the relative value of the proposed mediators

and the Instrumentality and Expressivity variables, entered
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Figure 2. Hypothesized relations among pathways for individuals'
own scores on the BSRI-SF, CR, MEI, as well as their reported
levels of dyadic adjustment. I: Instrumentality; E: Expressivity;
CR: Conflict Resolution; MEI: Maintenance and Enhancement of

Intimacy; DAS: Dyadic Adjustment Scale; e: error.
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Figure 3. Hypothesized relations among pathways for partners'
scores on the BSRI-SF, CR, MEI, and individuals' reported levels
of dyadic adjustment. I: Instrumentality; E: Expressivity; CR:
Conflict Resolution; MEI: Maintenance and Enhancement of

Intimacy; DAS: Dyadic Adjustment Scale; p: partner; e: error.
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simultaneously in a single step. The second and third regression
analyses tested the relative value of Instrumentality and
Expressivity scores in predicting scores on Conflict Resolution,
and on Maintenance and Enhancement of Intimacy, respectively, by
entering BSRI-SF scores simultaneously in a single step. The
variance accounted for by this model was then calculated, as well
as the error terms for the mediator variables.

All values below the path lines in these diagrams are
correlation values for that pair of variables. Due to the large
number of correlations, a significance level of .001 (two-tailed
probability) was utilized as a cut-off, and correlations of .30
and higher were found to be significant.

Relating men's DAS to their own data.

In relating men's DAS to their own data, the djirect path
model accounted for only 8% of variance in men's DAS scores;
F(2, 116) = 4.99, p < .001. Only the Expressivity Beta weight
reached statistical significance. Thus, approximately 92% of
variance in men's DAS scores was not accounted for by their
scores on the BSRI-SF (see Appendix VV.) These results supported
Hypothesis G, but provide disconfirming evidence for Hypothesis
F.

In the medlator model, the correlations between the proposed
mediators and DAS scores were significant, as seen in Figure 4.

In testing the model, the four varlables were simultaneously

regressed onto the outcome variable; F(4, 114) 9.42, p < .001).
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Eigure 4. Proposed mediator model relating men's dyadic
adjustment to their own BSRI-SF, CR, and MEI scores.

(p. = 119). Low scores on CR indicate a relatively confident,
proactive approach to dyadic conflict. Values shown above path
lines are standardized Beta weights. Bracketed values below path
lines are correlations; I: Instrumentality; E: Expressivity; CR:
Conflict Resolution; MEI: Maintenance and Enhancement of
Intimacy; DAS: Dyadic Adjustment Scale; e: error.

* p < .05.

All correlations .30 or greater, p < .001 (two-tailed).
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The direct paths of Instrumentality and Expressivity were
nonsignificant in this equation (confirming Hypotheses J and K,
respectively), whereas Beta weights for both mediators were
significant (supporting Hypotheses H and I, respectively).

Men's BSRI-SF subscale scores were then regressed
simultaneously onto Conflict Resolution; F(2, 116) = 14.39;
P .000, and then onto Maintenance and Enhancement of Intimacy;
F(2, 116) = 18.85, p < .001, in the second and third regression
analyses, respectively. Three indirect paths for the BSRI-SF
subscales proved to be statistically significant in this model. The
indirect effect of Expressivity mediated by CR scores was
significant (confirming Hypothesis M). For self-reported intimacy
behaviours, results indicated significant indirect effects of
Expressivity and Instrumentality through the MEI mediator
(confirming Hypotheses N and O, respectively). Instrumentality's
indirect effect on DAS through CR was nonsignificant In this model
(providing disconfirming evidence for Hypothesis L). Overall, the
model accounted for 25% of DAS variance. Error terms for the
mediators indicated that 81% of men's CR variance, and 77% of men's
MEI variance was not accounted for by variance in the BSRI-SF
subscale scores.

Relating women's DAS to their own data.

In relating women's DAS to their own data, the direct path
model accounted for 12% of variance in women's DAS scores; F(2,
116) = 7.68, p < .001. Only the Expressivity Beta weight reached

statistical significance, supporting Hypothesis G, women's DAS
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scores was not accounted for by their scores on the BSRI-SF (see
Appendix WW.)

In testing the proposed mediator model, correlations between
BSRI-SF scores and the mediators were both significant, as seen in
Figure 5. The four variables of interest were simultaneously
regressed onto the outcome variable; (F(4, 114) = 9.07,

R < .001). The direct paths of Expressivity and MEI were
significant in this equation, whereas Beta weights for
Instrumentality and CR were nonsignificant. These results provided
some support for Hypothesis J, which stated that the direct path of
Instrumentality would be nonsignificant in the mediator model.
However, results failed to support Hypothesis K, in that the direct
path of Expressivity remained significant in the model including
mediators. Predicted significant paths from mediators to dyadic
adjustment supported Hypothesis I (MEI), but not Hypothesis H (CR).

Women's BSRI-SF subscale scores were then regressed

simultaneously onto Conflict Resolution; (F(2, 116) 13.07;

R < .001), and onto Maintenance and Enhancement of Intimacy;

(F(2, 116) = 7.33, p = .001) in the second and third regression
analyses, respectively. Women's scores on both BSRI-SF subscales
were significant predictors of variance in reported levels of
Conflict Resolution. However, due to the nonsignificant direct path
of CR to DAS, the indirect effects for Instrumentality and
Expressivity mediated by CR were statistically nonsignificant,

providing disconfirming evidence for Hypotheses L and M,
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Figure 5. Proposed mediator model relating women's dyadic
adjustment to their own BSRI-SF, CR, and MEI scores.

n = 119. Low scores on CR indicate a relatively confident,
proactive approach to dyadic conflict. Values shown above path
lines are standardized Beta welights. Bracketed values below path
lines are correlations; I: Instrumentality; E: Expressivity; CR:
Conflict Resolution; MEI: Maintenance and Enhancement of
Intimacy; DAS: Dyadic Adjustment Scale; e: error.

* p < .05,

All correlations .30 or greater, p < .001 (two-tailed).
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respectively. Only one indirect path for the BSRI-SF subscales--the
effect of Expressivity mediated by MEI--proved to be statistically
significant in this model (as predicted in Hypothesis 0O, but
discomfirming Hypothesis N). Overall, the model accounted for 25%
of DAS variance. Error terms indicate that eighty-one percent (81%)
of women's CR varlance and 88% of women's MEI variance was not
explained by women's BSRI-SF scores.

Relating men's DAS to their partner's data,

In relating men's DAS from their partner's data, the djrect
path model accounted for approximately 5% of variance in men's DAS
scores and was nonsignificant; E(2, 116) = 2.74, p > .05 (see
Appendix XX). The medjiator variable of partner MEI score was
significantly correlated with the outcome variable of men's DAS
scores (see Flgure 6), suggesting it may serve as a mediator for
Instrumentality and/or Expressivity. However, the correlation of

partner CR to DAS was nonsignificant. The four variables of

interest were regressed simultaneously onto DAS; F(4, 114) 9.42,
R < .001. The direct paths of Instrumentality and Expressivity
became nonsignificant in this model (confirming Hypotheses T and U,
respectively), as did the path from the CR mediator. Among proposed
mediators only the partner MEI variable as mediator obtained a
significant Beta weight in predicting men's DAS levels, confirming
Hypothesis S, but not Hypothesis R.

In a second regression analysis, women's BSRI-SF subscale

scores were regressed simultaneously onto women's scores on

Conflict Resolution; F(2, 116) = 13.07; p < .001. A third
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Flgure 6. Proposed mediator model relating men's dyadic
adjustment to their partner's BSRI-SF, CR, and MEI scores.

N = 119 couples. Low scores on CR indicate a relatively
confident, proactive approach to dyadic conflict. Values shown
above path lines are standardized Beta weights. Bracketed values
below path lines are correlations; I: Instrumentality; E:
Expressivity; CR: Conflict Resolution; MEI: Maintenance and
Enhancement of Intimacy; DAS: Dyadic Adjustment Scale; p: partner
data; e: error.

* p < .05.

All correlations .30 or greater, p < .001 (two-tailed).
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regression analysis regressed women's BSRI-SF subscale scores
onto women's Maintenance and Enhancement of Intimacy; F(2, 116) =
7.33, p = .001. Results indicated that only one indirect path was
significant; the effect of women's Expressivity as mediated by
women's Maintenance and Enhancement of Intimacy behaviour. This
confirmed Hypothesis ¥, but failed to confirm Hypotheses V, W,
and X representing, respectively, the mediated paths of women's
Instrumentality and Expressivity through women's CR, and the
mediated path of women's Instrumentality through women's MEI.
Overall, the model accounted for only 14% of variance in men's
self-reported dyadic adjustment. Error terms for the mediators
indicated that 81% of variance in women's CR scores, and 90% of
variance in women's MEI scores could not be explained by variance
in women's Instrumentality and Expressivity scores.

R n ! i a ! .

In relating women's DAS to their partner's data, the direct
path model accounted for approximately 5% of variance in men's
DAS scores, and was nonsignificant; F(2, 116) = 2.95,

R > .05 (see Appendix YY). In testing the mediator model, the
correlations between the mediators and DAS scores were
significant (see Figure 7). The four variables of interest were
regressed onto women's DAS; (F(4,114) = 5.24, p < .001). The
direct path of men's Instrumentality was negatively valenced and
statistically significant, providing disconfirming evidence for
Hypothesis T. The direct path of men's Expressivity was

nonsignificant as predicted in Hypothesis U.
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Figure 7, Proposed mediator model relating women's dyadic
adjustment to their partners' BSRI, CR, and MEI scores.

N = 119 couples. Low scores on CR indicate a relatively
confident, proactive approach to dyadic conflict. Values shown
above path lines are standardized Beta weights. Bracketed values
below path lines are correlations; I: Instrumentality; E:
Expressivity; CR: Conflict Resoclution; MEI: Maintenance and
Enhancement of Intimacy; DAS: Dyadic Adjustment Scale; p: partner
data; e: error.

* p < .05,

All correlations .30 or greater, p < .001 (two-tailed).
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Both mediators obtained statistically significant Beta weights in
this equation, as predicted in Hypotheses R and S.

In a second regression analysis, men's BSRI-SF subscale scores
were regressed simultaneously onto men's CR scores; F(2, 116) =
14.39; p < .001. A third regression analysis regressed men's BSRI-
SF subscale scores onto their own level of Maintenance and
Enhancement of Intimacy; F(2, 116) = 7.33,p = .001. Significant
indirect paths to women's self-reported levels of dyadic adjustment
included those representing men's Expressivity mediated by men's
level of Conflict Resolution, men's Expressivity mediated by men's
scores on MEI, and men's Instrumentality (positively valenced)
mediated by men's level of MEI. These significant mediated paths
confirmed Hypotheses W, X, and Y, respectively, but not Hypothesis
V. Overall, the model accounted for 19% of variance in DAS scores.

To summarize results of path analyses presented thus far (see
Table 5 for a summary of significant paths in the direct and
mediator models), some gender-based similarities and differences
were noted. The direct model of BSRI-SF subscale scores and DAS was
generally a weak predictor of DAS level. Direct paths for
Instrumentality scores were almost invariably nonsignificant,
providing disconfirming evidence for Hypotheses F, G, P, and Q.
Overall, a relatively small proportion of DAS variance was
accounted for by each direct model tested.

Direct paths within the proposed mediator models were
nonsignificant except in two cases. In predicting women's DAS

levels from their own data, the direct path of Expressivity was
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Table 5.

Summary of Significant Paths Derived from the Direct and the

Medjator Models.

Predicting men's DAS from men's data:
Direct model (8%)
E....-.-.l.........Q.DAS

Mediator model (25%)
E..........CR........DAS
E.........MEI........DAS
I.........MEI........DAS

Predicting women's DAS from women's data
Direct model (12%)
EI..II‘..CO..III.I.IIDAS

Mediator model (24%)
E L] ® & 4 ® & & ¢ & 8 0 8 ¢ ® ° s « O o DAS
E ® ® &5 ¢ & & ¢ 0 0 MEI e & © 0 & 0 0 9 DAS

Predicting men's DAS from women's data
Direct model (5%, n.s.)

Mediator model (11%)
PE.......pMEI........DAS

Predicting women's DAS from men's data
Direct model (5%, n.s.)

Mediator model (19%)
pl (neg).............DAS
PE.......pMEI........DAS
pl.......pMEI........DAS
pPE........pCR........DAS
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significant in addition to the indirect path of Expressivity
mediated by MEI. As well, in predicting women's DAS from their
partner's data, the direct path of men's Instrumentality was
significant and negatively valenced, in addition to the indirect
path of Instrumentality through MEI, in which the Beta welght was
positively valenced.

A result which was replicated across subsamples of men and
women was the significant Beta weight for the model's indirect path
of Expressivity mediated by Intimacy (MEI) behaviour, predicting
both from individuals' or partners' data. In contrast, gender
differences were observed with respect to the CR mediator, in that
women's CR path to DAS was not significantly related to women's own
or their partner's DAS, but men's CR path to both individuals' DAS

did reach statistical significance.

‘lz A9 ¢

Thus far, analyses have focused on four different and specific
research questions pertaining to men's and women's DAS as it may be
either to individuals' own, or their partner's, data. This
essentially reanalyzes the same covariance with different
equations. As a more stringent test of relations, and to explore
possible research directions for future research, two final models
were examined which simultaneously entered both individuals' CR,
MEI, and BSRI-SF subscale scores, to allow these variables to
compete, as it were, for variance in men's and women's DAS scores.

Due to the exploratory nature of these analyses and the large
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number of variables and moderate sample size, Pedhazur's (Kerlinger
& Pedhazur, 1973; Pedhazur, 1982) somewhat controversial model
trimming approach was utilized. In this approach, all variables of
interest are included simultaneously in one step. Variables
reaching significance are retained, and the analysis 1s repeated.
This procedure is then repeated for each proposed mediator that
reached statistical significance in the first regression equation.
No specific hypotheses were formulated, but simultaneous
consideration of both individuals' scores on the independent
variables is expected to account for a greater proportion of DAS
variance than separate consideration of individuals' own scores, or
their partners' scores.

iv duc d o) ' .

In predicting men's DAS from their own and their partner's
data, six regression analyses were conducted (see Figure 8).
In Regression 1, only men's CR and MEI scores reached statistical
significance; F(8, 110) = 5.75, p < .001. The variables entered the
equation in the following order (bracketed values are standardized
Beta welghts): woman's Expressivity (.04), woman's Instrumentality
(-.09), man's CR (-.31), man's Instrumentality (.07), woman's MEI
(.15), man's Expressivity (-.06), woman's CR (-.10), man's MEI
(.20). The regression analysis was repeated in Regression 2 with

only men's CR and MEI scores as predictor variables. This equation

accounted for 24% of variance in men's DAS scores; F(2, 116)

18.70, p < .001.
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R* = .18

e:.87

Figure 8. Relating men's DAS to their own and to their partner's
data. N = 119 couples. Values shown above path lines are
standardized Beta weights. Bracketed values below path lines are
correlatlions. Low scores on CR indicate a relatively confident,
proactive approach to dyadic conflict; I: Instrumentality; E:
Expressivity; CR: Conflict Resolution; MEI: Maintenance and
Enhancement of Intimacy; DAS: Dyadic Adjustment Scale; p: partner
data; e: error.

All Beta values are significant at p < .05.

All correlations .30 or greater, p < .001 (two-tailed).
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Regression 3, seeking to predict men's CR scores, entered both
individuals' scores on the two BSRI-SF subscales simultaneously.
Beta weights for these variables were .05, -.12, -.41, and -.04,
with only the man's Expressivity score Beta weight reaching
statistical significance; F(4, 114) = 7.28, R < .001. This analysis
was repeated in Regression 4, with only men's Expressivity scores
as the predictor variable. Eighteen percent (18%) of variance in
men's CR scores was accounted for by this model; E(1, 117) = 26.05,
p < .001.

Regression 5, seeking to predict men's MEI scores, entered
both individuals' scores on the BSRI-SF simultaneously. Beta
weights for these variables were .17, .19, .39, and .20, with only
the men's BSRI-SF subscale scores' Beta weights reaching
statistical significance; F(4, 114) = 12.54, B < .001. This
analysis was repeated in Regression 6, with only men's
Instrumentality and Expressivity scores as the predictor varliables.
This equation explained 25% of variance in men's MEI scores; F(2,
l116) = 18.85, p < .001.

Results indicated that, for the male subsample, the strongest
predictors of men's self-reported dyadic adjustment levels in the
model tested were men's own self-reported levels of
Instrumentality, Expressivity, dyadic conflict resolution
behaviour, and intimacy maintenance and enhancement behaviour.
Direct paths from men's BSRI-SF scores were not significant
predictors of DAS scores. However, an indirect effect for men's

Expressivity was found to be mediated by men's dyadic Conflict
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Resolution behaviour. Men's Instrumentality and men's Expressivity
were also indirectly related to their self-reported dyadic
adjustment through the mediating effect of men's reported levels of
Intimacy behaviour. Women's data failed to reach statistical
significance in predicting their male partner's reported level of
dyadic adjustment.

Deriving a reduced model of women's DAS.

In predicting women's .DAS from their own and their partner's
data, 8 regressions were required (see Figure 9). In Regression 1,
the variables entered the equatI;;‘in the following order: woman's
MEI (.22), woman's Instrumentality (-.13), man's Instrumentality
(-.24), man's CR (-.22), woman's Expressivity (.20), man's
Expressivity (-.06), woman's CR (-.17), and man's MEI (.09). The
regression model was statistically significant; F(8, 110) = 6.71,
p < .001. Four variables' Beta weights reached statistical
significance and the analysis was repeated in Regression 2 with
only the significant predictors. The variables entered in the
following order: man's Instrumentality, woman's MEI, man's CR, and
woman's Expressivity. This equation explained a total of 29% of
variance in women's DAS scores; F(4, 114) = 11.85, p < .001.

Regression 3, seeking to predict women's CR scores, entered
both individuals' scores on the BSRI-SF simultaneously. Beta
weights for these variables were -.12, -.29, .06, and -.32, with
only the women's Instrumentality and Expressivity scores' Beta
weights reaching statistical significance; F(4, 114) = 7.14,

R < .001. This analysis was repeated in Regression 4, with only
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Figure 9 Relating women's DAS to their own and to their partner's data.
N = 119 couples. Values shown above path lines are standardized Beta
welghts. Bracketed values are correlations. Low scores on CR indicate a
relatively confident, proactive approach to dyadic conflict; I:
Instrumentality; E: Expressivity; CR: Conflict Resolution; MEI:
Malntenance and Enhancement of Intimacy; DAS: Dyadic Adjustment Scale; p:
partner data; e: error. All Beta values; p's < .05. Correlation values

.30 or greater, p < .001 (two-taliled).
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women's Instrumentality and Expressivity scores as the predictor
variables. Results indicated that 18% of variance in women's CR
scores was accounted for with this model; F(2, 116) = 13.07, p <
.001. Regression 5, seeking to predict women's MEI scores,
entered both individuals' scores on the BSRI-SF simultaneously
where they entered the equation as man's Expressivity, woman's
Instrumentality, man's Instrumentality, and woman's Expressivity.
Beta weights for these variables were .26, .00, -.01, and .30,
respectively. This model was statistically significant; F(4, 114)
= 6.20, p < .001. For Regression 6, only men's and women's
Expressivity scores were included as predictor variables. This
model explained 18% of variance in men's MEI scores; F(2, 116) =
12.60, p < .001. Regressions 7 and 8 are identical to Regressions
3 and 4 in the men's subsample (Figure 8), and are included as a
result of the statistically significant direct path of men's CR
scores to women's DAS.

In contrast to the path model for the male subsample, the
path model which best predicted women's DAS suggests a
significant relation between self-reported levels of dyadic
adjustment (and Intimacy behaviour) among women, and their
partners' scores on Instrumentality, Expressivity, and dyadic
Conflict Resolution. Among women's predictor variables,
Expressivity had both a direct relation to women's reported DAS,
and an indirect relation mediated by women's reported Intimacy
behaviour. Women's Conflict Resolution scores, which were

significantly and positively related to women's own
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Instrumentality and Expressivity levels, did not achleve
statistical significance as a mediator for women's DAS due to a
nonsignificant Beta weight in Regression 1 (Beta = -.17).

Among the men's variables, men's Instrumentality has a
negative direct relation to women's DAS. Men's Expressivity was
found to be related in two ways to women's DAS. It was mediated
by women's Intimacy scores, as well as by men's own Conflict
Resolution scores. Finally, men's CR scores had a significant
direct relation to women's self-reported dyadic adjustment. The
Beta weight for men's self-reported levels of Intimacy behaviour
failed to reach significance (Beta = 09).

To summarize findings from the model trimming approach,
simultaneous consideration of both individuals' CR, MEI, and
BSRI-SF subscale scores resulted in important differences between
the combination of variables best able to account for variance in
men's and women's DAS, respectively. Specifically, men's DAS was
most highly related to their own scores, and not with their
partner's. In contrast, women's DAS were highly correlated with
their own as well as their partner's scores. These findings are
discussed in detail in the Model Trimming section of the General

Discussion.
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General Discussion
Main and Interactive Effects of Instrumentality and Expressivity

The first goal in studying IE and dyadic processes for this
dissertation was to test which of two statistical models of
Instrumentality and Expressivity (i.e., interactive versus main
effects models) was superlior when utilizing a nonconfounded
measure of these constructs. Multiple regression analyses were
utilized to retain all variance in Instrumentality and
Expressivity scores, and to test possible interactive effects, as
suggested by Bem (1981), Spence (1984), and others.

The results failed to provide any support for an interactive
effect of Instrumentality and Expressivity, and this across
gender and outcome measure. As well, no interactive effect was
found when correlating either with individuals' own or their
partner's BSRI-SF data. Although the main effects model was
partially supported, no pattern of significant Beta weights
consistently and sufficiently explained dyadic outcome scores
across gender, couple variable (i.e., DAS, MEI, CR), or source of
BSRI-SF data (own or partner data). Generally speaking, the
Instrumentality and Expressivity constructs were both
significantly correlated with reported intimacy and conflict
resolution behaviours, at least as they were operationalized here
and as assessed with a relatively educated and non-distressed
sample of couples. The data offer the most support for the
importance of the construct of Expressivity, with some cross-

situational support for gender-specific main effects models.
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Dyadic adjustment.

Results of Study 2 generally indicated a significant
correlation between Expressivity scores and individuals' own
reported levels of dyadic adjustment, accounting for the most
statistical variance in both men's and in women's DAS scores.
This is consistent with previously published results based on a
number of rural and urban samples from North America and from
Australia (e.g., Kurdek & Schmitt, 1986; Lamke, 1989),
particularly with respect to female subsamples (e.g., Antill,
1983; Langis, Sabourin, Lussier, & Mathieu, 1994). However, the
present data do not replicate findings which indicate a
significant correlation between Instrumentality and DAS scores
(e.g., Baucom & Alken, 1984; Coleman & Ganong, 1985; Peterson,
Baucom, Elliot, & Farr, 1989; Zammichieli, Gilroy, & Sherman,
1988).

Previous studies reporting a significant main effect for
Instrumentality as well as Expressivity have tended to be based
on male subsamples, predicting relationship satisfaction from
men's own data (e.g., Antill, 1983; Langis et al., 1994; Murstein
& Williams, 1983). This f£inding of two significant main effects
for men's adjustment has also been noted in a sample of dating
men (e.g., Siavelis & Lamke, 1992).

Findings based on the Study 1 sample differed in several
ways from those of Study 2. Notably, Study 1 suggests the
possibility of more traditionally stereotypical relations among

BSRI scores and dyadic adjustment, although this may have been an
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artifact of score distributions. Although it is possible that
these reflect cohort or other general sample differences (see
Study 1 Discussion section), this pattern of results may also be
an artifact of the Expressivity scores distribution among men in
Study 1, in that men's average Expressivity score was high, and
their range of scores was limited. Analyses where Study 1 men's
Expressivity scores were not utilized, (e.g., predicting men's
DAS from women's BSRI-SF data) resulted in findings similar
across Studies 1 and 2 (i.e., only Expressivity Beta weights were
significant). Perhaps a methodological replication sampling from
a similar population as Study 1 would be able to shed light on
this question.

When relating DAS scores to partner BSRI-SF data,
correlational findings from Study 2 were weaker than when
relating DAS scores to individuals' own data. Some gender
differences were observed. Notably, variance in men's BSRI data
could not account for a significant proportion of variance in
women's dyadic adjustment scores. Although several researchers
(e.g., Murstein & Williams, 1983; Antill, 1983) have found a
reliable predictive value of men's Expressivity to women's dyadic
adjustment, the exact meaning of current, nonsignificant data is
unclear. Perhaps nonsignificant findings are due to limitations
of sample size, or specific to this sample. As the present
results closely replicated those of another Canadian study
(Langis, Sabourin, Lussier, & Mathieu, 1994), however, it is

unlikely that these results are artifactual.
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In relating men's DAS to their partner's BSRI-SF data, only
women's Expressivity was found to be able to account for variance
in self-reported dyadic adjustment. This finding is similar to
that of Langis et al.'s (1994), and this with the present study's
relatively heterogeneous sample and purer measure of
Instrumentality and Expressivity. Comparable analyses in Study 1
also support this finding. The current data are also similar to
those obtained with dating couples (Siavelis & Lamke, 1992) and
Australian samples (e.g., Antill, 1983). Murstein and Williams
(1983) also found Expressivity to be related to men's dyadic
adjustment, but found the statistical power of this variable to
predict variance to be much weaker than that of men's own
Expressivity levels. Current data failed to replicate research by
Cooper, Chassin, Braver, Zeiss, and Khavari (1986; also see
Bradbury, Campbell, & Fincham, 1993) who found that wives'
Expressivity and Instrumentality levels were both significantly
correlated with men's reported levels of dyadic adjustment.
Perhaps cultural or other sample differences resulted in these
disparate patterns. This is suggested by the fact that current
data were most similar to those obtained with a Canadian sample
(Langis et al., 1994).

Some researchers have suggested that the importance of
Expressivity to relationship quality may vary over time and
gender, in that women's Expressivity may be more strongly
correlated with reported levels of relatlionship quality early on,

but men's Expressivity to reported levels of relationship quality
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in later stages of the relationship (Antill, 1983). At least one
study would appear to support this (Markman, Silvern, Clements, &
Kraft-Hanak, 1993). However, in the current, correlational study,
neither age nor relationship duration covaried significantly with
elther individual's level of dyadic adjustment. Longitudinal data
would be necessary to most powerfully test this intriguing
hypothesis.

Conflict resolution.

In examining the predictive value of BSRI-SF subscale scores
for certain aspects of conflict resolution (i.e., reported levels
of confidence and approach/avoidance), results indicated that,
once again, self-reported levels of Expressivity were
consistently and positively related to reports of a relatively
proactive and self-confident approach to couple conflict for men
and for women. Although the present CR measure has never been
utilized in its modified form, conceptual comparisons are
possible based on related research.

A significant correlation between men's Expressivity and
wives' reported dyadic satisfaction over time were reported by
Markman, Silvern, Clements, and Kraft-Hanak (1993). These
researchers found no gender differences between men and women's
scores on conflict-related problem-solving behaviours, and this
using observational as well as self-report data. Importantly,
other researchers have reported that Expressivity, more than
gender, covaries with the tendency to actively seek to resolve

conflict (Sayers & Baucom, 1991). Thus, the present data appear
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to support the existing literature indicating a positive relation
between Expressivity and self-reports of effective conflict
resolution.

In addition to the significant correlation between
Expressivity scores and men and women's CR scores, women's
Instrumentality scores were also found to covary significantly
with their own CR scores. Such a pattern of results supports the
main effects model of IE in that both main effects were
significant. A number of previous studies have also identified a
significant contribution of women's self-assertive traits to more
effective conflict resolution. Women describing themselves as
high on Expressivity alone tend to turn their anger inwards, to
be overly contrite and self-effacing (Evans, 1982), and to
endorse the belief that couple conflict is destructive (Kurdek &
Schmitt, 1986). This belief is likely to result in incongruent
communication (see Chelune, Rosenfeld, & Waring, 1985),
increasing the risk that this ambiguous message will be
interpreted as hostile (Holmes & Boon, 1990).

The nonsignificant contribution of Instrumentality to men's
CR scores indicates that, at least in this sample, men's self-
assertive traits did not covary reliably with relatively more
effective conflict resolution as it was operationalized (i.e., a
confident, proactive approach to conflict). This underscores the
importance of conducting separate gender analyses, as it is
possible that Instrumentality traits in men and women are

perceived and/or expressed differently in conflictual situations.



IE and Dyadic Adjustment 124
In contrast, the significant main effect for Expressivity found
in the current data closely parallels those of other researchers
who found Expressivity in men and women to be correlated with a
win/win focus (Sayers & Baucom, 1991), a willingness to stay with
issues instead of avoiding them (Bradbury, Campbell, & Fincham,
1895), and a low probability of feeling aversively pursued by the
partner during conflict (Markman, Silvern, Clements, & Kraft-
Hanak, 1993).

In summary, the present data indicated that women's CR was
predicted by their Expressivity and Instrumentality levels,
whereas men's CR was predicted solely by their Expressivity
level. This pattern of f£indings failed to replicate laboratory
findings by Yelsma and Brown (1985) and by Markman, Silvern,
Clements, and Kraft-Hanak (1993), who found both main effects to
be significant when predicting men's conflict resolution
behaviours.

Finally, results of Study 2 indicated no significant value
of partner BSRI-SF data in predicting men's or women's CR scores.
This suggests that the attempt to measure individual-level CR
attitudes and behaviours was successful, measuring a relatively
stable set of internally located tendencies (e.q., personality)
rather robust to outside factors. Conversely, the CR measure may
have more reliably covaried with respondents' own levels of
dyadic or personal adjustment, or other unmeasured constructs
such as self-esteem. The current data are insufficient to clarify

this point, although such a general effect might be expected to
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influence MEI findings as well, and this did not appear to be the
case.

Maintenance and enhancement of intimacy.

Intimacy behaviours such as self-disclosure have been shown
to be related to relationship satisfaction (e.g., Merves-Okin,
Amidon, & Bernt, 1991; Tolstedt & Stokes, 1983), and to be
related to, but not equivalent to, affective intimacy behaviours
such as verbal expression of affection. It has been shown that
gender is not always as powerful a statistical predictor as
Instrumentality and Expressivity levels (see Bradbury, Campbell &
Fincham, 1995; White, Speisman, Jackson, Bartis, & Costos, 1986).
Individuals high on both dimensions tend to score highest on
intimacy behaviour as assessed with either observational and
self-report data (Stokes, Childs, & Fuhrer, 1981; see also
Markman, Silvern, Clements, & Kratt-Hanak, 1993).

In the current research, there was no statistical difference
between men and women's mean scores on the intimacy measures.
This replicated findings by Reis, Senchak, and Solomon (1985),
and by Stokes, Childs, and Fuehrer (1981). However, different
patterns of results emerged among the variables of interest for
each gender, as well as in comparison to analyses based on CR and
DAS.

Significant differences in correlations among
Instrumentality, Expressivity, and MEI scores were observed for
both self and partner. Although the MEI measure has not been

utilized elsewhere in its present abbreviated form, the results
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obtained are comparable to studies utilizing related constructs
(e.g., Aubé, Norcliffe, Craig, & Koestner, 1995; Markman,
S8ilvern, Clements, & Kraft-Hanak, 1993; White, Speisman, jackson,
Bartis, & Costos, 1986), in that women and men's own Expressivity
was correlated with self-disclosure and expression of affection
(see Davis & Oathout, 1987). Given that intimacy is perceived to
include intensity of feeling plus breadth and depth of shared
information (see Perlmutter & Hatfield, 1980), Expressivity
scores might understandably be expected to covary more reliably
with these emotionally expressive behaviours than would
Instrumentallity scores. In the present sample, this was in fact
the case for the female respondents, despite the initial
prediction of two significant main effects. This is in contrast
to findings by Stokes, Childs and Fuehrer (1981), but in keeping
with findings reported by Coleman and Ganong (1985) who found
that IE women and Expressive women scored equally and highly on
self-reported ability to give and receive love.

For the male subsample, both main effects were positively
and significantly correlated with self-disclosure and verbal
expression of affection, indicating significant covariance
between men's Instrumental and Expressive traits and their self-
reported levels of intimacy behaviours. The present finding
closely approximated those of Coleman and Ganong (1985), who
found IE men to be the most able to give and receive love. This
supports findings by Barker and Lemle (1986), and by Stokes,

Childs, and Fuehrer (1981). Predicting men's MEI scores from



IE and Dyadic Adjustment 127
their female partner's BSRI-SF scores also resulted in two
significant effects, in contrast to a single main effect for
women's Expressivity when predicting men's DAS scores. (See
Implications, below, for more details.)

Testing the Mediator Model of Instrumentality and Expressivity's
Influence on Dyadic Adjustment

A second goal of the current research project was to test a
proposed mediator model. Results indicated that in comparison to
the direct IE model of dyadic adjustment, the general mediator
model including the constructs of conflict resolution and
intimacy maintenance and enhancement improved prediction of
dyadic adjustment in all cases (i.e., relating men's and women's
own as well as their partner's BSRI-SF data to reported dyadic
adjustment). These results offer support for previous findings
concerning the importance of these process-focused variables to
self-reported dyadic adjustment, and extend the idea that
Instrumentality can be a consistent predictor of reported levels
of dyadic processes under certain circumstances (e.g., in a
gender specific manner).

In assessing the model using individuals' own data, the
results for men indicated that variance in CR and MEI scores
could account for the covariance between Expressivity and DAS.
These findings are consistent with previously cited data that
men's own Expressivity levels are related to conflict resolution
behaviour and to intimacy behaviour, and that both of these

dyadic processes are significantly related, for men, to levels of
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self-reported dyadic adjustment. However, men's Instrumentality
scores did not covary reliably with DAS, CR, or MEI, providing
disconfirming evidence for the prediction that the combination of
high Instrumentality and Expressivity would be the best predictor
of relatively effective reported conflict resolution and intimacy
behaviours, or indeed of subjective dyadic adjustment.

Results for the male subsample provided the most support for
the existence of complex, gender-specific mediation processes
rather than one general mechanism. Current findings are
consistent with the hypothesis that covariance between men's
Expressivity scores and their dyadic adjustment scores is related
to relatively more effective intimacy and conflict resolution
behaviour. However, interpreting men's data using a model based
on Expressivity alone would be incomplete as this would fail to
account for the overall pattern of findings across outcome
variables in the current research project.

In relating women's dyadic adjustment to women's own data,
CR scores were related to scores on Instrumentality as well as
Expressivity. For reported intimacy behaviours and relationship
adjustment, however, correlations with Instrumentality were
nonsignificant. Expressivity and MEI scores were found to covary
most reliably with subjective levels of relationship adjustment.
These findings are consistent with abovementioned research
indicating that women's reported intimacy behaviours and levels
of dyadic adjustment are primarily predicted by their

Expressivity levels.
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In relating men's dyadic adjustment to their partner's BSRI-
SF data, the direct path of women's Expressivity scores became
nonsignificant when the (significant) indirect path through
women's intimacy scores was considered. A nonsignificant
correlation between women's Expressivity and men's DAS has been
noted in some previous studies (e.g., Langis et al., 1994). The
present data, however, support research indicating that for
women's variables, men's subjective level of relationship
adjustment is closely linked to women's reported levels of
Expressive traits and to reported levels of self-disclosure and
verbal expression of affection. A strong test of this hypothesis
would require a longitudinal design to assess causality. However,
the current results may also partly reflect sample
characteristics, as well as the difficulty of predicting
behaviour from personality (Epstein, 1979) rather than
interactional processes.

In relating women's DAS to their partner's BSRI-SF data and
MEI and CR scores, men's CR and MEI scores were found to be
significantly correlated with women's reported levels of dyadic
adjustment. These data support the contention that men's conflict
resolution behaviour is very important to women, as is the
partner's ability to self-disclose and to verbally express
affection. The model including the proposed mediators received
support, as men's Expressivity scores became nonsignificant
statistical predictors of women's dyadic adjustment when scores

on the CR and MEI constructs were considered. The present data
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suggest that relations among men's Expressivity and women's DAS
levels can be fully explained by reported levels of conflict
resolution and intimacy behaviour. This finding is of some
significance, given that the strong correlation between men's
Expressivity and women's DAS is one of the most consistent
findings in couples' research (e.g., Antill, 1983, Langis,
Sabourin, Lussier, & Mathieu, 1994; Murstein & Williams, 1983;
Baucom & Aiken, 1984; Peterson, Baucom, Elliot, & Farr, 1989).

In a somewhat unexpected finding, men's Instrumentality
scores were directly and negatively correlated with women's
reported levels of relationship adjustment, although they were
indirectly and positively correlated with women's relationship
adjustment through men's reported intimacy behaviours. This
pattern is intriquing in its implications. It would appear that
the relation of men's Instrumental traits to women's relationship
satisfaction is situation-specific, despite the positive valence
of items on the Instrumentality subscale of the BSRI-SF,
particularly for men (Bem, 1981). (See Implications, below, for
more details.)

Model Trimming

Assessing models which included only individuals' own data,
or only partner data in predicting variance in outcome variables
results in repeated analysis of the same covariance among scores,
with results sensitive to the variables included in the
regression equations. To submit the data to a more stringent

(L.e., more competitive) test of relations among individual
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scores, Pedhazur's model trimming approach (Kerlinger & Pedhazur,
1973; Pedhazur, 1982) was utilized in an effort to reduce the
number of variables of interest to the strongest covariates
(i.e., one model for each gender). Results indicated significant
differences in the best-fit combination of variables which could
predict variance in men's and women's DAS scores. Gender-specific
differences were found in the correlations among dyadic
adjustment, reported MEI and CR behaviours, and the trait
clusters of Instrumentality and Expressivity.

The men's model indicated that when both individuals' scores
were considered simultaneously, men's reported dyadic adjustment
levels were only reliably correlated with their own levels of
Instrumentality, Expressivity, CR, and MEI. In this model, there
was no significant value to any of the comparable partner
variables in predicting men's DAS. Thus, in the present sample,
variance in men's reported level of relationship adjustment was
best predicted by variance in their own BSRI-SF, CR, and MEI
data.

For the women's model, women's reported dyadic adjustment
level was found to be correlated in a complex fashion not only to
their own levels of Expressivity and reported MEI (but not their
Instrumentality or reported CR), but also to their partner's
levels of reported CR and Expressivity, and, in a direct and
negative fashion, their partner's level of Instrumentality. These
findings underscore the importance of nurturance and

interpersonal sensitivity in intimate relationships, and may also
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represent the potential for dissatisfaction for women in
relationships with Instrumental men, and with men low on both
trait clusters (e.g., Markman & Kraft, 1989).

Further, men's reported CR behaviours, but not women's,
covaried reliably with women's subjective evaluations of
relationship functioning--as they did with men's own reported
levels of relationship adjustment. This finding is similar to
that of Bradbury, Campbell, and Fincham (1995), White, Speisman,
Jackson, Bartis, & Costos (1986), and Murstein and Williams
(1983), who found husbands' traits to be highly related to their
wives' marital satisfaction. In the present study, relationship
adjustment for both appeared to covary reliably with men's, but
not women's, reported ability to proactively and confidently
approach dyadic conflict. Somewhat surprisingly perhaps, men's
reported MEI behaviours were not significant predictors of
women's reported dyadic adjustment when assessed in this more
stringent equation. This underscores the relative importance to
women's subjective evaluation of the quality of their
relationship adjustment of addressing couple conflict in a timely
fashion with the partner's willing involvement.

Finally, the model trimming approach replicated the
significant and negative direct path of men's Instrumentality
traits to women's dyadic adjustment, suggesting that men's
Instrumental traits covary in a strong and negative fashion with
women's subjective evaluation of their relationship, in addition

to covarying in an indirect but positive fashion to reported
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levels of intimacy-enhancing behaviour.

Implications for Reseaxrch and Theory

Ryadic adjustment.

The present results replicated those of a number of studies
where the correlation of Expressivity to reported dyadic
adjustment was superior to that of Instrumentality. Data obtained
using dyadic adjustment as outcome variable failed to support any
interactive effects between Instrumentality and Expressivity (see
Spence, 1984). Data on dyadic adjustment also failed to support a
main effects model of two significant main effects. Perhaps, as
some researchers have suggested, IE individuals' self-reported
dyadic adjustment levels are correlated with IE only as a
function of high levels of Expressivity (Antill, 1983).

The relation of women's Expressivity to men and women's
dyadic adjustment was a robust finding across studies, and is
consistent with the notion that women are traditionally
reinforced for being nurturing and interpersonally sensitive;
characteristics important to the couple's perception of the
quality of their relationship (Balswick & Peek, 1971; Cancian &
Gordon, 1988). In addition to the value of women's Expressivity,
men's scores also made a contribution to their own and their
partner's dyadic adjustment through their own Expressivity
levels. This suggests that, regardless of gender, Expressivity is
related to positive (i.e., relationship enhancing) interactions,
perhaps through a combination of emotional closeness and

involvement, and concern for the quality of the relationship.
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Conflict resolution

As with men's dyadic adjustment, reports of relatively more
effective conflict resolution behaviour in men was found to
covary reliably with levels of Expressivity. A strong
relationship focus (versus self focus), a positive, emotionally
engaged attitude, and a desire for a win-win solution are all
characteristics likely to result in greater willingness to
address conflict directly and with confidence, and each of these
characteristics has been shown to covary reliably with
Expressivity (e.g., Bradbury, Campbell, & Fincham, 1995).

In contrast to Expressive individuals, individuals high on
Instrumentality alone tend to feel pursued during conflict, and
they tend to use avoidant or withdrawal strategies (Markman,
Silvern, Clements, & Kraft-Hanak, 1993). These avoidance tactics
effectively end (in the short-term) a situation which causes
aversively high physiological reactivity (Gottman & Levenson,
1986). Given the evidence of relatively more effective (L.e.,
non-avoidant) conflict resolution behaviours among Expressive and
IE individuals, Expressivity levels may be an important moderator
of this gender-based reactivity (see Sayers & Baucom, 1991;
Gottman & Krokoff, 1989). An individual low on Expressivity's
interpersonal nurturance and sensitivity may feel (and may in
fact be) rather poorly equipped to help resolve a conflict within
the dyad. Threat appraisals are correlated with emotion-focused
coping (Peacock, Wong, & Reker, 1993) such as avoidance,

resulting in psychological symptoms (Giunta & Compas, 1993), as
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well as poor marital adjustment (Bradbury, Campbell, & Fincham,
1995).

In contrast to findings concerning the male subsample and
conflict resolution, women who reported relatively greater levels
of Expressivity as well as Instrumentality reported the highest
scores on proactive and confident conflict resolution behaviours.
The significant correlations between women's Instrumentality and
Expressivity, and their reported CR behaviour--not found when
relating BSRI scores to women's DAS--can be interpreted in a
number of ways. First, despite the emancipation of women in the
last few decades, there are still inequities in the power
distribution between men and women (see Rampage, 1994). As a
result, women's initiation of, and engagement in, dyadic conflict
may subjectively or objectively involve risk-taking. Further,
where differences in power exist, it is natural for the less
powerful individual to be watchful of the actions of the other.
This is particularly true when the less powerful individual
desires access to a resource controlled at least in part by the
other. This watchfulness may be reflected in the greater salience
of men's characteristics (see Costanzo & Archer, 1989; Sabatelli,
Buck, & Kenny, 1986; Holmes & Boon, 1990; Murstein & Williams,
1983).

Difficulties with closeness-distance regulation are
considered by some researchers and theorists to be a power 1issue
(Jacobson, 1989). Future research might explore the hypothesis

that conflict provides one available strategy for regulating
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personal distance (Feldman, 1979, cited in Harper & Elliot,
1988), such as when a partner is the more desirous of intimacy.

Second, traditional socialization practices which reinforce
affiliative and caregiving behaviours in women may lead to
difficulty engaging in apparently contradictory behaviour such as
conflict engagement. This is suggested by data which indicate
that couples where the man is Instrumental and the woman is
Expressive are the most likely couples to separate when marital
distress is high (Baucom & Aiken, 1984). Despite the power
inequality, women are still generally expected (and may
themselves expect) to carry the greatest responsibility for the
relationship, and they may in fact compensate for their husband's
lack of relationship competence (see White, Speisman, Jackson,
Bartis, & Costos, 1986) through discussion, suggestions,
compromise, and personal change proposals (Rusbult, Johnson, &
Morrow, 1986). Interestingly, some data suggest that the more
cohesive and committed the couple, the more risky the conflict
resolution tactics employed by both (Fitzpatrick & Winke, 1979).

Gilligan's theory (see White, Speisman, Jackson, Bartos, &
Costos, 1986) provides a useful framework for interpreting the
pattern of findings obtained in the present research. Gilligan
(1982) posited that women's primary developmental task is to
learn to individuate, in addition to being affiliative and
caregiving as traditionally socialized (see Helson & Moane's
(1987) cross-sectional study). If indeed a woman's main

developmental task is individuation, then it is reasonable to
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expect that asserting her position during dyadic conflict would
involve the threat of loss of the relationship. This threat might
be modulated by self-assertive traits (e.g., Kleinplatz, McCarry,
& Kateb, 1992). Nonetheless, in certain situations the perceived
threat is likely to be two-fold: threat to the person (i.e.,
through engaging in non-affiliative behaviour which is implicitly
discouraged in women), and threat to the relationship's survival.

Women have generally been found to cope with conflict better
than do men, perhaps in part because they typically experience
less physiological arousal during conflictual discussions than
men do (Gottman & Levenson, 1986). However, sequential analyses
indicate that, longitudinally, a conflict engaging style is
associated with Expressive traits rather than female gender
(Gottman & Krokoff, 1989). Thus, it may be that low Expressivity,
for instance, is a stronger predictor of physiological arousal
than male gender. Ironically, given the aversion of many men to
couple conflict, longitudinal data indicate that the expression
of negative emotion in couple conflict is not necessarily
deleterious to the relationship. Specifically, women's strong
negative affect was found to be correlated with increases in
dyadic adjustment as long as conflict was relatively rare and not
characterized by extreme levels of anger (Krokoff, 1991). In
contrast, reactions of avoidance and withdrawal, although
possibly decreasing immediate negative emotion (Folkman &

Lazarus, 1988), were found to be correlated with marital distress

over time.
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Women's Instrumentality might contribute to a relatively
proactive and confident style by providing the firm conviction
that personal needs and desires are important. Nonetheless, there
is likely to be anxiety or ambivalence about provoking or
engaging in conflict, which is by nature somewhat adversarial.
This anxiety on the part of women may explain the importance of
men's characteristics to women's reported dyadic adjustment in
that the male partner controls part of the outcome of that
conflict engagement. This view is also consistent with the
hypothesis of a gender-based power differential that results in
women being more sensitive to men's characteristics than vice
versa.

The effects of partner criticism or anger vary widely.
People generally ascribe to a norm of providing only positive
feedback to one another, but the nature of intimate relationships
makes this less true for couples. Negative feedback may be
defended against as threatening to the self-esteem or to self-
efficacy (Taylor & Brown, 1988), or, conversely, the individual
may be motivated to consider the negative feedback seriously.
This motivation may come from consideration of the relationship
as important. This ability to put the well-being of the
relationship first is found among individuals high on
Expressivity. Without this relationship-focus, the survival of
the relationship may be at risk through reactions that are self-
focused, either through defensive manoeuvers (e.g., withdrawal,

minimization, denial), or defensively aggressive reactions. This
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is particularly true because couple conflict is experienced very
aversively by many men, and particularly so in distressed
relationships. In fact, men in marital therapy tend to name
decreased marital conflict as their primary therapeutic goal
(Markman & Kraft, 1989).

Future research might focus on the long-term effects of
partner perceptions of problem-solving styles (Rusbult, Johnson,
& Morrow, 1986; Merves-0Okin, Amidon, & Bernt, 1990). Such
perceptions of the partner and of the relationship may be even
more predictive than partner characteristics, perhaps providing a
partial explanation for the current, nonsignificant findings of
Study 2 when relating women's DAS scores to men's BSRI-SF data.
Similarly, the particular level of intimacy in a relationship,
although predictive of relationship adjustment, may not be as
crucial over time as a large discrepancy between real and
preferred intimacy levels.

Other research questions might involve self-efficacy or
couple efficacy perceptions (Bandura, 1982; Doherty, 1981), as
these may mediate conflict resolution ability (Sherer & Adams,
1983). Given the physiological correlates of various degrees of
self-efficacy, these gquestions would lend themselves well to a
laboratory design. Other variables of interest might include
perceived intent and motivation to resolve conflict (see Fincham
& Bradbury, 1987), as well as other cognitive variables such as
self-schema (Skitka & Maslach, 1990) and relationship beliefs

(Eldelson & Epstein, 1982). These latter two might be of
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particular interest in the study of Instrumental men and
Expressive women, who appear to share a number of traditional
beliefs about relationships and gender roles, as predicted by
Bem.

Maintenance and enhancement of intimacy.

Women's reported intimacy behaviours covaried with their own
and their partner's levels of Expressivity, without covarying
with their own levels of Instrumentality. Given traditional
soclalization practices which teach women to care for others, it
is perhaps not surprising that women's affiliative and caregiving
traits, but not their self-assertive tralts, were correlated with
reported levels of self-disclosure and verbal expression of
affection.

In contrast, men's MEI data indicated a rather dramatic
reversal in pattern from that obtained with the conflict
resolution measure and in comparison to MEI findings for women.
These different patterns of findings for men and women have been
reported in other studies of Instrumentality, Expressivity,
intimacy behaviours, and relationship adjustment (e.g., White,
Speisman, Jackson, Bartis, & Costos, 1986). Specifically, men's
reported levels of self-disclosure and verbal expression of
affection were found to correlate with their own levels of
Instrumentality in addition to Expressivity, replicating findings
by Coleman and Ganong (1985). Perhaps, as with women and reported
conflict resolution behaviours, risky intimacy situations favor

men who perceive themselves as having high levels of self-
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assertive traits. Conversely, perhaps men with assertive traits
select partners who will provide them with relationship
challenges.

Men's MEI scores were also correlated with their female
partners' Instrumentality and Expressivity scores. Gilligan's
theory of gender-based developmental tasks once again provides a
plausible explanation for this gender-specific pattern involving
men's reported intimacy behaviours. Whereas women must learn to
individuate, Gilligan has suggested that men's task is to learn
to connect with others. Empirical evidence suggests that at
adolescence, girls teach boys how to relate intimately to others
(see White, Spelisman, Jackson, Bartis, & Costos, 1986). The early
socialization of boys, in contrast, tends to involve
reinforcement of goals and priorities emphasizing personal
autonomy and emotional control. Although such behaviour may serve
well in general (e.g., future employment), it is of limited value
in intimate relationships, where it can be perceived as
inherently intimacy-limiting.

According to Gilligan, getting emotionally closer to others
is not only less of a priority for men, but it is also perceived
as threatening because it represents the possibility that
distance regulation will be compromised. Men vary, however, in
their success at moving beyond their traditional socialization,
Just as women do, and understanding how men successfully
transcend their early socialization experiences is likely to

require consideration of a number of factors.
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Appraisals of difficulty of the task and personal ability
affect reactions to demands (e.g., Heppner and Anderson, 1985;
Peacock, Wong, & Reker, 1993), and individual differences in
men's (and women's) ability to be intimate, or to integrate
autonomy and closeness, appear to be related both to Expressivity
and Instrumentality. In the present data, men's intimacy
enhancement skills were found to covary with women's relationship
adjustment as a function of their Instrumentality and
Expressivity levels. These data nicely complement those of a
laboratory experiment by White, Speisman, Jackson, Bartis, and
Costos (1986), who found that men's global intimacy maturity,
which was correlated with Expressivity (but not Instrumentality),
also predicted variance in individuals' reported levels of dyadic
adjustment.

As with women wanting more intimacy, men working to enhance
or maintain intimacy in their relationship require the partner's
cooperation--unlike the individual who wants more distance.
Gender-based research indicates that women usually desire more
intimacy than their partner provides them (see Christensen &
Heavey, 1990), frequently identify their present intimacy levels
as a great source of dissatisfaction to them (Holmes & Boon,
1990; Welss, in Harper & Elliot, 1988), and cite intimacy
enhancement as their primary goal in marital therapy (Markman &
Kraft, 1989).

As a consequence of this frequent discrepancy between the

present and desired level of intimacy, men's risk-taking in
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expressing affection and making self-disclosures is likely to be
viewed very favorably by the partner. Consequently, these efforts
are unlikely to threaten the relationship despite any personal
sense of risk-taking. Ironically, given the developmental
challenge for men, women's positive reactions to men's efforts at
intimacy may in fact compound men's concerns about personal
distance regulation. Thus, although women's Expressivity could
facilitate intimacy-related efforts on the part of the male
partner, a female partner who also possesses traits of self-
assertion and autonomy may possess a level of independence which
provides sensitivity to the male partner's concerns over distance
regulation. This is supported by the present research, wherein
men's intimacy scores were positively related both to their
partner's Instrumentality and Expressivity scores.

It has been suggested that the relation between men's level
of Expressivity and women's relationship adjustment indicates
greater social acceptance of flexibility in men's roles for women
(Langis, Sabourin, Lussier, & Mathieu, 1994). One might argue,
however, that this acceptance reflects increased expectations or
demands being placed on men in relationships, as reflected in
women's preference for men with high levels of Expressive traits,
including IE men, who can simultaneously fulfill the more
traditional sex role expectations concerning masculine behaviour
(Murstein & Williams, 1983). In contrast, men low on Expressivity
may be unable to meet their partner's preference for ready

emotional accessibility and closeness (see Lapointe, Lusslier,
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Sabourin, & Wright, 1994).

This suggests a number of possible research directions
involving the respective roles of Expressive and Instrumental
traits in circumstances where individuals experience a sense of
threat (i.e., a sense of inadequacy) in their relationship.
Variables of interest might include self-efficacy and couple
efficacy (Bandura, 1982), related perhaps to physiological
reactivity not only during conflict, but when engaging in
intimacy behaviours. As well, dispositional empathy (e.g., Davis
& Oathout, 1987), intimacy maturity (e.g., White, Speisman,
Jackson, Bartis, & Costos, 1986), and attachment styles (e.g.,
Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Lapointe, Lussier, Sabourin, &
Wright, 1994) hold promise as possible mediators of the IE/dyadic
functioning relgtion. Such research would be most powerful if
done longitudinally.

In summary, f£indings suggggt that couples where both
individuals are high on both Instrumentality and Expressivity
report relatively higher levels of functioning during intimacy
and conflict. Should these relations be validated in the future
with objective measures of intimacy and conflict resolution
behaviour and a longltudinal design, these results would support
the hypothesis that IE individuals and IE/IE couples have a
cross-situational advantage over others as a result of more
adaptive behavioural repertoires.

An unexpected finding was the significant correlation

between CR and MEI scores in men's and women's data, despite the
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expectation of orthogonality due to the absence of conceptual and
item overlap. Although additional, "adjusted" models were not
tested in order to limit research alpha, further research would
need to take into account the possibility of an underlying latent
variable. Structural equation modeling would be a powerful test
of this possibility, as well as a method of testing recursive
relations among variables.

Gendexr effects.

As evidenced by the patterns of findings in Studies 1 and 2,
research on personality traits which covary somewhat by gender
should be restricted to separate gender analyses despite the
resulting loss in power of halving the sample size. Although
power considerations often lead to the pooling of data, the
increase in statistical power cannot justify the unwitting (and
perhaps unidentified) introduction of an interaction effect among
independent variables. As time-consuming and expensive as it may
be, the importance of recruiting an adequate sample size for
separate gender analyses cannot be overstated.

Student effects

Patterns of findings in Studies 1 and 2 suggest that, as
with gender effects, the pooling of dissimilar groups (such as
multiple cohorts such as students and non-students) confounds and
can ultimately compromise the interpretation of findings. In
particular, couples research based on university samples may not
generalize well to the general population, and one must question

whether the advantages of recruiting from a university sample, or
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of pooling university students with non-students, may not be
outweighed by the limitations. At this time, there is little
research demonstrating that findings based on university samples
are generalizable to non-student populations, and researchers
have called for an assessment of the impact of the university
environment on research findings concerning Instrumentality and
Expressivity (Street, Kimmel, & Kromrey, 1995). Some research
literature appears to suggest that findings are in fact not
generalizable (e.g., Pancoast & Archer, 1992; Roberts, Scott, &
Baluch, 1993). The importance of recruiting an adequate sample
size for separate gender analyses, and preferably from a
community sample, should not be underestimated.

itations o e Current Resea

This project contributes to existing research into the
relations among Instrumentality, Expressivity, and subjective
evaluations of intimacy behaviour, conflict resolution behaviour,
and dyadic adjustment. Strengths include the recruitment of a
heterogeneous sample, use of a pure measure of the
Instrumentality and Expressivity constructs, and analysis through
multiple regression techniques which allow maximum statistical
power from variability in continuous scores.

A number of limitations to the present studies must be
acknowledged. The use of a cross-sectional design does not permit
examination of directionality and causality, despite the
possibllity of causal relationships which are suggested by the

conceptual model. Consequently, there can be no assumption, for
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example, that Expressivity causes couple satisfaction, because
relationship satisfaction may in fact promote Expressive traits
(Lamke, 1989). Similarly, relations that are significant at a
particular point in time may change in predictive value at a
subsequent time point (e.g., Markman, 1991). Further, cohort
effects, which are of great interest in examining possible gender
differences, cannot be satisfactorily examined with cross-
sectional data.

In the present research, decisions to enter variables at
various steps in regression analyses were based on assumptions
about the likelihood of order of these variables' appearance
(l.e., gender, personality traits, couple processes). Models
which include feedback loops or latent variables (e.g., couple
intimacy, conflict, and adjustment) and interaction effects would
require structural equation modelling approaches beyond the scope
of the moderate sample obtained here.

The recruitment method utilized in the present research
emphasized public advertising, and thus necessarily involved a
participant self-selection factor. The goal of the research was
to obtain a heterogeneous sample and this was accomplished.
However, given the non-renumerative nature of participation it is
reasonable to expect that individuals who participated may have
differed from couples who chose not to participate. Therefore,
the generalization of results is best limited to couples similar
on demographic variables. That is, best limited to relatively

non-distressed, heterosexual couples of a generally higher
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education and socio-economic status, as evidenced by the
demographic data. Given the largely caucasian sample obtained,
generalization to various groups (e.g., homosexual couples,
various ethnocultural groups) should be made with caution, and
awalit specific replication of findings. The theoretical model may
not be useful with different sample groups. Or, it is possible
that findings could in fact be statistically stronger with
greater variability on demographic variables and reported dyadic
adjustment levels.

Self-report surveys provide welcome insight into the
subjective experience of research participants. However, they may
also involve a number of bliases, perhaps due to research demand
characteristics. self-descriptions on Instrumentality and
Expressivity are thought to be dependent on the social role in
question (Uleman & Weston, 1986; Vonk & van Nobelen, 1993), and a
couples survey necessarily possesses certain demand
characteristics. To counter this possibility, participants
inquiring about the research hypotheses were informed that all
types of couples were of interest, and that there were no
particular expectations that couples' responses would be highly
similar or dissimilar.

The impact of demand characteristics in couples research may
be less than anticipated by researchers. One study looking at
impression management in couples research found no significant
impact of this variable on self-reported levels of couple

variables, including dyadic adjustment (Hunsley, Vito, Pinsent,
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James, & Lefebvre, 1996).

As with all large research projects, the number of analyses
conducted in the present studies augmentmented the chance of
spurious findings, particularly given the moderate sample size.
Replication studies would provide welcome information on the
generalizability of the present findings, especially if these
replications were accompanied by corroboration from third-party
participants, or from observational data. Available comparisons
of observational data and self-report data on dyadic adjustment,
intimacy behaviours, and conflict resolution behaviours, often
based on various related measures and methods, tend to provide at
least preliminary evidence of construct and at times convergent
validity.

Similarly, convergent validity has been offered for the
Instrumentality and Expressivity constructs based on behavioural
research (e.g., Taylor, 1984), and questionnaire-style survey
techniques for marital research have been shown to provide
information equivalent to that obtained in telephone surveys
(Gano-Phillips & Fincham, 1992). These studies provide indirect
support for the selection of variables and methodology in the
present research.

As with all soclial science research, many variables were
excluded which might have added to the understanding of relations
among Instrumentality, Expressivity, and dyadic adjustment.
Consequently, much of the variance in participants' subjective

well-being concerning their intimate relationship could not be
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accounted for. Other conceptual models might substitute or add
variables such as a) moral support, encouragement, and interest
in partner, b) power strategies, c) self-efficacy levels, and 4)
beliefs about the self, the partner, and relationships. Exclusion
of these variables of interest necessarily resulted in increasing
the risk that some variables that appear to be significantly
correlated may in fact covary with unmeasured variables which
could more fully explain the observed relations. For instance, it
is possible that self-efficacy perceptions about Instrumentality
and Expressivity behaviours mediate the relation of
Instrumentality and Expressivity traits, respectively, and
satisfaction with the relationship, as well as conflict
resolution and intimacy behaviours.

Similarly, general adjustment and mental health could
conceivably influence the level of self-reported dyadic
adjustment, although these relations appear to be bidirectional,
indirect, and nonspecific (see Burman & Margolin, 1992). Some
researchers have suggested that adjustment or self-esteem account
for the relations among BSRI-SF scores and outcome variables
related to various aspects of adjustment (i.e., depression and
anxliety; see Payne & Futterman, 1983), and that these be
controlled for in future research. However, no particular self-
esteem measure has been found to covary reliably with both
Instrumentality and Expressivity, requiring consideration of the
inclusion of two measures of self-esteem--one general, one

pertaining to interpersonal relationships.
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Controlling for "adjustment" would result in similar
difficulties, given the multifactorial nature of the global
construct of adjustment. As with self-esteem, various forms of
adjustment appear to be correlated with Instrumentality and
Expressivity, respectively, requiring the consideration of
inclusion of at least two measures of adjustment--hardly
parsimonious. In the present research, a decision was made to
exclude the self-esteem and adjustment constructs because of
these many unresolved issues. Further, it seems reasonable to
assume that socially desirable traits (and behavioural
tendencies) which are situationally useful might be related to
successful attempts to "act in the world", and thus suggest a
feedback loop best assessed with structural equation modeling
permitting assessment of bidirectional relations (Pedhazur,
1982). For the time being at least, the question of the causality
of relations among adjustment, self-esteem, and Instrumentality
and Expressivity must remain unaddressed.

Conclusion

Overall, the most important finding of the present research
is that the mediator model including conflict resolution and
intimacy enhancement processes accounted for significantly more
variance in DAS scores for men and for women (and in predicting
from individuals' or their partner's BSRI-SF scores) than the
more traditional, direct IE/DAS model. Specifically, self-
reported intimacy and conflict resolution behaviours were found

to co-vary in a complex fashion as a function of both gender and
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personality traits. Findings suggest a mechanism by which the
trait of Expressivity may predict men's and women's DAS scores,
and highlight particularly subtle and indirect relations between
gender and Instrumentality as a function of the specific couple
process. Although under-utilized, the Short-Form of the BSRI
provides parsimonious interpretation of findings as a pure
measure of Instrumentality and Expressivity, and is to be
preferred (along with the empirically interchangeable PAQ) over
the original BSRI for subsequent attempts at replication.

The present research begins to address an identified need
for new theoretical trait/behaviour models in couples research
(Bradbury, Campbell, & Fincham, 1995) and particularly in IE
research with couples (Siavelis & Lamke, 1992). To date, much of
the research in this realm has focused on the correlation of
these trait clusters to relationship satisfaction. The present
findings suggest that this outcome variable may not be as helpful
as more process oriented couple variables when attempting to
understand the relation of Instrumentality and Expressivity to
the dyadic experience. Models which consider non-distressed
couples (Miller, Corrales, & Wackman, 1975) and couple-specific
outcome variables other than dyadic adjustment and satisfaction
(as the present study does) suggest new and interesting
hypotheses concerning the strength of relations among
Instrumentality, Expressivity, and various constructs of growing
interest to couples researchers (see Kenrick & Funder, 1988).

The varied patterns of findings obtained with the present,
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couple process varliables raise fundamental gquestions about the
selection of dependent variables for couples research. At least
for the purposes of exploring Instrumentality and Expressivity,
it appears that the dyadic adjustment construct may be too
general to elucidate the possible mechanisms by which these trait
clusters are related to couple functioning.

The possible role of Instrumentality and Expressivity in
predicting whether or in which situation individuals will
experience a threat of loss appears particularly promising. To
paraphrase Rusbult, Johnson and Morrow (1986) the most predictive
varliable of relationship health is the reaction to destructive
behaviours by the partner. Perhaps, for women, this destructive
behaviour is related to men's lesser need or desire for intimacy,
whereas for men, this destructive behaviour is related to women's
tendency to insistently address conflicts.

The present research explored one possible framework for
dyadic adjustment and Instrumentality and Expressivity that,
hopefully, will have raised as many gquestions as it sought to
address. The relational processes by which couples--and
especially nondistressed couples--solve problems, care for each
other, and regulate distance and constructive re-engagement are
important areas for investigation by social scientists, as they
hold the key to understanding what makes relationships function
more or less well, with all that that implies for theory,

research, and clinical work.



IE and Dyadic Adjustment 154
References

Alain, M., & Lussier, Y. (1988). Sex-role attitudes and

divorce experience. The Journal of Social Psychology, 128, 143-
152.
Antill, J. K. (1983). Sex role complementarity versus

similarity in married couples. Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 45, 145-15S5.
Aubé, J., Norcliffe, H., Craig, J-A., & Koestner, R. (1995).

Gender characteristics and adjustment-related outcomes:
Questioning the Masculinity model. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 21, 284-295.

Aubé, J., & Koestner, R. (1992). Gender characteristics and
adjustment: A longitudinal study. Jourpal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 63, 485-493.

Babl, J. D. (1979). Compensatory masculine responding as a
function of sex role. Journal of Consulting and Clinjcal
Psychology, 47, 252-257.

Balswick, J. T., & Peek, C. W. (1971). The inexpressive
male: A tragedy of American society. The Family Coordipnator, 20
(2), 363-368.

Bandura, A. (1982). self-efficacy mechanism in human agency.

American Psychologist, 37, 122-147.

Barker, C., & Lemle, R. (1987). Informal helping in partner

and stranger dyads. Journal of Marrjage and the Famjly, 49, 541-

547.
Bartholomew, K., & Horowitz, L. M. (1991). Attachment styles



IE and Dyadic Adjustment 155
among young adults: A test of a four-category model. Journal of
Personality and Socjal Psychology, 61, 226-244.

Bassoff, E. S., & Glass, G. V. (1982). The relationship
between sex roles and mental health: A meta-analysis of twenty-
six studies. The Counseling Psychologist, 10, 105-112.

Baucom, D. H., & Aiken. (1984). Sex role identity, marital
satisfaction, and response to behavioral marital therapy. Journal
of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 52, 438-444.

Baucom, D. H., & Danker-Brown, P. (1979). Influence of sex
roles on the development of learned helplessness. Journal of
Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 47, 928-936.

Baucom, D. H., Epstein, N., Sayers, S., & Sher, T. G.
(1389). The role of cognitions in marital relationships:
Definitional, methodological, and conceptual issues. Journal of
Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 57, 31-38.

Baucom, D. H., Notarius, C. I., Burnett, C. K., & Haefner,
P. (1990). Gender differences in sex-role identity in marriage.

In F. D. Fincham & T. N. Bradbury (Eds.), The Psychology of

Marriage (pp. 150-171). New York: Guilford Press.

Bem, S. L. (1981). The Bem Sex-Role Inventory Professional

Mapual. Palo Alto, CA.: Consulting Psychologists Press, Inc.
Bem, S. L. (1979). Theory and measurement of androgyny: A

reply to the Pedhazur-Tetenbaum and Locksley-Colten critiques.

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 37, 1047-1054.

Bem, S. L. (1977). On the utility of alternative procedures

for assessing psychological androgyny. Journal of Personality and



IE and Dyadic Adjustment 156

Social Psychology, 31, 634-643.

Bem, S. L. (1975). Sex role adaptability: One consequence of

psychological androgyny. Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 31, 634-643.
Bem, S. L. (1974). The measurement of psychological

androgyny. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychelogy, 42.

155-162.

Bienvenu, M. Sr. (1970). Measurement of marital
communication. The Family Coordinator, 19, 26-31.

Bradbury, T. N., Campbell, S. M., & Fincham, F. D. (1995).
Longitudinal and behavioural analyses of masculinity and

femininity in marriage. Journal of Pe

Psychology, 68, 328-341.
Bradbury, T. N., & Fincham, F. D. (1988). Individual

difference variables in close relationships: A contextual model

of marriage as an integrative framework. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 54, 713-721.

Brems, C., & Johnson, M. E. (1990). Reexamination of the Bem

Sex-Role Inventory: The interpersonal BSRI. Journal of

Personality Assessment, 55, 484-498.
Briére, J., Ward, R., & Hartsough, W. R. (1983). Sex~-typing

and cross-typing in "androgynous" subjects. Journal of

Personality Assessment, 47, 300-302.

Broderick, J. E. (1981). A method for derivation of areas
for assessment in marital relationships. American Journal of

Family Therapy, 3, 25-34.



IE and Dyadic Adjustment 157

Burman, B., & Margolin, G. (1992). Analysis of the
association between marital relationships and health problems: An
interactional perspective. Psychological Bulletin, 112, 39-63.

Buss, D. M. (1990). Unmitigated agency and unmitigated
communion: An analysis of the negative components of masculinity
and femininity. Sex Roles, 22, 555-569.

Cancian, F. M., & Gordon, S. L. (1988). Changing emotion
norms in marriage: Love and anger in U.S. women's magazines since
1900. Gender and Society, 2, 308-342.

Carey, M. P., Spector, H. P., Lantinga, L. J., & Krauss, D.
J. (1993). Reliability of the Dyadic Adjustment Scale.

Psychological Assessment, 5, 238-240.

Carstensen, L. L., Gottman, J. M., & Levenson, R. W. (1995).
Emotional behavior in long-term marriage. Psychology and Ageing,
10, 140-149.

Chelune, G. J., Rosenfeld, L. B., & Waring, E. M. (1985).
Spouse disclosure patterns in distressed and nondistressed
couples. The American Jourpal of Family Therapy, 13, 24-32.

Chelune, G. J., Waring, E. M., Vosk, B. N., Sultan, F. E., &
Ogden, J. K. (1984). Self-disclosure and its relationship to
marital intimacy. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 40, 216-219.

Christensen, A., & Heavey, C. L. (1990). Gender and social

structure in the demand/withdraw pattern of marital conflict.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 59, 73-81.

Cohen, J. (1992). A power primer. Psychological Bulletin,
112, 155-159,



IE and Dyadic Adjustment 158
Cohen, J., & Cohen, P. (1983). Applied multiple

orrel n_for the behavio scie (2nd Ed.). New
York: Erlbaum.

Coleman, M., & Ganong, L. H. (1985). Love and sex role
stereotypes: Do macho men and feminine women make better lovers?
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 49, 170-176.

Conway, M., Giannopoulos, C., & Stiefenhofer, K. (1990).
Response styles to sadness are related to sex and sex-role
orientation. Sex Roles, 22, 579-587.

Cooper, K., Chassin, L., Braver, S., Zeiss, A., & Khavari,

K. (1986). Correlates of mood and marital satisfacation among

dual-worker and single-worker couples. Social Psychology.

Quarterly, 49, 322-329.
Costanzo, M., & Archer, D. (1989). Interpreting the

expressive behavior of others: The interpersonal perception task.
avior, 13, 225-245.
Cozby, P. C. (1973). Self-disclosure: A literature review.
Psychological Bulletin, 79, 73-91.
Davis, M. H., & Oathout, H. A. (1987). Maintenance of

satisfaction in romantic relationships: Empathy and

relational competence. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 53, 397-410.

Doherty, W. J. (1981). Cognitive processes in intimate

conflict: II. Efficacy and learned helplessness. Jou

of Family Therapy, 9, 35-44.
Edwards, A. L. (1985). Multiple regression and the analvsis



IE and Dyadic Adjustment 159
of variance and covarjance (2nd Ed.) Oxford, England: Freeman.
Eidelson, R. J., & Epstein, N. (1982). Cognition and

relationship maladjustment: Development of a measure of
dysfunctional relationship beliefs. Journal of Consulting and

Clinjcal Psychology, 50, 715-720.

Eisler, R. M., & Blalock, J. A. (1991). Masculine Gender
Role Stress: Implications for the assessment of men. C al

Psychology Review, 11, 45-60.

Elpern, S., & Karp, S. A. (1984). Sex-role orientation and
depressive symptomatology. Sex Roles, 10, 987-992.
Epstein, S. (1979). The stability of behavior: I. On

predicting most of the people much of the time. Journal of

Personality and Social Psycholoqy, 37, 1097-1126.

Evans, R. G. (1982). Defense mechanisms in females as a
function of sex-role orientation. Journal of Clinjical Psychology,
29, 816-817.

Feingold, A. (1994). Gender differences in personality: A
meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 116, 429-456.

Fiore, A., & Swensen, C. H. (1977). Love behavior in

functional and dysfunctional married couples. Ps (o) ical

Reports, 40, 707-714.
Fincham, F. D., & Bradbury, T. N. (1987). The assessment of

marital quality: A re-evaluation. Journal o age a t

Family, 49, 797-809.
Fiske, 8. T., Kenny, D. A., & Taylor, S. E. (1982).

Structural models for the mediation of salience effects on



IE and Dyadic Adjustment 160

attribution. Journal of Experimental Socjal Psychology, 18, 105-

127.
Fitzpatrick, M. A., & Winke, J. (1979). You always hurt the

one you love: Strategies and tactics in interpersonal conflict.

Communication Quarterly, 27, 3-11.

Folkman, S., & Lazarus, R. S. (1988). Coping as a mediator
of emotion. Journal of Personality and Social Psycholoqy, 54,
466-475.

Frable, D. E. §., & Bem, S. L. (1985). If you are gender

schematic, all members of the opposite sex look alike. Journal of

Personality and Social Psychology, 49, 459-468.

Frazier, P. A., & Esterly, E. (1990). Correlates of

relationship beliefs: Gender, relationship experience and

relationship satisfaction. Journal of Social and Personal

Relationships, 7, 331-352,.
Gano-Phillips, S., & Fincham, F. D. (1992). Assessing

marriage via telephone interviews and written questionnaires: a

methodological note. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 54, 630-

635.
Gilbert, s. J. (1976). Self-disclosure, intimacy and

communication in families. The Family Coordipator, 25, 221-231.

Gilligan, C. (1982). ifferent :_Psycho

theory and women's development. Cambridge, MA: Harvard Unliversity

Press.

Giunta, C. T., & Compas, B. E. (1993). Coping in marital

dyads: Patterns and associations with psychological symptoms.



IE and Dyadic Adjustment 161

Journal of Marriage and the Family, 55, 1011-1017.

Gottman, J. M., & Krokoff, L. J. (1989). Marital interaction

and satisfaction: A longitudinal view. Journal of Consulting and
Clinical Psychology, 57, 47-52.

Gottman, J. M. & Levenson, R. W. (1986). Assessing the role
of emotion in marriage. Behavioral Assessment, 8, 81-48.

Guisinger, S., & Blatt, S. J. (1994). Individuality and
Relatedness: Evolution of a Fundamental Dialectic. American
Psychologist, 49, 104-111.

Hafner, R. J., & Minge, P. J. (1989). Sex role stereotyping
in women with agoraphobia and their husbands. Sex Roles, 20, 705-
711.

Harper, J. M. & Elliot, M. L. (1988). Can there be too much

of a good thing: The relationship between desired level of

intimacy and marital adjustment. American Journal of Family

Therapy, 16, 351-360.
Harrington, D. M., & Andersen, S. M. (1981). Creativity,

masculinity, femininity, and three models of psychological

androgyny. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 41, 744-

7517.

Helgeson, V. S. (1994). Relation of agency and communion to
sell-being: Evidence and potential explanations. Psycho ical
Bulletin, 116, 412-428.

Helson, R., & Moane, G. (1987). Personality change in women

from college to midlife. Journa f Personalit d Soc

Esychology, 53, 176-186.



IE and Dyadic Adjustment 162

Heppner, P. P. (1988). The Problem Solving Inventory.
Consulting Psychologists Press: Palo Alto, CA.

Heppner, P. P., & Andersen, W. P. (1985). The relationship
between problem-solving self-appraisal and psychological
adjustment. Cognitive Therapy and Research, 9, 415-427.

Heppner, P. P., Hibel, J., Neal, G. W., Weinstein, C. L., &

Rabinowitz, F. E. (1982). Personal problem-solving: A descriptive

study of individual differences,. Journal of Counseling

Psychology, 29, 580-590.
Heppner, P. P., & Kampa, M., & Brunning, L. (1987). The

relationship between problem-solving self-appraisal and indices

of physical and psychological health. Cognitive Therapy and

Research, 11, 155-168.
Heppner, P. P., & Petersen, C. H. (1982). The development

and implications of a personal problem solving inventory.
Journal of Counseling Psychology, 29, 66-75.
Heppner, P. P., Reeder, B. L., & Larson, L. M. (1983).

Cognitive variables associated with personal problem-solving

appraisal: Implications for counseling. Journpal of Counseling

Psychology, 30, 537-545.
Holmes, J. G., & Boon, S. D. (1990). Developments in the

field of close relationships: Creating foundations for
intervention strategies. Personal Soc Psycholo
Bulletin, 16, 23-41.

Horowitz, L. M. (1979). On the cognitive structure of

interpersonal problems treated in psychotherapy. Journal of




IE and Dyadic Adjustment 163
Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 47, S5-15.
Hunsley, J., Pinsent, C., Lefebvre, M., James-Tanner, S., &
Vito, D. (1995). Construct validity of the short-forms of the

Dyadic Adjustment Scale. Family Relations, 44, 231-237.

Hunsley, J., Vito, D., Pinsent, C., James, S., & Lefebvre,
M. (1996). Are self-report measures of dyadic relationships
influenced by impression management biases? Journ £ Fami
Psychology, 10, 322-330.

Ickes, W., & Barnes, R. D. (1978). Boys and girls together--
and alienated: On enacting stereotyped sex roles in mixed-sex

dyads. Journal of Personaljty and Social Psychology, 36, 669-683.

Ingram, R. E., Cruet, D., Johnson, B. R., & Wisnicki, K. S.

(1988). self-focused attention, gender, gender role, and

vulnerablility to negative affect. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 55, 967-978.

Jackson, L. A. (1985). Self-conceptions and gender role: The
correspondence between gender-role categorization and open-ended

self-descriptions. Sex Roles, 13, 549-566.
Jacobson, N. S. (1989). The politics of intimacy. The

Behavior Therapist, 12 (2), 29-32.

Johnson, S. M. (1986). Bonds or bargains: Relationship

paradigms and their significance for marital therapy. Journal of

Marital and Family Therapy, 12, 259-267.

Johnson, D. R., White, L. K., Edwards, J. N., & Booth, A.

(1986). Dimensions of marital quality. Journal of Family Issues,

1. 31-49.



IE and Dyadic Adjustment 164
Josephs, R. A., Markus, H. R. & Tafarodi, R. W. (1992).

Gender and self-esteem. n t 1

Psychology, 63, 391-402.

Kashy, D. A., & Snyder, D. K. (1995). Measurement and data

analytic issues in couples research. Psychological Assessment, 7,
338-348.

Kelly, J. A., & Worell, J. (1977). New formulations of sex
roles and androgyny: A critical review. Jo of ti and
Clinjcal Psychology, 45, 1101-1115.

Kenrick, D. T., & Funder, D. C. (1988). Profiting from
controversy: Lessons from the person-situation debate. American

Psychologist, 47, 23-34.
Kerlinger, F. N., & Pedhazur, E. J. (1973). Multiple

Regression in Behavjoral Research, Montreal: Holt, Rinehart, &

Winston.

Kipnis, D., Castell, P. J., Gergen, M., & Mauch, D. (1976).

Metamorphic effects of power. Journal of Applied Psychology, 61,
127-135.

Kleinplatz, P., McCarry, M., & Kateb, C. (1992). The impact

of gender-role identity on women's self-esteemn, lifestyle

satisfaction and conflict. Canadian Journal of Behavioural
Science, 24, 333-347.

Krokoff, L. J. (1991). Communication orientation as a

moderator between strong negative affect and marital

satisfaction. Behavioral Assessment, 13, 51-65.

Kurdek, L. A. (1992). Dimensionality of the Dyadic



IE and Dyadic Adjustment 165
Adjustment Scale: Evidence from heterosexual and homosexual
couples. Journal of Family Psychology, 6, 22-35.
LaFranéé, M., & Carmen, B. (1980). The nonverbal display of
psychological androgyny. Journal of Persopality and Social
Psychology, 38, 36-49.

Lamke, L. K. (1889). Marital adjustment among rural couples:
The role of expressiveness. Sex Roles 21, 579-590.

Lamke, L. K., Sollie, D. L., Durbin, R. G., & Fitzpatrick,
J. A. (1994). Masculinity, femininity and relationship
satisfaction: The mediating role of interpersonal competence.

Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 11, 535-554.

Langis, J., Mathieu, M., & Sabourin, S. (1991). Réles

sexuels et adaptation conjugale. Revue canadienne des Sciences du

comportement, 23, 66-75.
Langis, J., Sabourin, S., Lussier, Y., & Mathieu, M. (1994).

Masculinity, femininity, and marital satisfaction: An examination
of theoretical models. Journal of Personality, 62, 393-414.
Lenney, E. (1991). Sex roles: The measurement of
masculinity, femininity, and androgyny. In J. P. Robinson, P. R.
Shaver, & L. W. Wrightsman (Eds.), Measures of Personality and

Social Psychological Attitudes: Vol. 1. (pp. 573-660). Academic

Press.

Levenson, R. W., & Gottman, J. M. (1985). Physiological and

affective predictors of change in relationship satisfaction.

Journal of Personality and Socijal Psychology, 49, 85-94.

Lobel, T. E., & Winch, G. L. (1986). Different defense



IE and Dyadic Adjustment 166
mechanisms among men with different sex role orientations. Sex

Roles, 15, 215-220.
Locksley, A., & Colten, M. E. (1979). Psychological

androgyny: A case of mistaken identity? Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 37, 1017-1031.

Losh-Hesselbart, S. (1987). Development of gender roles. In
M. B. Sussman & S. K. Steinmetz (Eds.), Handbook of Marriage and
the Family (pp. 535-563). New York: Plenum Press.

Lubinski, D., Tellegen, A., & Butcher, J. N. (1983).
Masculinity, femininity and androgyny viewed and assessed as

distinct concepts. Journal of Personality and Social Psycholoqy.

44, 428-439.
Major, B., Deaux, K., & Carnevale, P. J. D. (1981). A
different perspective on androgyny: Evaluations of masculine and

feminine personality characteristics. Jou onal an

Social Psychology, 41, 988-1001.

Marchese, S. (1993, May). The relationship between gender
roles and sexual satisfaction in heterosexual relationships.

Poster session presented at the Canadian Psychological
Association Annual Conference, Montreal, Quebec.

Markman, H. J. (1991). Constructive marital conflict is not
an oxymoron. Behavjoral Assessment, 13, 83-96.

Markman, H. J., & Kraft, 8. A. (1989). Men and women in

marriage: Dealing with gender differences in marital therapy. the

Behavior Therapist, 12 (3), 51-56.

Markman, H. J., Silvern, L., Clements, M., & Kraft-Hanak, S.



IE and Dyadic Adjustment 167
(1993). Men and women dealing with conflict in heterosexual
relationships. Journal of Social Issues, 49, 107-125.

Marsh, H. W., Antill, J. K., & Cunningham, J. D. (1989).
Masculininity and femininity: A bipolar construct and independent
constructs. Journal of Personality, 57, 625-663.

Marsh, H. W., & Byrne, B. M. (1991). Differentiated additive

androgyny model: Relations between masculinity, femininity, and

multiple dimensions of self-concept. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 61, 811-828.

Marsh, H. W., & Myers, M. (1986). Masculinity, femininity,
and androgyny: A methodological and theoretical critique. Sex
Roles, 14, 397-430.

Merves-Okin, L., Amidon, E., & Bernt, F. (1991). Perceptions
of intimacy in marriage: A study of married couples. American
Journal of Family Therapy, 19, 110-118.

Miller, S., Corrales, R., & Wackman, D. B. (1975). Recent
progress in understanding and facilitating marital communication.

Family Coordinator, 24, 143-152.
Murstein, B. I., & Williams, P. D. (1983). Sex roles and

marital adjustment. Small Group Behavior, 14, 77-94.

Navran, L. (1967) Communication and adjustment in marriage.
Family Process, 6, 173-184.

Nettles, E. J. & Loevinger, J. (1983). Sex role expectations
and ego level in relation to problem marriages. Journal of

Personality and Social Psychology, 45, 676-687.

Nezu, A. M. (1985). Differences in psychological distress



IE and Dyadic Adjustment 168
between effective and ineffective problem solvers. Journal of

Counseling Psychologqy, 32, 135-138.

Noller, P., & Fitzpatrick, M. A. (1990). Marital

communication in the Eighties. Journal of Marriage and the

Family, 52, 832-843.
Orlofsky, J. L. (1981). Relationship between sex role

attitudes and personality traits and the Sex Role Behavior Scale-
1: A new measure of masculine and feminine role behaviors and
interests. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 40, 927-
940.

Pancoast, D. L., & Archer, R. P. (1992). MMPI response
patterns of college students: Comparisons to adolescents and

adults. Jourpal of Clinical Psychologist, 48, 47-53.

Patterson, J. M., & McCubbin, H. I. (1984). Gender roles and
coping. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 95-104.

Paulhus, D. L. (1991). Measurement and control of response
bias. In J. P. Robinson, P. R. Shaver, & L. S. Wrightsman (Eds.),
Measures of Personality and Socjal P ological Attitudes
(Vol. 1, pp. 17-59). New York: Academic Press.

Payne, F. D., & Futterman, J. R. (1983). "Masculinity",

"femininity", and adjustment in college men. Journal of Research
in Persopality, 17, 110-124.

Peacock, E. J., Wong, P. T. P., & Reker, G. T. (1993).

Relations between appraisals and coping schemas: Support for the

congruence model. Capadian Journal of Behavioural Science, 25,

64-80.



IE and Dyadic Adjustment 169
Pedhazur, F. (1982). Path analysis. In Multiple regression
in behavioral research (Ch. 15, 2nd ed.)

Pedhazur, E. J., & Tetenbaum, T. J. (1979). Bem Sex Role
Inventory: A theoretical and methodological critique. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 37, 996-1016.

Perlmutter, M. S., & Hatfield, E. (1980). Intimacy,
intentional metacommunication and second order change. American
Journal of Family Therapy, 8, 17-23.

Peterson, C. D., Baucom, D. H., Elliot, M. J., & Farr, P. A.
(1989). The relationship between sex role identity and marital
adjustment. Sex Roles, 21, 775-787.

Phillips, 8. D., Pazienza, N. J., & Ferrin, H. H. (1984).
Decislon-making styles and problem-solving appraisals. Journal of
Counseling Psychology, 31, 497-502.

Pleck, J. H., Sonenstein, F. L., & Ku, L. C. (1993).
Masculine ideology: Its impact on adolescent males' heterosexual

relationships. Journal of Social Issues, 49, 11-29.

Rampage, C. (1994). Power, gender, and marital intimacy.
Journal of Family Therapy, 16, 125-137.

Reis, H. T., Senchak, M., & Solomon, B. (1985). Sex
differences in the intimacy of social interaction: Further
examination of potential explanations. Jo of Perso and

Social Psychology, 48, 1204-1217.

Roberts, P., Scott, L., & Baluch, B. (1993). University: A

venue for sex differences? Psychological Reports, 72, 833-834.

Robins, L. N., Helzer, J. E., Welssman, M. M., Orvaschel,



IE and Dyadic Adjustment 170
H., Gruenberg, E., Burke, J. D. J., & Regier, D. A. (1984).
Lifetime prevalence of specific psychiatric disorders in three
sites. Archives of General Psychiatry, 41, 949-958.

Ryff, C. D. (1989). Happiness is everything, or is it?
Explorations on the meaning of psychological well-being. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 57, 1069-1081.

Rusbult, C. E., Johnson, D. J., & Morrow, G. D. (1986).
Impact of couple patterns of problem-solving on distress and
nondistress in dating relationships. of Personalit n
Social Psychology, 50, 744-753.

Sabatelli, R. M., Buck, R., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). A social
relations analysis of nonverbal communication accuracy in married
couples. Journal of Personality, 54, 513-527.

Sabourin, S., Laporte, L., & Wright, J. (1990). Problem
solving self-appraisal and coping efforts in distressed and
nondistressed couples. Journ o) arital a a Ther 6
89-97.

Sayers, S. L., & Baucom, D. H. (1991). Role of femininity

and masculinity in distressed couples' communication. Journal of

Personality and Social Psychology, 61, 641-647.

Schaefer, M. T., & Olson, D. H. (1981). Assessing intimacy:
The Pair Inventory. Journal of Marital and Family Therapy, 7., 47-
60.

Schumm, W. R., Barnes, H. L., Bollman, S. R., Jurich, A. Pp.,

& Bugalghis, M. A. (1986). Self-disclosure and marital

satisfaction revisited. Family Relations, 34, 241-247.



IE and Dyadic Adjustment 171

Schwartz, A. E. (1979). Androgyny and the art of loving.
Esychotherapy: Theory, Research and Practice, 16, 405-408.

Shaver, P., & Hazan, C. (1988). A biased overview of the
study of love. Jou of Social d Perso t ships, 5
473-501.

Shaw, J. S. (1982). Psychological androgyny and stressful
life events. Jo P P
145-153.

Sherer, M., & Adams, C. H. (1983). Construct validation of
the self-efficacy scale. Psychological Reports, 53, 899-902.

Siavelis, R. L., & Lamke, L. K. (1992). Instrumentalness and
expressiveness: Predictors of heterosexual relationship
satisfaction. Sex Roles, 26, 149-159.

Skitka, L. J., & Maslach, C. (1990). Gender roles and the
categorization of gender-relevant behavior. Sex Roles, 22, 133-
150.

Snell, W. E., Jr. (1989). Development and validation of the
Masculine Behavior Scale: A measure of behaviors stereotypically
attributed to males vs. females. Sex Roles, 21, 749-767.

Spanier, G. B. (1976). Measuring dyadic adjustment: New
scales for assessing the quality of the marriage and similar
dyads. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 38, 15-28.

Spence, J. T. (1984). Masculinity, femininity, and gender-
related traits: A conceptual analysis and critique of current

research. In B. A. Maehr & W. B. Maehr (Eds.). Progress in

Experimental Personality Research (Vol. 13, pp. 1-97). San Diego,



IE and Dyadic Adjustment 172
CA: Academic Press.

Spence, J. T., Helmreich, R. L., & Stapp, J. (1975). Ratings
of self and peers on sex role attributes and their relation to
self-esteem and conceptions of masculinity and femininity.
Journal of Personality and Social Psycholoqy, 32, 29-39.

Spence, J. T., Helmreich, R. L., & Stapp, J. (1974). The
Personal Attributes Questionnaire: A measure of sex role
stereotypes and masculinity-femininity. Catalog of Selected

ocume Ps 4, 43.

Steenbarger, B. N., & Greenberg, R. P. (1990). Sex roles,
stress, and distress: A study of person by situation contingency.
Sex Roles, 22, 59-68.

Stokes, J., Childs, L., & Fuehrer, A. (1981). Gender and sex
roles as predictors of self-disclosure. Jo al o ounselin

Psychology, 28, 510-514.

Swenson, C. H. (1961). Love: A self-report analysis with
college students. Journal of Individual Psychology, 17, 167-171.
Swensen, C. H., Eskew, R. W., & Kohlhepp, K. A. (1981).
Stage of family life cycle, ego development, and the marriage
relationship. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 43, 841-853.

Swenson, C. H., Nelson, M. K., Warner, J., & Dunlap, D.
(1992). A revised Scale of the Feelings and Behavior of Love.

Innovations in Clinical Practice, 11, 1-32.

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (1989). Using

multjvariate statistics (2nd ed.). San Francisco: Harper & Row.
Taylor, D. (1981). Social desirability and the Bem Sex-Role



IE and Dyadic Adjustment 173
Inventory. Psychological Reports, 48, 503-506.

Taylor, D. (1984). Concurrent validity of the Bem Sex Role
Inventory: A person-environment approach. Sex Roles, 10, 713-723.
Taylor, S. E., & Brown, J. D. (1988). Illusion and well-
being: A social psychological perspective on mental health.

Psychological Bulletin, 103, 193-210.
Taylor, M. C., & Hall, J. A. (1982). Psychological

androgyny: Theories, methods, and conclusions. Psychological

Bulletin, 92, 347-366.
Tolstedt, B. E., & Stokes, J. P. (1983). Relation of verbal,

affective, and physical intimacy to marital satisfaction. Journal

of Counseling Psychology, 30, 573-580.

Uleman, J. S., & Weston, M. (1986). Does the BSRI inventory

sex roles? Sex roles, 15, 43-62.

Vannoy, D. (1991). Social differentiation, contemporary

marriage, and human development. Journal of Family Issues, 12,
251-267.

vonk, R., & van Nobelen, D. (1993). Masculinity and

femininity in the self with an intimate partner: Men are not

always men in the company of women. Journal of Social and

Personal Relationships, 10, 627-630.
Waring, E., McElrath, D., Lefcoe, D., & Weisz, G. (1981).
Dimensions of intimacy in marriage. Psychiatry, 44, 169-175.

Wells, K. (1980). Gender-role identity and psychological

adjustment in adolescence. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 9,

59-73.



IE and Dyadic Adjustment 174
White, K. M., Speisman, J. C., Jackson, D., Bartis, S., &
Costos, D. (1986). Intimacy maturity and its correlates in young
married couples. Journal of Personaljity and Social Psychology,

50, 152-162.

Whitley, B. E. Jr. (1983). Sex role orientation and self-

esteem: A critical meta-analytic review. nal of Per t

and Social Psychology, 44, 765-778.

Wiggins, J. S., & Hotzmuller, A. (1981). Further evidence on

androgyny and interpersonal flexibility. Journal of Research in

Personaljity, 15, 67-80.

Wong, F. Y., McCreary, D. R., & Duffy, K. G. (1990). a
further validation of the Bem Sex Role Inventory: A multitrait-
multimethod study. Sex Roles, 22, 249-259.

Yelsma, P., & Brown, C. T. (1985). Gender roles, biological
sex, and predisposition to conflict management. Sex Roles, 12,
731-747.

Zammichieli, M. E., Gilroy, F. D., Sherman, M. F. (1988).

Relation between sex-role orientation and marital satisfaction.

Pers i o) Bullet 747-754.



IE and Dyadic Adjustment 175

Appendix A.

ighest Education vel Attained

(Percentages)
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Women Men
Level Total (n = 75) (p = 75)
High School 7.3 5.3 9.3
Some College 4.0 1.3 6.7
Community College 10.0 13.3 6.7
Some University 34.0 45.3 22.17
Bachelor Degree 28.0 20.0 36.0
Masters Degree 14.7 13.3 16.0
Ph.D., M.D. 0.7 0.0 1.3
Missing 1.3 1.3 1.3
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Appendix B.
Brimary Occupation

Percenta
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Women Men
Occupation Total (n = 75) (n = 75)
Student 39.3 50.7 28.0
Manag/Admin 11.3 8.0 14.7
Sci/Eng/Mths 8.0 4.0 12.0
Social Sclence .7 0.0 2.7
Teaching 4.0 5.3 5.3
Medicine/Health 6.0 6.7 2.7
Sports 1.3 0.0 2.7
Clerical 4.0 5.3 6.7
Sales 6.0 5.3 1.3
Techn Assembly .7 0.0 1.3
Transportation 1.3 0.0 2.7
Crafts .7 1.3 0.0
Other 10.0 5.3 14.7
Unemployed 2.7 4.0 1.3
Missing 4.0 2.0 2.0

Note. Manag/Admin: Management or Administration;

Sci/Eng/Mths: Sclience, Engineering, or Mathematics; Techn
Assembly: Technical Assembly; Other: Individuals who reported
more than one occupation, or who did not give sufficient

information for classification.
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end C.

Combined Yearly Income
(Percentages)
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Income

Total

(n = 75)

Undex $10,000
$10-20,000
$20-30,000
$30-40,000
$40-50,000
$50-60,000
$60-70,000
Over $70,000

Missing

5.3
10.7
l6.0
17.3

10.7
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Appendix D.

Yearly Personal Income Level
(Percentages)
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Women Men
Personal Income Total (pn = 75) (pn = 75)
Under $10,000 30.7 44.0 17.3
$10-20,000 17.3 21.3 13.3
$20-30,000 13.3 8.0 18.7
$30-40,000 16.7 13.3 20.0
$40-50,000 8.0 5.3 10.7
Over $50,000 11.3 6.7 16.0

Missing 2.7 1.3 4.0
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Appendix E.

Short-For m _Sex Ro nvent

{(BSRI-SF)



1=

3=
4=
5=
6=
7=

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOURSELF.

Never or almost never true

2= Usually not true

Sometimes but infrequently true
Occasionally true

Often true

Usually true

Always

NIRRT

or almost always true

Defend own beliefs
Moody
Independent

Conscientious
Affectionate
Assertive

Strong personality
Forceful
Reliable

Sympathetic
Jealous
Have leadership abilities

Sensitive to the needs of
Truthful
Willing to take risks

Understanding
Secretive
Compassionate

Eager to soothe hurt feelings

Conceited
Dominant

Warm
Willing to take a stand
Tender

Aggressive
Adaptable
Love children

Tactful
Gentle
Conventional
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Appendix F.

Dvadic Adjustment Scale
(DAS)



Most people have disagreements in their relationships. Please indicate below the
approximate extent of agreement or disagreement between you and your partner for each
item on the following list. (check one)

Always Almost Occa- Frequ- Almost Always
agree always sionally ently always disagree
agree disagree disagree disagree

-Handling family finances
-Matters of recreation

-Religious matters
-Demonstrations of affection

-Friends
-Sexual relations

-Conventionality (correct or
appropriate behaviour)
-Philosophy of life

~Ways of dealing with
parents or in-laws

-Aims, goals, and things
believed important

-Amount of time spent together
-Making major decisions

-Household tasks
-Leisure time interests
and activities

-Career decisions

More
All Most of often Occa- Rarely Never
the time the time than not sionally

-How often do you discuss or have
you considered divorce, separation,
or terminating your relationship?

-How often do you or your mate
leave the house after a fight?

-In general how often do you think
that things between you and your
mate are going well?

-Do you confide in your mate?

~Do you ever regret that you
married (or lived together)?

~How often do you and your partner
quarrel?

-How often do you and your mate
"get on each other's nerves"?




Every Almost
day every day Occasionally Rarely Never

-Do you kiss your mate?

All of Most of Some of Very few None of
them them them of them them

-Do you and your mate engage in
outside interests together?

How often would you say the following events occur between you and your mate?
Less than Once or Once or Once More
Never once/month twice/month twice/week a day often

-Have a stimulating
exchange of ideas
-Laugh together

-Calmly discuss something
Work together on a project

There are some things about which couples sometimes agree and sometimes disagree.
Indicate if either item below caused differences of opinion or were problems in your
relationship during the past few weeks.
Being too tired for sex. Yes No
Not showing love. Yes No

The following scale represents different degrees of happiness in your relationship.
The middle point, "happy", represents the degree of happiness of most relationships.
Please circle the number which besat describes the degree of happiness, all things
considered, of your relationship.

S 2ttt et S 4, . e Sttt te e Beercnennnn 7
E.inrws Frriryy A LiTvir Hart Vin E-1= Pra~cr
UNBAPPY UNsAE:Y UN#HA: H= H- HAPPY

Which of the following statements best describes how you feel about the future of your
relationship? (check ONE)
I want desperately for my relationship to succeed, and would go to
almost any length to see that it does.
I want very much for my relationship to succeed, and will do all I
can to see that it does.
I want very much for my relationship to succeed, and will do my
share to see that it does.
It would be nice if my relationship succeeded, but I can't do much
more than I am doing now to help it succeed.
It would be nice if it succeeded, but I refuse to do any more than
I am doing now to keep the relationship going.
My relationship can never succeed, and there is no more that I can do
to keep the relationship going.
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Telephone Scripts

First Call

Thank you for responding to our advertisement. We are
conducting a research study designed to investigate
characteristics of couples’ relationships. The is being
conducted by Dr. John Hunsley, a psychology professor at the
University of Ottawa, and has been approved by the Human Research
Ethics Committee of the School of Psychology at the University of
Ottawa.

As mentioned in the advertisement, participation involves
filling out a qguestionnaire that we will mail to your home. The
questionnaire deals with attitudes and beliefs about marriage,
communication between partners, and marital and general life
satisfaction. It will take between one and a half to two hours
to complete. We would appreciate it if both you and your partner
each completed a questionnaire, but it is entirely up to each of
you to decide whether you want to participate.

To participate, you need to satisfy certain criteria, so I
would like to ask you a few questions. First, are you and your
partner currently living together? How long have you been living
together? Are you both fluent in English?

If meet criteria: Thank you for your interest in this
study. Could I please have your address so that we can mail you
a consent form and questionnaire? Do you have any further
questions?

If don’t meet criteria: Thank you for your interest in this
study, but we are looking for couples who have lived together for
at least 6 months and who are fluent in English.

Second Call

I am calling about the study on couples and intimate
relationships being conducted by Dr. John Hunsley from the
University of Ottawa. We contacted you earlier about
participating in the study and mailed you our guestionnaires. We
have not yet received your completed questionnaire and we were
wondering if you had any questions or required a new
questionnaire package.

Thank you once again for your participation.

If the person indicates the she or he no longer wishes to
participate: Well, thank you for taking the time to talk to me
and for having considered participating in the study.
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@_ UNIVERSITE D'OTTAWA
RIS UNTVERSITY OF OTTAWA

ECOLE DE PSYCHOLOGIE
SCHOOL OF PSYCHOLOGY

July 13, 1992

John Hunsley, Ph.D.

Centre for Psychological Services
University of Ottawa

INTRA

Dear John:

RE:  Research project "The marital relations project:  An integrative cmpirical
approach”

Thank you for the modification received for the above-mentioned research project. This project
has full approval from the Human Rescarch Ethics Committee of the School of Psychology
(under category I.A.). The approval of this proposal is valid for one year.

We wish you the best with your rescarch project.

Sincerely,
. "‘\
(Camecsany
y

Robert Leclerc, Ph.D.
Chair of HRECSP

R L/j C

145 JEAN-JACQUES LUSSIER, OTTAWA, ONTARIO, CANADA KIN 6N5
(613) 564-4242
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@ UNIVERSITE D’'OTTAWA
= UNIVERSITY OF OTTAWA

ECOLE DE PSYCHOLOGIE
SCHOOL OF PSYCHOLOGY

October 13, 1993

John Hunsley, Ph.D.
Centre for Psychological Services
University of Ottawa
INTRA
Dear colleague:
SUBJECT:  Project "The marital relations project: Anintegrative empirical approach”
Thank you for your reply to our Annual Questionnaire concerning the status of your project

mentioned above.

It is my pleasure to inform you that the Human Research Ethics Committee of the School of
Psychology has approved your project for another year.

On behalf of the Committee, I wish you success in your project.

Sincerely,

C@/zw—w'ﬂ
o

///ﬂ« Pierre Ritchic, Ph.D.
Chair, HRECSP

/

PR:jc
145 JEAN-JACQUES-LUSSIER CP 450 SUCC A 145 JEAN-JACQUES LUSSIEB PO BOX 450 STN A
OTTAWA ON KIN 6N3 CANADA OTTAWA ON KIN 6N5 CANADA

(613) 564-4242 » TELEC./FAX: {613) 564-9569
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UNIVERSITE D’OTTAWA
UNIVERSITY OF OTTAWA

ECOLE DE PSYCHOLOGIE
SCHOOL OF PSYCHOLOGY

December 1, 1994

Dr. John Hunsley

Centre for Psychological Services
University of Ottawa

INTRA

Dear Dr. Hunsley:

RE: Ph.D. Project: Instrumentality/Expressivity and Marital Quality (M. Lefebvre
& J. Hunsley)

Thank you for sending us the requested modifications on the above mentioned research
project.

I am pleased to inform you that your project has now received the full approval of the
Human Research Ethics Committee of the School of Psychology (under category I.A.). Such
approval is valid for one year.

We wish you the best in your project.

Sincerely,

Claude Lamohgne P I{

Chair of the HRECSP

CLl/jc
145 JEAN-JACQUES-LUSSIER CP 450 SUCC A 145 JEAN-JACQUES LUSSIER PO BOX 450 STN A
OTTAWA ON KIN 6N5 CANADA OTTAWA ON KIN 6N5 CANADA

(613) 564-4242 « TELEC./FAX: (613) 564-0525
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THE
INTIMATE RELATIONSHIPS

PROJECT

JOHN HUNSLEY, PH.D, C.PSYCH.
SCHOOL OF PSYCHOLOGY

UNIVERSITY OF OTTAWA




Consent fForm for Couples Survey

The qUrpose of the Eresent study is to learn about different
Characteristicg and aspects of couples’ relationships. This
study is being conducteg By Dr. Jchn Hunsley, a prcofessor in the
School of Psychology at the University of ottawa.

T I agree to Participate in *his study, my participation
will involve the completion of a questionnaire on my attitudes
and beliefs about narriage, the commurication between me ancé my
bartner, ang Yy marital and general life satisfaction. T
understand that i« will take between cne and a half to two hours
to complete. Furthermore, I understand that although the
researcher woyld appreciate it if both My partner and I each
completed a questionnaire, i+ ;g entirely up to each or us to
decide whether to participate. Sheouls T decide to compiete the
questionnaire, I understand 1 ar. to return it o the researcher
in the addressed Stamped envelspe provided to me.

I understand that I am rree to withdraw from this study at
any time. Furthermore, althcugh it js preferable that T answer
all the questions, I understand ths+t T can decide not to answer.
any or all of the Juesticnrns in *he questionnaire. T understand
that any answers 7 Provide wiil remain confidential and will be
used only for research purpcses.

There are two copies of this consent form for each participant.
If you decide to participate, Please sign them both and return
one with the Questionnaire. TIf You have any questions about this
questionnaire or Your involvement in the study, please call Dr.
Hunsley at 564-9468.

Participant’s Signature:

Date:

Researcher’s Signature:

Cptional: I wish Lo receive a summary of the findings of this
study upon its completion (aprroximately June 1993) at the
following address: i

Cptional: wWould You be interested in being contacted during the
next year about bossible invoiverent in further research cr
intimate relationships. Yes Ne

(Your interest in being contactad does not commit ycu to
invoivement in the research.)




SECTION A: DEMOGRAPHICS

TO HELP US INTERPRET THIS QUESTIONNAIRE, WE NEED SOME DEMOGRAPHIC
INFORMATION ABOUT YOU. PLEASE CIRCLE THE ANSWER THAT BEST DESCRIBES
YOU AND/OR FILL IN THE INFORMATION REQUESTED.

= What is your sex? Male Female

= What is your age? years

u What is your present occupation? (please be specific)

= What is YOUR annual gross income? (check one)
___ under $10,000 ___$30,000 - 340,000
___ $10,000 - $20,000 ___$40,000 - $50,000
__ $20,000 - $30,000 ___over 350,000

. What is the COMBINED annual gross income for you and your spouse? (check one)
__under $10,000 __$40,000 - $50,000
___$10,000 - 520,000 __ $50,000 - $60,000
—_ 320,000 - 330,000 __$60,000 - $70,000
__$30,000 - 40,000 ___over $70,000

u What is your highest level of education completed? (check one)
—_less than grade 10 some university

Bachelor’s degree
Master’s degree
Ph.D/M.D./L.L.B

—_ high school diploma
—__ some community college
____ community college diploma

—
——

= Do you and your partner currently live at the same address? Yes No
n How many years have you and your partner lived together as a couple? ____ years
= Do you and your partner have any children? Yes No

If yes, what are their sex and ages?

. Have you previously been married? Yes No
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= Do you have any children from previous marriages? Yes No
If yes, do they currently live with you? Yes No

Comments:

What are their sex and ages?

= Have you and your partner ever received marital counseling? Yes No

SECTION B: VIEWS OF YOUR RELATIONSHIP

Extremely dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied
Somewhat dissatisfied
Somewhat satisfied
Very satisfied
Extremely satisfied

AN HE W -
[ | 1 I (1

Using the above number system, please indicate your level of satisfaction in the following three areas.

] How satisfied are you with your relationship?
L How satisfied are you with your partner?

. How satisfied are you with your relationship with your partner?

The statements below describe ways in which a person might feel about a relationship with another
person. Please mark the space next to each statement according to how strongly you believe that it is
true or false for you. Write in a 5, 4,3, 2, 1, or 0 to stand for the following answers.

5= 1 STRONGLY believe that the statement is TRUE.

4= [ believe that the statement is TRUE.

3= I believe that the statement is PROBABLY TRUE, or more true than false.

2= [ believe that the statement is PROBABLY FALSE, or more false than true.
= | believe that the statement is FALSE.

0= I STRONGLY believe that the statement is FALSE.

m If your partner expresses disagreement with your ideas, s’he probably doesn't think highly of
you.



STRONGLY believe that the statement is TRUE.

believe that the statement is TRUE.

believe that the statement is PROBABLY TRUE, or more true than false.
believe that the statement is PROBABLY FALSE, or more false than true.
believe that the statement is FALSE.

STRONGLY believe that the statement is FALSE.

I do not expect my partner to sense all my moods.

Damages done early in a relationship probably cannot be reversed.

I get upset if I think I have not completely satisfied my partner sexually.
Men and women have the same basic emotional needs.

I cannot accept it when my partner disagrees with me.

If I have to tell my partner that something is important to me, it does nor mean that s/he is
insensitive to me.

My partner does not seem capable of behaving other than s/he does now.
If I'm not in the mood for sex when my partnér is, I don’t get upset about it.

Misunderstandings between partners generally are due to inborn differences in psychological
makeups of men and women.

I take it as a pesonal insult when my partner disagrees with an important idea of mine.

I get very upset if my partner does not recognize how I am feeling and I have to tell
him/her.

A partner can learn to become more responsive to his/her partner's needs.

A good sexual partner can get himself/herself aroused for sex whenever necessary.
Men and women probably will never understand the opposite sex very well.

I like it when my partner presents views different from mine.

People who have a close relationship can sense each other’s needs as if they could read each
other’s minds.

Just because my partner has acted in ways that upset me does not mean that s/he will do so
in the future. '

If I cannot perform well sexually whenever my partner is in the mood, I would consider that
[ have a problem.

Men and women need the same basic things out of a relationship.



O r— tJ W o h

I STRONGLY believe that the statement is TRUE.

[ believe that the statement is TRUE.

I believe that the statement is PROBABLY TRUE, or more true than false.

I believe that the statement is PROBABLY FALSE, or more false than true.

I believe that the statement is FALSE.

I STRONGLY believe that the statement is FALSE.

I get very upset when my partner and I cannot see things the same way.

It is important to me for my partner to anticipate my needs by sensing changes in my moods.
A partner who hurts you badly once probably will hurt you again.

I can feel OK about my lovemaking even if my partner does not achieve orgasm.
Biological differences between men and women are nor major causes of couples’ problems.
I cannot tolerate it when my partner argues with me.

A partner should know what you are thinking or feeling without you having to tell.

If my partner wants to change, I believe that s‘he can do it.

If my sexual partner does not get satisfied completely, it does not mean that I have failed.

One of the major causes of marital problems is that men and women have different emotional
needs.

When my partner and I disagree, I feel like our relationship is falling apart.

People who love each other know exactly what each other's thoughts are without a word ever
being said.

If you don’t like the way a relationship is going, you can make it better.

Some difficulties in my sexual performance do not mean personal failure to me.

You can’t really understand someone of the opposite sex.

I do not doubt my partner's feelings for me when we argue.

If you have to ask your partner for something, it shows that s/he was not "tuned into” your
needs.

I do not expect my partner to be able to change.
When I do not seem to be performing well sexually, I get upset.

Men and women will always be mysteries to each other.
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Most people have disagreements in their relationships. Please indicate below the approximate extent of
agreement or disagreement between you and your partner for each item on the following list. (check

one)

Always Almost Occa- Frequ- Almost Always
agree always sionally enzly always disagree
agree disagree disagree  disagree
® Handling family
finances
® Matters of
recreation

®  Religious matters

®  Demonstrations
of affection

® Friends

®  Sexual relations

®  Conventionality
(correct or
appropriate
behaviour)

®  Philosophy of
life

®  Ways of dealing
with parents or
in-laws

®  Aims, goals,
and things
believed
important

B Amount of time
spent together




Abways Almost
agree always

agree

Making major
decisions

Household
tasks

Leisure time
interests and
activities

Career
decisions

All the Most of
time the time

How often do
you discuss or
have you
considered
divorce,
separation,

or terminating
your rela-
tionship?

How often do
you or your mate
leave the house
after a fight?

In general,
how often do
you think that
things between
you and your
mate are
going well?

Occa- Frequ- Almost Always
sionally ently always disagree
disagree disagree = disagree

More

often Occa- Rarely Never
than not sionally




Do you confide
In your mate?

Do you ever
regret that
you marrtied
(or lived
together)?

How often do
you and your
partner
quarrel?

How often do
you and your
mate "get on
each other’s
nerves"?

Do you kiss
your mate?

Do you and your

mate engage in
outside interests
together?

All the
tfime

Every

All of
them

Most of
the time

Almost
every

Most of
them

More

Never

often Occa- Rarely
than not sionally

Occa- Rarely Never
sionally

Some of Very few  None of
them of them them




How often would you say the following events occur between you and your mate?

Less than Once or Once or Once More Never
once/month  twice/month  twice/week a day often

® Have a stim-
ulating exchange
of ideas

® Laugh
together

® Calmly discuss
something

8  Work together on
a project

There are some things about which couples sometimes agree and sometimes disagree. Indicate if either
item below caused differences of opinion or were problems in your relationship during the past few
weeks.

® Being too tired for sex Yes No

®  Not showing love. Yes No

® The dots on the following line represent different degrees of happiness in your relationship. The
middle point, "happy". represents the degree of happiness of most relationships. Please circle the
dot which best describes the degree of happiness, all things considered, of your relationship.

—n _m N a_ . - N -
Extremelv Fairly A Lirrle Happy Very Extremely Perfecrlv
Unhappy Unhappyv Unhappy Happy Happy Happy

®  Which of the following statements best describes how vou feel about the future of your relationship?
(check one)

I want desperately for my relationship to succeed, and would go to almost any length to see that it
does.

I want very much for my relationship to succeed, and will do all I can to see that it does.

I want very much for my relationship to succeed, and will do my fair share to see that it does.

It would be nice if my relationship succeeded, but I can't do much more than I am doing now to
help it succeed.

It would be nice if it succeeded, but I refuse to do any more than I am doing now to keep the
relationship going.

My relationship can never succeed, and there is no more that I can do to keep the relationship
going.

—
—
——



This questionnaire is to be completed fwice. The first response column asks about your relationship as
it ACTUALLY seems to you. The second column refers to the relationship as you would IDEALLY like

it to be.

1 2 3 4 5
Almost never  Once in a while Somerimes Frequently Almost always

ACTUAL IDEAL

s —_ We ask each other for help.

= ——__ When problems arise, we compromise.

. —_ We approve of each other's friends.

. — Weare flexible in how we handle our differences.

. — We like to do things with each other.

. —__ Different persons act as leaders in our marriage.

. _____ We feel closer to each other than to people outside our family.
. — We change our way of handling tasks.

. — We like to spend free time with each other.

. — We try new ways of dealing with problems.

n We feel very close to each other.

n We jointly make the decisions in our marriage.

e We share hobbies and interests together.

u Rules change in our marriage.

u We can easily think of things to do together as a couple.
= We shift household responsibilities from person to person.
a —__ We consult each other on our decisions.

. — Itis hard to identify who the leader is in our marriage.

. — Togetherness is a top priority.

. __ It is hard to tell who does which household chores.
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SECTION C:  INTERACTIONS IN YOUR RELATIONSHIP

Using the scale below, please place the most appropriate number next to each statement.

——

—

——

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
never occasionally always

WHEN I WANT MY PARTNER TO DO SOMETHING...
I make sure that we are with other people so my partner will be more likely to do what I
want.
I offer to do something for my partner in return.
[ try to let my partner know by using "body lé.nguage".
[ threaten that I will do something bad unless my partner does what [ want.
[ try to fool or trick my partner into doing what I want.
[ tell my partner that I know more about it so he/she should do what I want.
I present myself as being weak and helpless.
I make suggestions or hints.

I pout, sulk, or threaten to cry.

I keep asking my partner over and over again to do what [ want.

I'try to get my partner in a good mood by smiling and paying a lot of attention to him/her.

I try to be very logical and use reason.
I try to get my partner to think that doing it my way was his/her own idea.

I grow silent, withdraw, or become cold and distant.



Using the scale below, please place the most appropriate number next to each statement.

Srr(lmgl_v Mof!erarely Ne1'3rher agree Mo‘:leralely Strofzgl_v
Disagree Disagree nor disagree Agree Agree
® ____ [Iris very easy for me to express all my true feelings to my partner.
® __ When we are having a problem, my partner often gives me the silent treatment.
® ___ My partner sometimes makes comments which put me down.
8 __ Iam sometimes afraid to ask my partner for what I want.
® ____ I'wish my partner was more willing to share his/her feelings with me.
8 __ Sometimes I have trouble believing everything my partner tells me.
® ___  TIoften do not tell my partner what I am feeling because he/she should already know.
® ___ Iam very satisfied with how my partner and I talk with each other.
L I do not always share negative feelings I have about my partner because I am afraid he/she

will get angry.

. My partner is always a good listener.

Please respond to the following items by circling the number that best describes how often you are

willing to discuss that topic with your partner. Please be as honest as possible.

I= not at all willing to discuss this topic
2= rarely willing to discuss this topic

3= sometimes willing to discuss this topic
4= often willing to discuss this topic

5= always willing to discuss this topic

® Times when you felt depressed. 1 2 3 4 5
® Times when you felt happy. 1 2 3 4 5
® Times when you felt jealous. 1 2 3 4 5
® Times when you felt anxious. 1 2 3 4 5
8 Times when you felt angry. 1 2 3 4 5
® Times when you felt calm. 1 2 3 4 5
® Times when you felt apathetic. 1 2 3 4 5
® Times when you felt afraid. 1 2 3 4 5

11



1= not at all willing to discuss this topic
2= rarely willing to discuss this topic

3= sometimes willing to discuss this topic
4= often willing to discuss this topic

5= always willing to discuss this topic

® Times when you felt discouraged. 1
® Times when you felt cheerful. 1

® Times when you felt possessive. 1|

8 Times when you felt troubled. 1
® Times when you felt infuriated. l
® Times when you felt quiet. 1

® Times when you felt indifferent. 1

® Times when you felt fearful. 1
® Times when you felt pessimistic. 1
® Times when you felt joyous. 1
® Times when you felt envious. 1
® Times when you felt worried. 1
® Times when you felt irritated. 1
® Times when you felt serene. 1
® Times when you felt numb. 1

® Times when you felt frightened. 1

® Times when you felt sad. 1
® Times when you felt delighted. 1
® Times when you felt suspicious. 1
® Times when you felt uneasy. 1
® Times when you felt hostile. l
® Times when you felt tranquil. 1
® Times when you felt unfeeling. 1
® Times when you felt scared. 1
® Times when you felt unhappy. 1
® Times when you felt pleased. 1
® Times when you felt resentful. 1
® Times when you felt flustered. 1

® Times when you felt enraged. 1

uuuuuuuwuwwuwuwuuuuuwuuwuuwuu



1= not at all willing to discuss this topic
2= rarely willing to discuss this topic

3= sometimes willing to discuss this topic
4= often willing to discuss this topic

5= always willing to discuss this topic

® Times when you felt relaxed. 1 2 3 4 5

[\
(V8
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W

® Times when you felt detached. 1
® Times when you felt alarmed. 1 2 3 4 5

Using the scale below, please place the most appropriate number next to each statement.

Strolngly Mo;erarely Nei{he3r agree Mo;erarely Sfrongly
Disagree  Disagree nor disagree  Agree Agree
® __ Inorder to end an argument, I usually give up too quickly.
® ____ My partner and I have very different ideas about the best way to solve our disagreements.
B _  When discussing problems, I usually feel my partner understands me.
® ___ When we are having a problem, I can always tell my partner what is bothering me.
® __ Sometimes we have serious disputes over unimportant issues.
® _  I'would do anything tc avoid conflict with my partner.
® _ Isometimes feel our arguments go on and on and never seem to get resolved.
® ___ When we have a disagreement, we openly share our feelings and decide how to resolve our
differences. .
n I usually feel that my partner does not take our disagreements seriously.

] When we argue, I usually end up feeling that the problem was all my fault.

13



SECTION D: FEELINGS ABOUT YOUR RELATIONSHIP

Please respond to the next sixteen items by circling the number that best describes how often the
following occur in your relationship. Please be as honest as possible.

1 = never 2 = seldom 3 = often 4 = very often
® When [ do feel love toward my partner I tell him/her. 1 2 3 4
® When I do feel happy I tell my partner. l 2 3 4
® When I do feel angry toward my partner I tell him/her. 1 2 3 4
® When [ do feel sorrow I tell my partner. 1 2 3 4
® When I do feel tenderness toward my partner I tell him/her. 1 2 3 4
® When I do feel delight I tell my partner. 1 2 3 4
® When I do feel hate toward my partner I tell him/hér. 1 2 3 4
® When I do feel grief I tell my partner. 1 2 3 4
W When I do feel warmth toward my partner I tell him/her. 1 2 3 4
® When I do feel joy I tell my partner. 1 2 3 4
® When I do feel resentment toward my partner I tell 1 2 3 4
him/her.
8 When I do feel sad I tell my partner. 1 2 3 4
® When I do feel affection toward my partner I tell him/her. 1 2 3 4
® When I do feel elation I tell my partner. 1 2 3 4
® When I do feel rage I tell my partner. I 2 3 4
® When I do feel blue I tell my partner. 1 2 3 4
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Using the scale below. please place the most appropriate number next to each word.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
never occasionally always

When you consider your relationship with your partner, how often do YOU feel...

____ COERCIVE ____ FEARFUL
____ CONNECTED ___ FORCEFUL
_____ CREATIVE _____ INDEPENDENT
____ DOMINANT ____ OBEDIENT
_____ EMOTIONAL ___ SMOTHERED
___ ENERGIZED _____ SUBMISSIVE
EQUAL ___ VULNERABLE

SECTION E:  PERSONAL BELIEFS AND ATTITUDES

Please describe yourself.

1= Never or almost never true

2= Usually not true

3= Sometimes but infrequently true
4= Occasionally true

5= Often true

6= Usually true

7= Always or almost always true

Defends own beliefs Strong personality
Moody Forceful
Independent Reliable
Conscientious Sympathetic
Affectionate Jealous

1
1]

Assertive Has leadership abilities
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1= Never or almost never true

2= Usually not true

3= Sometimes but infrequently true
4= QOccasionally true

5= Often true

6= Usually true

7= Always or almost always true

Sensitive to the needs of others Warm

Truthful Willing to take a stand
Willing to take risks Tender

Understanding Aggressive

Secretive Adaptable
Compassionate Loves children

Eager to soothe hurt feelings Tactful

Conceited Gentle

Dominant Conventional

Using the scale below as a guide, write a number beside each statement to indicate how much you agree
with it.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
nor rrue somewhar rrue very rrue
® I sometimes tell lies if I have to.
® I never cover up my mistakes.
® ___ There have been occasions when I have taken advantage of someone.
® I never swear.
® ____ [Isometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget.
® _ _ [Talways obey laws, even if I'm unlikely to get caught.
® I have said something bad about a friend behind his or her back.
® ____ When I hear people talking privately, I avoid listening.
® __ I'have received too much change from a salesperson without telling her.
® T always declare everything at customs.
® ___ When I was young I sometimes stole things.

n I have never dropped litter on the street.

= I sometimes drive faster than the speed limit.
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7

nor rrue somewhar rrue very true

. I never read sexy books or magazines.

® ____ [ 'have done things that I don"t tell other people about.

® ____ [ never take things that don't belong to me.

® ____ T'have taken sick-leave from work or school even though I wasn’t really sick.
® ___ [I'have never damaged a library book or store merchandise without reporting it.
® ___ [ have some pretty awful habits.

. I don’t gossip about other people’s business.

Below are five statements with which you may agree or disagree. Using the 1-7 scale below, indicate
your agreement by selecting the appropriate number. Please be open and honest in your responding.

1= Strongly disagree

2= Disagree

3= Slightly disagree

4= Neither agree nor disagree
5= Slightly agree

6= Agree

7= Strongly agree

u In most ways my life is close to my ideal.

® ____ The conditions of my life are excellent.

® _ I am satisfied with my life.

W ____ SofarI have gotten the important things I want in my life.
= If I could live my life over, I would change almost nothing.

Considering your life as a whole, would you describe it as very unhappy, unhappy, an even mixture of
unhapiness and happiness, happy or very happy? (circle one)

1 2 3 4 ] 6 7 8 9 10 11
Very Unhappy Mixed Happy Very
Unhappy Happy
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Of the 195 individuals sending back gquestionnaires, 17
respondents did not have questionnaires returned by their
partners (12 women, 5 men) and these individuals were excluded
from subsequent analyses. Of the remaining 178 individuals
representing 89 couples, 4 individuals and their partners were
excluded because of extensive missing data (i.e., over 20% of
questionnaire items), and one couple was excluded because one
individual left over 15% of BSRI-SF items unanswered. One couple
was excluded because of missing information on gender. Of the 83
couples remaining in the study sample, twenty-three (23)
participants omitted to answer a small number of items from the
BSRI-SF and DAS (i.e., fewer than 5% on either). These missing
data were replaced with the gender mean for that item. Most of
these questionnaires had only one datum missing (p = 17).
Occasionally, two values were missing (n = 4) or, rarely, three
items (p = 2). No item in either questionnaire was omitted by
more than 4% of participants, and missing values appeared to be
randomly distributed both at the individual level and across the
entire sample.

With respect to demographic information, where individuals
had data missing on age, years together, marital status, personal
or combined income, the missing values were inferred wherever
possible from thelr partner's data, or, if necessary, replaced by
the gender mean for that question. This affected fewer than 10
questionnalires. Couples with information missing on education

level or occupation (which could not be inferred from partner
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data) were retalned. Four men and 4 women left out a sum of 7 and
5 demographic values, respectively, on education level,
occupation, and/or income.

The positively skewed distributions for age of men and age
of women, and the severely positively skewed demographic variable
of relationship duration were transformed using the square root
and log*°® formulae, respectively. Verification of transformed
variables' distributions confirmed greatly improved and normal
distribution of scores on all four transformed variables.

Scores on the three variables of interest were then computed
(1.e., Instrumentality, Expressivity, and DAS). A check of
distributions of scores identified 5 univariate outliers. These
were placed to the third standard deviation for that distribution
in an effort to retain the couple while decreasing the undue
influence of those scores. Subsequent test for multivariate
outliers using Mahalanobis distance indicated that the
combinations of scores of 8 couples exerted undue statistical
influence on regression analysis. These 8 couples (3 of whom had
been identified as having a univariate outlier) were excluded as
five on the first run, one on the second, and two on the third
and final run, resulting in a final Study 1 sample of 75 couples.

Interitem consistency of responses on the BSRI-SF
Instrumentality and Expressivity subscales and on the DAS total
score were calculated using Cronbach's alpha coefficient. Values

ranged from the acceptable to the very satisfactory.
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Appendix M.

r SRI-

in Studies 1 and 2 and the Normative Samples
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Men Women
Mean SD Median Mean SD Median
Instrumentality
S-F Norms 4.9 .79 4.9 4.8 .81 4.8
31 Sample 4.8 .67 4.8 5.0 .71 4.9
S2 Sample 4.9 .75 5.0 4.8 .75 4.8
Expresgivity
S-F Norms 5.2 .78 5.3 5.6 .76 5.7
S1 Sample 5.6 .66 5.7 5.7 .65 5.7
S2 Sample 5.3 .69 5.4 5.9 .67 5.9

Note. S-F: Short-Form; S1: Sample 1: S2: Sample 2.

476 men; S1 sample: n =

Normative sample: p = 340 women, n

75 women, n. = 75 men; S2 sample: n 119 women, p = 119 men.

Normative data are from the 1978 Stanford University sample,

cited in the Bem Sex-Role Inventory: Professional Manual. Palo

Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists Press, 1981.
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Appendix N.

summary of Hierarchical Regression
lvysis Rela DAS Scores

the Pooled Sample's BSRI-SF Scores
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Variable B SE B Beta AR?
Step 1
Gender -1.07 2.13 .04
.00
Step 2
Instrumentality .41 .15 L22%%
Expressivity .52 .16 .26%%%
C11%%
Step 3
I times E .03 .03 1.15
.00

Note. N = 150. I: Instrumentality; E: Expressivity; DAS: Dyadic

Adjustment Scale.

X* p < .01, *** p < ,001.
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Variable B SEB Beta A(Adj)R?
Step 1
Personal income -1.50 1.44 -.20
Occupation .07 .05 .18
Level of education .34 1.10 .04
Age (square root) 1.77 3.55 .09
.02
Step 2
Instrumentality .63 .24 L33%%
Expressivity .21 .25 .11
J13%%
Step 3
I times E .02 .04 .86
.00

Note. Due to missing demographic data, 6 cases were excluded
from this analysis (n = 69). I: Instrumentality; E: Expressivity;
DAS: Dyadic Adjustment Scale.

** p < ,01.
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Variable B SE B Beta A(adj)R?
Step 1
Personal income .44 1.13 .05
Level of education 2.23 1.39 .19
Occupation .19 .07 c34%%
Age (square root) -1.73 2.65 -.08
.10%*
Step 2
Instrumentality .39 .21 .20
Expressivity .95 .24 .31%x
.14%%
Step 3
I times E .01 .04 .53
.00

Note, N = 70. Missing values on demographic variables led to 5
cases being excluded from this analysis. I: Instrumentality; E:
Expressivity; DAS: Dyadic Adjustment Scale.

* p< .05 ** p < .01.
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Students Non-students
(n = 38) (n = 34)
Mean SD Range Mean sD Range

Age 24.9 5.1 19-41 31.8 7.2 22-49
Yrs 3.5 4.9 1-20 6.5 6.0 1-22
I 4.9 .59 3.7-6.1 5.0 .9 2.9-6.8
E 5.7 .62 4.0-6.6 5.8 .7 4.2-6.9
DAS 112.8 14.0 73-132 119.4 12.0 95-143

Note. Yrs: Years together. Student-t tests for both BSRI-SF
subscales mean differences were nonsignificant at p .01 (Bonferroni
adjustment), as were the t-tests for DAS and years together. The mean

age (square root) (separate) variance estimate was F = - 4.65, p < .001.
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Yrs I E DAS pl pPE pDAS
Age .83 .12 -.39%%xx - 14 -.39%%xx - .14 -.31%%x%
(.59%%x%) (.05) (-.14) (-.18) (-.18) (.00) (-.05)
Yrs - .14 -.26 .15 -.25 -.21 -.22
I - .08 .35 .08 .08 .21
- (.19) (.13) (.02) (.11) (.18)
E - L4T%xx 32 .01 WL
- (.30) (.18) (.07) (.32%%x%)
DAS - .48%%x - _04 .58%%xx%x
- (-.08) (.24) (.59%%%)
pI - .43 .48%%k%
PE - .12
- (.24)

Note. n's = 38 (students) and 34 (non-students). Numbers in brackets
refer to non-student women. Yrs: years together; 1I: Instrumentality; E:
Expressivity; DAS: Dyadic Adjustment Scale; p: partner.

kx%x p < .001
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Variable B SE B Beta A(adj)R?
Step 1
Level of education .22 1.35 .02
Age (square root) -2.74 2.56 -.14
Occupation .09 .07 .17
Personal income 1.60 1.09 .20
.02
Step 2
Instrumentality .23 .21 .13
Expressivity .71 .23 .37%%
L15%%
Step 3
I times E .02 .04 .97
.00

Note, Due to missing demographic information, 5 couples were

excluded from this analysis (p = 70 couples). I:

Instrumentality; E: Expressivity; DAS: Dyadic Adjustment Scale.

** p < .01,
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Appendix T.
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis Relating
—Women's DAS Scores to Partner
Demographics and Partner BSRI-SF Scores
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Variable B SE B Beta A(Adj)R?
Step 1
Age (square root) 1.52 3.84 .07
Level of education 2.28 1.19 .25
Occupation .01 .05 .03
Personal income -1.15 1.56 -.14
.00
Step 2
Instrumentality .59 .27 .28%
Expressivity .06 .28 .03
.08
Step 3
I times E -.00 .04 ~-.08
.00

Note. Due to missing demographic data, 6 couples were excluded
from these analyses (p = 69). I: Instrumentality; E:
Expressivity; DAS: Dyadic Adjustment Scale.

* p < .05.
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Variable B SE B Beta A(adj)Rr?
Step 1

man I score .35 .21 .19

woman I score .20 .18 .11

woman E score .68 .21 .35%%

man E score .19 .21 .10

L21%%

Note. N = 75 couples. I: Instrumentality; E: Expressivity; DAS:

Dyadic Adjustment Scale.

** 2 ( .01.
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Variable B SE B Beta A(Adj)R=
Step 1
woman I score .30 .20 .16
man I score .35 .23 .17
woman E score .72 .23 .35%%
man E score .04 .23 .02
L19%%x

Note. N = 75 couples. 1I: Instrumentality; E: Expressivity; DAS:
Dyadic Adjustment Scale.
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Appendix W.
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The Impression Management subscale of the Balanced Inventory
of Desirable Responses (BIDR) (Paulhus, 1991) measures the tendency
to over-report desirable behaviours and to under-report undesirable
behaviours. It includes 20 items scored on a 7-point scale. The
reliabllity coefficlent is .86 and test-retest reliability for S
weeks is .65. The overall BIDR, which also includes a subscale of
self-deception, is correlated .71 with the Marlowe-Crowne. The
Impression Management subscale is also strongly correlated with
several lie scales, including the MMPI and the Eysenck lie scales.
Given the demonstrated sensitivity of this instrument to demands
for impression management (e.g., higher scores are obtained when
subjects are responding in public), the author suggests that
respondents scoring high even when answering anonymously have a

social approval motive,.
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Appendix X.

Impression Management subscale of the
Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responses _



Impression Management Subscale of the BIDR

Using the scale below as a guide, write a number beside each
statement to indizate how much you agree with it.

1
NOT TRUE

2 3 4 S 6 7
SOMEWHAT TRUE VERY TRUE

I sometimes tell lies if I have to.

I never coaver up my mistakes.

There have been occasions when I have taken advantage
of someocne.

I never swear.

I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and
forget.

I always obey laws, even if I'm unlikely to get caught.

I have said something bad about a friend behind his or
her back.

When I hear people talking privately, I avoid listening.

I have received toz much change from & salesperson
without telling her.

1 always declare everything at customs.

When I was young I sometimes stole things.

I have never dropped litter on the street.

I sometimes drive faster than the speed limit.

I never read sexy boocks or magazines.

I have done things that I don't tell other pecple about.
I never take things that don’t belang to me.

I have taken sick-leave from work or schoaol even though
I wasn’t really sick.

I have never damaged a library book or store merchandise
without reporting it.

I have some pretty awful habits.

I don't gossip about other people’s business.
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Wonen Men
Cultural Background Total {(n = 119) 119)
English 61.8 59.7 63.9
French 21.4 23.5 19.3
Italian 1.3 .8 1.7
German 1.7 1.7 1.7
Hungarian 0.9 0.0 1.7
Danish 0.4 0.0 .8
Dutch 0.4 .8 0.0
Polish 0.4 .8 0.0
Aboriginal 0.4 .8 0.0
Scottish 0.8 .8 .8
East Indian 0.4 .8 0.0
Salvadorean 0.4 0.0 .8
Lebanese 0.4 0.0 .8
Haitian 0.8 .8 .8
Mixed descent 6.3 7.6 5.0
Other 1.3 1.7 .8
Missing 0.9 0.0 1.7

Note. Other: Cultural background reported as Canadian or

American.
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Appendix 2.

Highest Education Level Attajined
(Percentages)
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Women Men
Level Total (pn = 119) (pn = 119)
Less than Grade 10 1.3 0.0 2.5
High School 12.2 10.9 13.4
Some College 7.6 5.0 10.1
Community College 14.3 15.1 13.4
Some University 19.7 21.0 18.5
Bachelor Degree 29.4 34.5 24.4
Masters Degree 10.9 10.1 11.8
Ph.D., M.D. 3.4 1.7 5.0

Missing 1.3 1.7 .8
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Appendix AA.

Combjned Yearly Income Level
(Percentages)
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Income

(N

Total

119 couples)

Under $10,000
$10-20,000
$20-30,000
$30-40,000
$40-50,000
$50-60,000
$60-70,000
Over $70,000

Missing

12.6

6.7
15.1
36.1

0.8

250
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Appendix BB.

Yearly Pergsonal Income Level
{Percentages)
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Women Men
Income Total (n = 119) (pn = 119)
Under $10,000 21.0 28.6 13.4
$10-20,000 14.7 21.0 8.4
$20-30,000 15.1 15.1 15.1
$30-40,000 17.2 12.6 21.8
$40-50,000 13.0 15.1 10.9
Over §50,000 18.5 7.6 29.4
Missing 0.4 0.0 0.8

252
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Primary Occupation
4 ta
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Total Women Men
Occupation (n = 119) (n = 119)
Student 15.6 16.8 14.3
Management/Administration 8.0 4.2 11.8
Natural Sciences/Engineering 5.9 2.5 9.2
Social Sciences/Environment 2.1 4.2 0.0
Mental Health Professions 3.0 4.2 1.7
Teaching 4.7 7.6 1.7
Medicine/Health ) 4.6 5.0 4.2
Clerical 12.6 16.0 9.2
Protection/Enforcement 4.2 1.7 6.7
Law and Politics 1.3 0.8 1.7
Banking and Economics 1.3 0.8 1.7
Sales-retail 2.6 1.7 3.4
Small Business Owner 2.5 2.5 2.5
Farming 0.4 0.0 0.8
Technician 3.0 1.7 4.2
Transportation 1.7 0.0 3.4
Arts/Crafts 0.9 0.0 1.7
Home Care 0.9 1.7 .0
Full-Time Parent, Pre-S. 2.1 4.2 0.0
Retired/Disability Pension 4.6 4.2 5.0
Other 21.9 10.1 11.8
Unemployed 4.7 7.6 1.7
Missing 1.3 1.7 0.8

Note, Pre-S.: Pre-school children; Other: Multiple occupations, or

insufficient information for classification (e.g., civil servant).
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Appendix DD.

Conflict Resolution Measure
{CR)



The following statements deal with how people deal with conflict in their intimate
relationship. Peocple respond to conflict in different ways. Please respond to the
items as honestly as possible s0 as to reflect what you do--not what you think you
should do. When you read an item, ask yourself: Do I ever behave this way? Please
ansvwer every item using the numbers corresponding to the following responses.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Strongly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Strongly
Agree Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Disagree

1) When my solution to our conflict has failed,
I do not examine why it didn't work. 1 2 3 4 5 6

2) When I am confronted with a complex problem, I
do not bother to develop a strategy to collect
information so I can define exactly what the

problem is. 1 2 3 4 5 6
3) After the conflict is resolved, I do not
analyse what went right and what went wrong. 1 2 3 4 s 6
4) I am usually able to think of creative and
effective alternatives to our conflict. 1 2 3 4 S &
S) After following a course of action to resolve
our conflict, I compare the actual outcome with
the one I had anticipated. i 2 3 4 g €
6) When we have a conflict, I think of as many
possible ways to handle it as I can until I
can't come up with any more ideas. i 2 3 4 =) &
7) When we are in conflict, I consistently examine
my feelings to find out what is going on in
the situation. 1 2 3 4 : €
8) When confused about our conflict, I don't
clarify vague ideas or feelings by thinking of
them in concrete terms. 1 2 3 2 5 €
¢) I have the ability to help resolve most cof cur
conflicts, even though initialiy no solution is
immediately apparent. 1 2 3 4 s 6
10) Many of the conflicts we have are too complex
for me to help resolve. 1 2 3 4 5 8
11) When resolving a conflict, I make decisions
I am happy with later. 1 2 3 4 5 ]
12) When confronted with a conflict, I tend to do
the first thing I can think of to resolve it. 1 2 3 4 5 6
13) When deciding on an idea or possible solution,
I do not take time to consider the chances of
each alternative being successful. 1 2 3 4 5 ©
14) When confronted with conflict, I stop and _ )
think about it before deciding on a next step. 1 2 ! 4 5] <



1 2 3 4 5 6
Strongly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Strongly
Agree Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Disagree

15) In trying to help resolve our conflict I
generally act on the first idea that comes
to mind. 1 2 3 4 5

16) When making a decision, I compare
alternatives and weigh the consegquences
of one against the other. 1 2 3 4 5

17) When I make plans to help resolve our conflict,
I am almost certain that I can make them work. 1 2 3 4 5

18) I try to predict the result of a particular
course of action related to conflict resolution. 1 2 3 4 ]

19) When I try to think of possible solutions,I
usually do not come up with very many alternatives. 1 2 3 4 5

20) When trying to resolve a conflict, one
strategy I often use is to think of past
conflicts that have been similar.

[
N
w
oo
w

21) Given enough time and effort, I believe I
can help resolve most of the conflicts that
confront us.

o
N
w
o
W

22) When faced with a new possible source of
conflict, I have confidence that I can help
resolve the conflicts that might arise. 1 2 3 4

wn

23) I trust my ability to help resolve new and
difficult conflicts.

bt
\N]
w
KN
w

24) I use a systematic method toc compare
alternatives and to make decisions. 1 2 3 4 5

25) When thinking of ways to handle a conflict,
I seldom combine ideas from various alternatives
to arrive at a workable solution. 1

AV ]
w
o
w

26) When faced with conflict, I seldom assess the
external forces that may be contributing to
the situation. 1 2 3

o
w

27) When confronted with conflict, I usually first
survey the situation to determine the relevant
information.

s
[\¥)
W
S
wn

28) After making a decision, the actual outcome
is usually similar to what I had anticipated. 1 2 3 4 5

29) When faced with conflict, I am unsure of whether
I can handle the situation. 1 2 3 4 5

30) When 1 become aware of conflict, one of the
first things I do is try to find out exactly
what the problem is. 1 2 3 4 5

e

[e)

M
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Appendix EE.

ove



This scale contains items related to thoughts and feelings people
might or might not express within their relationship. Each item
has five choices, represented by a number (e.g., 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5).
Please make the choice that best describes your relationship as it
exists at the present time.

1= Never 2= Seldam 3= Sometimes 4= Often 5= Always

1) Your partner tells you that he/she feels goocd about how well you get

along together.

2) Your partner tells you that he/she wants you to be proud of him/her.

3) Your partner tells you that he/she feels good about the things you
do together.

4) Your partner tells you that he/she feels free to talk about anything
with you.

3) Your partner tells you that he/she trusts you completely.

6) You tell your partner that you feel safe when you are together.

7)  You tell your partner that you believe your relationship keeps
getting better.

8) Your partner tells you that the thought of you dying disturbs
him/her.

9) Your partner tells you that he/she believes your relationship keeps
getting better.

10) You tell your partner that you feel you understand him/her.

11) You tell your partner that you feel ccmfortable enouch with haim/her
to be yourself.

12) You tell your partner that you feel really gocod when you are with
him/her.

13) You tell your partner that you believe in him/her.

14) You tell your partner that you want him/her to be precud of you.

15) You tell your partner that you feel more cheerful,
optimistic and confident when you are with him/her.

16) You tell your partner that you feel good about the things you do
together.

|

17) You tell your partner that you trust him/her completely.

18) You tell your partner that you feel he/she is a good, valuable
person.

13) You tell your partner that you feel free to talk about anything with
him/her.

.

20) You tell your partner that you are comfortable with his/her
expectations of you.



1= Never 2= Seldom 3= Sometimes 4= Often 5= Always

21)

22)

23)

24)

25)

26)

27)

28)

29)

30}

31)

32)
33)

34)

35)

36)

37

38)

39)

40)

Your partner tells you when he/she does something to improve his/her
appearance for you.

Your partner tells you what others do that really make him/her angry
or upset.

Your partner talks with you about his/her beliefs and feelings on
religious groups, other than the one to which he/she belongs.

Your partner tells you about major events, plans, and decisions that
are coming up in his/her life.

Your partner tells you his/her favorite jokes--the kind you both
like to hear.

You tell your partner the things that bother you about your best
(opposite sex) friend.

You tell yocur partner things about your own perscnality that bother
or upset you.

Your partner tells you about his/her own most pressing worries,
problems, and/or health concerns.

Your partner tells you about his/her interests and hobbies.

Your partner tells you about the things that bother him/her most
about his/her best (opposite sex) friend.

You tell your partner about the daily pressures and stresses that
you face.

You tell your partner what worries you about the future.
You tell your partner what you are most sensitive about.

You tell your partner the kinds of things cthers do that make ycu
really angry or upset.

You tell your partner what you regard as your chief handicar to
doing a better job in school or work.

You tell your partner what the most important goals in your life
are.

You tell your partner about major events, plans, and decisions that
are coming up in your life.

Your partner tells you about the daily pressures and stresses in
his/her life.

Your partner tells you what he/she is most sensitive about.

Your partner tells you his/her opinions on what is accepteble sexual
behaviour for other people to follow.
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Appendix FF.
Telephone Script for Study 2:
First Contact



Thank you for responding to our advertisement. We are conducting a
research study designed to investigate characteristics of couples’
relationships. This is being conducted by Dr. John Hunsley, a
psychology professor at the School of Psychology at the University
of Ottawa, and by Monique Lefebvre, a doctoral student in
psychology at the University of Ottawa.

As mentioned in the advertisement, participation involves filling
out questionnaires that we will mail to your home. The
questionnaire package deals with communication between you and your
partner, and with your marital and general life satisfaction. Time
to complete is about one hour.

We would appreciate it if you and your partner each completed a
questionnaire package, but it is entirely up to each of you to
decide whether or not you want to participate. If you both decide
to participate, it would be important for each of you to work on
your questionnaires separately, and not to discuss your responses
until you’ve both finished.

To participate, you need to satisfy certain criteria, so I would
like to ask you a few questions.

First, are you and your partner currently living together?

How long have you been living together?

How old are you?

How old is your partner?

Are you both fluent in English?

IF MEET CRITERIA

Thank you for your interest in this study. Do you have any
questions about the study? Could I please have your address so that
we could mail you consent forms and questionnaires?

IF DO NOT MEET CRITERIA

Thank you for your interest in the study, but we are looking for
couples who have lived together for at least six months, where each
individual is over 25 years of age and fluent in English.
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Appendix GG.
sStudy 2 Consent Form, Cover Letter,
and Demographic Questionnaire



Consent Form for Couples Study

The purpose of the present study is to learn about different aspects
of couples' relationships. This study is being conducted by Dr. John
Hunsley, a professor at the School of Psychology at the University of
Ottawa, and by Monique Lefebvre, a doctoral student in psychology at
the University of Ottawa.

If I agree to participate in this study, my participation will
involve the completion of a questionnaire package including
questionnaires on communication between my partner and me, and cn my
marital and general life satisfaction.

I understand that it will take approximately one hour to complete.

I also understand that although the researcher would appreciate it if
both my partner and I each completed a questionnaire package, it is
entirely up to each of us to decide whether to participate.

Further, if I decide to participate in the study, I agree not to
discuss or reveal my responses to my partner until I have completed
my questionnaire package.

I understand that I am to return my questicnnaires to the researchers
in one of the two addressed stamped envelopes provided for that
purpose.

I understand that I am free to withdraw from this study at any time.
Furthermore, although it is preferable that I answer all the
questions, I understand that I can decide not to answer any or all cf
the questions in the questionnaires. I understand that any answers I
provide will remain strictly confidential and will be used only for
research purposes.

There are two copies of this consent form for each participant. If
you decide to participate, please sign them both and return one with
your questionnaire package. If you have any questions or concerns
about the questionnaires, or if you experience any discomfort as a
result of filling in the questionnaires, please call Dr. Hunsley at
564-9468.

Participant's signature:
Date:
Researcher's signature:

Optional:

I wish to receive a summary of the findings of this study upon its
completion (approximately December 1995) at the fcllowing address:




THE COUPLES RELATIONSHIPS SURVEY

Thank you for expressing interest in our study on intimate
relationships. The following survey asks questions in a number of
different areas regarding your relationship with your partner.
Some of the questions may seem to be very similar or not relevant
to yourself or to your own relationship. However, please answer
them to the best of your ability. We have chosen questions which
are appropriate for a wide range of couples. Of course you are
free to refuse to answer any or all of the following questions, but
we would greatly appreciate it if you would take some time and
answer as many questions as possible.

Consent Forms: In this package you will find two sets of consent
forms. Each partner must sign his/her own set of consent forms.
Please keep one copy of the consent form for your own records.
Include your second signed copy of the consent form in the return
envelope with your own completed questionnaires.

Questionnaires: There are two identical questionnaire packages in
the mail-out kit you have received. Each partner is to fill out
his/her own questionnaire package according to how she/he feels.
Once you have completed your questionnaire package, please place it
in one of the pre-stamped envelopes (with the consent form)
included in the mail-out kit. Your partner will place his/her own
questionnaire package in the other envelope. To maintain your
anonymity, please do not write your name on the questionnaires--
only on the consent form.

Filling out the questionnaires: We estimate that it will take you
approximately one hour to complete the questionnaires. There are
many different types of questions. For each set of questions there
are instructions on how to answer them.

Once again, we appreciate you taking the time tc help us with our
study. Hopefully we will be able to come to a better understanding
of couples' relationships. If you have any questions or concerns
about your participation in this study, or if you experience any
discomfort as a result of filling out the questionnaires, please
contact Dr. John Hunsley at 564-9468.

Thank you for your cooperation,
John Hunsley, Ph.D., C.Psych. Monique Lefebvre

Associate Professor of Psychology University of Ottawa
University of Ottawa Doctoral Student, Psychology



TO HELP US INTERPRET THESE QUESTIONRNAIRES, WE NEED SOME DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION ABOUT YOU.
PLEASE CHECK OR CIRCLE THE ANSWER THAT BEST DESCRIBES YOO AND/OR FILL IN THE INFORMATION
REQUESTED.

-What 1is your gender? Male Female

-What is your age? Years

-What 1s your cultural background?
English French Other

(please specify)

-Do you and your partner currently live at the same address?
Yes No

-If not, please comment

—-How many years have you and your partner lived together as a couple?
years

-Are you and your partner married?
Yes No

-If so, how many years have you been married?
years

-Do you and your partner have any children? (check one)
Yes No

If yes, what are their gender and ages?

-Have you previously been married?
Yes No

-Do you have any children from previcus marriages?
Yes No

If yes, do they currently live with you?
Yes No

What are their gender and ages?

-Have you and your partner ever received marital counseling?
Yes No

-What is your present occupation?




-What is YOUR annual gross income?
(check one)

under $9,999

$10,000 - 519,999
$20,000 - s29,999
$30,000 - s$39,99¢9
540,000 - 549,999

over $50,000

NARRR

-What is the COMBINED annual gross income for you and your spouse? (check one)
under $9,999

$10,000 - s19,999

$20,000 ~ $29,99¢9

$30,000 - $39,999

$40,000 - $49,999

$50,000 - $59,999

$60,000 ~ $69,999

over $70,000

-What is YOUR highest level of education cemplected? (check one;
less than grade 10

high school diploma

some community college

community college diploma

some university

Bachelor's degree

Master's degree

Ph.D.

NERRER

How did you learn about this Couples Study?
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I am calling about the study on couples, being conducted by Dr.
John Hunsley from the University of Ottawa. We contacted you
earlier about participating in the study and mailed you our
questionnaires.

We have not yet received your completed questionnaire package and
we were wondering if you had any questions or required a new mail-
out of questionnaire packages.

Thank you once again for your participation.
IF PERSON NO LONGER WISHES TO PARTICIPATE

Well, thank you for taking the time to talk to me and for having
considered participating in the study.
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Thirty-eight individuals (30 women, 8 men) were found to be
missing partner gquestionnaires, and these couples were excluded
from the sample. Two individuals misinterpreted instructions,
and they and their partner were excluded from the study. Six
individuals (4 men, 2 women) were found to have left 20% or more
of items unanswered, and they and their partner's questionnaire
were excluded. Couples with combined missing data of 20% or more
over both questionnaires were also excluded as a means of
keeping score substitutions to a minimum. In the case of missing
information regarding participants' age, the gender mean was
substituted. This affected fewer than 5 individuals. Wherever
possible, missing data for relationship duration, personal
income, and combined income, were inferred from partner's
responses. This affected fewer than 10 questionnaires. Where
values were missing for cultural background, primary occupation,
or educational level, these items were retained as missing data,
with the expectation that, at least in some regression analyses
using demographic variables as control variables, sample size
and statistical power would be somewhat diminished.

In the case of missing values related to the BSRI-SF, CR,
MEI, or DAS questionnaires, the items were graphed and found to
be randomly distributed both at the individual and group levels.
A total of 42 questionnaires had at least one such item missing
for a total of 69 missing values. No individual had over 6% of
data missing overall on the BSRI-SF, CR, MEI, and DAS. Most

individuals had one item missing (g = 25), but occasionally two
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(n = 11), three (n = 4), four (p = 1), or six items (n = 1). No
participant had over 10% of data missing in the BSRI-SF, the CR
measure, the MEI measure, or the DAS. For these 42 participants,
the gender mean value for that item was substituted.
Distributions were then examined and the positively skewed
distributions for age of men and age of women, and the severely
positively skewed distributions for years living together were
transformed using the square root and logio formulae,
respectively. Subsequent verification of these distributions
confirmed greatly improved and normal score distributions.

Scores on the CR, MEI, DAS, and BSRI-SF subscales were

computed, and univariate and multivariate outliers dealt with
according to suggestions by Tabachnick and Fidell (1989).
Ten cases proved to be univariate outliers randomly distributed
across variables. These ten extreme scores were set to the third
standard deviation for that gender and variable in an attempt to
retain the couple in the sample. A sequence of tests for
multivariate outliers using Mahalanobis' distance identified a
total of 18 couples whose distribution of scores were
unacceptably influential in regression analysis. These 18
couples included 4 individuals who had had missing data
substituted, as well as 2 individuals who had had a univariate
outlier value adjusted. These six couples were excluded, leaving
119 couples for further analysis. This sample size met the

recruitment target for Study 2, which was 110 couples.
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Variable B SE B Beta AR?
Step 1
Level of education .58 .69 .09
Occupation .01 .04 .02
Age (square root) .70 1.32 .06
Personal income -.63 .80 -.09
.01
Step 2
Instrumentality 2.81 1.48 .18
Expressivity 3.98 1.71 .22%
.09%x*
Step 3
I times E 2.22 2.52 1.00
.01

Note. p = 119. I: Instrumentality; E: Expressivity; DAS: Dyadic
Adjustment Scale.

* R < .05' LR 2 < 001'
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Variable B SE B Beta AR?
Step 1
Level of education .34 .70 .05
Occupation -.00 .04 -.01
Age (sqguare root) 1.53 1.21 .12
Personal income .26 .66 .04
.02
Step 2
Expressivity 5.95 1.48 .36%%%
Instrumentality -1.14 1.39 -.07
.13%%%
Step 3
I times E -1.67 1.84 -.78
.01

Note. mn = 119. I: Instrumentality; E: Expressivity; DAS: Dyadic
Adjustment Scale.

%% p < ,01.
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Variable B SE B Beta AR?
Step 1
Level of education .31 .77 .04
Occupation .02 .04 .06
Age (square root) -.29 1.33 -.02
Personal income -.19 .72 -.03
.01
Step 2
Expressivity 4,03 1.69 .22%
Instrumentality -.68 1.59 ~.04
.05
Step 3
I times E -3.31 2.09 -1.41
.02

Note. N = 119 couples.

I: Instrumentality; E: Expressivity; DAS:

Dyadic AdJjustment Scale.

* p < .05.
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Variable B SE B Beta Ar?
Step 1
Level of education .36 .60 .06
Occupation -.01 .03 -.04
Age (square root) 1.87 1.16 .17
Personal income -.88 .70 -.14
.03
Step 2
Instrumentality -1.73 1.34 -.12
Expressivity 2.90 1.54 .18
.04
Step 3
I times E -.32 2,28 -.16
.00

Note. N = 119 couples. I: Instrumentality; E: Expressivity; DAS:

Dyadic Adjustment Scale.
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Variable B SE B Beta AR?
Step 1
Level of education -2.35 1.03 -.23%
Occupation - .08 .05 -.13
Age (square root) - .64 2.00 -.03
Personal ilncome 1.97 1.20 .18
.05
Step 2
Instrumentality ~-3.99 2.15 -.16
Expressivity -9.72 2.49 ~.35%%x
.16%%%
Step 3
I times E -5.12 3.62 -1.49
.01

Note. N = 119. Low scores on the CR measure indicate a more pro-

active and confident approach to dyadic conflict resolution. I:

Instrumentality; E: Expressivity; CR: Conflict Resolution

measure.

* p < .05, ***x p < .001.
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Variable B SE B Beta AR?
Step 1
Level of education - 2.41 1.07 -.21
Occupation .04 .05 .07
Age (sguare root) -1.10 1.84 -.06
Personal income 1.04 1.00 .10
.05
Step 2
Expressivity -8.417 2.17 ~.33%%xx
Instrumentality -6.89 2.04 ~.29%%x%
.18%%%
Step 3
I times E 2.51 2.70 .76
.01

Note. N = 119. Low scores on the CR measure indicate a more pro-
active and confident approach to conflict resolution. I:
Instrumentality; E: Expressivity; CR: Conflict Resolution
measure.

xx%x p < ,001.
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Variable B SE B Beta AR*
Step 1
Level of education 1.26 1.20 .10
Occupation -.00 .06 -.00
Age (square root) .03 2.07 .00
Personal income .14 1.12 .01
.01
Step 2
Expressivity -3.36 2.69 -.12
Instrumentality -.14 2.53 -.01
.01
Step 3
I times E -.59 3.36 -.16
.00

Note. N = 119 couples. I: Instrumentality; E: Expressivity; CR:

Conflict Resolution score.
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Variable B SE B Beta AR?
Step 1
Level of education -2.29 .94 -.25¢%
Occupation .03 .05 .05
Age (square root) .03 1.82 .00
Personal income 1.46 1.09 .15
.06
Step 2
Instrumentality 1.11 2.11 .05
Expressivity -4.06 2.42 -.16
.02
Step 3
I times E -5.43 3.54 -1.74
.02

Note. N = 119 couples.

I: Instrumentality; E:

Conflict Resolution score.

* p < .05.

Expressivity; CR:
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Variable B SEB Beta AR?
Step 1
Level of education .92 .94 .10
Occupation .06 .05 .11
Age (square root) -3.65 1.82 -.21%
Personal income -.98 1.16 -.10
.08
Step 2
Instrumentality 4,26 1.88 .19%
Expressivity 10.57 2.16 c41%x%k%
J21%%k%
Step 3
I times E 3.80 3.17 1.20
.01

Note. n = 119. I: Instrumentality; E: Expressivity; MEI:

Maintenance and Enhancement of Intimacy.

* p < .05, **x p (

.001.
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Variable B SEB Beta AR?
Step 1
Level of education -.34 .93 -.03
Occupation -.05 .05 -.09
Age (square root) -4.79 1.61 -.28%%
Personal income -.70 .87 -.08
.10%
Step 2
Expressivity 6.95 2.00 «30%%%
Instrumentality .09 1.88 .00
.09%%
Step 3
I times E -3.74 2.47 -1.27
.02

Note. p = 119. I: Instrumentality; E: Expressivity; MEI:
Maintenance and Enhancement of Intimacy.

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *x*x p < .001.
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Variable B SE B Beta AR?
Step 1
Level of education -1.11 1.03 -.10
Occupation -.12 .05 -.20*
Age (square root) -4.71 1.78 -.25%%
Personal income .60 .96 .06
.10%
Step 2
Expressivity 5.57 2.22 L22%%
Instrumentality 4.617 2.09 .20%
.08%x*
Step 3
I times E -5.20 2.73 -1.59
.03

Note. N = 119 couples. I: Instrumentality; E: Expressivity; MEI:
Maintenance and Enhancement of Intimacy.

* pD< .05 **p < .01.



IE and Dyadic Adjustment 295

Appendix UU.



IE and Dyadic Adjustment 296

Variable B SE B Beta AR?
Step 1
Level of education .57 .82 .07
Occupation .04 .04 .08
Age (square root) -4.63 1.58 -.30%*
Personal income -.65 .95 -.07
C11%xx
Step 2
Instrumentality .47 1.79 .02
Expressivity 5.63 2.06 .25%%
.06*
Step 3
I times E 2.08 3.05 .74
.00

Note., N = 119 couples. I: Instrumentality; E: Expressivity; MEI:
Maintenance and Enhancement of Intimacy.

* p< .05 %t p< .0l.
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- . .16
(-19) \‘\'~ —_— —
e, R2 = .08
- ORE e: .96
.21 : —
(.23)

N

Note. p = 119. Values shown above path lines are standardized
Beta welghts. Bracketed values below path lines are correlations;
I: Instrumentality; E: Expressivity; DAS: Dyadic Adjustment

Scale; e: error.
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Note. p = 119. Values shown above path lines are standardized
Beta weights. Bracketed values below path lines are correlations;

I: Instrumentality; E: Expressivity; DAS: Dyadic Adjustment

Scale; e: error.

* p < .05.
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.21%

(.21)

Note. N = 119 couples. Values shown above path lines are
standardized Beta weights. Bracketed values below path lines are
correlations; I: Instrumentality; E: Expressivity; DAS: Dyadic
Adjustment Scale; e: error.

* p < .0S.
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=
s T
\ —015
(-.13) ™ -
T R2 = .05
5| Das
\ , e: .98
N——
.18%
(.16)

Note. N = 119 couples. Values shown above path lines are
standardized Beta weights. Bracketed values below path lines are
correlations; I: Instrumentality; E: Expressivity; DAS: Dyadic
Adjustment Scale; e: error.

* p < .05,
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Study 1 Study 2

N = 75 couples N = 119 couples

Mean, Standard Devliation, and Range for Age (yrs)

Men Men
30.1 (7.6) range: 20-57 37.1 (12.6) range: 20-78
Women Women
28.3 (7.1) range: 19-49 34.7 (11.0) range: 18-62

Cultural background

not available English-Canadian @ 60%
French-Canadian & 21%
Other e 19%

Mean and Standard Deviation for Relationship Duration (yrs)
5 (5.7) 8.8 (10.0)

Education (undergraduate university degree or higher)

43.4% 43.7%

~.

Primary Occupation: Student

Men Men
28% 14%
Women Women
41% 17%

Reporting Combined Yearly Earnings over $70,000
24% 36.1%

Note: Census 1991 (publlshed in 1995) indicates that:

Average family income for the Ottawa-Carleton region was $64,815,
and that approximately 20% of individuals in the Ottawa-Carleton
region have an undergraduate degree or higher.





