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ABSTRACT

Couple Identity Gaps and the Management of Stress and Conflict in Romantic Relationships

Anne Francisca Merrill

The purpose of this study was to investigate the role of couple identity (or the degree to
which one’s partner and relationship are central to one’s personal identity; Acitelli, Rogers,
& Knee, 1999) in romantic partners’ communicative and physiological management of
stress associated with relational conflict. The current study extends the research on couple
identity by introducing the concept of identity gaps (Hecht, 1993) into relational contexts as
a way to explain why couples vary in their ability to manage stress. With assumptions that
perceptions of couple identity are beneficial to stress management and that perceptions of
couple identity gaps are detrimental to stress management, it was hypothesized that these
variables would predict romantic partners’ a) perceptions of anxiety, stress, and negativity
associated with a conflict-inducing discussion and b) their salivary alpha-amylase (sAA) and
salivary cortisol reactivity and recovery in response to a conflict-inducing discussion. One
hundred eighteen couples participated in a laboratory study, in which they engaged in a
discussion about conflict-inducing topic and provided saliva samples to assess biological
stress markers. The couples were also randomly assigned to one of three conditions (couple

identity prime, individual identity prime, or control) to test whether priming partners’ sense
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of couple identity (compared to individual identity) prior to the conflict-inducing discussion
influenced the results. The results showed that perceptions of couple identity predicted
perceptions of conflict negativity, but not anxiety or stress. Overall, perceptions of couple
identity gaps emerged as a stronger predictor in this study than perceptions of couple
identity. Perceptions of couple identity gaps were associated with greater conflict anxiety,
stress, and negativity, as well as heightened cortisol and sAA reactivity. Intriguing results
emerged when testing the possibility of interaction effects between the type of prime (couple
identity or individual identity) and individuals’ pre-existing perceptions of couple identity
(and couple identity gaps) on conflict and stress outcomes. The interaction effect patterns
suggest that for some outcomes, priming couple identity for those who have weak
perceptions of couple identity or have high couple identity gap perceptions increases stress
associated with conflict (self-reported and physiological). On the other hand, the interaction
effects revealed some evidence that priming individual identity for those who have strong
perceptions of couple identity or those with low couple identity gap perceptions increases
stress associated with conflict (self-reported and physiological). The current study
contributes to the existing research on couple identity by highlighting its role in the romantic
partners’ experiences and management of stress associated with relational conflict. The
study also is the first known to the author to translate identity gaps from the individual
context to a dyadic context. Furthermore, the predictive power of couple identity gaps in
this study was noteworthy and further supports the viability of this concept in future
relationship research. Finally, the study integrated multiple approaches to studying stress

(cognitive, behavioral, and physiological) in a novel and theoretically-rich way.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

Being in a loving, intimate, and committed relationship can be one of the best ways
people can improve their overall well-being throughout the lifespan (Drigotas, Rusbult,
Wieselquist, & Whitton, 1999; Lucas & Dyrenforth, 2006; Stillman & Baumeister, 2009).
Numerous theories and empirical studies highlight the importance of close relationships for
healthy personal and relational functioning (e.g., Aron, Paris, & Aron, 1995; Berg, Meegan,
& Deviney, 1998; Floyd, 2002). Close relationships contribute to individual fulfillment by
creating a sense of belonging within a relational unit. As part of a couple, individuals
assume a “couple identity” that represents the aspects of the self that are influenced by the
partner and the relationship. Just as individuals self-define based on group identities, they
also can have relational or couple identities that can influence their cognitions, emotions,
and behavior in powerful ways (Brewer & Gardener, 2005; Giles & Fitzpatrick, 1984), and
which likely impact overall personal and relational health. The current study investigated
how differences in romantic partners’ perceptions of their "couple identity" influence their
ability to manage stress and conflict in their relationships.

Couple identity is conceptualized as the extent to which individuals view themselves
as a part of a couple and incorporate their relationship into their personal identity such that
they create a new representation of a “you-and-me” aspect of their identity (Acitelli, Rogers,
& Knee, 1999). When partners’ perception of couple identity is stronger, they are more
likely to think of “the relationship as a team, in contrast to viewing it as two separate
individuals, each trying to maximize gains” (Stanley & Markman, 1992, p. 596). Couples

likely vary in the degree to which they have a strong or well-formed sense of their couple



identity (or "couple-hood"). In order to better understand the ways in which variations in
couple identity manifest in romantic relationships, the current study translated the concept of
identity gaps from the communication theory of identity (CTI; Hecht, 1993) into a dyadic
context. CTI proposes that people have multiple frames of their identity and that identity
gaps can arise when these frames are inconsistent with each other (Jung & Hecht, 2008).
Research on identity gaps thus far has demonstrated that perceptions of identity gaps are
linked to negative outcomes, such as feeling less understood and poor mental health (Jung &
Hecht, 2004; 2008). However, this research has only tested the impact of identity gaps on
individuals and their personal identity. Identity gaps likely arise between partners as well,
concerning each partners’ view of their couple identity and the consistency between these
views. The presence of identity gaps in partners’ couple identity likely carries negative
consequences for how well partners are able to confront stressors as a couple, given that
these partners do not perceive agreement in a shared couple identity. Given this argument,
the current study tested how couple identity gaps predict romantic partner’s communicative
and physiological management of stress.

Previous research on couple identity and related constructs (e.g., cognitive
interdependence, inclusion of other in the self) has found that generally, couple identity is
positively related to marital satisfaction and relationship functioning (Acitelli et al., 1999;
Reid, Dalton, Laderoute, Doell, & Nguyen, 2006; Scott, Furhman, & Wyer, 1991; Stanley &
Markman, 1992). While research suggests that couple identity is linked to improved
relational outcomes, less is known about how couple identity impacts partners’ ability to
communicatively navigate and manage stress associated with difficult situations. Given that

a strong sense of self can act as a coping mechanism for stressors throughout the lifespan



(Mann, Hosman, Schaalma, & de Vries, 2004), it is equally likely that a strong sense of
couple identity helps couples cope with stressful situations. Accordingly, this study
examined how perceptions of couple identity influence partners’ management of stress
associated with a communicatively challenging situation — relational conflict.

A recurring source of stress in romantic relationships is relational conflict. Conflict
is a common occurrence in close relationships, yet the way in which conflict is managed
between partners has been found to be a key predictor of the satisfaction and stability of the
relationship (Beach, Fincham, & Katz, 1998; Fincham & Beach, 1988; Sher & Weiss, 1991).
Consequently, the current study examined how variations in couple identity perceptions
impact romantic partners’ ability to communicate about stressful, conflict-inducing
relational topics, and how these communication patterns foster risk or resilience in the
relationship. Specifically, partners who have strong perceptions of their couple identity
should experience less negativity and stress during a conflict interaction than those who
have weaker or inconsistent perceptions of their couple identity.

Even though conflict is natural and often necessary in romantic relationships, it can
negatively affect the physical health of relational partners (Kiecolt-Glaser et al., 1993;
Malarkey et al., 1994). As a result, relationship research has been increasingly focused on
understanding the influence of interpersonal communication (e.g., conflict) on individuals’
physical stress levels. Relationships with chronically stressful conflict can take a physical
toll on individuals over time (Burman & Maroglin, 1992; Robles, Slatcher, Trombello, &
McGinn, 2013). Furthermore, when individuals experience chronic or repeated stress, it
places a great burden on many of the body’s systems (McEwen, 1998). Two biological

systems that are implicated in the stress response are the sympathetic nervous system (SNS)



and the hypothalamic-pituitary-adrenal (HPA) axis (Laurent & Powers, 2006; Nater et al.,
2005). During times of stress (including interpersonal stressors, such as conflict), the HPA
responds by secreting the hormone cortisol and the SNS releases the enzyme alpha-amylase
into the body. Salivary cortisol and alpha-amylase are reliable, noninvasive markers of
psychosocial stress and anxiety (Nater et al., 2005; Shirtcliff, Granger, Booth, & Johnson,
2005). These two biomarkers were relevant to the current investigation in that these markers
are influenced by the presence (and absence) of quality communication in people’s close
relationships (Kiecolt-Glaser, Glaser, Cacioppo, & Malarkey, 1998; Laurent & Powers,
2006; Robles, Shaffer, Malarkey, & Kiecolt-Glaser, 2006).

Overall, partners with strong perceptions of their couple identity should be better
equipped to communicatively and psychologically manage stress and conflict. Using a
multidimensional measurement approach, the study examined romantic partners’ stress
responses during conflict as well as how these stress responses vary as a function of their
couple identity perceptions. The current study explored how perceptions of couple identity
(and couple identity gaps) predict partners’ biological stress responses. Romantic partners’
biological stress responses to a relational conflict were assessed by examining reactivity,
recovery, and baseline levels of SAA and cortisol. Examining these markers provides a
more accurate perspective of partners’ experiences of stress during conflict than self-report
measures alone. The current study extends previous research by introducing couple identity
and couple identity gaps as factors that likely contribute to how couples communicatively

and physiologically manage stressors in their relationship.



CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW
Conceptual Dimensions of Couple Identity

Psychological aspects of couple identity. Given that thinking relationally is
typically necessary for behaving and communicating relationally (Acitelli, 2002; Acitelli et
al., 1999), there are important psychological variables that likely contribute to individuals’
sense of couple identity. Processes related to closeness and commitment in close
relationships, such as inclusion of other in the self, cognitive interdependence, and
behavioral affirmation, are likely implicated in the formation of couple identities in the
minds of romantic partners. These closeness-fostering processes should be characteristic of
partners with high perceptions of couple identity because they involve restructuring of the
individual’s cognitive system to integrate aspects of the partner and the relationship into
one’s sense of self (Cross & Gore, 2004). Furthermore, these psychological factors have
been found to promote pro-relationship behaviors (Finkel & Rusbult, 2008; Wieselquist,
Rusbult, Foster, & Agnew, 1999), which are arguably essential to maintaining high
perceptions of couple identity.

Close, intimate relationships shape the self-system over time through the integration
of the relationship into the individual’s identity (Prager & Roberts, 2004). Specifically,
there are cognitive structures that promote relationship thinking and the formation of a
couple identity (Acitelli et al., 1999). According to self-expansion theory (Aron & Aron,
1986), one way individuals form these structures is through including the close other in
one’s sense of self. Close relationships can help expand the self when individuals include

their partner into their sense of self, because individuals assume the attributes, interests,



resources, and experiences of their partner as they form close bonds in the relationship.
Inclusion of other in the self (IOS; Aron, Aron, & Smollan, 1992) has been associated with
constructs such as closeness, interdependence, and commitment (Agnew, Loving, Le, &
Goodfriend, 2004). Therefore, the overlapping of the other and the self represent a sense of
“we-ness” or strong couple identity (Reid et al., 2006). Based on an understanding of self-
expansion and IOS, it seems reasonable that partners who can optimally meet self-expansion
needs for one another are also likely to have high perceptions of their couple identity.

A related construct central to an understanding of how individuals form a sense of
couple identity is cognitive interdependence. Cognitive interdependence is the mental state
characterized by a pluralistic, collective representation of the self-in-relationship (Agnew &
Etcheverry, 2006; Agnew, Van Lange, Rusbult, & Langston, 1998). The process of
cognitive interdependence is thought to develop as individuals become increasingly
committed to their relationship and begin to identify themselves as part of a collective unit
with their partner (Agnew & Etcheverry, 2006). In fact, research has demonstrated that
cognitive interdependence is positively related to perceived overlap between the self and
partner (i.e., inclusion of other in the self; Agnew et al., 1998), commitment to and trust in a
partner (Agnew et al., 1998; Wieselquist et al., 1999), willingness to sacrifice personal
behavioral choices for the benefit of the partner and the relationship (Finkel & Rusbult,
2008; Van Lange et al., 1997), and perceived superiority of one’s own relationship
compared to others’ relationships (Rusbult, Van Lange, Wildschut, Yovetich, & Verette,
2000). Furthermore, individuals who have highly interdependent self-construals (i.e., high
perceptions of couple identity) are more likely to be closer and more committed to their

partners, as well as more responsive to their partners’ needs (Aron, 2003). These findings



parallel the current argument that partners who have stronger couple identities should be
better able to manage stress associated with relational conflict than those who do not possess
these qualities, because of their pro-relationship thoughts and behaviors.

Furthermore, maintaining pro-relationship thoughts and behaviors is important for
couples’ long-term relationships, particularly during times of stress and conflict when
partners may not be their “best selves.” Drigotas et al. (1999) claim that when partners
validate one another’s ideal selves through behavioral affirmation (i.e., behaving in ways
that allows for the partner to realize aspects of his/her ideal self), partners should be
increasingly coordinated in their cognitions and behaviors over time, rather than constantly
competing with one another. This process, termed the Michelangelo phenomenon, links
partner coordination to overall enhancement of relationship functioning. Relatedly, Kelley
and Thibaut’s (1978) notion of the “transformation of motivation” argues that as partners
become more committed in their relationships, they shift from their own self-interest to a
direct interest in the good of the relationship. These arguments could be made for partners
who share high perceptions of couple identity — that strongly identifying as a couple should
foster increased motivation, coordination, and correspondence between partners, which
should confer increased benefits to their ability to function as a collective unit during
stressful times. Partners with high perceptions of couple identity should be “in tune” with
one another and be able move collectively toward shared goals with greater ease, which is
an important advantage in times of stress and conflict. In sum, the processes outlined by the
Michelangelo phenomenon (Drigotas et al., 1999; Kumashiro, Rubsbult, Wolf, & Estrada,
2006) and interdependence theory (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978) have implications for relational

behaviors that rely upon partner coordination, such as stress and conflict management.



The aforementioned constructs point to the significance of psychological congruence
and positive relational beliefs between partners as predictors of beneficial behaviors in close
relationships. In other words, when partners think “relationally,” they are more likely to
behave in ways that foster healthy relational functioning. However, couple identity involves
not only the mental structures promoting self-partner integration but also the communicative
aspects that reflect and reinforce this identity. Couple identity is a psychological construct,
but it is also communicated between partners and to others outside the relationship on a
regular basis. It is also because this identity is shared by two partners that the potential for
inconsistencies or discrepancies in couple identity to arise between partners should not be
ignored. The following section elaborates upon the communicative components of couple
identity and how these components can strengthen or threaten a couple’s identity.

Communicative Aspects of Couple Identity. Scholars have argued that it is
through every-day, mutual communication that couple identities are defined, developed and
continuously changed (Giles & Fitzpatrick, 1984; Jung & Hecht, 2004). Hecht’s
communication theory of identity (CTI) proposes that identity is co-created in relationships
between partners but also is evident in individuals’ communication (Hecht et al., 2004).
Similarly, I argue that there are likely ways in which couples communicate that either serve
to strengthen or weaken their sense of couplehood. Furthermore, the concepts of CTI can be
extended to dyadic relationships in order to understand the ways in which each partner
views his or her couple identity and the extent to which the views between partners are
consistent. Specifically, the concept of identity gaps from CTI can be applied to the context

of relational identities.



The communication theory of identity (CTI) focuses on the interplay between
identity and communication, and conceptualizes identity as communication rather than
merely a product of it (Hecht, 1993; Hecht, Warren, Jung, & Krieger, 2004; Jung & Hecht,
2004). The theory claims that social relationships and roles are internalized by individuals
as identities, and then these identities are communicated through social interaction (Hecht,
1993). CTl incorporates both individual-level and social aspects of identity (Jung & Hecht,
2004), which makes it an ideal framework from which to build an understanding of couple
identity.

According to CTI, individuals’ identity can take on four types of identity frames:
personal, enacted, relational, and communal (Hecht et al., 2004; Jung & Hecht, 2004). The
personal frame consists of an individual’s self-concept based on personal attributes. The
relational frame is an individual’s perception of how others view him or her (an ascribed
identity), as well as the sense of identity that stems from relationships with others. The
enacted frame is the individual’s identity as it is expressed in communication and social
behavior. Finally, the communal frame refers to society’s ascription of an identity based on
collective, social groups.

One of the most important implications of CTI’s four identity frames is that the
frames may contradict each other in some situations, resulting in identity gaps. Identity gaps
arise when aspects (frames) of people’s identity are inconsistent with each other (Jung &
Hecht, 2008). Previous research on identity gaps has examined inconsistencies between
identity frames for individuals (e.g., Jung & Hecht, 2004, 2008; Kam & Hecht, 2009, but not
yet explored the possibility of inconsistencies between partners’ perceptions of their

relational identity. Although not yet tested, couple identity gaps could arise between



partners (intra-relationship), where one partner’s sense of couple identity conflicts with the
other’s sense of couple identity. In other words, this type of identity gap could manifest in
notions about how “who 7 think ‘we’ are” does not correspond with “who you think ‘we’
are.” Another way in which identity gaps can emerge for couples is through inconsistencies
between how the couple views its identity and how outside others view it (extra-
relationship). In this case, although the partners may have similar or consistent perceptions
of their couple identity, they are unable to accurately convey this identity to others. This
possibility for extra-relationship identity gaps would be similar to a personal-enacted
identity gap, in that the perception of couple identity is not consistent with the identity that is
communicated (or enacted) to others.

Identity gaps are associated with how people feel about their interactions with others
and in turn, how they feel about themselves. Research on discrepancies in perceptions of the
self has shown that the extent to which we perceive our actual selves diverging from our
ideal selves predicts sadness, dejection, and frustration (Strauman & Higgins, 1988).
Research on CTI has shown that identity gaps, particularly gaps between personal and
enacted identities, are negatively associated with communication satisfaction, feeling
understood, and conversational appropriateness (Jung & Hecht, 2004). People who feel
understood by others also report less personal-enacted identity gaps (Jung & Hecht, 2004).
Relatedly, Kelly (2000) found that individuals’ ability to communicate a sense of self
competently to others and feel understood by them is positively associated with mental
health. Furthermore, experiences of personal-relational identity gaps, as well as problems
with communicating one’s sense of self, have been shown to be associated with poor mental

health outcomes, such as depression (Higgins, 1987; Jung & Hecht, 2008). Kam and Hecht
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(2009) found evidence for identity gaps being closely linked to communication and
relational outcomes in the context of close, family relationships. Specifically, they found
that the personal-enacted identity gap was related to greater topic avoidance and decreased
communication and relationship satisfaction for young adults in their relationships with their
grandparents. Arguably, these negative relationship outcomes might also arise for romantic
partners who perceive couple identity gaps in their relationship.

Relatedly, research on discrepancies in the context of romantic relationships offers
some insight into what impacts couple identity gaps might hold for couples. Based on the
ideal standards model (ISM; Simpson, Fletcher, & Campbell, 2001), individuals evaluate
current relational partners by their ideal standards for relational partners (most commonly
along dimensions of warmth, attractiveness, and status). Research applying ISM has found
that when people perceive a standards discrepancy in their relationship (i.e., either that they
fall short of their partner’s standards or that the partner falls short of their standards), the
experience of these discrepancies begets negative emotional and motivational responses.
Typically, perceptions of standards discrepancies in romantic relationships predict relational
dissatisfaction (Afifi, Joseph, & Aldeis, 2012; Joseph, Afifi, & Denes, in press; Lackenbauer
& Campbell, 2012; Vangelisti & Alexander, 2002; Vangelisti & Daly, 1997). Furthermore,
Murray, Holmes, and Collins (2006) found that when people felt that their partner is not
meeting their standards, they tend to engage in self-regulatory behaviors in order to avoid
situations that could maintain or increase dependency on that partner and relationship. The
research on discrepancies in relational standards between partners in romantic relationships
provides some traction for extending a concept such as identity gaps into a relational

context. Specifically, the literature demonstrates a link between perceiving discrepancies
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(from some ideal or expectation) in romantic relationships and negative relational outcomes.
Therefore, it is reasonable to predict that the presence of couple identity gaps, as a type of
relationship discrepancy, could increase the stressfulness and negativity associated with
relational conflict.

There are likely ways in which partners approach relational conflict that influence
the stressfulness of it, and these ways are likely dependent, in part, on their perceptions of
couple identity. Greater perceptions of couple identity can be linked to decreased stress and
negativity during conflict for a number of reasons. For example, Giles and Fitzpatrick
(1984) found that people perceive satisfied, well-adjusted couples as having open and
cooperative communication patterns. Also, thinking in interdependent ways reveals itself in
interdependent ways of communicating, even with simple word choice patterns, such as
using plural pronouns (e.g., Agnew et al., 1998), and these word choices can, in turn,
improve relational functioning (e.g., Reid et al., 2006). Within the context of relational
conflict, cognitions and behaviors such as benevolent attributions, validation, compliments,
and displays of positive affect contribute to relational satisfaction and positive physical
health indices (Ditzen et al., 2009; Robles et al., 2006; Robles et al., 2013). Given that
higher perceptions of couple identity are likely associated with these positive, pro-
relationship forms of communication during conflict, it is also likely that individuals with
greater perceptions of couple identity experience relatively lower stress and expressed
negativity during conflict with their partners.

On the other hand, weaker perceptions of couple identity (or greater perceptions of
couple identity gaps) might be linked to increased stress and negativity during relational

conflict. For example, individuals in distressed relationships are more likely to engage in
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hostile or negative conflict (Malarkey et al., 1994), denigrate a partner’s view point or sense
of self, or even the avoid or withhold affection (Gottman &, Notarius, 2002). In fact, the
influence of close partners on individuals’ identity according to the Michelangelo effect can
be just as negative as it is positive if the partner disconfirms aspects of the individual’s
“ideal self” (Drigotas et al., 1999). Disconfirming communication and other expressions of
negativity during relational conflict are likely to place partners under higher stress, as well
as serve to escalate conflict and decrease productivity or resolution of the conflict. It could
be argued that weak or inconsistent perceptions of couple identity may be an indicator of
relationship distress or dissatisfaction, which may also manifest in communicative
symptoms, such as greater negativity in general and particularly in conflict.

Given these arguments, there is also likely a reciprocal relationship between the
perceptions of couple identity and the prevalence of negativity during relational conflict.
Specifically, partners with weak or unstable couple identities may be less equipped to
approach conflict and stress in their relationship in productive, pro-relationship ways
compared to couples with strong couple identities. Furthermore, increased negativity and
stress experienced during relational conflict is likely to wear on partners’ sense of couple
identity over time, which could have consequences for how partners’ continue to manage
conflict and the stress associated with it. With this in mind, the following sections detail the
ways in which couple identity and related communication behaviors influence couples’
abilities to respond to stress and conflict in their relationships.

Impact of Couple Identity on Stress and Conflict Management
Based on the arguments thus far, cognitions and behaviors that foster increased

closeness and interdependence are likely to provide a foundation upon which partners can
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confront and manage life’s stressors as a collective unit, rather than as separate individuals.
More broadly, partners’ perceptions of couple identity should have implications for how
couples manage positive life events that encourage celebration and thriving (Algoe et al.,
2010; Lambert, Clark, Durtschi, Fincham, & Graham, 2010; Maisel, Gable, & Strachman,
2008) and negative life events that require coping and resilience (Badr & Acitelli, 2007).
For a number of reasons, partners with strong couple identities should be equipped to meet
these opportunities and challenges adaptively, while partners with weak couple identities are
likely to manage them inefficiently and even destructively. In fact, researchers argue that
nondistressed couples are better able to set limits to their negative communication and its
consequences compared to distressed couples (Kiecolt-Glaser et al., 1994). Similarly,
couples in higher quality marriages tend to manage conflict more effectively, due to their
tendency to engage in more relationship-maintaining communication (e.g., less cross-
complaining and criticizing, and more comforting and validation) (O’Brien, DeLongis,
Pomaki, Puterman, & Zwicker, 2009). Prior studies on relational conflict have linked
communication behaviors, like positive and negative affect, attributions, criticism, and
demanding, to relational satisfaction and physical health (Robles et al., 2013). Therefore, it
is important to understand the factors, like couple identity, that might predict how couples
manage the stress of relational conflict.

Conflict is one of the most common stressors in romantic relationships (Gottman &
Notarius, 2002). However, how couples manage conflict is one of the most important
determinants of relationship success and personal well-being (Gottman & Notarius, 2002).
Given that a great deal of life’s stressors are appraised and acted upon with close others

(Afifi, Hutchinson, & Krouse, 2006; Berg et al., 1998; Lyons, Mickelson, Sullivan, &
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Coyne, 1998), it then makes sense that higher perceptions of couple identity should help
couples manage stressors together as a cohesive unit. Couple identity likely influences
conflict processes in two important ways: 1) partners with a strong sense of couple identity
are likely to behave in ways that keep conflict in the relationship to a minimum, and 2) when
conflict does arise, these partners are likely to manage the communicative episode
constructively. In fact, research on marital adjustment and conflict has found that couples
with higher levels of marital adjustment not only react less negatively to conflict when it
arises, but also appear to recover from it quicker (i.e., not let it continue to strain the
relationship; O’Brien et al., 2009). In both of these ways, the pro-relationship thoughts and
behaviors of couples should help minimize the anxiety, stress and negativity often associated
with conflict. In fact, couples with a high perceptions of couple identity might view conflict
as an opportunity for growth and communicate in ways during the conflict that propel the
conflict in that direction (e.g., Feeney & Lemay, 2012).

Scholars have argued that the interpersonal perspective-taking that occurs between
partners promotes a sense of “we-ness” and is “integral to cooperation, companionship,
negotiating differences, problem solving, feeling supported emotionally, and feeling
motivated to support each other in being who the other is” (Reid et al., 2006, p. 248).
Consequently, it is likely that individuals who embrace this sense of “we-ness” engage in
behaviors to help reduce relational conflict overall, as well as manifest healthy conflict
behaviors when conflict does arise. Furthermore, Sillars, Roberts, Leonard, and Dun (2000)
found that partners who engage in severe conflict also engage in less perspective taking and
more blaming and misattributions of their partner. While researchers have found that

individuals have a bias to be self-enhancing when attributing their own behavior compared
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to their partners’ behavior in conflict, it is also the case that conflict between partners can be
more effective and less stressful when partners are more other-oriented than self-oriented
(Sillars et al., 2000; Sillars & Parry, 1982). Rather than blaming one’s partner, partners with
higher perceptions of couple identity might be more likely to approach conflict as an effort
toward collective understanding and mutual problem solving, because they are more
inclined to be relationship-oriented. In this way, strong couple identity should be associated
with less negativity and stress during conflict and more constructive conflict behaviors.

In a similar vein, another example of constructive conflict behaviors might be the
tendency to attribute partner behavior in positive (or at least in less negative) ways.
Benevolent partner attributions have been associated with greater marital satisfaction and
more constructive conflict management (Baucom, Sayers, & Duhe, 1989; Fincham & Beach,
1988; Sillars et al., 2000). Agnew et al. (1998) claim that partners with greater cognitive
interdependence may be more inclined to form benevolent attributions for partner behavior.
These attributions have been associated with biological stress responses and recovery.
Laurent and Powers (2006) found that attributing responsibility to a partner for negative
behaviors predicted slower cortisol (i.e., stress hormone) recovery following a conflict
discussion in dating couples. Relatedly, Murray and Holmes (1997) discovered that
individuals with positive illusions of their partner perceived greater efficacy in their ability
to manage conflict and difficulties in their own relationship compared to what they thought
of most other couples. If having a strong couple identity involves positive illusions and
benevolent attributions, it is likely that these couples perceive conflict as less relationship-
threatening and, as a result, are able to manage it more competently when it does arise

compared to couples with weaker identities. In terms of resilience, the increased efficacy of
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couples with strong identities likely equips them to persist through difficulties that others
might perceive as insurmountable (Murray & Holmes, 1997; 1999; Murray, Holmes, &
Griffin, 1996).

Another approach to understanding couples’ stress and conflict management draws
upon the theory of emotional capital (Gottman, Driver, & Tabares, 2002). Gottman and
colleagues have proposed that positive emotional capital in romantic relationships can buffer
couples from stress and relationship threats to explain why some relationships are better able
to weather difficult times than others (Gottman et al., 2002). Partners can build emotional
capital through exchanging and experiencing positive emotional experiences with one
another, and essentially turning “toward each other rather than away in every-day, mundane
interactions” (Feeney & Lemay, 2012, p. 1004). Essentially, a stressor or threat to the
relationship should not be detrimental to couples with high emotional capital, because their
“bank account” of positive experiences is full, whereas these stressors can be debilitating for
couples who do not have this emotional capital and find their “accounts overdrawn” from
the stressor (Feeney & Lemay, 2012; Gottman et al., 2002).

Partners who have higher perceptions of their identity as a couple have likely
accumulated large amounts of positive emotional capital. Building a history of positive
shared experiences likely aids in the formation and growth of a strong couple identity to
begin with. For instance, experiencing many shared, positive emotional experiences with a
romantic partner should contribute to partners feeling more and more like a couple or team
rather than as separate individuals. In fact, couple identity maintenance and emotional
capital accumulation may be co-evolving, mutually-influential processes, such that a history

of positive shared experiences helps partners see themselves more as a couple and
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developing this relational identity, in turn, helps those couples continue to exchange and
experience positive emotions over time. Therefore, the buffering effect of emotional capital
on stress and negativity in relationships suggests that partners who have higher perceptions
of couple identity should experience conflict interactions as less anxiety-producing, less
negative, and less stressful compared to couples with weaker couple identity perceptions.

However, individuals with weak couple identities or who perceive couple identity
gaps in their relationship may either not have had the time to build enough positive
emotional capital in their relationship or experience barriers to doing so (e.g., more negative
interactions, more conflict). Therefore, these individuals likely experience conflict as more
stressful because they may not have a comfortable buffer of positive relational experiences.
Research has shown that high stress during interpersonal conflict can hinder people’s normal
cognitive processing, often leading to harmful thoughts (e.g., attributions of blame) and less
effective communication (Sillars & Parry, 1982). Because perspective-taking, benevolent
attributions, and relationship-orienting requires cognitive effort, individuals who have weak
or inconsistent couple identities may be unable to overcome the stress associated with
conflict to engage in pro-relationship thoughts and communication — particularly if they lack
positive emotional capital. In essence, these arguments based on previous literature suggest
that the stress and negativity associated with conflict for individuals with weaker couple
identities inhibits their ability to improve their relationship, leading to a cycle of increased
stress and negativity pervading the relationship.

Taking this research into account, there is likely a link between partners’ perceptions
of couple identity and their ability to manage conflict and stress in their relationship. The

experience of conflict can often be stressful for romantic partners, especially given that
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successful intimate relationships often require the partners’ continual negotiation of
competing needs. The following sections outline a multidimensional approach to assessing
the physical, psychological, and relational nature of stress.

A Multisystem Approach to Studying Stress

The goal of this study is to understand how couple identity might explain differences
in couples’ communicative and physiological management of stress. Researchers can obtain
a more complete assessment of the experience of stress by measuring stress with self-report
data and biological markers of stress, particularly if individuals are not fully aware of their
stress. Biological indicators of stress may be a more accurate assessment of stress, even if
they are sometimes inconsistent with self-report measures (Dickerson & Kemeny, 2004;
Powers, Pietromonaco, Gunlicks, & Sayer, 2006). Furthermore, previous research
examining associations between couples’ conflict behaviors and various biosocial markers
(e.g., blood pressure and immunological changes) found significant effects of negative
behaviors on physiology even in samples of couples who self-report as highly satisfied with
their relationship (Kiecolt-Glaser et al., 1993). Given that individuals in dating relationships
consistently report high satisfaction and low stress on average, adopting a multisystem
method for assessing stress could be particularly useful.

The current study focused on salivary alpha-amylase and salivary cortisol as
biological markers of the body’s stress response systems (the sympathetic nervous system
(SNS) and the hypothalamic-pituitary-adrenal (HPA) axis respectively). Recently, scholars
have adopted an multi-systems perspective, arguing that a more complete understanding of
stress can be garnered by tapping into multiple stress response systems that work in

conjunction with one another when the body is stressed (Afifi, Granger, Denes, Joseph, &
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Aldeis, 2011; Bauer, Quas, & Boyce, 2002; Floyd & Afifi, 2010; Gordis, Granger, Susman,
& Trickett, 2008). Studying these markers together enables researchers to address multiple
stress response systems in the body, providing a more holistic assessment of how bodies
respond stress.

Salivary alpha-amylase (SAA) and salivary cortisol are noninvasive markers of
psychosocial stress (Nater et al., 2005; Shirtcliff et al., 2005). These markers are products of
two biological systems implicated in the stress response — the sympathetic nervous system
(SNS) and the hypothalamic-pituitary-adrenal (HPA) axis. The SNS is a branch of the
automatic nervous system activates the “fight or flight” response that people often
experience when they are faced with an impending challenge or threat (Diamond, 2001). It
is typically activated by situations that are novel and challenging (Hellhammer, Wust, &
Kudielka, 2009) as well as those that are under a person’s control. The SNS is responsible
for controlling the secretion of sAA through the salivary glands. The enzyme alpha-amylase
helps in digestion in the oral cavity because it breaks down bacteria (Scannapieco, Torres, &
Levine, 1993). sAA is also thought to capture stress-related changes in the body that reflect
the activity of the sympathetic nervous system (SNS) (Chatterton, Vogelsong, Lu, Ellman,
& Hudgens, 1996; Granger, Kivlighan, El-Sheikh, Gordis, & Stroud, 2007; Nater, Rohleder,
Schultz, Ehlert & Kirschbaum, 2007). More specifically, researchers argue that it can be an
indicator of arousal, anxiety, or stress (see Afifi et al., 2011; Nater & Rohleder, 2009).
Research has found that sAA peaks immediately after an acute physiological or
psychological stressor and this reaction is short lived (Gordis et al., 2006; Nater et al., 2005).
sAA also exhibits a stable circadian pattern similar to that of salivary cortisol, making it a

suitable marker to test in conjunction with cortisol (Rohleder, Nater, Wolf, Ehlert, &
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Kirschbaum, 2004). Even though researchers tend to study the HPA and SNS as separate
systems, the hypothalamus, pituitary gland, and adrenal glands work in concert with one
another to release stress hormones when the body experiences stress (Gordis et al., 2008).
The other biosocial marker central to this investigation is cortisol. The activation of
the HPA axis is initiated by the hypothalamus discharging corticotrophin releasing hormone
(CRH), leading to the release of adrencorticotropin hormone (ACTH) from the pituitary,
which signals to the adrenal cortex to release cortisol (Floyd & Afifi, 2011). Cortisol has
been long been shown to be a reliable biological indicator of stress (Dickerson & Kemeny,
2004; Kirschbaum & Helhammer, 1994). Cortisol is activated on a normal circadian rhythm
(i.e., diurnal rhythm), which peaks shortly after waking (approximately 30 minutes) in the
morning and declines steadily throughout the rest of the day and reaches its lowest point at
midnight (Stone et al., 2001). During acute stress tasks, an adaptive cortisol response would
evidence a peak in cortisol about 15 minutes after the task to combat the stressor, followed
by a steady progression downward (i.e., recovery). The HPA axis is crucial for regulating
normal stress responses, and cortisol plays a large role in both mobilizing the body’s energy
resources as well as regulating immune system functioning (Dickerson & Kemeny, 2004).
The HPA reaction is a normal and healthy reaction to stress, but can become
dysregulated under conditions of chronic stress in the environment. McEwen (1998) refers
to the term of allostasis as the body’s ability to return to homeostasis following
physiological arousal. When individuals experience chronic or repeated stress, it places a
great burden on many of the body’s systems, resulting in allostatic load (McEwen, 1998).
However, the quality of social interactions (e.g., social support, social integration, positive

relationship experiences) over the course of an individual’s lifetime is associated with lower
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allostatic load (Seeman, Singer, Ryff, Love, & Levy-Stroms, 2002). Allostatic load harms
the body’s ability to effectively respond to stress over time, as well as presents risks to
physical health (McEwen, 1998). Allostatic load can lead to different types of cortisol
dysregulation, such as abnormal baseline cortisol levels, hypercortisolism (abnormally high
cortisol reactivity) and hypocortisolism (abnormally low cortisol reactivity; McEwen, 1998).
Furthermore, hypercortisolism can manifest in individuals being unable to adjust their
cortisol arousal to repeated stressors, as well as prolonged recovery periods where cortisol
remains elevated longer than the average person (Floyd & Afifi, 2011). In an acute stress
task, a person’s cortisol response might be considered abnormal if it is too high or too low,
delayed, erratic, or the person is unable to sufficiently recover back to baseline levels from
the stress-inducing task. Recovery is the process by which cortisol levels return to their pre-
stressor levels after the stressor has passed (Powers et al., 2006). In addition to examining
reactivity, recovery is thought of as a reflection of a maladaptive stress response if recovery
fails to occur (Dickerson & Kemeny, 2004).

For the purposes of the current study, romantic partners’ biological stress responses
to a relational conflict were assessed by examining reactivity, recovery, and baseline levels
of sAA and cortisol. Examining these markers should provide a more accurate and multi-
faceted perspective of partners’ experiences of stress during conflict than self-report
measures alone. The current study extends previous research by introducing couple identity
and couple identity gaps as factors that likely contribute to how couples communicatively
and physiologically manage stressors in their relationship.

The Association between Relational Processes and Biological Stress Responses
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Close relationship researchers have more recently begun to adopt a biosocial
approach to understanding the connections between physical and relational well-being (e.g.,
Brooks, Robles, Dunkel Schetter, 2011; Powers et al., 2006). Researchers studying stress
hormones (e.g., cortisol) in married couples have found associations between biological
stress responses and the quality of relationship functioning and communication (Robles &
Kiecolt-Glaser, 2003). For example, Pendry and Adam (2007) found couples with satisfied
or high functioning marriages had healthier cortisol levels. However, in distressed or poor
functioning marriages, couples had elevated average and waking levels of cortisol,
suggesting that the added stress of chronic marital difficulties may be contributing to
hypercortisolism. These findings are explained well by the stress buffering hypothesis
(Cohen & Wills, 1985). The stress buffering hypothesis (Cohen & Wills, 1985) states that
social support acts as a buffer against the impact of stress on individuals’ health and well-
being. Specifically, having quality social support resources in times of distress reduces the
negative impact of the stress on individuals’ well-being and physical health. Moreover,
people with quality social support resources tend to have better psychological and physical
health in general (Cohen & Willis, 1988). Given that individuals in healthy relationships
likely have greater access to social support and higher quality social support from their
partners (c.f., Drigotas et al., 1999; Feeney, 2004; Reid et al., 2006), the stress buffering
hypothesis explains why individuals in satisfied, high functioning relationships have
healthier cortisol levels than those in distressed relationships. The stress buffering
hypothesis contributes to the current couple identity approach in that partners with strong
couple identities are likely to have quality social support from one another, as well as from

others outside the relationship in times of need (c.f., Agnew, Loving, & Drigotas, 2001;
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Etcheverry & Agnew, 2004; Lehmiller & Agnew, 2006; Neff & Karney, 2005). As a result,
individuals with strong couple identities likely experience the physical benefits (i.e.,
healthier cortisol and sAA patterns) of support in their relationship to a greater degree
compared to individuals with weaker or unstable couple identities.

Although conflict is a normal and natural occurrence in close relationships, the way
in which it is managed between partners is central to the satisfaction and stability of the
relationship (Beach, Fincham, & Katz, 1998; Fincham & Beach, 1988; Sher & Weiss, 1991;
Sillars et al., 2000; Sillars & Parry, 1982). Conflict is considered as an interpersonal stressor
with the potential to induce physiological reactivity (Malarkey, Kiecolt-Glaser, Pearl, &
Glaser, 1994; Powers et al., 2006) because it represents a threat to the relationship
(Mikulincer, Gillath, & Shaver, 2002). Scholars argue that the reason why conflict can be
such a challenging communicative experience — often leading to ineffective communication
— is that a high degree of stress infuses these interactions (Sillars & Parry, 1982). The
overall higher levels stress that dissatisfied couples experience on a more frequent basis
compared to satisfied couples arguably stems from not only an increased prevalence of
conflict in the relationship, but also from destructive communicative patterns during conflict
episodes. Relationships with chronically stressful conflict likely exact a physiological toll
on the individuals. In fact, numerous studies have linked hostile or negative communication
behaviors during conflict to dysregulated hormonal levels in married couples (Malarkey et
al., 1994; Robles et al., 2006). Specifically, Malarkey et al. (1994) found that newlywed
couples’ hostile or negative behaviors during a conflict discussion task increased levels of
several neuroendocrine hormones (i.e., epinephrine, norepinephrine, adrenocorticotropic

hormone, and growth hormone) that are associated with stress and immunological
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functioning. This finding was noteworthy in lieu of the study’s highly satisfied sample,
suggesting that the results underestimate the impact of stressful conflict on the body.
Malarkey et al.’s findings are also important with regard to the current couple identity
framework; it is likely that couples who have a stronger couple identity possess resiliency
that equips them with better conflict management and stress management skills, which
should result in less stress (perceived and physiological) compared to their counterparts with
a weaker couple identity.

Relatedly, affection exchange theory (Floyd, 2002; 2006) lends additional support to
the idea that partners with a strong couple identity might be buffered from the physical
consequences of stress. Affection exchange theory (AET) posits that giving and receiving
affection with close others is evolutionarily adaptive, because it promotes pair bonding and
physical health (Floyd, 2002). More specifically, AET states that giving and receiving
affection activates neuroendocrine responses that prepare the body to fight against stress and
buffer the body from the harmful effects of stress (Floyd, 2006). For instance, when
individuals experience affection, the hormone oxytocin, which is linked to increased trust
and warmth, is released and suppresses cortisol (Ditzen et al., 2009; Floyd, 2006; Floyd et
al., 2009; Floyd & Riforgiate, 2008). Therefore, individuals who are in affectionate close
relationships are given “booster shots™ to the ill effects of stress through the exchange of
affection. Taken together, a strong couple identity should act as a buffer against the
physiological effects of stress in that it should provide individuals with both social support
resources and the evolutionarily-adaptive source of affection that comes from being a part of

a romantic pair bond.

25



While a strong couple identity likely promotes healthy stress management, weak or
inconsistent (gapped) couple identity may contribute to unhealthy, problematic stress
management during conflict. Conflict experiences can often escalate and become severe
when stress is communicated in dysfunctional ways (Sillars & Parry, 1982). Interestingly,
research has shown that husbands’ and wives’ daily cortisol fluctuations and negative moods
are correlated with one another and for dissatisfied couples, this correlation is stronger
(Saxbe & Repetti, 2010). In other words, dissatisfied partners exert greater negative
influence over one another with respect to both mood and biological stress patterns. Thus, it
is possible that couples with a weaker couple identity may experience more stress contagion
effects where one person’s stress spills over onto another, compared to couples with a
stronger couple identity. Individuals in satisfied relationships tend to be buffered against
stress and negativity more than those couples in dissatisfied relationships. The current study
tested the likelihood that couple identity is a possible mechanism in this buffering effect.

Furthermore, Robles et al. (2006) found that conflict behaviors are significantly
associated with wives’ cortisol levels but not husbands’ cortisol levels. This finding is
consistent with other research that indicates that women may be more attuned to emotional
aspects of romantic relationship interactions (Afifi & Joseph, 2009) and react to a greater
degree to these interactions than men (Kiecolt-Glaser & Newton, 2001; Sillars et al., 2000).
Consequently, there may be important differences that emerge in men’s and women’s
biological stress responses in the current study. Overall, the theory and research on marital
conflict and biological stress response highlight how relationship feelings and behaviors,
like satisfaction, affection, and support, influence stress activation and recovery patterns.

Couple identity has so far been logically linked to pro-relationship processes, such as
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support, and affection, making it a fitting construct through which to understand stress
management within romantic relationships. This area of research is a prime illustration of
how relationship qualities, communication, and the body’s biological stress responses are

mutually influential, and as such, need to be studied collectively.
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CHAPTER THREE
HYPOTHESES

Thus far, theoretical and empirical evidence for the links between romantic partners’
“couple identity” and the pro-relationship cognitions and behaviors that promote a couple’s
resiliency to stress have been reviewed. In sum, the argument can be made that partners
with higher perceptions of their couple identity are more likely to engage in constructive,
pro-relationship communication with one another, particularly in times of stress or conflict,
compared to partners with lower perceptions of couple identity. Based on the arguments
that have been made, there should be individual differences in romantic partners’
perceptions of couple identity. Couples who have a stronger couple identity should find
conflict interactions less anxiety- and stress-producing and engage in less negativity during
the conflict interaction. Given these predicted differences among couples, the first
hypothesis was posed:

H1:  Partners who have higher perceptions of their couple identity will experience
less perceived anxiety, stress, and negativity during conflict than partners
who have lower perceptions of their couple identity.

In addition, relationships with strong couple identity should arguably have increased
social support and affection, which are linked to lower stress levels according to the stress
buffering hypothesis and AET. Based upon this argument, the partners with strong couple
identities likely engage in behaviors that promote healthier physiological responses to
stressful events, such as conflict, which led to the second hypothesis:

H2:  Partners who have higher perceptions of their couple identity will have a)

lower baseline cortisol and sAA levels, b) less cortisol and sAA reactivity
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and c) have quicker cortisol and sAA recovery than partners who have lower
perceptions of their couple identity.

While most of the prior theoretical and empirical literature reasonably supports the
aforementioned predictions, the current study also tested the possibility of bolstering
partners’ sense of couple identity in the moments prior to difficult or stressful interactions as
a “booster shot” for predicting improved conflict and stress management. Previous research
on security priming (i.e., priming secure attachment relationships) has demonstrated that
priming relational schemas through both explicit and subliminal primes can influence
written thought, word choice, emotions, and behavior in pro-relationship ways (Carnelley &
Rowe, 2010; Rowe & Carnelley, 2003). Furthermore, McLeish and Oxoby (2011) found
that individuals behave more cooperatively with others when primed with a shared identity
(via a writing task), but less cooperatively when primed with distinctiveness. Accordingly,
the current study predicted that exposure to a couple identity priming task (i.e., couple
identity-focused writing task) should serve as a buffer against individuals’ perceptions of
stress, anxiety, or negatively in response to a conflict interaction. This type of relationship-
centered task should remind partners of the importance of their relationship and their
strengths as a couple, which should help them approach conflict in a more constructive
manner and, subsequently, also help their bodies adapt physiologically to stressful
communicative events. In order to test this, participants were randomly assigned to engage
in either a writing task about their couple identity, a writing task about their individual
identity, or no writing task at all (control) prior to discussing conflict-inducing topics.
Based on the arguments about the differences between these types of discussions, the

following hypothesis was posed:
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H3:  Partners who are given a couple identity prime prior to conflict will
experience less perceived stress, anxiety, and negativity during a conflict-
inducing discussion than partners who are given an individual identity prime
or those who receive no prime prior to a conflict-inducing discussion.

Furthermore, couples who are reminded of their couple identity through this priming
task prior to discussing conflict-inducing topics should not only report being less stressed by
conflict but also evidence this reaction physiologically. Based on Floyd’s research (Floyd,
2006; Floyd et al., 2009; Floyd & Riforgiate, 2008), communication that is focused on pair-
bonding (e.g., spouses’ reports of affectionate communication) is related to healthier
physiological stress responses and lower serum cholesterol levels. Therefore, it was
reasonable to propose that couple-focused writing may predict healthier physiological stress
responses to conflict such that:

H4:  Partners who are given a couple identity prime prior to conflict will have a)
less cortisol and sA A reactivity and c) have quicker cortisol and sAA
recovery than partners who are given an individual identity prime or those
who receive no prime prior to a conflict-inducing discussion.

Thus far, the predictions have proposed that there should be separate main effects on
conflict and stress outcomes from perceptions of couple identity and from the type of
identity prime. In addition, there may be an interaction between partners’ perceptions of
their couple identity and the type of prime they receive prior to a conflict discussion on their
subsequent perceptions of their conflict discussion. Partners who already have strong
perceptions of their couple identity and who engage in the couple identity priming task

should be positively predisposed to their conflict discussion, but possibly not above and
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beyond their normal tendencies toward productive, pro-relational conflict communication.
However, encouraging a couple identity frame for partners with weaker or unstable
perceptions of their couple identity may improve their perceptions of their relationship such
that subsequent conflict is managed in a more pro-relationship manner than might be typical
for their relationship. Simply reminding partners that they are a couple and having them
focus on their partner and their relationship prior to the conflict discussion might put them in
a more benevolent, relationship-focused state, which could positively influence their conflict
discussion both communicatively (e.g., less negative perceptions of it) and physiologically
(e.g., less sAA and cortisol reactivity). As a result, it could be hypothesized that partners’
perceptions of their couple identity will moderate the effect of the couple identity prime on
stress and conflict outcomes such that partners with weaker perceptions of their couple
identity and who engage in a couple identity writing task prior to conflict will experience
less perceived stress, anxiety, and negativity during conflict, have less cortisol and SAA
reactivity, and have quicker cortisol and sAA recovery than partners with similarly weak
couple identity perceptions who do not receive a couple identity prime prior to conflict.

However, an opposing argument can be made that for some couples with weaker
couple identification; being asked to think and write about their couple identity actually may
create more stress, anxiety, and negativity during conflict. Priming couple identity for
couples who have incompatible or unstable perceptions of this identity may emphasize their
relational problems or weaknesses, instead of reminding them of their strengths and positive
qualities (as they may not have many that come to mind, for example). Instead of helping
these couples feel stronger or more cohesive as a couple, they may feel frustrated or

disappointed when they are prompted to focus on their couple identity. Due to these
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competing arguments, non-directional hypotheses about the nature of the interaction
between individuals’ perceptions of their couple identity and the effect of priming couple
identity on stress and conflict outcomes were set forth:

H5:  There will be an interaction between partners’ perceptions of their couple
identity and being primed with couple identity on perceived stress, anxiety,
and negativity during a conflict-inducing interaction.

H6:  There will be an interaction between partners’ perceptions of their couple
identity and being primed with couple identity on cortisol and sAA reactivity
and recovery.

The study incorporates a CTI approach with the prediction that partners with weak or
unstable couple identities likely experience couple identity gaps. These gaps should be
evident in the inconsistencies between each partner’s view of the relationship (i.e., how I see
us as a couple is not the same as how my partner sees us as a couple) as well as the
inconsistencies between how the partners view their identity and how they “enact” or
communicate it. The presence of couple identity gaps are important to explore as they may
be markers of relational distress and instability, as well as of detriments to personal well-
being. Research on CTI and individuals’ identity gaps has shown that the perceptions of
personal-relational and personal-enacted identity gaps are positively related to depression
and poor mental health (Jung & Hecht, 2008). Likewise, perceiving discrepancies between
one’s own and one’s partners’ view of the relationship likely leads to negative emotions
(e.g., sadness and frustration) because it reminds individuals that their relationship is not
what it could be. Scholars note that these perceptions of unmet standards can motivate

behavioral changes in the relationship as well, such as avoidance or distancing (Murray et
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al., 2006). Arguably, these perceptions and the subsequent negative emotional and
behavioral consequences likely take a toll on partners, limiting their ability to collectively
manage conflict effectively. As a result, the current study predicted that perceptions of these
gaps in couple identity will be associated with stress and conflict outcomes, such that:

H7:  Partners’ perceptions of couple identity gaps will be positively associated
with perceptions of stress, anxiety, and negativity during conflict.

HS:  Partners who perceive greater couple identity gaps will experience greater
cortisol and sAA reactivity and delayed cortisol and sAA recovery after the
conflict task.

Moreover, it is proposed that perceptions of couple identity gaps might impact stress
management during conflict differently depending on whether partners are primed with a
couple identity frame of mind. Based on the competing arguments previously mentioned
with regard to perceptions of couple identity and the effect of priming couple identity, the
current study also proposed non-directional hypotheses about the nature of the interaction
between individuals’ perceptions of their couple identity gaps and the effect of priming
couple identity on stress and conflict outcomes:

H9:  There will be an interaction between partners’ perceptions of couple identity
gaps and being primed with couple identity on perceived stress, anxiety, and
negativity during a conflict-inducing interaction.

H10: There will be an interaction between partners’ perceptions of couple identity
gaps and being primed with couple identity on cortisol and sAA reactivity

and recovery.
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Finally, previous literature has demonstrated gender differences in perceptions of
relationship discrepancies (Afifi & Joseph, 2009; Afifi, Joseph, & Aldeis, 2012) conflict
behaviors (Levenson & Gottman, 1985), and physiological stress responses to conflict
(Robles et al., 2006). While investigating gender differences was not a central pursuit of the
current study, it was reasonable to anticipate gender differences for the hypothesized
patterns involving perceptions of couple identity (and couple identity gaps) and stress and
conflict outcomes. As a result, the following research question was posed as a consideration
in assessing the study’s hypothesized associations:

RQ1: Are there differences between men and women in how perceptions of couple

identity (and perceptions of couple identity gaps) predict their a) perceptions
of anxiety, stress, and negativity and b) SAA and cortisol reactivity and

recovery in response to a conflict-inducing discussion?
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CHAPTER FOUR
METHOD
Participants
One hundred eighteen couples in committed, dating relationships participated in a
two-hour laboratory interaction study. Couples were required to be in their relationship for a
minimum of six months in order to participate in the study. The participants were
undergraduate students enrolled in Communication courses and their partners, who
represented a wide variety of majors. Lower-division students participated in exchange for
course research credit and upper-division students were given extra credit for participation.
Participants’ average age was M = 20.74 (SD = 2.47, range = 18-39). Almost half of the
participants reported their ethnicity to be White or European (46.9%), with Asian American
(20.5%), Hispanic American (15.6%), African American (4%), and Other or Mixed
Ethnicities (12.9%) comprising the remaining categories. There were 65 intra-ethnic/racial
couples and 47 inter-ethnic/racial couples in the study. The average relationship length for
the couples was 19.31 months (SD = 17.46), with considerable variation around that mean
(range = 6-86 months). The majority of couples were not cohabiting (79.9%) and not in a
long-distance relationship (77.2%). Three couples’ data were eliminated from the analysis
because they indicated that they had dating for less than the six month requirement
(resulting sample size for analysis: 115 couples).
Participants were prescreened for their inclusion in the study. Couples were not
allowed to participate in the study if one or both of them had any type of endocrine disorder,
diabetes, were currently undergoing chemotherapy, had thyroid problems, were taking

steroids, or were currently taking other medications that could affect their hormones.
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Procedures

Prior to their lab appointment, couples were randomly assigned to one of three
conditions. In condition one, partners each completed a "couple identity" writing task prior
to their conflict discussion. In condition two, partners completed an “individual identity”
writing task prior to engaging in the conflict discussion task. The distinction between
condition one and two writing tasks was to test whether priming a couple or relational
identity frame, compared to an individual identity frame, prior to a conflict discussion
altered the nature of how partners talked about their conflict. Condition three was a control
group in which partners completed the conflict discussion task without any writing task
before it. Condition one consisted of 42 couples, condition two consisted of 36 couples, and
condition three consisted of 34 couples.

When participants signed up for the study, the researcher emailed them an
introductory email to inform them about the requirements of the study and obtain their
partners’ email address. The researcher then emailed links to both partners to an online pre-
interaction questionnaire. The online questionnaire took approximately 30 minutes to
complete. Participants were assigned a unique participant code that they used for all
questionnaires and materials both online and in the laboratory, in order to be able to link
their responses to one another while maintaining the confidentiality of their responses.
Participants and their partners were given instruction in this email that the questionnaires
must be completed separately from one another in private and must be finished by both

partners at least two days prior to their laboratory visit. Once both partners had completed
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the online questionnaire, they were sent email reminders the day before their scheduled lab
appointment with instructions to follow for the study. Participants were instructed to not do
the following prior to their visit: 1) eat or drink anything or brush teeth within 45 minutes
prior to the appointment, 2) exercise rigorously, smoke, consume alcohol or caffeinated
beverages within 12 hours prior to the appointment, 3) use drugs (including Adderall and
marijuana) within 48 hours of the appointment, and 4) go to the dentist within 48 hours of
the appointment. Furthermore, because cortisol levels follow a daily circadian rhythm, the
study restricted the lab hours to afternoon and evening times to partially control for the time
of data collection.

Upon arrival to the lab, partners read and signed consent forms and then provided
their first saliva sample. The first saliva sample (sample one) was collected before
completing questionnaires or engaging in any discussion or writing tasks, to serve as the
baseline sample. Each time participants provided a saliva sample, they were separated into
private rooms and instructed to imagine eating their favorite food and passively drool into a
straw inserted into a small plastic vial with their heads tilted forward (Granger et al. 2007)
until they filled the tube to a certain level (1.5 ml). The vials were labeled with participant
codes, sealed, and immediately placed in frozen storage (-20 °C) until shipped on dry ice to
a laboratory at the University of California, Davis to be assayed for cortisol and
sAA. Samples were assayed for cortisol using radioimmunoassay (RIA).

After completing saliva sample one, participants completed a brief medical
information inventory. The medical questionnaire asked about general information about
behaviors (e.g., eating, drinking, dentist appointments, smoking, medications, etc.) that

could affect their hormones and the quality of the saliva samples. Next, participants
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completed a conflict listing sheet where they listed three topics that are typically conflict-
inducing in their relationship. From this sheet, the researchers selected one topic for the
couple to discuss in the conflict discussion task. From the potential six topics, researchers
chose the topic that was rated by the participant as the most stressful in order to increase the
chances that the discussion task would elicit a physiological stress response. Researchers
did not select stressful conflict topics if they were too sensitive for the couple to discuss in
the laboratory. Topics that were mutually reported by both partners were chosen first.
However, if the couple did not share any of the same conflict topics, the most stressful topic
between both of the partners’ sheets was selected. The researchers also selected an alternate
topic from the two lists in the event that the couple indicated that they were uncomfortable
discussing the primary topic.

Of the topics discussed and coded by the research team, 74 were mutually reported
topics, 23 were reported by the female partner, and nine were reported by the male partner.
The types of topics discussed by couples and their frequencies are displayed in Table 1.
Eight categories of topics emerged from coding the discussed topics: communication and
compatibility (e.g., communication or personality issues that caused conflict), time spent
together (e.g., not spending enough time together or not being about to balance time with
friends and alone time as a couple), jealousy and trust (e.g., interacting with opposite sex
friends or past partners), future plans and relationship status (e.g., what will happen after
graduation, moving for careers, and study abroad), family and friends (e.g., issues with
meeting each other’s’ families, parent or friend disapproval), general lifestyle (e.g., concerns
about mental and physical health, money), long-distance (e.g., struggling with being long-

distance, logistics of visiting), and substance use (e.g., partying, alcohol and drug use, how
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substance use impacts their relationship). The types of topics discussed by the couples
reflected the lifestyle and concerns of a sample of emerging adults.

If the participants were in conditions one or two, they next completed either the
couple identity writing task or individual identity writing task. For these tasks, the partners
were separated into private rooms. These writing tasks were completed online and took
about 10-15 minutes for participants to complete. Both writing tasks had three similar
prompts with text boxes in which participants typed their responses. The three prompts for
couple identity writing task as well as for the individual identity writing task are provided in
Table 2. If participants were in condition three (control condition), the partners moved on to
the conflict discussion task shortly after completing the conflict topic listing sheet without
completing any writing task. Immediately following each writing task, participants
completed a linguistic implications form (Wegner & Giuliano, 1980), which is a sentence
completion task designed to test their pronoun choice (See Appendix). The first-person
plural pronouns (i.e., we, our, us) are thought to reflect collective or relational focus,
whereas first-person singular pronouns (i.e., [, me, my) are thought to reflect self focus.

This sentence completion task was used as a manipulation check for the identity primes to
test that participants primed with their couple identity should choose more first-person plural
pronouns and that participants primed with their individual identity should choose more
first-person singular pronouns.

The conflict discussion task was videotaped and took place in an interaction room in
the laboratory, which consisted of a living room setting with a couch. Partners were brought
together in the interaction room and instructed that they were to have a discussion about a

topic that was typically conflict inducing in their relationship. They were instructed that
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they had 15 minutes for the discussion, to use the full amount of time if possible, to talk with
one another as they normally do, and to attempt to work toward a resolution or solution to
their topic. The researcher told the couples that their topic for discussion was selected at
random from their listing sheets. They were provided with the specific topic and instructed
to try to stay focused on this topic for the entire discussion.

Immediately following the conflict discussion task (regardless of condition),
participants provided three additional saliva samples over the course of the following 40
minutes to adequately capture the reactance and recovery in sAA and cortisol. Saliva
sample two was obtained immediately after the conflict discussion (to measure increases in
sAA), sample three was collected 15 minutes after the task (to measure increases in cortisol
and recovery in SAA), and finally, sample four was obtained 40 minutes post-task (to
measures recovery in cortisol and sAA). After all of the saliva samples were taken, partners
completed a final online questionnaire on separate computers in private rooms. This post-
conflict questionnaire asked the partners about their perceptions of the conversation that just
occurred. This final questionnaire took approximately 15 minutes to complete. At the end
of the study, the researcher debriefed the couples.

The saliva vials were labeled with participant codes, sealed, and immediately placed
in frozen storage (-20 °C) after collection until shipped on dry ice to the clinical
endocrinology laboratory at the University of California, Davis to be assayed for cortisol
and sAA. Samples were assayed for cortisol in duplicate using radioimmunoassay (RIA)
kits (Siemens) and for sAA using enzyme immunoassay (EIA) kits (Salimetrics LLC, State

College, PA). Intra-assay coefficient of variation and inter-assay coefficients of variation
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for sAA were 6.88 and 13.36 respectively. Intra-assay coefficient of variation and inter-
assay coefficients of variation for salivary cortisol were 6.99 and 9.37 respectively.
Measures

Self-reported anxiety, stress, and negativity. Six items were used in the pre-
laboratory questionnaire (time one), an entry questionnaire upon arriving at the lab (time
two), and the post-interaction questionnaire (time three) to measure state anxiety. Example
items included “I feel tense” and “I feel worried,” and were measured along a 7-point
Likert-type scale (1 not at all — 4 very much). The reliabilities for state anxiety for all three
time points were both consistently high (male T1 Cronbach’s a. = .83, male T2 Cronbach’s a
=.79, male T3 Cronbach’s o = .83, female T1 Cronbach’s a = .80, female T2 Cronbach’s
= .81, female T3 Cronbach’s o =.79).

Conlflict-related stress was measured in the post-questionnaire (time three) with five
Likert-type items which asked how participants felt talking about the conflict topic with
their partner. Item stems began with “Talking to my partner about the conflict topic made
me feel...” and example responses ranged from 1 Not stressed at all to 7 Extremely stressed.
Cronbach’s Alpha for these items was .91 for men and .93 for women.

Finally, one item in the post-interaction questionnaire (time three) measured how
negatively participants felt the discussion task was. This item stem stated “I felt the
discussion with my partner was...” with a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1
Extremely negative — 7 Extremely positive). Scores on this item were reverse coded so that
higher scores represented greater negativity scores.

Couple identity. Participants’ couple identity was measured in the pre-laboratory

questionnaire (time one) and the post-interaction questionnaire (time three) using three
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different measures. First, two items from Acitelli et al. (1999) asked how well (and how
important) is being “part of a couple” for the way participants see themselves. These items
were measured along 5-point Likert-type scales from 1 Not at all well (or Not at all
important) to 7 Extremely well (or Extremely important). These items were internally
consistent at both time points for men and women (male T1 Cronbach’s a = .89, female T1
Cronbach’s a. = .79, male T3 Cronbach’s a. = .83, female T3 Cronbach’s a = .83).

The next measure of couple identity used was the six-item couple identity subscale
of Stanley and Markman’s (1992) commitment inventory, which was also measured in the
pre-laboratory questionnaire (time one) and the post-interaction questionnaire (time three).
Sample items included, “I am willing to have or develop a strong sense of an identity as a
couple with my partner” and “I like to think of my partner and me more in terms of ‘us’ and
‘we’ than ‘me’ and ‘him/her.”” These items were measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1
strongly disagree — 7 strongly agree). The reliability of this subscale was high (male T1
Cronbach’s a = .89, female T1 Cronbach’s a = .79, male T3 Cronbach’s o = .83, female T3
Cronbach’s a = .83).

Finally, the S-RISC scale (Linardatos & Lydon, 2011) was measured in the pre-
laboratory questionnaire (time one) and the post-interaction questionnaire (time three). This
scale included relationship-specific identification with items such as “My current romantic
relationship is an important reflection of who [ am” and “When I think of myself, I often
think of my partner also.” The scale consisted of eleven Likert-type items with responses
ranging from 1 strongly disagree to 7 strongly agree. The reliability of this scale was high

(male T1 Cronbach’s a. = .83, female T1 Cronbach’s a = .79, male T3 Cronbach’s o = .83,
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female T3 Cronbach’s o = .83). For all items on these three measures, higher scores
indicated stronger couple identities.

When all three of these measures of couple identity were subjected to exploratory
factor analysis using promax rotation, a one factor solution emerged based on Cattel’s scree
plot. Based on this, all three measures tapping into the couple identity construct were
combined into one composite variable for all of the analyses. The reliability for this global
couple identity variable was high (male T1 Cronbach’s a = .89, female T1 Cronbach’s o =
.79, male T3 Cronbach’s o = .83, female T3 Cronbach’s a = .83). Again, time one
represents the scores on the pre-laboratory questionnaire and time three represents the scores
on the post-interaction questionnaire.

Couple identity gaps. Gaps in partners’ perceptions their couple identity were
measured at time one (pre-laboratory questionnaire) and time three (post-interaction
questionnaire) with two adapted scales of personal-relational identity gaps and personal-
enacted identity gaps from Jung and Hecht (2004). Both scales were originally worded to
reflect individuals’ personal identities, so the items were reworded to reflect gaps in couple
or relational identities. Eleven items from the original personal-relational gap scale were
revised to describe situations in which a participant’s dating partner ascribed characteristics
to the relationship are either consistent or inconsistent with the way the participant viewed
the relationship (i.e., their perceptions of intra-relationship couple identity gaps).
Consistencies were described with items such as “I feel that my partner sees our relationship
as I see it” and inconsistencies were measured with items such as “I feel that my partner has
the wrong image of our relationship.” This scale was measured on 7-point Likert-type

scales (1 strongly disagree — 7 strongly agree). The reliability of this subscale was high
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(male T1 Cronbach’s a. = .88, female T1 Cronbach’s a. = .84, male T3 Cronbach’s o = .86,
female T3 Cronbach’s o = .87).

Another eleven items from the original personal-enacted identity gap scale were
revised to describe situations in which participants felt that they and their partner were able
to be their “real selves” with others or situations in which they feel they are inconsistent in
communicating about their relationship to others — their perceptions of extra-relationship
couple identity gaps. Example items included, “My partner and I express the ‘real us’ in
communication with others” and “There is a difference between the "real us" as a couple and
the impression my partner and/or I give others about our relationship.” This scale was
measured on 7-point Likert-type scales (1 strongly disagree — 7 strongly agree). The
reliability of this subscale was very high (male T1 Cronbach’s a = .91, female T1
Cronbach’s a = .90, male T3 Cronbach’s a = .91, female T3 Cronbach’s a = .92). The items
on both of these subscales were recoded so that higher scores represent greater perceptions
of gaps.

Additional measures. Two additional scales were used to measure variables that
would serve as additional manipulation checks. First, communal coping was measured with
Afifi et al.’s (2006) communal coping scale. Participants responded to seven items
assessing the degree to which individuals felt they and their partners cope well with stressors
together as a couple (e.g., “We address problems as a team,” and “We feel like we are both
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‘in this together’”’). The Likert-type scale ranged from 1 Strongly disagree to 5 Strongly
agree. Higher scores represent greater use of communal coping (o =.91 for men and .92 for

women). The second measure included was an adapted scale of relationship optimism from

Murray and Holmes (1999). Participants responded to statements based on their perceptions
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of the likelihood of a variety of positive and negative events occurring in their relationship
relative to the typical or average romantic relationship (of approximate length as their
relationship). The scale items included example events such as “The love my partner and I
share continuing to grow” and “My partner and I discovering areas in which our needs
conflict in a serious way.” The scale included 17 items on a Likert-type scale from 1 Much
less likely to occur in my relationship to 5 Much more likely to occur in my relationship.
Negative event items were reverse-coded so that higher scores on items in this scale

represented higher relationship optimism (o =.89 for men and .91 for women).
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CHAPTER FIVE
RESULTS

Data Analysis Plan

Dyadic data present challenges for analysis because data for each partner are related
to one another, violating the assumptions of independence of observations (Kenny, 1996).
When data are nonindependent, statistical analyses that account for both dyad and
individuals as units of analysis simultaneously are required. Nonindependence also suggests
that there is reciprocity, influence, or synchrony in the dyad (Alferes & Kenny, 2009). The
couples in this study are considered distinguishable dyads, which means that each person in
the relationship has a different role than the other (e.g., husband and wife) or can be ordered
by a variable such as gender (Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006). Dyadic data are thought of as
homogenous and interdependent (Kenny, 1996). Homogeneity refers to the tendency for
individuals within a couple to have similar thoughts, behaviors, and feelings as a result of
being part of the same relational unit. Furthermore, these individuals are also considered
interdependent, in that each partner in the dyad exerts some degree of influence on the other
in terms of their thoughts, feelings, and behaviors. Because of the homogeneity and
interdependence of this data, statistical techniques that can account for the nonindependence
of these observations were used.

Multilevel modeling accounts for nonindependence of data by estimating variance at
both the level of the individual and the couple, and it has become a preferred method for
analyzing dyadic data (Campbell & Kashy, 2002; Kenny & Cook, 1999). In this study, level
one included the individuals’ data and level two contained the couples or dyads. In this
way, individual observations for each partner (level one) were nested within each couple

(level two). Multilevel modeling (MLM) allows for simultaneous estimation of between-
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and within-person effects and their interaction (Reis & Gable, 2000). In addition, MLM can
test multiple continuous predictors and account for missing data (Reis & Gable, 2000).
Mixed models in SPSS Version 22 were used to estimate multilevel models of the couples’
data. For hypotheses one, three, five, and seven, multilevel models with level 1 (i.e.,
individual perceptions of couple identity, individual perceptions of identity gaps) and level 2
predictors (i.e., writing task condition) were estimated to predict partners’ perceptions of
stress, anxiety, and negativity of the conflict discussion. For hypotheses two, four, six, and
eight, dyadic growth curve modeling was used to examine the influence of the predictors on
partners’ cortisol and sAA response and recovery patterns to the discussion task. For all of
these analyses, the dyad was considered a level two variable. Dyadic growth curve analysis
is based on a combination of the over-time and dyadic data structures (Kashy & Donnellan,
2012). The repeated measures cortisol data are assumed to follow a pattern of reactivity and
recovery, making a dyadic growth curve modeling approach appropriate (Laurent & Powers,
20006).
Data Preparation

To prepare data for analysis, reliabilities for the variables of interest were checked
and then composite variables were formed. In addition, the predictor and control variables
were grand mean centered based on male and female sample means. Centering variables is
important when conducting MLM. Grand mean centering the predictor variable rescales the
variable such that the sample (grand) mean is subtracted from every score, regardless of
group membership (Preacher, Zyphur, & Zhang, 2010). Because the data for cortisol and
sAA variables demonstrated skew statistics over 1.0 (indicating substantial positive skew),

these variables were also transformed using a natural log transformation. Dummy coded
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variables (0 and 1) were created to distinguish between male and female intercepts (Kashy
& Donnellan, 2008).
Preliminary Analyses

The means and standard deviations for the variables of interest for men and women
are presented in Table 3. On average, partners reported moderately high perceptions of
couple identity, low perceptions of intra- and extra-relationship identity gaps, and low to
moderate levels of conflict anxiety, stress, and negativity. Tables 4 and 5 provide
correlations for the variables for men and women. As expected, perceptions of couple
identity were negatively associated with the two types of couple identity gaps (intra- and
extra-relationship gaps) for both men and women. Perceptions of couple identity were only
associated with perceived negativity during the conflict discussion task — such that when
partners had higher perceptions of couple identity, the less negatively they perceived their
interaction during the discussion task. This association was only significant for men
however. For women, perceptions of intra-relationship identity gaps were positively
associated with perceptions of anxiety, stress, and negativity during the discussion task.
Perceptions of extra-relationship gaps were positively associated with anxiety during the
conflict discussion task for women. For men, both types of couple identity gaps were
positively related to their perceptions of stress and negativity.

Multiple manipulation checks were used to determine differences in relationship-
focus versus self-focus between conditions one and two. The linguistic implications form
(Wegner & Giuliano, 1980; see Appendix) — a sentence completion task involving pronoun
choice — was used to test for differences in self- versus relational-focus after the couple

identity and individual identity writing tasks. Unfortunately, pronoun choice differences did
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not emerge between condition one and condition two. In fact, the modal pronoun choice
(regardless of whether it was first-person singular or first-person plural) was the same for 21
out of 22 sentence completion items between the two conditions. This indicated that
participants did not complete the sentences with different pronouns after writing about their
relationship or themselves as individuals, and that rather, participants completed sentences
quite uniformly. The fact that this manipulation check failed to detect differences between
conditions suggested that there may not be differences in self- versus relational-focus across
conditions. However, it could be possible that the linguistic implications form was not an
appropriate manipulation check to test the efficacy of the couple identity and individual
identity writing primes.

Measures in the post-discussion questionnaire were also used as additional
manipulation checks of differences across condition. Specifically, if participants in the
couple identity priming condition (condition one) were more relationally-focused, this
orientation should evidence itself in greater perceptions of couple identity, relationship
optimism (Murray & Holmes, 1999), and communal coping (Afifi et al., 2006) and fewer
perceptions of couple identity gaps. To test these outcomes, multilevel models were
estimated using two separate dummy-coded variables to represent the conditions. One
dummy-coded variable represented condition one (i.e., couple identity prime) as 1 and all
other conditions as 0. The second dummy coded variable represented condition two (i.e.,
individual identity prime) as 1 and all other conditions as 0. Each dummy variable was
entered into the model separately. When an outcome variable was also measured at time

one, the time one variable was included in the model as a control variable.

49



Different results emerged for men and women, but overall demonstrated more
negative outcomes in condition two (individual identity prime) relative to condition one
(couple identity prime) or three (control). For women, the individual identity prime was
slightly associated with lower communal coping (B =-.18, SE =.13,t=-.1.39, p =.16) and
lower perceptions of relationship optimism (B =-.22, SE - .12, t=-1.86, p =.07). For men,
the individual identity prime was associated with lower perceptions of relationship optimism
(B=-.20,SE-.12,t=-1.67, p =.10) and greater perceptions of extra-relationship gaps (B =
-22,SE=.13,t=-1.63, p=.10). In addition to finding that the individual identity prime
was associated with more negative outcomes, results also revealed that the couple identity
prime was associated with more positive outcomes. For example, when controlling for
perceptions of couple identity at time one, the couple identity prime was associated with
greater perceptions of couple identity for women (B = .14, SE =.09, t = 1.56, p =.12). The
results of these tests reveal that despite the failure of the sentence completion task as a
manipulation check, important differences in other identity-related constructs did emerge
between conditions one and two consistent with predictions.

Hypothesis One: Couple Identity and Perceptions of Conflict

Hypothesis one predicted that partners’ perceptions of their couple identity would be
negatively associated with reported negativity during the discussion task. Models were
conducted separately for each outcome — anxiety, stress, and negativity. When testing
models for hypothesis one, pre-discussion anxiety and pre-discussion stress (measured on
the conflict topic listing sheet) were included as control variables in their respective models
where time two anxiety and time two stress were considered (there was no prior measure of

conflict negativity).

50



For the estimates of the full models, see Table 6. Controlling for pre-discussion self-
reported anxiety, the association between perceptions of couple identity and anxiety during
the conflict was not significant for men or for women. When controlling for pre-discussion
stress, perceptions of couple identity were inversely associated with post-discussion
perceptions of stress for men at the 0.07 level. This association was not significant for
women. Finally, perceptions of couple identity were inversely associated with conflict
negativity and this was significant for men and women. Overall, higher perceptions of
couple identity are associated with decreased perceptions of negativity during conflict for
both men and women, and it appears that higher perceptions of couple identity may also be
slightly linked to men’s decreased stress during conflict. In sum, hypothesis Hla was not
supported, HI1b was partially support for men, and H1c was supported for both men and
women.

Hypothesis Two: Couple Identity and sAA and Cortisol Responses

Hypothesis two stated that partners who have stronger perceptions of their couple
identity will have a) lower baseline cortisol and sAA levels, b) less cortisol and sAA
reactivity and c) have quicker cortisol and sAA recovery than partners who have weaker
perceptions of their couple identity. The following equation was used to model curvilinear
growth in cortisol and sAA for the dyads:

Y1) = Bflj(female intercept)ij + Bf2j(female linear)ij + pf3j(female quadratic)ij +

Bm4j(male intercept)ij + fmSj(male linear)ij + fm6j(male quadratic)ij + eij
Yij is the cortisol score i for couple j, with i = sAA (and cortisol) time points and j=1 . .
.115 couples. Male and female trajectories were modeled separately within each couple at

Level 1. Grouping individual growth trajectories within a dyad allows researchers to
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examine gender differences while accounting for the interdependent nature of the partners’
data (Laurent & Powers, 2006; Kashy & Donnellan, 2008). Separate dummy codes for men
and women were entered into the models simultaneously to create a male intercept and a
female intercept (Kashy & Donnellan, 2008, 2012). As a result, traditional intercepts were
not included in the models.

The dummy variables were crossed with linear and quadratic time to estimate
separate slopes for men and women. Quadratic time was included in these models because
the cortisol stress response typically follows a quadratic trajectory over time (Laurent &
Powers, 2006). Participants were expected to experience a cortisol reaction immediately
after the conversation at time two (given that they were likely reacting during the task itself)
and/or 15 minutes later during time three (given that cortisol tends to peak 15 minutes after a
stressor). Given that SAA responds quickly to an acute stressor, participants should likely
have a response immediately after the discussion task (time two). Finally, participants
should experience recovery in sAA at time three and cortisol at time four. Baseline scores
(time one) started at 0, linear time was coded then as 0, 1, 2, and 3, and quadratic time
(time*time) was coded as 0, 1, 4, and 9. Quadratic time gives information about change
(i.e., acceleration or deceleration) in linear time (Hoffman, 2014). A quadratic slope
function can either make the linear slope more positive, less positive, more negative, or less
negative.

The first part of hypothesis two stated that perceptions of couple identity will predict
baseline cortisol and sAA levels. Before adding couple identity as a predictor in the model,
unconditional models for cortisol and sAA were estimated and revealed that both men

(cortisol: B =2.03, SE =.06, t = 31.64, p <.001; sAA: B =4.51, SE =.06, t = 70.03, p <
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.001) and women (cortisol: B = 1.95, SE = .06, t = 34.74, p <.001; sAA: B =4.60, SE = .07,
t=67.38, p <.001) varied significantly in their baseline cortisol and sAA levels. Men and
women showed similar average cortisol levels at baseline. Next, separate conditional
models were tested with perception of couple identity as the predictor of baseline cortisol
and sAA. The results for the cortisol model revealed that perceptions of couple identity
were not predictive of men’s (f =-.03, SE =.07,t=-.43, p = .67) or women’s baseline
cortisol levels (B =-.05, SE =.07, t =-.80, p = .43). Similarly, perceptions of couple
identity were not related to men’s (B =-.06, SE = .07, t = .81, p =.42) or women’s baseline
sAA levels (B =-.05, SE = .08, t =-.60, p =.55). Hypothesis 2a was not supported.

In order to examine cortisol response and recovery, an unconditional model was
tested first to determine whether there was significant variability in cortisol for men and
women. (see Table 7). The unconditional model revealed that there were significant
variation in cortisol on average for both men and women (i.e., significant variation in men’s
and women’s intercepts for cortisol), and significant variation in rate of change for women’s
cortisol. While women’s cortisol appeared to follow a quadratic trajectory, men’s cortisol
followed a slightly linear trajectory (linear time for men was only approaching significance).
The covariance of men’s and women’s cortisol intercepts was significant, meaning that
men’s and women’s baseline cortisol levels were significantly correlated. However, the
covariance of the slopes was not significant, suggesting that the cortisol slopes (i.e., rate of
change) for men and women were not significantly correlated. The covariance of women’s
intercepts and slopes was significant, indicating that women’s rate of change in cortisol over

time was correlated to their baseline levels. Similarly, the covariance of men’s intercepts
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and slopes was significant, indicating that their cortisol trajectory was correlated to their
baseline levels.

Next, the hypothesized model was tested including partners’ perceptions of couple
identity as predictors of cortisol response and recovery. Model results (see Table 8) indicate
that perceptions of couple identity did not significantly predict linear or quadratic changes in
men’s and women’s cortisol over the course of the study. Average cortisol levels at each
time point for men and women based on a mean split of their perceptions of couple identity
are graphed in Figure 1. While women with lower couple identity perceptions have a
slightly higher peak in cortisol in response to the conflict discussion (time two), the overall
cortisol trajectories for men and women appear to have similar, gradual declining patterns.
In sum, hypothesis two is unsupported for cortisol response and recovery.

The unconditional model for sSAA (see Table 7) revealed that there were significant
variation in SAA on average and over time for both men and women (i.e., significant
variation in intercepts and slopes for sAA). Both linear and quadratic time functions for
sAA were significant for both men and women. Furthermore, men and women exhibited
significant variance in their SAA intercepts, but not in their slopes. Finally, within-person
and between-person covariances were not significant, indicating that individuals’ intercepts
did not impact their rate of change as well as that men’s and women’s intercept and slopes
for sAA were not correlated.

Next, the conditional model with perceptions of couple identity as a predictor of SAA
response and recovery was tested. The results (see Table 8) revealed that perceptions of
couple identity predicted men’s quadratic trajectory in sAA, but only at the 0.09 level.

Figure 2 depicts that sAA levels are higher for with greater perceptions of couple identity,
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and that they experience a higher peak in sAA immediately after the discussion task.
Perceptions of couple identity did not significantly predict women’s sAA trajectory.
Overall, hypothesis two is unsupported, although the data suggest that men’s perceptions of
couple identity may influence their SAA response during a conflict inducing task.
Hypothesis 3: Couple Identity Prime and Perceptions of Conflict

Hypothesis three predicted that partners who engage in a couple identity writing task
prior to conflict will experience less perceived stress, anxiety, and negativity during a
conflict-inducing interaction than partners who engage in an individual identity writing task
or those who do not engage in any writing task prior to conflict. In order to test this
hypothesis, dummy variables were created to distinguish between conditions. One dummy-
coded variable represented condition one (i.e., couple identity prime) as 1 and all other
conditions as 0. The second dummy coded variable represented condition two (i.e.,
individual identity prime) as 1 and all other conditions as 0. Control variables for pre-
discussion anxiety and stress were used in the models testing conflict anxiety and conflict
stress.

Model results revealed that neither the couple identity prime (condition one) nor
individual identity prime (condition two) significantly influenced partners’ perceptions of
anxiety, stress, or negativity associated with their conflict discussion (see Table 9). Follow-
up analyses of variance were conducted for men and women by condition. While there were
lower means for stress and negativity for men in condition one compared to condition two
(stress' M =2.51, stress> M = 2.87, negativity! M = 2.33, negativity’> M = 2.61) and lower

means for women’s negativity in condition one compared to condition two (negativity! M =
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2.52, negativity’* M = 3.00), ANOVA results revealed that these differences were not
statistically significant. Therefore, hypothesis three is not supported.
Hypothesis 4: Couple Identity Prime and sAA and Cortisol Responses

Hypothesis four stated that partners who engage in a couple identity writing task
(condition one) prior to conflict will have less cortisol and sAA reactivity and have quicker
cortisol and sAA recovery than partners who engage in an individual identity writing task
(condition two) or those who do not engage in any writing task (condition three) prior to
conflict. Dyadic growth curve modeling was used to test how priming in the two conditions
may have influenced participants’ sAA and cortisol responses.

First, the model for the couple identity prime (condition one relative to other
conditions) and cortisol response was tested. Results showed that the condition one
significantly predicted men’s linear cortisol responses, but not women’s cortisol responses
(see Table 10). As aresult, men’s cortisol data were graphed by condition (see Figure 3).
The cortisol trajectories for men in condition one (couple identity prime) and condition two
(individual identity prime) were different. Men’s cortisol levels gradually declined over the
course of the study in condition two, whereas men’s cortisol evidenced a slight peak in
response to the conflict discussion followed by a gradual decline in condition one. While
men in both condition one and condition two had almost identical baseline cortisol levels,
men in condition one experienced a slight peak in cortisol in response to the conflict
discussion and men in the other two conditions did not.

The model for couple identity prime predicting sAA response did not reveal
significant effects for men or women. However, a main effect for condition one (couple

identity prime) was approaching significance for women only (see Table 10). As depicted in
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Figure 4, the graph of men and women’s sAA response by condition revealed that in
general, participants’ sAA trajectories followed a similar pattern (peaking at time 2 and
recovering). However, women in condition one had more elevated sAA levels on average
throughout the study (baseline, response, and recovery) compared to other conditions.

Overall, the hypothesized effects of the primes (couple identity vs. individual
identity) on cortisol and SAA response was unsupported. Women in condition one had
higher sAA levels consistently over the course of the study, although the pattern of their
sAA trajectory was similar to those in other conditions. However, the results for women
were only approaching significance and cannot be reliably attributed the effects of the
priming task, given that baseline SAA levels for women appeared to be different for
condition one compared to the other conditions (i.e., before they took part in the priming
task). Therefore, hypothesis four did not receive support for women. For men, the
significant effect of condition on cortisol was different than hypothesized; while men in
condition one were hypothesized to have less cortisol reactivity to the conflict discussion
than men in the other two conditions, it was men in condition one (couple identity prime)
who evidenced a cortisol response to the conflict discussion and not the men in the other two
conditions (individual identity prime or control). While the cortisol response for men in the
couple identity prime condition was slight and followed a pattern that would be considered a
normal cortisol response to a stressor, the fact that the men in the other two conditions did
not experience a similar elevated pattern (instead these men did not exhibit cortisol
reactivity to the task) indicates that hypothesis four is unsupported for men.

Hypothesis 5: Couple Identity and Prime Interaction on Perceptions of Conflict
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Hypothesis five proposed that there would be an interaction between partners’
perceptions of their couple identity and being primed with couple identity on stress, anxiety,
and negativity during a conflict-inducing interaction. Separate models were tested for each
condition dummy-coded variable predicting the three outcome variables, resulting in six
models total. Of the six models (see Table 11), no significant interaction effects for couple
identity perceptions and conditions on perceptions of anxiety, stress, and negativity were
found. Given the lack of significant interaction effects, hypothesis five was unsupported.
Hypothesis 6: Couple Identity and Prime Interaction on sAA and Cortisol Responses

Hypothesis six stated that there would be an interaction between individuals’
perceptions of couple identity and being primed with couple identity (condition one) on their
cortisol and sAA reactivity and recovery in response to a conflict discussion. Separate
models were tested for each condition and for cortisol and sAA trajectories, resulting in six
models total. Testing the models for condition one (see Table 12) and condition two (see
Table 13), no significant interaction effects were found for cortisol or sAA. However, the
effect for men’s sAA response was approaching significance in the models for condition one
and condition two. Figures 5 and 6 show sAA trajectories across conditions for men who
have higher and men who have lower couple identity perceptions based on a mean split of
the data (M = 5.24). Men who have higher couple identity perceptions appear to have
higher sAA levels and a higher peak in SAA in response to the conflict discussion when in
condition two (individual identity prime) compared to the other conditions.

When testing models for condition three (Table 14), no significant effects were
found for sAA, but effects for cortisol were significant for men and approaching

significance for women. Figures 7 and 8 depict cortisol trajectories by condition for men
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with higher and lower couple identity perceptions based on a mean split of the data. Men
with lower couple identity perceptions evidence different cortisol trajectories depending on
their condition. Specifically, men with lower couple identity perceptions in conditions one
(couple identity prime) and three (control) had higher cortisol levels at each time point than
men in condition two (individual identity prime), as well as reacted slightly to the conflict
discussion. However, men in condition two with similarly low couple identity perceptions
evidenced a gradual, linear decline in cortisol with no cortisol reactivity.

Figures 9 and 10 depict cortisol trajectories by condition for women with higher and
lower couple identity perceptions based on a mean split of the data (M = 5.03). Women
with higher couple identity perceptions in condition one (couple identity prime) had higher
baseline cortisol levels than women in the other two conditions (individual identity prime,
control). The differences in cortisol slopes for women with higher couple identity
perceptions cannot be reliably attributed the effects of the priming task itself, given that
baseline cortisol levels for women appeared to be different for condition one compared to
the other conditions. However, women with lower couple identity perceptions did differ
slightly in their cortisol trajectories based on condition. While women with lower couple
identity perceptions in conditions two and three exhibited slight cortisol reactivity in
response to the conflict discussion (and then quick recovery), women with lower couple
identity perceptions in condition one did not recover as quickly post-task.

Overall, the results showed that the interaction between condition and couple identity
perceptions did not significantly affect women’s sAA responses, but was approaching
significance for men. Although most men exhibit relatively similar SAA trajectory patterns,

men with higher couple identity perceptions who were primed with individual identity
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appeared to have a higher sAA reaction that those in other condition or those with lower
couple identity perceptions (however, their sAA levels recovered quickly like other men).
For cortisol, the condition appeared to influence men who have lower couple identity
perceptions, such that these men did not experience cortisol reactivity when in condition
two, but did in condition one (and three). Furthermore, women with lower couple identity
perceptions in condition one had slower cortisol recovery post-conflict than did women with
similarly low couple identity perceptions in conditions two and three. Women with higher
couple identity perceptions had more elevated cortisol levels overall in condition one than
when in conditions two and three, which is counter to the hypothesized pattern. However,
this is likely due the elevated baseline cortisol for these women specifically. The results for
this hypothesis reveal that, although some of the effects were approaching significance, the
type of prime appeared to affect men’s sAA and cortisol depending upon their perceptions
of couple identity. Hypothesis 6 was partially supported.
Hypothesis 7: Couple Identity Gaps and Perceptions of Conflict

Hypothesis seven predicted that partners’ perceptions of couple identity gaps would
be positively associated with perceptions of stress, anxiety, and negativity during conflict.
Models were tested separately for each outcome. Since the study measured two types of
couple identity gaps — intra- and extra-relationship gaps — separate models were tested for
each of these predictors, resulting in a total of six models. When testing models for
hypothesis seven, pre-discussion measures of anxiety and stressfulness were included as
control variables. Model results are presented in Table 15.

Intra-Relationship Couple Identity Gaps. When controlling for pre-discussion

anxiety of the conflict topic, intra-relationship gaps were positively associated with anxiety
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during the conflict discussion. This association was significant for men and approaching
significance for women at the 0.06 level. While controlling for pre-discussion stress
associated with the conflict topic, intra-relationship gaps was positively associated with
stress during the conflict discussion task for both men and women, but these associations
were only approaching significance (p = 0.08 and p = 0.09 respectively). Finally, intra-
relationship gaps were positively associated with perceived negativity of the conflict
discussion. This effect was significant for women and approaching significance for men at
the 0.09 level. Overall, the results suggest that greater perceptions of intra-relationship gaps
are associated with higher anxiety, stress, and negativity during conflict for men and
women.

Extra-Relationship Couple Identity Gaps. When controlling for pre-discussion
anxiety of the conflict topic, extra-relationship gaps were positively associated with anxiety
during the conflict discussion. This association was significant for men and approaching
significance for women (p = 0.06). When controlling for pre-discussion stress associated
with the conflict topic, extra-relationship gap was positively associated with stress during
the conflict but only for men and not for women. Finally, extra-relationship gaps were
positively associated with perceived negativity of the conflict discussion. This effect was
significant of women and approaching significance for men (p = 0.07). In sum, greater
perceptions of extra-relationship gaps was associated with higher perceived anxiety and
negativity for men and women, and higher perceived stress for men during conflict.
Although some of the relationships were approaching significance depending on partner sex,
each test in these models was supported in the hypothesized direction for at least one

partner, providing support for hypothesis seven.
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Hypothesis 8: Couple Identity Gaps and sAA and Cortisol Responses

Hypothesis eight stated that partners who perceive greater couple identity gaps will
experience more cortisol and sAA reactivity and delayed cortisol and sAA recovery after the
conflict task. Because two types of couple identity gaps were measures, separate models
were tested for each of these predictors, resulting in four models total.

Intra-Relationship Couple Identity Gaps. The results for the model testing intra-
relationship gaps predicting cortisol response and recovery revealed that no significant
associations. For men, however, the association between intra-relationship gap perceptions
and cortisol response over time was approaching significance (p = 0.10; see Table 16). To
follow-up on this finding, cortisol data were graphed based on a mean split of men’s
perceptions of intra-relationship gaps (M = 2.61). The graph (see Figure 11) of the data
shows that men with lower perceptions of intra-relationship gaps experienced higher cortisol
levels throughout the study than did men with higher perceptions of intra-relationship gaps.
However, both groups of men appear to exhibit gradual declines in cortisol over time. This
finding, although only approaching significance, is inconsistent with the hypothesis that
those with higher perceptions of intra-relationship gaps would experience higher cortisol
reactivity in response to the conflict than those with lower gap perceptions.

Model results for intra-relationship gap perceptions predicting sAA response and
recovery did not find significant relationships. These data do not support the prediction that
perceptions of intra-relationship gaps would predict sAA trajectories.

Extra-Relationship Couple Identity Gaps. The results for extra-relationship
couple identity gaps showed that the association with cortisol was significant, but only for

women (see Table 17). To follow-up with this finding, cortisol data were graphed based on
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a mean split of women’s perceptions of extra-relationship gaps (M = 2.32; see Figure 12).
The graph of these data showed that women with higher perceptions of extra-relationship
gaps had higher levels of cortisol than did women with lower perceptions of extra-
relationship gaps, and that these higher levels were sustained over time. This pattern is
consistent with the prediction that those with higher perceptions of extra-relationship gaps
would experience higher levels of cortisol than those with lower gap perceptions.
Furthermore, although the model results did not show significant effects for extra-
relationship gaps for men’s cortisol levels over time (linear or quadratic), there was a
significant effect of extra-relationship gaps on men’s baseline cortisol levels. Men with
higher perceptions of extra-relationship gaps had higher cortisol levels at the start of the
study compared to men with lower perceptions of extra-relationship gaps (see Figure 12).
Cortisol levels declined for these men over the course of the study to levels similar to men
with lower perceptions of extra-relationship gaps.

The fourth model was tested to determine how extra-relationship gap perceptions
influence sAA response and recovery. Model results revealed that perceptions of extra-
relationship gaps were significantly associated with SAA change over time, but for women
only. As aresult, sSAA data were graphed based on a mean split of women’s perceptions of
extra-relationship gaps (see Figure 13). The graph of these data show that women with
higher perceptions of extra-relationship gaps had higher levels of sAA initially and a higher
peak in sAA immediately after the conflict discussion than did women with lower
perceptions of extra-relationship gaps.

Overall, hypothesis eight was partially supported in that perceptions of intra-

relationship gaps predicted men’s cortisol response and recovery (although this was only
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approaching significance) and perceptions of extra-relationship gaps predicted women’s
cortisol and sAA response and recovery as well as men’s baseline cortisol levels. These
results suggest that the type of couple identity gaps are associated with different patterns of
women’s and men’s biological stress response.

Hypothesis 9: CID Gaps and Prime Interaction on Perceptions of Conflict

Hypothesis nine predicted that there would be an interaction between partners’
perceptions of couple identity gaps and being primed with couple identity on perceived
stress, anxiety, and negativity during a conflict-inducing interaction. In order to assess the
presence and nature of this interaction effect, separate models with the each identity gap
variable interacting with the type of prime to predict the three conflict outcome variables
were tested, resulting in six models for condition one and six models for condition two.

Intra-Relationship Couple Identity Gaps and Couple Identity Prime. Model
results are presented in Table 18. When testing the interaction between condition one (or
the couple identity prime) and perceptions of intra-relationship gaps, the effect on anxiety
was approaching significance for men (p = .10), but no significant effects were found for
men’s stress or negativity. The interaction between condition one and perceptions of intra-
relationship gaps on the conflict outcomes were not significant for women.

Follow-up analyses were conducted to investigate the nature of the interaction effect
for anxiety by comparing men across conditions with higher and lower perceptions of intra-
relationship gaps based upon a mean split of the data (M =2.61). Figure 14 shows that
overall, men with lower intra-relationship gap perceptions experience less anxiety than men
with higher intra-relationship gap perceptions — except when in condition two (individual

identity prime). Being in condition two for men with lower intra-relationship gap
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perceptions was predictive of higher self-reported anxiety during the discussion than when
men with similarly low gap perceptions were in conditions one (couple identity prime) or
three (control). In other words, being primed with an individual identity frame compared to
a couple identity frame or the control (no prime) appears to slightly increase men’s anxiety,
but only if they have low intra-relationship gap perceptions. Interestingly, the reverse was
true for men with higher intra-relationship gap perceptions. Being in condition two
(individual identity prime) for these men resulted in lower conflict anxiety relative to men
with similarly high gap perceptions in conditions one and three. Therefore, the effect of the
type of prime (individual or couple) impacted men’s anxiety during the discussion
differently depending on their perceptions of intra-relationship gaps (although this effect
was only approaching significance).

Intra-Relationship Couple Identity Gaps and Individual Identity Prime. When
testing the interaction between condition two (individual identity prime) and perceptions of
intra-relationship gaps, no significant interaction effects were found for partners’
perceptions of anxiety, stress, or negativity.

Extra-Relationship Couple Identity Gaps. Model results are presented in Table
19. No significant interaction effects were found for men or women when testing the
interaction between condition two (or the individual identity prime) and perceptions of
extra-relationship gaps. Similarly, no significant interaction effects were found for men or
women when testing the interaction between condition one (or the couple identity prime)
and perceptions of extra-relationship gaps. However, an interaction effect was approaching
significance for men’s anxiety. Follow-up analyses were conducted to investigate the nature

of this interaction effect by comparing men across conditions with higher and lower
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perceptions of extra-relationship gaps based upon a mean split of the data (M = 2.52).

Figure 16 shows that for men in condition two relative to the other two conditions, conflict
anxiety levels were different based on their perceptions of extra-relationship gaps.
Specifically, men with higher extra-relationship gap perceptions experienced slightly less
anxiety during conflict in condition two compared to conditions one and three. Furthermore,
this interaction was reversed for men with lower extra-relationship gap perceptions, such
that these men experienced slightly more anxiety during conflict in condition two compared
to conditions one and three. Therefore, while this interaction was only approaching
significance and overall anxiety levels were quite low across the entire sample, it seems as
though the effect of the type of prime on men’s anxiety during the discussion is dependent in
part upon perceptions of extra-relationship gaps.

Hypothesis 10: CID Gaps and Prime Interaction on sAA and Cortisol Responses

Hypothesis ten stated that there would be an interaction between partners’
perceptions of couple identity gaps and being primed with couple identity on cortisol and
sAA reactivity and recovery. In order to test for the presence and nature of this interaction
effect, separate models for each condition were tested with the two identity gap variables to
predict the sSAA and cortisol variables, resulting in twelve models total (separate models for
two predictors and two outcomes across three conditions).

Intra-Relationship Gap Perceptions. Out of all six models testing intra-
relationship gap perceptions on cortisol and sAA, a significant effect for men’s cortisol
trajectories in condition one (couple identity prime) was found. Table 20 provides model
estimates for intra-relationship gaps on cortisol in condition one. Figure 17 shows the

cortisol trajectories for men with high and low intra-relationship gap perceptions across
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conditions. While some men did not evidence a typical cortisol response to the conflict task
(i.e., men with high gap perceptions in conditions two and three and men with low gap
perceptions in condition two and three), men in condition one, regardless of intra-
relationship gap perceptions evidenced a slight cortisol response to the conflict. While men
with higher intra-relationship gap perceptions in condition one had a slight cortisol response
at time two, their cortisol levels began to recover at time three and four. However, cortisol
levels for men with lower perceptions of intra-relationship gaps in condition one appear
sustained until time four, indicating a slightly slower recovery for this group.

Also, effects for intra-relationship gaps in condition three for women’s cortisol and
men’s and women’s sAA trajectories emerged and were approaching significance. Table 21
displays the model results for cortisol and sAA in condition three. Figure 18 displays
women’s cortisol trajectories by condition and based on a mean-split of their intra-
relationship gap scores. As the graph shows, women with lower perceptions of intra-
relationship gaps in condition one had the highest cortisol levels throughout the study
overall, which is inconsistent with predictions. Overall, most women evidenced slight to no
cortisol reactivity in response to the conflict task, with fairly stable, slightly decreasing
cortisol levels over time.

In order to determine the nature of the effects for SAA, men and women’s sAA data
were graphed by condition and based on a mean split of their intra-relationship gap scores.
As Figure 19 shows, most women exhibited a peak in SAA in response to the conflict
discussion and quickly recovered to lower levels of SAA. However, women with high intra-
relationship gap perceptions in conditions one and three had less reactivity to the task from

their baseline levels, yet more sustained levels of sAA over time. In fact, women with
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higher intra-relationship gap perceptions in condition one have slight increases in sAA from
time one to time three. Finally, as was the case with cortisol trajectories, women with lower
intra-relationship gap perceptions in condition one evidenced higher levels of sAA overall.

Finally, men’s sAA trajectories are graphed in Figure 20. Most men evidenced a
similar peak and recover in sAA as that of women’s sAA. In condition one, men with
higher perceptions of intra-relationship gaps experienced higher levels of SAA at each time
point compared to men with lower intra-relationship gap perceptions. However, the reverse
pattern appeared in condition two: men with lower intra-relationship gap perceptions
exhibited higher SAA at times one and two than men with higher intra-relationship gap
perceptions.

Overall, effects of condition and perceptions of intra-relationship gaps on cortisol
showed that men in condition one relative to other conditions exhibited a slight cortisol
response to the conflict. Of these men, however, those with higher intra-relationship gap
perceptions recovered quicker than those with lower intra-relationship gap perceptions.
Overall though, men in condition one did not experience cortisol levels markedly different
from men in other conditions. Interestingly, women with lower intra-relationship gap
perceptions in condition one experienced higher levels of cortisol and sAA overall
throughout the study, which was counter to the hypothesized pattern. Only women with
higher intra-relationship gap perceptions in condition one experienced sustained sAA
reactivity to the task and slower sAA recovery. And while some of these effects were only
approaching significance, it appears as though men’s sAA responses depend in part upon the
interaction between their intra-relationship perceptions and condition. Although the

interaction effect of condition and perceptions of intra-relationship gaps appears to
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inconsistent for men and women in terms of their cortisol and sAA responses, the results
provide tentative support for the possibility of an interaction effect between prime and gap
perceptions but that men and women likely experience this interaction differently.

Extra-Relationship Gap Perceptions. Of all six models testing extra-relationship
gap perceptions on cortisol and sAA, significant effects were found for cortisol trajectories
in condition one (for women and approaching significance for men), condition two (both
men and women), and condition three (for men only). Also, significant effects for sAA
trajectories were found for women in condition three and an effect for women was
approaching significance in condition two. Tables 22, 23, and 24 present the model results
for the conditions one, two, and three respectively.

In order to determine the nature of the effects on cortisol, men’s and women’s
cortisol data were graphed by condition and based on a mean split of their perceptions of
extra-relationship gaps. As Figure 21 shows, women with high extra-relationship gap
perceptions in condition one exhibited the highest levels of cortisol overall over the course
of the study, and these levels did not decline until about forty minutes after the conflict. In
contrast, women with lower extra-relationship gap perceptions in condition one experienced
relatively low and stable cortisol levels over the course of the study and did not react to the
conflict discussion. Furthermore, in condition two, women with higher extra-relationship
gap perceptions experienced a slight peak in cortisol in response to the conflict, whereas
women with lower gap perceptions did not exhibit a cortisol response. As far as men’s
cortisol, Figure 22 shows that men’s cortisol trajectories were similar overall. Men in
condition one with higher perceptions of extra-relationship gaps exhibited higher cortisol

levels at time one and two than men with similarly high gap perceptions in conditions two
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and three. Furthermore, men with lower gap perceptions in condition two appeared to lack
any cortisol response over the course of the study (i.e., linear decline in cortisol).

In order to examine the nature of the effects of condition and extra-relationship gaps
on sAA trajectories, women’s and men’s SAA data were graphed (see Figures 23 and 24
respectively). For women with higher extra-relationship gap perceptions, SAA levels peaked
highest and maintained high levels when these women were in condition one (couple
identity prime). This result suggests that the couple identity prime hurts, rather than helps,
women’s SAA when they have high perceptions of extra-relationship gaps. Women with
lower perceptions of extra-relationship gaps in condition one also experienced relatively
high sAA levels at time one and two, but quickly recovered at time three. When in
condition two, women with higher perceptions of extra-relationship gaps also had higher
sAA peaks in this condition than women with lower perceptions of extra-relationship gaps
who were also in condition two. So while it is not necessarily evident that the couple
identity prime benefited women with already low perceptions of extra-relationship gaps in
terms of their SAA response, it does seem to be the case the women with higher extra-
relationship gap perceptions experience higher sAA levels than women with low gap
perceptions overall and particularly when primed with couple identity.

Finally, when examining men’s sAA trajectories (Figure 24), men appear to peak in
sAA immediately after the conflict discussion, with quick recoveries back to baseline levels
(or lower) at time three. However, men with lower extra-relationship gap perceptions in
condition two exhibited the highest sAA response at time two, unlike men in conditions one
and three with similarly low gap perceptions. Although men with lower gap perceptions in

condition two had higher sAA baseline levels to begin with, their sAA levels were higher
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over the course of the study as well, which may be attributed to the individual identity
prime. Interestingly, men with higher extra-relationship gap perceptions in condition two
exhibited relatively low levels of SAA overall and only a slight peak in sAA at time two.
This is contrasted by men with higher extra-relationship gap perceptions in condition one
who experienced higher sAA levels. Overall, in the control condition (when given no
prime), men with higher extra-relationship gap perceptions experienced higher sAA levels
overall than men with lower extra-relationship gap perceptions. However, as noted, the type
of condition appeared to interact with these men’s existing gap perceptions to affect their
sAA levels, such that condition two (individual identity prime) elevated men’s sAA with
lower gap perceptions and lowered men’s sAA with higher gap perceptions.

In sum, the results revealed support for an interaction effect of condition and extra-
relationship gap perceptions on men and women'’s cortisol and SAA. Specifically, women
with higher extra-relationship gap perceptions experienced relatively high levels of cortisol
and sAA overall, but particularly when in condition one (couple identity prime). Men with
higher extra-relationship gap perceptions in condition one also tended to exhibit higher
cortisol and sAA levels overall than other men with similarly high gap perceptions in other
conditions. Interestingly, the aforementioned effects of extra-relationship gaps and
condition appeared to be stronger for women than for men, suggesting that this specific type
of gap may make women more physiologically aroused or stressed during conflict with a

partner.

71



CHAPTER SIX
DISCUSSION

The current investigation extended knowledge on the role of couple identity and
couple identity gaps in couples’ conflict and stress management. It was predicted that those
partners who perceived high levels of couple identity would experience comparatively less
anxiety, stress (self-reported and physiological), and negativity during conflict-inducing
interactions than partners who have lower couple identity perceptions. However, the results
revealed that, in fact, individuals’ perceptions of couple identity were not strongly linked to
these stress and conflict outcomes, with the exception of the association with perceptions of
negativity. There were also mixed results for the proposed interactions between perceptions
of couple identity and the type of prime (couple identity versus individual identity) on the
conflict and stress outcomes (the following section elaborates upon these findings). The
marginal findings for perceptions of couple identity, however, become clearer when
understanding the findings for perceptions of couple identity gaps.

Perceptions of couple identity gaps (intra-relationship and extra-relationship gaps)
were associated with greater anxiety, stress, and negativity during the conflict discussion, as
well as heightened cortisol and sAA reactivity — in general and often depending upon
condition. While individuals' perceptions of couple identity arguably are important for
relational well-being (c.f., Acitelli et al., 1999; Badr et al., 2007; Reid et al., 2006; Stanley &
Markman, 1992), the results of this investigation highlight that these individual perceptions
can be undermined if the relationship lacks between-partner consistency or agreement in
these views. Merely perceiving that a partner does not share the same view of the

relationship (intra-relationship gap) or does not communicate to others in a way to
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accurately reflect the relationship (extra-relationship gap) seems to negatively impact
effective conflict management. The increased explanatory power of couple identity gaps
relative to perceptions of couple identity is consistent with other research on close
relationships that demonstrates more powerful effects for negative behaviors and cognitions
than for positive, pro-relationship behaviors. Researchers have noted that the increased
power of negativity, or “negative potency,” is that individuals’ subjective evaluations and
experiences of negative events are more potent and salient than positive events of equal
objective magnitude (e.g., Rozin & Royzman, 2001). For example, Kiecolt-Glaser et al.
(1993) found that negative and hostile conflict behaviors were tied to weakened
immunological markers and elevated blood pressure in couples over a 24-hour period,
whereas positive and supportive conflict behaviors had no association with these physical
outcomes. Similarly the current study revealed that some pro-relationship predictors may
not be as powerful at predicting stress outcomes from conflict as are those that tap into
problematic thoughts and behaviors in the relationship. As such, future research on couple
identity processes should capture not only individual partners’ perceptions of couple
identity, but also their perceptions of agreement or consistency in this identity between self
and partner.

This study demonstrated the utility in examining partners’ perceptions of couple
identity gaps as a predictor of conflict and stress management. A significant contribution of
this research is that it successfully translated CTI’s (Hecht, 1993) theoretical concept of an
identity gap from an individual level to a relational level. Previous research on identity gaps
have only tested the effects of these gaps within individuals and frames of their individual

identity, whereas the current investigation explored the possibility of identity gaps between
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relational partners regarding their joint couple identity. Furthermore, the present research
echoes other work on the importance of perceptions of consistency between partner and self.
Extant research has linked relational discrepancies and unmet standards to outcomes such as
relational dissatisfaction and avoidance or distancing behaviors (e.g., Afifi et al., 2012;
Murray et al., 2006; Simpson et al., 2001). The current study translated CTI’s concept of
identity gaps from an individual to a relational context (with regard to couple identity as
opposed to individual identity). In addition, the study also revealed new outcomes impacted
by these gaps, such as higher conflict anxiety, stress, and negativity, as well as increased
levels of cortisol and sAA in response to conflict. The following sections will discuss the
broader implications of the findings in greater detail.
Perceptions of Couple Identity as Predictive of Conflict and Stress Management
Couple identity and perceptions of conflict. Perceptions of couple identity were
inversely associated with negativity during the discussion task for both men and women. In
other words, higher perceptions of couple identity predicted lower perceptions of negativity
during the conflict-inducing discussion task. Couple identity perceptions were also
marginally associated with men’s perceptions of stress during the discussion. These
findings support the prediction that greater perceptions of couple identity should buffer the
negativity and stress associated with talking about a conflictual topic with a partner.
However, the findings suggest that lower the perceptions of couple identity are positively
associated with greater perceptions of negativity for partners. These results are consistent
with previous research that has found that higher functioning couples (i.e., satisfied,
nondistressed) are better able to minimize negative communication and negative affect

reciprocity during conflict than poorer functioning couples (e.g., Kiecolt-Glaser et al., 1994;
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O’Brien et al., 2009). Moreover, this effect points to a problematic consequence for couples
with low or weak couple identity, in terms of negative affect contagion and conflict
escalation. With an increased likelihood for negativity during conflict, partners with low
couple identity perceptions may be at risk for negative affect reciprocity or contagion,
conflict escalation, and hostility.

Numerous studies by Gottman and colleagues have demonstrated the problematic
consequences of negative affect reciprocity during conflict for married couples’ physical and
relational well-being (e.g., Gottman, 1998; Gottman & Levenson, 1988; Levenson &
Gottman, 1985; Levenson, Carstensen, & Gottman, 1994). For instance, partners who
express negative affect and negative affect reciprocity during conflict (e.g., symmetrical
patterns of anger, defensiveness, criticism, stonewalling, etc.) are more likely to be in
dissatisfied relationships and have a greater likelihood of divorce (Gottman & Levenson,
1988; Levenson & Gottman, 1985; Levenson et al., 1994). Uncovering the link between
couple identity and conflict negativity is important to better understanding the predictors of
problematic communication behaviors in romantic relationships. It could be the case that
efforts to cultivate stronger perceptions of couple identity could minimize expressions of
negativity during conflict over time and improve couples’ long-term relational well-being.
However, it could be equally likely that efforts to reduce negative affect and communication
between partners could ameliorate stressful conflict episodes (see Feeney & Lemay, 2012),
and these efforts sustained over time could help bolster the partners’ perceptions of couple
identity. In line with the theory of emotional capital (Gottman et al., 2002), minimizing
negativity and increasing positive interactions should bolster a couple’s sense of

togetherness and also buffer them from any stressors or threats in the future.
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Couple identity and sAA and cortisol responses. Perceptions of couple identity
also did not significantly predict differences in cortisol or sAA reactivity or recovery as a
result of the conflict-inducing discussion task. When testing for an interaction between the
type of prime (couple or individual) and couple identity perceptions, however, there were
some findings for men’s sAA responses and men’s and women’s cortisol responses. Men
with higher couple identity perceptions exhibited higher sAA levels and a higher peak in
sAA after the discussion when primed with individual identity compared to the couple
identity prime or no prime. This finding, although only approaching significance, suggests
that men with higher couple identity perceptions may experience slightly higher sAA
responses to conflict-inducing discussions when primed first with their individual identity.
However, it is uncertain whether or not the individual identity prime interacting with
perceptions of couple identity was the cause of the higher SAA response, due to these men’s
elevated sAA baseline levels prior to the prime. Similarly, women with higher couple
identity perceptions in condition one (couple identity prime) had higher baseline cortisol
levels than women in the other two conditions (individual identity prime, control), and
therefore, the significant differences in cortisol slopes for women cannot be reliably
attributed the effects of the priming task itself. The difficulty determining differences
among conditions for this sample is discussed in greater detail in later sections of the
discussion.

Interactions between couple identity and prime did emerge when testing the
influence on cortisol reactivity and recovery. Men and women with lower couple identity
perceptions exhibited different cortisol patterns depending on condition. The condition

appeared to influence men who have lower couple identity perceptions, such that these men
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did not experience cortisol reactivity when primed with individual identity, but did
experience cortisol reactivity in conditions one and three. Also, women with lower couple
identity perceptions who were primed with couple identity had slower or delayed cortisol
recovery post-task than women with lower couple identity perceptions in the other two
conditions (although this association was only approaching significance).

These findings for men and women with lower couple identity perceptions are
intriguing for a number of reasons. As a reminder, a non-directional hypothesis was
proposed for the possibility of an interaction between the type of prime and perceptions of
couple identity because it was unclear based on prior literature whether or not a couple
identity prime would hurt or help individuals with already low perceptions of couple
identity. The effect of the primes on cortisol response and recovery for individuals with
lower couple identity perceptions suggest that being primed with couple identity may not be
particularly beneficial for this group. Compared to the individual identity prime, men
experienced more cortisol reactivity and women experienced a slower recovery when
primed with couple identity. Overall, the sample evidenced fairly low levels of cortisol
throughout the study, and so these findings for cortisol reactivity and recovery may not
necessarily be considered “unhealthy” or “problematic.” However, the differences in
cortisol response based on condition for individuals with lower couple identity perceptions
provides some initial evidence that certain frames of mind (i.e., an individual identity frame)
might reduce this group’s physiological experiences of stress compared to other frames of
mind (i.e., a couple identity frame). If this is the case, it could be argued that being made to
think or focus in a relationship-centered manner when one does not place their relationship

as central to their identity may be more stressful in conflict situations. Future research
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should continue to test this possibility, as well as explore potential reasons as to why this
might be the case. For example, having a relationship-centered orientation in general may
feel foreign or uncomfortable for individuals with low couple identity or it could remind
them of the ways in which their relationship is lacking — both of which could contribute to
greater physiological stress responses during a conflict-inducing discussion with one’s
partner.

Perceptions of Couple Identity Gaps as Predictive of Conflict and Stress Management

Overall, this investigation revealed noteworthy findings with respect to the two types
of couple identity gaps (intra-relationship and extra-relationship couple identity gaps). In
the current study, perceptions of intra-relationship gaps refer to a partner perceiving that the
other partner does not view the relationship in the same way. On the other hand, perceptions
of extra-relationship gaps indicates that partners feel that they do not accurately
communicate who they are as a couple to others (their enacted couple identity is inconsistent
with their perceived couple identity).

Couple identity gaps and perceptions of conflict. As predicted, both perceptions
of intra-relationship gaps and perceptions of extra-relationship gaps were positively
associated with perceptions of anxiety, stress, and negativity during the conflict-inducing
discussion (although some of these associations were approaching significance depending
on partner sex). Therefore, perceptions of discrepancies in couple identity between partners,
as well as between the couple and outside others, can contribute to heightened feelings of
anxiety, stress and negativity for partners discussing a conflict-inducing topic. As such, it
could be the case that these perceptions of couple identity gaps may be an indicator of other

problems present in the relationship. In the current investigation, these gaps were related to
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poorer stress and conflict management. Arguably, perceptions of couple identity gaps could
be indicative of other factors, such as commitment, jealousy, trust, social support, and
affectionate communication. Future research should not only examine the extent to which
couple identity gaps are associated with relational variables such as these, but also how
particular types of gaps (intra-relationship versus extra-relationship) might uniquely predict
these outcomes. Specifically, intra-relationship gaps may be more strongly linked to
processes internal to the relationship (e.g., a lack of affection and support) whereas extra-
relationship gaps may be more strongly associated with processes involving the couple’s
social network interactions (e.g., a lack of trust, commitment, and/or network approval).

In addition to main effects for conflict outcomes, the results revealed marginal
support for the interaction effects between perceptions of couple identity gaps and the type
of identity prime. For men with lower intra-relationship gap perceptions, being primed with
an individual identity slightly increased men’s anxiety during the discussion task compared
to couple identity or the control. Interestingly, the reverse was true for men with higher
intra-relationship gap perceptions. Being in primed with an individual identity (condition
two) for these men resulted in lower anxiety relative to men with similarly high gap
perceptions in conditions one (couple identity prime) and three (control). A similar pattern
emerged for the interaction between the prime and perceptions of extra-relationship gaps for
men’s anxiety. Men with higher extra-relationship gap perceptions experienced slightly less
anxiety during conflict in condition two compared to conditions one and three. Again, this
effect was reversed for men with lower extra-relationship gap perceptions, such that they
experienced slightly more anxiety during conflict in condition two compared to conditions

one and three. Furthermore, women with higher intra-relationship gap perceptions
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experienced slightly higher anxiety overall than women with lower gap perceptions.
Interestingly, women with higher gap perceptions evidenced higher anxiety particularly
when they were in condition one (couple identity prime). On the other hand, women with
lower intra-relationship gap perceptions experienced slightly less anxiety in condition one
relative to women with similarly low gap perceptions in condition two.

Although the interactions between gap perceptions and identity prime on men’s and
women’s anxiety were approaching significance, they are consistent with the
aforementioned implications regarding the potential harm in priming couple identity for
those who have weak or inconsistent couple identities. Specifically, for men and women
with higher perceptions of couple identity gaps, the couple identity prime was marginally
associated with greater anxiety. Interestingly, these findings also suggest that priming an
individual identity for partners who have low perceptions of gaps may increase their anxiety
during a conflict-inducing discussion. The reverse effects of the priming based on high
versus low gap perceptions could be a sign that these two groups approach conflict with
their partners in different ways. Enhancing difference between self and partner (i.e., the
individual identity prime) for individuals who perceive little gaps in their couple identity
may make discussing conflict-inducing topics more challenging or anxiety-producing,
because this may be different than how they typically approach conflict. Similarly, trying to
enhance couplehood or couple identity for partners who perceive gaps in their couple
identity could be equally anxiety-producing, as this may bring to light discrepancies in their
relationship. These findings and their implications, however, should be interpreted with
caution, due to the overall low levels of reported anxiety in the sample. Also, the marginal

support for these interactions is likely due, in part, to the lack of strong differences across
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conditions. Nonetheless, future research should further explore the differences in how
individuals approach and experience conflict in their relationships based upon their
perceptions of couple identity gaps.

Couple identity gaps and sAA and cortisol responses. Perceptions of intra-
relationship gaps alone not have a strong effect on individual’s cortisol and SAA responses.
However, the association between intra-relationship gap perceptions and cortisol response
over time was approaching significance, such that men with lower perceptions of intra-
relationship gaps experienced higher cortisol levels throughout the study than did men with
higher perceptions of intra-relationship gaps. This pattern is inconsistent with the prediction
that those with lower perceptions of intra-relationship gaps would experience relatively less
cortisol reactivity in response to the conflict than those with higher gap perceptions. The
elevated cortisol levels for men with lower gap perceptions could be that these men
experienced more stress throughout the study in general, perhaps as a result of being in a
laboratory study, and not necessarily as a result of the conflict discussion task specifically.

In addition, there were some notable findings with regard to perceptions of extra-
relationship gaps and individuals’ physiological stress responses. While perceptions of
extra-relationship gaps did not predict men’s sAA or cortisol trajectories, they were
associated with men’s baseline cortisol, such that men with higher perceptions of extra-
relationship gaps had higher cortisol levels at the start of the study. This finding is
interesting given that men with lower intra-relationship gaps had higher cortisol over the
course of the study, yet men with higher extra-relationship gaps evidenced higher baseline
cortisol. However, it should not be assumed that men with lower intra-relationship gaps

and men with higher extra-relationship gaps are distinct groups — in fact, it could reasonably
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be the case that the same group of men could perceive high extra-relationship gaps and low
intra-relationship gaps. Again, these findings could suggest that men, in general, may
experience heightened cortisol levels in response to a laboratory study on their relationship.
Regardless, it would be worthwhile for future research to test differences in daily cortisol
rhythm as well as cortisol reactivity to acute stressors in men based on their perceptions of
intra- and extra-relationship gaps, because it is likely that certain tasks, events, or stressors
may elicit stronger cortisol reactions from men depending upon the types of gaps they
perceive in their relationship.

Women, on the other hand, did experience differences in cortisol and SAA reactivity
and recovery based on perceptions of extra-relationship gaps. Specifically, women with
higher perceptions of extra-relationship gaps had higher levels of cortisol and these higher
levels were sustained over time. This pattern is consistent with the prediction that
individuals with higher gap perceptions would experience higher cortisol reactivity and
slower recovery compared to those with lower gap perceptions. Furthermore, women with
higher perceptions of extra-relationship gaps also had higher levels of SAA initially and a
higher peak in sAA immediately after the conflict discussion than did women with lower
gap perceptions. These results suggest that the fype of couple identity gap might affect
women’s and men’s biological stress response differently. The effects for extra-relationship
gaps were stronger and more predictive of SAA and cortisol variation among women than
men, suggesting that women may be particularly sensitive to the presence of extra-
relationship gaps (at least in terms of their physiological stress response).

There is research to corroborate the argument that couple identity gaps may be more

distressing for women than for men. Based upon explanations from both social roles
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explanations and evolutionary theory, women are socialized to emphasize relationships and
in turn, having relational skills can confer more status and resources (Baumeister &
Sommer, 1997; Gabriel & Gardner, 1999). Prior research has shown that within
interdependent relationships, men and women focus on different aspects of these
relationships, with women being more concerned with relational aspects than men (Gabriel
& Gardner, 1999). Women have higher standards for certain communication patterns in
romantic relationships than men, which can make women dissatisfied with their
relationships if their standards are unmet (see Afifi & Joseph, 2009; Afifi, Joseph, & Aldeis,
2012; Vangelisti & Alexander, 2002; Vangelisti & Daly, 1997). Therefore, compared to
men, women tend to report higher relational self-construal and relationship-linked emotional
experiences and are motivated to behave in ways to maintain harmony in their close
relationships (Gabriel & Gardner, 1999). These arguments lend insight into the possibility
of extra-relationship gaps being more troubling for a women, as she might perceive this type
of gap as a signal to others that she might not be a good relational partner or might not be in
a happy, healthy romantic relationship (regardless of whether or not that is the case). As
such, this study uncovers a potential gender difference in the experiences of extra-
relationship gaps.

The study also found significant interaction effects between the type of identity
prime and intra-relationship gaps on sAA and cortisol responses. Overall, women with
lower intra-relationship gap perceptions evidenced higher levels of sSAA, which is
inconsistent with predictions that women with higher gaps would experience higher sAA
responses than women with lower gaps. However, it was also the case that only women

wither higher intra-relationship gap perceptions in condition one (couple identity prime)

83



experienced sustained sAA reactivity to the task and slower SAA recovery. Interesting
patterns emerged for men as well, such that when primed with couple identity, men with
higher perceptions of intra-relationship gaps experienced higher levels of SAA at each time
point compared to men with lower intra-relationship gap perceptions. This pattern is
consistent with aforementioned findings that show that those with weak or inconsistent
couple identities may be more stressed or physiologically aroused by conflict when first
primed with a couple identity. In addition, the reverse pattern appeared for men with lower
intra-relationship gap perceptions, such that these men exhibited higher sSAA when primed
with an individual identity than men with higher intra-relationship gap perceptions.
Although these findings must be interpreted cautiously due to the unclear efficacy of the
primes, these results lend additional weight to the possibility that there may be differences in
how the two types of identity primes influence individuals’ experiences (i.e., physiological
stress response) during conflict depending upon their perceptions of couple identity gaps.
When testing for interactions between extra-relationship gaps and the type of prime,
the study continued to find patterns that suggest that individuals experience conflict
differently when given the same identity prime depending upon their perceptions of identity
gaps. Women with high extra-relationship gap perceptions in condition one exhibited the
highest levels of cortisol overall over the course of the study, and these levels did not decline
until about forty minutes after the conflict. Women with higher extra-relationship gap
perceptions experienced relatively high levels of cortisol and sAA overall, but particularly
when in condition one (couple identity prime). In contrast, women with lower extra-
relationship gap perceptions in condition one experienced relatively low and stable cortisol

levels over the course of the study and did not react to the conflict discussion. Similar
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interaction effects between extra-relationship gaps and the couple identity prime also
emerged for men’s sAA and cortisol levels. Furthermore, for men, the individual identity
prime appeared to elevate men’s sAA when they had lower extra-relationship gap
perceptions, but decreased men’s sAA when they had higher extra-relationship gap
perceptions. Taken together, these results support the prediction that those with higher
perceptions of extra-relationship gaps would have greater cortisol and sAA reactivity and
slower recovery than those with lower gap perceptions, but also illustrates that these
differences are enhanced when couple identity is primed. Also, there is some support for the
idea that those with already low perceptions of couple identity gaps might be disadvantaged
when primed with individual identity prior to a conflict-inducing discussion with their
partner. Interestingly, the interaction effects between extra-relationship gaps and condition
appeared to be stronger overall for women than for men, suggesting again that perceptions
of this specific type of gap may make women more physiologically aroused or stressed
during such a discussion with a partner than men.
Priming Couple Identity versus Individual Identity

The priming manipulation (couple versus individual identity) in this study was
designed to test a novel empirical question as to whether couple identity can be momentarily
enhanced or primed for partners as a buffer of the potentially negative experiences related to
discussing a topic of conflict in their relationships. Previous research has not yet tested
whether increasing couple identity salience predicts communicative or relational outcomes
in the context of a conflict-inducing discussion. However, related research has
demonstrated success in manipulating the accessibility of relational schemas through

priming and that these primes are evidenced in written thought, word choice, emotions, and
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behavior (Carnelley & Rowe, 2010; Rowe & Carnelley, 2003). Fitzsimmons and Bargh
(2003) found that people different interpersonal goals can be activated by mere priming of a
close relationship, without physical presence of the relational partner. Also, individuals tend
to behave more cooperatively with others when primed with a shared identity (via a writing
task), but less cooperatively when primed with distinctiveness (McLeish & Oxoby, 2011).
Therefore, based upon this prior research, writing prompts were developed to prime couple
identity and individual identity.

Although the intended manipulation check for the primes — a sentence completion
task designed to test self-focus — did not yield any differences between the two priming
conditions, supplemental analyses revealed many differences in post-discussion outcomes
by condition. While men and women appear to be influenced by the priming in different
ways (e.g., men’s, but not women’s, perceptions of productivity were influenced, and
women’s, but not men’s communication satisfaction was influenced), the results revealed
that priming couple identity was associated with more benefits post-discussion and priming
individual identity was associated with more detriments post-discussion. These results are
consistent with the previous research on priming identity (e.g., McLeish & Oxoby, 2011),
but also with the broader arguments upon which this investigation was developed — that a
strong couple identity promotes pro-relationship thoughts and behaviors which in turn buffer
romantic partners from ill effects of stressful experiences as they arise. In addition, the
results are consistent with the argument that self-interest or self-focus, particularly in times
of conflict, may promote distancing or differentiating thoughts and behaviors between
partners, which in turn may exacerbate the negative outcomes associated with stressful

events.
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Overall, the impact of the priming alone evidenced little to no effects on the
outcomes in this study. Specifically, the prediction that the type of prime would influence
individuals’ perceptions of anxiety, stress, and negativity was unsupported. While there
were slight differences in these outcomes across conditions, they were not statistically
significant. However, as previously noted, the primes did significantly predict a number of
important outcome variables, such as perceptions of couple identity (and gaps), communal
coping, and relationship optimism. So while the type of prime may not have influenced
individuals’ anxiety, stress, and negativity (likely due in part to the low levels of these
variables in the sample overall), it was associated with other relevant conflict and
relationship perceptions. The associations with these other outcome variables consistently
revealed that priming individual identity predicted more negative outcomes and priming
couple identity predicted more positive outcomes for these couples, consistent with
predictions.

When testing the effects of priming on individuals’ sAA and cortisol response and
recovery, the couple identity prime significantly predicted men’s linear cortisol responses
only. Men in condition one were hypothesized to have less cortisol reactivity to the conflict
discussion than men in the other two conditions, and yet the results revealed that it was men
in condition one (couple identity prime) who evidenced a cortisol response to the conflict
discussion and not the men in the other two conditions (individual identity prime or control).
However, these men’s cortisol response would be considered within the normal or typical
cortisol response. Nonetheless, the finding reveals that these men primed with couple
identity did experience a slight peak in cortisol in response to the discussion whereas men in

other conditions did not evidence any cortisol reactivity. Additional empirical research is
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needed to determine the nature of the relationship between priming of couple identity and
the physiological stress response during moments of conflict or stress.

While the primes alone were not as predictive of the outcomes on their own, this
study shows that the primes likely interact in meaningful ways with individuals’ pre-existing
attitudes and perceptions about the relationship. Specifically, there were clear and
significant findings for priming, with regard to how the effects of the prime on conflict and
stress outcomes were dependent upon individuals’ perceptions of couple identity gaps.
Counter to the findings that couple identity priming was associated with more positive post-
discussion outcomes (e.g., relationship optimism, couple identity), the interaction effect
results suggest that the couple identity priming task may not be necessarily beneficial for
individuals who have weaker or lower perceptions of their couple identity. This pattern is
compelling in that it identifies that priming couple identity is not universally positive as well
as points to the potential underlying differences between partners with strong, consistent
couple identities and those with weak, or inconsistent couple identities. The study had
posed non-directional hypotheses concerning the interactions between type of primes and
perceptions of couple identity (and couple identity gaps) due to the plausibility that priming
one’s relationship may actually be more stressful for those who have weak perceptions of
their couple identity. The results of this study suggest that this, in fact, could be the case, at
least within the context of a single conflict-inducing discussion. Future research is needed
to determine why the couple identity prime may have affected those with high versus low
gap perceptions differently. However, it could be argued that thinking about and writing

about one’s relationship is more stressful for those who perceive discrepancies or
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inconsistencies between self and partner, as the act of doing so might emphasize the
inadequacies or unmet expectations in the relationship.

In addition, an unanticipated finding emerged for those who have low perceptions of
gaps in that they appeared to have greater stress responses to the conflict when primed with
individual identity. Although it was not hypothesized that these individuals would
experience adverse conflict outcomes when primed with individual identity, this finding is
consistent with McLeish and Oxoby (2011)’s results that individuals tend to be less
cooperative when primed with a distinct rather than shared identity. Moreover, this finding
is intriguing in that not everyone was adversely affected by the individual identity prime, but
only those with already low perceptions of gaps. In fact, for some outcomes, those with
higher gap perceptions found the conflict less stressful under the individual identity prime
compared to the couple identity prime. Arguably, the individual identity, because it primes
distinctiveness between self and partner, may adversely affect individuals’ who may not
perceive many discrepancies with their partner. Therefore, enhancing difference for partners
who do not perceive great differences prior to conflict may increase the stressfulness of
conflict for these partners. Assumptions based on Festinger’s (1957) theory of cognitive
dissonance offer compelling explanations for why the effect of the type of prime might
depend upon individuals’ pre-existing perceptions of gaps. Individuals likely experience
some degree of cognitive dissonance when asked to write and think about themselves in
ways that is not how they might typically view their identity and their relationship. When
individuals experience cognitive dissonance, it produces anxiety, which might explain the

stressful experiences (both self-reported and physiological) for individuals with high gap
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perceptions primed with couple identity and individuals with low gap perceptions primed
with individual identity.
Limitations and Future Directions

Despite contributing to existing knowledge on couple identity, identity gaps, and
romantic partners’ management of stress and conflict in important ways, this study was not
without several limitations. One of the noticeable issues with the study was the lack of
power for some of the analyses. A good number of hypothesis tests were approaching
significance, particularly those tests which compared groups of couples (e.g., by condition),
resulting in a smaller numbers of observations per group and reducing power. Overall, the
findings are noteworthy given the highly satisfied, low-stress couples in the sample. These
results were likely conservative estimates due to a lack of power. Given that there was
support for some of the hypothesized effects in this sample, the influence of couple identity
and couple identity gaps on conflict and stress management is likely stronger in other
populations of couples with greater variation in stress, conflict, and perceptions of couple
identity and couple identity gaps. A larger sample is necessary to test complex interactions
with dyadic growth curve modeling with sufficient power to detect significant differences.
Efforts to obtain a sufficient sample size were taken in that couples were recruited to
participate in the study for seven months, after which 118 couples had participated.
However, it is promising that some effects were found in such a highly satisfied, low-stress
sample. This study has provided initial evidence to compel researchers to test these
associations in a larger sample with greater variation in stress and relational health.

Even with the researchers’ screening and selecting conflict topics for discussion that

were rated as highly stressful by one or both of the partners, the perceptions of anxiety and
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stressfulness of the discussion tasks were still fairly low in this sample overall. With this
study, there are certainly a selection bias to take into consideration. The researcher was
unable to compensate both partners for their participation in the study, so only one partner
was receiving course credit and had to have their partner willing to also participate in a two-
hour laboratory study on their relationship. Consequently, there is likely a selection bias of
already highly satisfied, low conflict couples willing to participate in this particular study.
Furthermore, undergraduate dating couples probably also do not have the same major life
stressors or conflictual topics in their relationship as married couples. For instance, issues
such as parenting, money, household duties, and balancing career and family are often
common sources of conflict for married couples, but they were rarely mentioned in the
current sample. Taken together, the characteristics of this sample provided a highly
satisfied, low-stress and low-conflict relational context in which to study stress and conflict
management, which is likely why the findings in this study were marginal or modest at
times. Also, it is important to take into consideration that the post-discussion questionnaire
was completed forty minutes after the discussion task so as to not influence individuals’
cortisol or SAA recovery. As a result, individuals’ perceptions of anxiety, stress, and
negativity may have been attenuated after that much time had passed since the discussion.
However, the fact that several hypothesized predictions did receive support from such a
conservative data set suggests that the impact of couple identity and couple identity gaps on
couple’s communicative and physiological management of stress and conflict is likely to be
quite significant in other populations. Therefore, future steps in this program of research

will examine these associations in other populations, such as married couples, whose
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conflict and stress management may depend upon perceptions of couple identity (and gaps)
more strongly.

Despite the intriguing findings involving the interactions between primes and couple
identity perceptions, there are still important limitations surrounding the identity prime
manipulation in this study. First of all, the implicit self-focus manipulation check intended
to test differences between conditions failed to find any differences in first-person singular
versus first-person plural pronoun choice. It could be the case that the linguistic
implications form (Wegner & Giuliano, 1980) is not an appropriate manipulation check for
testing the priming differences, as it was originally designed primarily to test self-focus and
not specifically relational-focus. Also, although supplemental manipulation checks revealed
compelling differences between conditions on other variables (i.e., couple identity, couple
identity gaps, relationship optimism, and communal coping), these variables were not
measured immediately after the writing tasks, but instead, forty minutes post-discussion. As
such, these variables are not ideal proxies for a manipulation check, and additional research
is needed to determine the efficacy of this priming manipulation in bringing about shifts in
identity focus. In addition, it is very likely that the content of their written responses to the
couple identity prime are more predictive of conflict and stress outcomes than simply the act
of writing about the relationship. For example, some of the participants in the couple
identity priming condition may have simply written more than others (although the time
limit of ten minutes was given for all participants), and some may have written in a more
positive (or negative) light about their relationship. These variations should be telling in
understanding the nature of how partners see their relationship as a component of their

identity. Although the content of the written responses were not coded for this investigation,
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the next step for this program of research is to code the transcripts of these responses.
Relatedly, the couple identity prime may not be effective for couples in which partners
perceive couple identity gaps, as the current data would suggest. In other words, priming
couple identity might only work when both partners find it relationally-enhancing, as
opposed to perhaps highlighting discrepancies in the relationship. In order to test this
possibility, another next step for this research would be to compare the content of the written
responses between individuals who have higher perceptions of couple identity gaps and
those who have lower gap perceptions.

It could also be the case that the benefits of couple identity priming may be more
marked when the priming is repeated over time. Research on security priming (i.e., priming
attachment security) has found that the benefits for individuals’ thoughts, emotions, and
behaviors can be longer-lasting if the priming is repetitive (Gillath, Seluck, & Shaver, 2008).
Furthermore, in a couple therapy context, Reid et al. (2006) found that sessions designed to
induce a sense of “we-ness” or couple identity over the course of six weeks increased
couples’ “we-ness,” which was also related to increases in marital satisfaction. Based upon
the findings of these studies, it could be argued that the potential benefits of couple identity
priming for effective conflict and stress management may have a stronger effect when it is
repeated over time, perhaps particularly so for those with weaker couple identities.
However, the results from the current investigation suggest that the couple identity priming
may not be particularly beneficial for those with weaker or inconsistent perceptions of their
couple identity (as these individuals tended to experience more anxiety physiological stress

responses). Given this insight, it is clear that additional research is needed to determine how
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these types of primes influence those with both strong and weak perceptions of couple
identity.

This study approached conceptualizing and measuring couple identity as a degree of
identification with one’s partner and one’s relationship. However, this is certainly not the
only approach to conceptualizing couple identity and research on couple identity should
include other considerations. As Miller and Caughlin (2013) note, “thinking about couple
identity in terms of degree tells us whether a couple has a joint identity, but it does not tell
us anything about the meaning or nature of that joint identity” (p. 67). Indeed, future
research needs to explore further the nature of couple identities — how they develop (or
change), their shared sense of history, and the events or transitions that serve to redefine
them over time. A next step in this research program will be to code transcripts of the
couples’ discussion, as well as their open-ended responses to the couple identity writing
prompts, in order to understand the nature of couple identity. One reason why the couple
identity prime did not elicit all of the predicted differences for this sample is that it may
matter more what they wrote about their relationship in their open-ended responses than just
the fact that they wrote about their relationships. What these individuals wrote in response
to the couple identity prompts, as well as what they said to one another during the discussion
task, should provide additional insight into the potential differences among couples
depending on their couple identity and gaps between partners.

Furthermore, it appears as though the couple identity gaps as a variable may be
explaining more of the dyadic nature couple identity that should be important in extending
the current conceptualizations of couple identity. A strong couple identity likely will not

manifest in relational benefits for couples unless both partners agree upon the nature of their
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couple identity. For example, the couple identity measures tap into the extent to which an
individual partner feels that the relationship is central to his/her own identity, but does not
take into account if the other partner feels the same way. Rather than assessing the degree to
which individuals’ think of themselves as part of a couple, measuring their perceptions of
“sharedness” or mutuality of this identity with their partner may be more powerful (as was
shown here in this investigation).

Relatedly, there are likely ways to tap into the construct of couple identity beyond
the dyad itself. As such, another direction for this research program is to extend the
investigation of couple identity gaps to studying couples’ social networks. It is important to
study how couples communicate their sense of couple identity to social network members
and how that in turn relates to network support and validation of the couple’s relationship.
Also, because couples might define their relationship in contrast to other couples with whom
they interact, future research should address questions about how socializing with other
couples influences how which partners perceive their own relationship and their couple
identity. Giles and Fitzpatrick (1984) recommended that research on couple identity should
pursue inquiries about inter-couple comparisons, as interactions with other couples can help
shape a couple’s understanding of their own relationship. These scholars argue that
information obtained from observing and interacting with other couples can help inform
individual’s knowledge of their own relationship with respect to their “meaningfulness™ and
status — or in other words, the strength of their couple identity. Related to this idea is the
work on perceived superiority, or the tendency for people to regard their own relationships
better than other people’s relationships (Rusbult et al., 2000). Individuals with greater

relationship commitment are more likely to perceive their relationships as superior to others
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(Rusbult et al., 2000). Based upon the perceived superiority tendency, couples with an
already-strong sense of couple identity may be less susceptible to making upward
relationship comparisons when interacting with other couples, or at least less likely to
perceive other couples as having better relationships. This, in turn, may serve to bolster and
solidify their perceptions of couple identity. On the other hand, partners with weak couple
identities may be more susceptible to making upward relationship comparisons when
interacting with other couples, and as a result, their confidence in their sense of couplehood
may be more at risk, unstable (Giles & Fitzpatrick, 1984), and susceptible to widening gaps.
Due to the instability in “who they are” as a couple, these couples likely lack feelings of
perceived superiority when making relationship comparisons. Future research is needed to
confirm these likely connections between couple identity, relationship comparisons, and
perceived superiority.

A particularly fruitful future direction for research on couple identity is the
investigation of these processes for couples with stigmatized or marginalized identities.
Inter-racial, intercultural, interfaith, and same-sex couples are all examples of partnerships
that likely face some internal or external difficulties in constructing their sense of couple
identity (cf., Solomon, Rothblum, & Balsam, 2004). Unlike heterosexual partnerships
where there is a traditional, prescribed way of being a couple with explicit and implicit rules
(e.g., monogamy, shared financial and material resources, sharing household
responsibilities), there is no such prescribed way of “being” a same-sex couple (Green,
2004), which could produce more struggles between partners or with intra-relationship
couple identity gaps. In addition, individuals in nontraditional relationships receive less

approval, acceptance, and support from their social network compared to individuals in
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traditional relationships (Lehmiller & Agnew, 2006). This perceived social devaluation is
significantly associated with lower levels of relationship commitment and stability. The
relevance of couple identity gaps for these relationships is noteworthy in that they must
constantly negotiate many frames of identities at once (personal, relational, and
communal/group) and these frames are likely to conflict with one another (Jung & Hecht,
2008). As aresult, I plan in future research to investigate stigmatized or marginalized
couples' perceptions their couple identity (and couple identity gaps) to predict their ability to
manage stress and conflict in their relationship.

Finally, there are likely momentary fluctuations in couple identity gaps over time as
well as relational transitions in which couples may be more (or less) likely to perceive gaps.
Specifically, periods of uncertainty, such as early relationship stages, meeting family and
friends, moving long distance, or cohabitating, may be important contexts in which couple
identity gaps are developed, defined, and modified. As this study has established the
viability of identity gaps in a dyadic context, future research is needed to determine what
events may trigger fluctuations in gaps (minimizing or amplifying) and in turn, what
personal and relational outcomes might be influenced by the short- and long-term
experiences of couple identity gaps.

Conclusion

The purpose of this study was to investigate the role of couple in romantic partners’
communicative and physiological management of stress associated with conflict-inducing
topics in their relationship. The results revealed that perceptions of couple identity predicted
perceptions of conflict negativity, but not anxiety or stress. Interestingly, perceptions of

couple identity alone did not predict as many outcomes or predict them as strongly as
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anticipated compared to couple identity gaps. Nonetheless, the current findings regarding
couple identity extend the existing research on this topic by demonstrating its role in
romantic partners’ experiences and management of stress during times of conflict, which
had not previously been tested.

The present investigation contributes to the existing research on close relationships
by transferring the concept of identity gaps from the communication theory of identity
(Hecht, 1993) into a dyadic context. Identity gaps were originally conceptualized and
previously tested with regard to people’s identities as individuals. The idea of identity gaps
existing in relation to two partners’ perceptions of their couple identity makes sense
considering previous research has examined discrepancies and unmet standards in romantic
relationships with noteworthy findings. In this study, perceptions of couple identity gaps
emerged as a stronger predictor in this study than perceptions of couple identity, further
supporting the notion that negatively-valenced variables are often more strongly linked to
relational and communicative outcomes than positive, pro-relationship variables.
Perceptions of couple identity gaps were associated with greater conflict anxiety, stress, and
negativity, as well as heightened cortisol and sAA reactivity. Furthermore, evidence
suggested that intra-relationship couple identity gaps and extra-relationship couple identity
gaps may influence men’s and women’s stress experiences in different ways. Particularly,
women appeared to be more strongly influenced by perceptions of extra-relationship gaps
than men. These findings reveal potential future directions for this new area of research on
couple identity gaps. The predictive power of couple identity gaps as it relates to both self-
reported and physiological stress in this study further supports the viability of this concept in

future relationship research.
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Compelling results emerged when testing the interaction effects between the type of
prime (couple identity or individual identity) and individuals’ pre-existing perceptions of
couple identity (and couple identity gaps) on the conflict and stress outcomes. Although
more research is needed to determine the efficacy of priming couple identity, the results
revealed that the effect of such primes likely depends upon individuals’ perceptions of
couple identity (and couple identity gaps). The overall patterns of the interaction effects
suggest that for some outcomes, priming couple identity for those who have low perceptions
of couple identity or high couple identity gap perceptions increases stress associated with
conflict (self-reported and physiological). There was also evidence to suggest the pattern
reverses such that priming individual identity for those who have high perceptions of couple
identity or low couple identity gap perceptions increases stress associated with conflict (self-
reported and physiological).

In sum, the current investigation integrates multiple approaches for understanding
stress management in close relationships, including psychological, communicative, and
physiological experiences. In doing so, the study has paved many new paths for future
research on studying couple identity beyond its association with relational satisfaction.
Importantly, this study broadened the conceptualization of identity gaps to include couple
identities and how these gaps impact the management of relational conflict and

physiological stress responses.
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Appendices

Table 1.

Types of Conflict Topics Discussed and Frequencies

Topic Category Frequency
Communication & Compatibility 19
Time Together 19
Jealousy & Trust 18
Future Plans & Status 13
Family & Friends 11
General Lifestyle 11
Long-Distance 8
Substance Use 7
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Table 2.

Priming Task Instructions

Couple Identity Writing Task Prompt

1. Imagine you were to describe you and your partner as a couple to someone who doesn't
know you two. Please describe your relationship to this person in as much detail as
possible.

2. What is unique about you and vour partner as a couple? Please write as much as you
can and be as detailed as possible.

3. In what ways does your relationship with your partner contribute to how you see

yourself? Please write as much as you can and be as detailed as possible.

Individual Identity Writing Task Prompt

I. Imagine you were to describe yourself as an individual to someone who doesn’t know
vou. Below please describe yourself as an individual to this person in as much detail
as possible.

2. What is unique about you as an individual? Please write as much as you can and be as
detailed as possible,

3. In what ways are you different or distinct as a person from your partner? Please write

as much as you can and be as detailed as possible.

121



Table 3.

Descriptive Statistics for Predictor Variables and sAA and Cortisol

Males Females

M sD M SD
Couple Identity Perceptions  5.24 90 5.03 96
Intra-Relational CID Gaps 2.61 1.11 2.36 95
Extra-Relational CID Gaps  2.52 1.08 2.32 98
Conflict Anxiety 1.50 S 1.56 A8
Conflict Stress 2.72 1.37 314 1.48
Conflict Negativity 2.50 1.26 2.79 1.33
Cortisol Time 1 11.60 3046 8.74 9.78
Cortisol Time 2 9.00 10.51 8.55 6.43
Cortisol Time 3 7.21 4.99 7.48 6.34
Cortisol Time 4 6.38 4.54 6.17 3.76
sAA Time | 111.78 73.50 122.84 77.85
sAA Time 2 157.97 104.46 150.93 99.58
sAA Time 3 98.07 62.90 110.64 80.00
sAA Time 4 94.90 61.64 99.75 65.17
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Table 4.

Correlation Table of Predictor and Ouicome Variables for Men

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 4]

l. Couple ID 1.00 (). 38%* -0.34%% -0.03 -0.15 -0.22%
2. Intra-Rel ID Gaps -0.35% 1.00 0.68** 0.10 .32%% 0.23%
3. Extra-Rel 1D Gaps (. 34* (LoE**® 1.00 0.08 0. 38%* 0.23*
4. Conflict Anxiety -0.03 0.10 0.08 1.00 0.45%* 0.34%*
5. Conflict Stress -0.135 0.32%=* 0.38%* 0.45%# 1.00 0.54%*
6. Conflict Negativity -0.22% 0.23% 0.23* (1.34%* ().54%* 1.00)
Note: **¥ =p =001, *=p <005

Table 5.

Correlation Table of Predictor and Outcome Variables for Women

Variable 1 2 3 4 ] 6

1. Couple 1D 1.00 -0.40%= -0.23* -0.10 -0.14 -0.17
2. Intra-Rel 1D Gaps 0. 4%+ 1.00 (0.41%* (0,334 0.23% 0.24*
3. Extra-Rel ID Gaps -0.23% 0.4]1%* 1.00 0.21% 0.06 (.15
4. Conflict Anxiety -0.10 0.33%% 0.21% 1.00 0.50%* 0.48%*
5. Conflict Stress 0.14 0.23* 0.06 0.50%* 1.00 0.44*
6. Conflict Negativity 0,17 0.24% 0.15 0. 45%* 0.44* 1.00

Note: **=p<0.01, *=p<0.05
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Table 6.

HI Models for Anxiety, Stress, and Negativity

B S5E t Jil
Model for Anxiety
Fixed Effects
Female 342 0.18 18,67 0.00
Male 3.25 0.18 17.67 0.00
AnxControl*Female 0.32 0.12 2.59 0.01
AnxControl*Male 0.21 0.09 232 0.02
CouplelD*Female .31 0.22 -1.41 016
CouplelD*Male -0.32 0.20 -1.64 0.11
Model for Stress
Fixed Effects
Female 3.25 0.15 21.10 0.00
Male 2.96 0.16 18.81 0.00
StressControl*Female 0.14 0.10 1.45 0.15
StressControl*Male 0.25 0.09 278 0,01
CouplelD*Female -0.19 0.18 -1.04 0.30
CouplelD*Male -0.31 0.17 -1.82 0.07
Model for Negativity
Fixed Effects
Female 2.80 0.12 22.54 0.00
Male 2.55 0.12 21.37 0.00
CouplelD*Female 0.31 0.13 -2.44 0.02
CouplelD*Male -0.25 0.11 -2.19 0.03
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Table 7.

Unconditional Models for Cartisol and s44

Model for Cortisol

Maodel for sAA

B SE t P B SE t P
Fixed Effects Fixed Effects
Female 196 006 3421 000 Female 4.63 0.07 6653 0.00
Male 2.02 007 30,52 0.00 Male 4.57 0.07 6877 0.00
Time*Female 0.01 003 030 077 Time*Female 0.09 0.05 207 0.04
Time*Male -08 004 2204 003 Time*Male 0.17 0.0 354 000
TimeQuad*Female 003 0,01 -3.93 0 0000 TimeQuad*Female -0, 0.01 442  0.00
TimeQuad*Male 001 0.01 0 -L200 023 TimeQuad*Male -0.09 002 =572 0.00
B SE A P B SE Z P
Random Effects Random Effects
Female Residual 005 000 1002 0.00 Female Residual 0.11 0010 1289 0.00
Male Residual 003 000 1008 000 Male Residual 0.09 000 1063 0.00
Female Intercept 033 005 691 0.00 FemaleIntercept 0.45 0.07 645 0.00
Male Intercept 044 007 676 0.00 Male Intercept 0.37 (.06 595 0.00
Female Slope 001 000 456 000 Female Slope 0.00 0.00 087 038
Male Slope 0,02 000 479 000 Male Slope 0,00 0.00 - -
Female-Male Intercept Female-Male
Covariance 012004 293 000 Intercept Covariance 0.06 0.05 122 02
Female-Male Slope Female-Male Slope
Covariance 000 000 119 0.23 Covariance (.00 0.00 010 092
Female Intercept-Slope Female Intercept-
Covariaios 002 0.01 0 249 001 Slope Covariance 0.00 0.01 041 (.68
Male Intercept-Slope 005 001 386 0.00 Male Intercept-Slope 0.00 001 038 070

Covariance

Covariance
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Table 8.

H2 Full Models for Cortisol and sAA

Model for Cortisol Model for sAA

B SE t p B SE t P
Fixed Effects Fixed Effects
Female 1.96 0.06 3421 0.00 Female 4.63 0.07 6640  0.00
Male 2.02 0.07 3052 0.00 Male 456  0.07 6721 0.00
Time*Female 0.01 0.03 0.30 0.77 Time*Female 0.09  0.05 206 0.04
Time*Male -0.08 0.04 -2.14 0.09 Time*Male 0.19  0.05 381 000
TimeQuad *Female -0.03 0.01 -3.93 0.00 TimeQuad *Female -0.06 001 441  0.00
TimeQuad *Male -0.01 0.01 -1.20 0.10 TimeQuad*Male .10 002 2597 0.00
CouplelD*Female -0.03 0.01 -3.93 0.45 CouplelD*Female -0.06 008 -0.76 045
CouplelD*Male -0.09 0.07 -1.26 0.23 CouplelD*Male 0.06  0.07 076 045
Couple]D*Female*Time 0.01 0.03 0.38 0.62 Couple]lD*Female*Time -0.02 0.05 -039 070
CouplelD*Male*Time 0.02 0.04 0.45 0.81 CouplelD*Male*Time -0.08 005 -1.53 013
CouplelD*Female*TimeQuad 0.00 0.01 -0.26 0.72 Couplel D*Female* TimeQuad 0.00 0.02 0.08 093
CouplelD*Male*TimeQuad 0.00 001 0.20 0.76 Couple]lD*Male* TimeQuad 0.03 0.02 .70 0.09

B SE Z P B SE Z ad
Random Effects Random Effects
Female Residual 0.05 0.00 10.01 0.00 Female Residual 011 0.01 1286 0.00
Male Residual 0.03 0.00 10,17 0.00 Male Residual 0,09 001 1061 0.00
Female Intercept 0.33 0.05 6.86 0.00 Female Intercept 0.45 007 643 0.00
Male Intercept 0.44 0.07 6.72 0.00 Male Intercept 0.38 0.06 594 0.00
Female Slope 0.01 0.00 4.56 0.00 Female Slope 0.00 0.00 0.85 040
Male Slope 0.02 0.00 477 0.00 Male Slope 0.00 0.00 - -
Female-Male Intercept Female-Male Intercept
Covariance 0.11 0.04 2.76 0.01 Covariance 0.06  0.05 1.23 022
Female-Male Slope Female-Male Slope
Covariance 0.00 0.00 1.25 0.77 Covariance 000 0.00 013 DY
Female Intercept-Slope Female Intercept-Slope
Covariance -0.02 0.01 -2.47 0.01 Covariance 0,00 0.01 032 075
Male Intercept-Slope Male Intercept-Slope

-0.05 0.01 -3.83 0.01 000 0.01 043 0.67

Covariance

Covariance
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Table 9.

H3 Models for Anxietv, Stress, and Negativity

Condition 1 Dummy Variable

Condition 2 Dummy Variable

B SE t n B SE t P
Model for Anxiety Model for Anxiety
Fixed Effects Fixed Effects
Female 215 034 397 0.00 Female 1.85  0.55 338  0.01
Male 243 040 607 000 Male 228 038 600 000
AnxControl*Female 034 012 277 0.01 AnxControl*Female 0.35 012 285 0.01
AnxControl*Male 0.19 009 213 0.04 AnxControl*Male 02 009 218 0.03
Cond|Dummy*Female -0.33 038 -086 039 Cond2Dummy*Female 044 038 1.14 0.26
Cond1 Dummy*Male 014 035 -040 069 Cond2Dummy*Male 0,29 037 077 044
Model for Siress Model for Stress
Fixed Effects Fixed Effects
Female 261 043 605 0.00 Female 244 044 551 000
Male 207 044 468 000 Male 1L71 041 417 0,00
StressControl*Female 015 009 164 011 StressControl*Female 016 009 172 0.09
StressControl*Male 022 009 238 0,02 StressControl*Male 0,24 009 265 010
Condl Dummy*Female -0.06 032 -020 0.84 Cond2Dummy*Female 035 033 106 029
Cond ] Dummy*Male -0.31 0.32  -099 032 Cond2Dummy*Male 047 033 142 016
Model for Negativity Model for Negativity
Fixed Effects Fixed Effects
Female 292 0.6 1833 0.00 Female 270 015 1778 0.00
Male 259 015 1725 0.00 Male 244 014 169  0.00
Condl Dummy*Female -0.30 026 -1.15 025 Cond2Dummy*Female 034 027 126 0.2]
Condl Dummy*Male 026 025 -1.04 030 Cond2Dummy*Male 014 025 056 0358
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Table 10.

H4 Models for Couple Identity Prime Condition

Model for Cortisol Model for sAA
B SE t r B SE t P
Fixed Effects Fixed Effects
Female 1.94 0.07 26068 000 Female 454 009 5183 0.00
Male 2.06 0.08 26063 000 Male 457 008 5490 0.00
Time*Female -0.00 0.04 -0.08 094 Time*Female 010 0.06 1L.e7 010
Time*Male -0.12 0.04 2270 001 Time*Male 015 006 235 0.2
TimeQuad*Female -0.03 0.01 =290 0,00 TimeQuad*Female -0.07 002 -3.60 0.00
TimeQuad*Male 0.00 0.01 -0.29 077 TimeQuad*Male -0L08 002 398 0100
Cond1*Female 0.04 0.12 0.32 0.75 Condl*Female 0.24 014 Leo 010
Cond1*Male -0.17 0.13 -1.34 (.18  Condl1*Male -0.01 0.14  -0.04 097
Cond1*Female®*Time 0.03 0.06 0.51 0.61 Condl*Female*Time -0.01 009 -0.06 0.95
Cond1*Male*Time 013 0.07 216 0.03 Condl*Male*Time 0.07 010 073 047
Cond1 *Female*TimeQuad -1 0.02 -0030 0,76 Condl*Female* Time{QQuad 0.01 0.03 0.21 .84
Cond1 *Male*TimeCQuad -0.04 0.02 -1.65 0,09 Condl*Male*TimeQuad -0.03 003 -0.88 0.38
B SE Z P B SE Z P
Random Effects Random Effects
Female Residual 0.05 0.00 9.99  0.00 Female Residual 0.11 001 12.86 0.00
Male Residual 0.03 0.00 10L15 0,00 Male Residual 0.09 001 1061 0,00
Female Intercept 0.33 0.03 6.88 (.00 Female Intercept 0.44 0.07 6.41 0.00
Male Intercept 0.44 0.07 6.74 0.00 Male Intercept 0.38 0.06 5.93 0.00
Female Slope 0.01 0.00 4.54  0.00 Female Slope 0.00 0.00 0.39 0.38
Male Slope 0.02 0.00 4.80  0.00 Male Slope 0.00 000 -- -~
Female-Male Intercept Female-Male Intercept
, 0.12 004 297 000 , 0.06 005 119 023
Covariance Covariance
Female-Male Slope Female-Male Slope
0.00 0.00 1,12 0.26 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.91
Covariance Covariance
Female Intercepi-Slope Female Intercept-Slope
-0.02 .01 <250 001 0.00 0.01 0.34 0.73
Covariance Covariance
Male Intercept-Slope 005 0.01 84 0.00 Male Intercept-Slope 0.00 001 038 0.70

Covariance

Covarianee
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Tabhle 11.

H3 Models for Couple Identity Perceptions & Condition Interaction
Condition 1 (Couple Identity)

Condition 2 (Individual Identity)

[E] SE 1 P B SE t r
Model for Anxiety Model for Anxiety
Fixed Effects Fixed Effects
Female 343 021 1601 0.00 Female 3120 020 1540 0.00
Male 300 009 1574 0.00 Male 291 019 1546 000
Cond1*Female <038 035 -1.09 028 Cond2*Female 049 036 136 018
Cond1*Male 0017 032 053 0.60 Cond2*Male 008 033 024 081
CouplelD*Female 00,33 023 -1.43 016 CouplelD*Female 0,22 0,22 098 033
CouplelD*Male <004 021 021 0.84  CouplelD*Male 005 0200 075 046
Cond1 *CouplelD*Female 0,09 043 021 0.83 Cond2*CouplelD*Female  -040 046  -0.87 039
Cond1*CouplelD*Male <15 034 -044 0.66 Cond2*CouplelD*Male 0.14 036 040 069
Model for Stress Model for Stress
Fixed Effects Fixed Effects
Female 315 018 1759 0.00 Female 304 007 1790 000
Male 286 016 1739 0.00 Male 269 016 1664 000
Cond1*Female -0.030 029 009 093 Cond2*Female 033 030 1.09 028
Cond1*Male <032 028 -1.17  0.24 Cond2*Male 017 028 061 054
CouplelD*Female 0,29 008 -1.59 0,11 CouplelD*Female .21 I8 -1.210 023
CouplelD*Male 0017 007 -096 0,34 CouplelD*Male -0,19 0 16 -8 024
Cond1 *Couplel*Female 0,08 034 025 0.81 Cond2*CouplelD*Female  -0.18 036 -049 (.63
Cond1 *CouplelD*Male 006 028 023 081 Cond2*CouplelD*Male 012 029 042 068
Model for Negativity Model for Negativity
Fixed Effects Fixed Effects
Female 289 0.6 1829 0.00 Female 271 015 1806 0.00
Male 264 015 1771 0.00 Male 251 015 1708 0 000
Cond1*Female <027 026 -1.03 031 Cond2*Female 0,32 027 119 024
Cond1*Male <028 025 -1.13 026 Cond2*Male 014 026 0353 060
CouplelD*Female -0,42 0 005 274 001 CouplelD*Female 038 005 2353 001
CouplelD*Male <034 015 -2.29 0.02  CouplelD*Male 023 04 -Le6 010
Cond 1 *CouplelD*Female 040 029 140 016 Cond2*CouplelD*Female 0,20 030 09 034
Cond1*CouplelD*Male .25 024 107 0.29 Cond2*CouplelD*Male 006 025 023 0.82
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Table 12.

Ht Condition I (Couple Identity Prime) Models

SAA Cortisol

B SE t P B SE i P
Fixed Effects Fixed Effects
Female 480 002 3918 0.00 Female 197 011 1829 0.00
Male 455 000 47300 0.00 Male 151 0.2 1592 0.00
Time*Female 009 008 107 029 Time*Female 003 005 073 046
Time*Male 027 009 305 000 Time*Male 002 005 044 066
TimeQuad*Female A0.06 0 003 2225 003 TimeQuad*Female 004 001 285 0.01
TimeQuad*Male A2 003 441 0,00 TimeQuad*Male 004 001 271 0.01
CouplelD*Female 016 16 -1.00 032 CouplelD*Female 0.07 0.14 047 064
CouplelD*Male 005 000 051 061 CoupleID*Male 007 012 059 058
Time*Female*Couplel D 0.02 011 014 089 Time*Female*CouplelD -0.05 0.06  -0.87 039
Time*Male*CouplelD 14 009 -152 0 0013 Time*Male*CouplelD 005 005 107 0.29
TimeQuad*Female*Couplell> .01 004 033 074 TimeQuad*Female*CouplelD 001 002 051 061
TimeQuad*Male*CouplelD 0.05 0,03 136 0,12 TimeQuad*Male*CouplelD -0.01 001 <047 064

B SE z p B SE Z P
Random Effects Random Effects
Female Residual 0.11 0.01 7.63 000 Female Residual 0.03 0.00 631 0.00
Male Residual 011 002 644 000 Male Residual 003 000 640  0.00
Female Intercept 0.51 0.13 393 000 Female Intercept 045 011 424 0.00
Male Intercept 0.23 007 330 0,00 Male Intercept 0.51 012 417 0.00
Female Slope 0.01 0.01 100 032 Female Slope 0.01 0.00 259 001
Male Slope 000 0.00 - == Male Slope 002 001 320 0.00
Female-Male Intercept Female-Male Intercept

0.01 0,07 0200 0.84 011 008 137 017
Covariance Covariance
Female-Male Slope Covariance 000 001 056 057 Female-Male Slope Covariance 000 000 045 065
Female Intercepi-Slope 000 002 009 093 Female Intercept-Slope 004 002 259 001
Covariance Covariance
Male Intercept-Slope .

002 002 118 024 Male Intercept-Slope Covariance -0.03 002 -142 06

Covariance
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Table 13.

H6 Condition 2 (Individual Tdentity) Models

sAA Cortisol
B SE t P B SE t P
Fixed Effects Fixed Effects
Female 442 013 3454 000 Female 193 000 1994 0.00
Male 460 002 3805 000 Male 209 001 1965 0.00
Time*Female 015 009 175 008 Time*Female 004 006 2063 053
Time*Male o1 009 131 009 Time*Male 015 008 -1L85 007
TimeQuad*Female 009 003 =321 000 TimeQuad*Female 003 002 -1.37 0.8
TimeQuad*Male 007 003 261 001 TimeQuad*Male 000 003 016 088
CouplelD*Female 019 016 1,13 0.27  CouplelD*Female 0.4 01 -1.25 0.22
CouplelD*Male 022 003 168 000 CouplelD*Male 018 00l -6 0.1
Time*Female*Couplel D 000 001 -0.86 0.39  Time*Female*CouplelD> 002 008 -0.19 0.85
Time*Male*CouplelD -0.15 010 -1.60 0.1 Time*Male*CouplelD 0.08 009 089 0.38
TimeQuad*Female*Couplel > 0.02 004 049 0.63  TimeQuad*Female*Couplel D 0.01 002 028 0.78
TimeQuad*Male*CouplelD 005 003 1,79 008 TimeQuad*Male*CouplelDy 001 003 042 0.68
B SE Z P B SE Z P

Random Effects Random Effects
Female Residual 0.11 002 665 0.00 Female Residual 0.09 002 506 0.00
Male Residual 011 002 668 0.00 Male Residual 005 001 3351 0.00
Female Intercept 047 013 339 0.00  Female Intercept 028 008 365 0.00
Male Intercept 0.40 011 3.55 0,00 Male Intercept 0.30 010 3,01 0.00
Female Slope 0.00 0.00 -— - Female Slope 0.0z 0,01 238 0.02
Male Slope 0.00 000 - ---  Male Slope 001 001 077 044
Female-Male [ntercept Female-Male Intercept

. 014 009 154 012 . 012 007 18  0.06
Covariance Covariance
Female-Male Slope Covariance 0.00 001 044 066 Female-Male Slope Covariance 0.00 001 -85 040
Femalrs Intercept-Slope 00l 002 033 o074 Femallr: Intercepi-Slope 000 002 022 083
Covariance Covariance
Male Intercept-Slope om 002 089 041 Male Intercept-Slope 001 0 030 0.77

Covarlance

Covariance
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Table 14.

He Condition 3 (Control Condition) Models

sAA Cortisol

B SE t P B SE t r
Fixed Effects Fixed Effects
Female 468 010 4766 000 Female 154 009 2128 000
Male 453 003 3389 0.00 Male 204 000 2041 000
Time*Female 003 006 046 065 Time*Female 004 004 089 037
Time*Male 019 009 206 004 Time*Male 005 005 -094 035
TimeQuad*Female -0.04 002 <210 004 TimeQuad*Female 004 001 <3130 0.00
TimeQuad*Male 009 003 =310 0.00 TimeQuad*Male -0.02 0 001 -146 015
CouplelD*Female 014 009 <148 015 CouplelD*Female 009 008 -1.06 030
CouplelD*Male <013 005 <088 039 CouplelD*Male 010 011 082 036
Time*Female*CouplelD 000 006 000 099 Time*Female*CouplelD 0.07 004 1.59 011
Time*Male®*CouplelDd 007 010 064 052 Time*Male*CouplelD S0.17 0 006 209 0.00
TimeQuad*Female*CouplelD 000 0.02 0.04 0,97 TimeQuad*Female*Couplel D 0010 001 099 033
TimeQuad*Male*CouplelD 0020 003 056 058 TimeQuad*Male*CouplelD 0.04  0.02 258 001

B SE z P B SE Z r
Random Effects Random Effects
Female Residual 012 0.02 6.80  0.00 Female Residual 0.03  0.00 575 0.00
Male Residual 0.05 001 588 0.00 Male Residual 0.02 000 574 000
Female Intercept 028 008 3060 0.00 Female Intercept 026 007 377 000
Male Intercept 048 0.14 331 0.00 Male Intercept 031 0.08 374 0.00
Female Slope 0.01  0.01 1.18  0.24 Female Slope 0.01  0.00 291 0.00
Male Slope 0.00  0.00 - - Male Slope 002 001 290 000
Female-Male Intercept Female-Male Intercept

0.02 008 030 077 ) 007 006 133 018
Covariance Covariance
Female-Male Slope Covariance -0.01 001 062 0.54 Female-Male Slope Covariance 0.00  0.00 L.O07T 029
Female Intercept-Slope Female Intercept-Slope

) 0.00 002 009 093 ) 002 000 <129 020
Covariance Covariance
i Male Intercepi-Slope

Male Intercept-Slope Covariance  -0.02 003 056 0.58 004 002 241 002

Covariance
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Figure 5. Hypothesis 6 couple identity perceptions and condition predicting male sAA
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Figure 6. Hypothesis 6 couple identity perceptions and condition predicting male sAA
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Figure 7. Hypothesis 6 couple identity perceptions and condition predicting male cortisol

Men with Lower Couple ID Perceptions

=

Cortisol
= R P - e - - )

Time

s Cpmidition 1 s Condition 2 === Condition 3

Figure 8. Hypothesis 6 couple identity perceptions and condition predicting male cortisol

136



Women with Higher Couple ID Perceptions

Cortisol
o

4
2
]
1 2 3 4
Time
s (Cmiclition | se—Condition 2 s—Condition 3

Figure 9. Hypothesis 6 couple identity perceptions and condition predicting female cortisol
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Figure 10. Hypothesis 6 couple identity perceptions and condition predicting female cortisol
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Table 15.
H7 Models
Intra-Relationship Gaps

Extra-Relationship Gaps

B SE t o B SE 1 P
Model for Anxiety Model for Anxiety
Fixed Effects Fixed Effects
Female 339 008 1862 0.00 Female 339 0% 1847 000
Male 297 019 15,72 0.00 Male 2098 017 1715 0.00
AnxControl*Female 027 012 2.2 0.03 AnmxControl*Female 0.29 012 236 002
AnxControl*Male 012 0.09 1.2 0.20 AnxControl*Male 0.13  0.08 1.59 0.2
Intra-RelGap*Female 0.37 019 1.93 0.06 Extra-RelGap*Female 037 019 1.92 0.06
Intra-RelGap*Male 041 0.6 2.61 0.01 Extra-RelGap*Male 052 015 336 0.00
Muodel for Stress Muodel for Stress
Fixed Effects Fixed Effects
Female 323 005 0 2103 000 Female 323 0105 20950 0.00
Male 278 06 1704 0.00 Male 276 015 1803 0.00
StressControl*Female 0.15 0.09 163 011 StressControl*Female 0.17 010 .79 0.08
StressControl*Male 018 0.10 1.81 0.07 StressControl*Male 018 009 203 0.05
Intra-RelGap*Female 0.27 0.16 1.71 0.09 Extra-RelGap*Female 012 015 078 044
Intra-RelGap*Male 0.26 014 1.79 0.08 Extra-RelGap®*Male 036 013 272 0.01
Muodel for Negativity Muodel for Negativity
Fixed Effects Fixed Effects
Female 282 002 231 0.00 Female 280 012 2252 0.00
Male 245 002 2065 0.00 Male 240 012 2087 0.00
Intra-RelGap*Female .34 012 2,92 0,00 Extra-RelGap®*Female 0,32 011 2.93 0,00
Intra-RelGap*Male 0.16  0.09 1.72 0,09 Extra-RelGap®*Male 008 010 1.85 0.07
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Table 16.

HE Conditional Models with Intra-Relationship Gaps

Model for Cortisol Model for sAA
B SE t Sig. B SE 1 Sig.
Fixed Effects Fixed Effects
Female 196 006 3423 000 Female 462 007 6649  0.00
Male 202 006 3186 0.00 Male 457 007 6791 0.00
Time*Female 0.0 0.03 0.25 0.80 Time*Female 010 0.05 2.08 0.04
Time*Male 005 004 <133 008 Time*Male 018 005 350 0.00
TimeQuad*Female 003 001 391 0.00  TimeQuad*Female 006 0.01 441 0.00
TimeQuad*Male 002 001 -1.8% 061 TimeQuad*Male 008 002 560 0.00
IntraGaps*Female 0.02 0.06 0.30 0.77  IntraGaps*Female 0.07 0.07 0.94 0.35
IntraGaps*Male -0.03 005 -0.51 .61 IntraGaps*Male 0.01 0.06 0.20 0.84
IntraGaps*Female®*Time 0,01 0.03 0.17 0.86  IntraGaps*Female*Time 0.06 0.05 1.19 0.24
IntraGaps*Male* Time -0.05 003 -1.67 010 IntraGaps*Male*Time -0.01 004 -0.26 0.80
IntraGaps*Female*TimeQuad 0,00 001 -0.24 081  IntraGaps*Female*TimeQuad 0,01 002 -0.90 0.37
IntraGaps*Male* TimeQuad 0.01 0.01 1.39 0,17 IntraGaps*Male*TimeQuad 0.00 0.01 a1t 0.92
B SE z Sig. B SE z Sig.

Random Effects Random Effects
Female Residual 0.05 0.00 .84 0.00  Female Residual 0.11 0.01  12.87 0.00
Male Residual 0.03 000 1013 0.00 Male Residual 0.09 001 1057 0,00
Female Intercept 0.33 0.05 6.83 0.00  Female Intercept 0.44 0.07 638 0.00
Male Intercept 0.38 0.06 6.47 0.00  Male Intercept 0.38 0.06 5.93 0.00
Female Slope 0.01 0.00 451 0.00  Female Slope 000 000 080 037
Male Slope 0.01 0.00 410  0.00 Male Slope 0.00  0.00 - -
Female-Male Intercept Female-Male Intercept

) 00 004 261 0.01 ) 0.05 003 .04 030
Covariance Covariance
Female-Male Slope Female-Male Slope

) 0.00 0.00 0.24 0.81 ) 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.84
Covariance Covariance
Female Intercept-Slope 002 001 236 002 Female Intercepi-Slope 000 001 031 076
Covariance Covariance
Male Intercept-Slope 003 001 265 0.01 Male Intercept-Slope 0.00 001 043 0.67

Covariance

Covariance
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Table 17.

HE Conditional Madels with Extra-Relationship Gaps

Maodel for Cortisol Model for sAA
B SE 1 Sig. B SE 1 Sig.
Fixed Effects Fixed Effects
Female 1.95 0,06 3415 000 Female 463 007 6693 000
Male 1.97 0,06 30,58 0.00 Male 456 007 6882  0.00
Time*Female 0.01 0.03 031 076 Time*Female 0.09 005 10 004
Time*Male -0.05 0.03  -1.50 003 Time*Male 018 005 370 0.00
TimeQuad*Female -0.03 0.01 403 000 TimeQuad*Female 06 000 447 0.00
TimeQuad*Male -0.02 0,01 -LET 007 TimeQuad*Male 009 002 578 0 0.00
ExtraGaps*Female 0.01 0,06 0,18 086 ExtraGaps*Female 0.06 0,07 087 039
ExtraGaps*Male 018 0,05 3.62 0,00 ExtraGaps*Male 0.07 0,06 123 0.22
ExtraGaps*Female*Time 0.07 0,03 227 0,02 ExtraGaps*Female®*Time 011 0,05 233 0.02
ExtraGaps*Male*Time -0,04 003 -1.23 022 ExtraGaps*Male*Time 006 005 -1.23 0,22
ExtraGaps*Female*TimeQuad  -0.02 0.01 2248 0 001 ExtraGaps*Female*TimeQuad — -0.04 001 -246 001
ExtraGaps*Male*TimeQuad 0.01 0.01 090 037 ExtraGaps*Male*TimeQuad 0.01 0.0 080 042
B SE Z Sig. B SE Z Sig.
Random Effects Random Effects
Female Residual 0.05 0.00 995 000 Female Residual 0.11 0.01 12.87 0.00
Male Residual 0.03 0.00 1031 0.00 Male Residual 009 0,01 10.60 0.00
Female Intercept 0.33 0.05 6,90 0.00  Female Intercept 045 0.07 643  0.00
Male Intercept 0.41 0.07 6.29  0.00  Male Intercept 037 0.06 5.93 0.00
Female Slope 0.01 0.00 471  0.00 Female Slope 000 0.00 106 0.29
Male Slope 0.01 0.00 427 0.00 Male Slope 0.000  0.00 - -
Female-Male Intercept Female-Male Intercept
010 0.04 256 0.01 006  0.05 .20 0.23
Covariance Covariance
Female-Male Slope Female-Male Slope
) 0.00 0.00 0.05  0.96 i 000 0.00 0.22 0.82
Covariance Covariance
Female Intercept-Slope Female Intercept-Slope
) -0.02 001 256 0.01 ) 000 0.01 030 076
Covariance Covariance
Male Intercept-Slope Male Intercept-Slope
-0.03 001 262 001 000 001 034 073

Covariance

Covariance
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Figure 11. Hypothesis 8 intra-relationship gaps predicting cortisol trajectory for men
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Figure 12. Hypothesis 8: Extra-relationship gaps predicting cortisol trajectory
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Table 18.

HY Models for Intra-Relationship Gaps

Condition 1 (Couple Identity Prime)

Condition 2 (Individual Identity Prime)

B SE t I B SE i »
Model for Anxiety Model for Anxicty
Fixed Effects Fixed Effects
Female 338 021 1606 0.00 Female 320 020 1599 0.00
Male 290 019 1552 0.00  Male 280 017 165 0.00
Cond | *Female 025 035 072 047 Cond2*Female 042 0.36 .16 0.25
Cond | #Male 017 0300 058 036 Cond?*Male o8 032 025 081
Intra-RelGap*Female 052 021 245 0.02 [Intra-RelGap*Female 070 022 320 0.00
Intra-RelGap*Male 026 016 Lo4  0.10 Intra-RelGap*Male 051 015 333 000
Cond1 *Intra-RelGap*Female 0o 038 002 038 E:]rj(j::;’l‘r;t::fr;ale 052 036 A4 015
Cond| *Intra-RelGap*Male 045 027 167 010 Cond2*Intra-RelGap*Male  -0.29 028 -1.01 031
Model for Stress Muodel for Stress
Fixed Effects Fixed Effects
Female 302 008 1756 0.00  Female 308 017 1820 000
Male 276 006 1692 000  Male 260 015 17.14  0.00
Cond 1 *Female 006 030 022 083 Copd?*Female 027 030 088 038
Cond 1 *Male 028 0260 -1.07 029 Cond?*Male 016 028 058  0.56
Intra-RelGap*Female 041 007 238 002  Inira-RelGap*Female 047 018 262 0.01
Intra-RelGap*Male 021 013 161 011 Intra-RelGap*Male 036 013 280 001
* -
Cond 1 *Intra-RelGap*Female 006030 019 0.8 Ezgip‘l‘;:ﬁ:ale 029029 099 0.32
Cond1 *Intra-RelGap*Male 024 022 109 028 (Copd2¥Intra-RelGap*Male  -0.16 024 -0.69  0.49
Model for Negativity Model for Negativity
Fixed Effects Fixed Effects
Female 2EE 016 1835 0.00 Female 277 015 1857 0.00
Male 253 015 1641 000 Male 243 014 17.04  0.00
Cond 1 *Female 012 026 048 063 Cond2*Female 022 027 082 04l
Cond | *Male 020 025 083 041 Copd2*Male 001 026 003 097
Intra-RelGap*Female 032 014 222 003 Intra-RelGap*Female 042 015 284 001
Intra-RelGap*Male 016 012 134 018 Intra-RelGap*Male 010 011 088 038
* -
Cond | *Intra-RelGap*Female 005026 018 0.86 E:fg':azp:rli't;::a] e 025 025 -0z 031
001 020 -0.07 095 021 0.21 098 033

Cond | *Intra-RelGap*Male

Cond2*Intra-RelGap*Male
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Figure 14. Hypothesis 9 intra-relationship gaps X condition interaction effect for men’s anxiety
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Table 19.

HY Models for Extra-Relationship Gaps

Condition 1 (Couple Identity Prime)

Condition 2 (Individual Identity Prime)

B SE t P B SE t p
Model for Anxiety Model for Anxicty
Fixed Effects Fixed Effects
Female 342 021 1593 000  Female 312 020 1537 000
Male 286 0.8 1580 000 wale 285 017 1687 0.00
Cond | *Female 036 035 -1.03 03] Cond?*Female 053 0.36 1458 0.14
Cond | *Male 004 029 -0013 090 Cond?*Male -0.06 032 020 0.84
Extra-RelGap*Female 030 0.21 146 0.15 Extra-RelGap*Female 023 0.21 LI 027
Extra-RelGap*Male 040 005 263 001 Extra-RelGap*Male 058 017 345 000
E:]'g;;f;;m;le 0.00 038 0.00 099 Egﬂjli;f;“:ﬁak 024 036 067 050
Cond | *Extra-RelGap*™Male 041 030 137 017  Cond2*Extra-RelGap*Male  -0.17 028 -0.62 0,54
Muodel for Stress Model for Stress
Fixed Effects Fixed Effects
Fermale Bl 8 1739 000 Female 303 007 1766 000
Male 273 006 1719 000 mMale 263 015 1785 000
Cond | *Female 003 0300 001 091 Cond?*Female 036 0.31 .16 025
Condl *Male 009 0,25 073 046 Cond?*Male 006 028 021 083
Extra-RelGap*Female 011 016 0.66 051  Exira-RelGap*Female 011 017 062 054
Extra-RelGap*Male 033 013 239 001 Exira-RelGap*Male 042 014 304 000
E:}’g;;f;;mﬂe 0.06 030 0.18 086 Eg;gi;f;:;a]e 0.05 029 0.6 087
Cond 1 *Extra-RelGap*Male 017 025 066 051 Cond2*Extra-RelGap*Male -0.08 023 036 0.72
Mouodel for Negativity Model for Negativity
Fixed Effects Fixed Effects
Female 2890 016 1825 000 Female 270 015 1784  0.00
Male 255 005 1674 000 Male 244 004 17.19  0.00
Cond 1 *Female A0.22 0 026 <085 040 Cond?*Female 033 0.27 121 0.23
Cond1*Male 019 024 079 043 Cond2*Male 001 026 -005 096
Extra-RelGap*Female 030 003 221 003 Extra-RelGap*Female 0.28 014 206 0.04
Extra-RelGap*Male 011 orl 097 033 Extra-RelGap*Male 010 012 084 040
* *

E:fgspfp’:::;le 009 025 038 071 g:ﬂij:pf;‘;;:'a]e 010 023 044 066

0.25 0.23 1.08  0.28 022 0.21 .09 028

Cond | *Extra-RelGap*Male

Cond2*Extra-RelGap*Male
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Table 20.

Hypaothesis 10 Models for Condition 1 (Couple Identity Prime) and Intra-Relationship Gaps

Model for Cortisol

SE

B 1 P

Fixed Effects

Female 198 011 17.90 0.00
Male .89 011 16.56 0.00
Time*Female 004 005 0.78 0043
Time*Male 004 003 0,99 0.33
TimeQuad*Female 004 001 -2.95 0.00
TimeQuad*Male 004 001 -3.24 0.00
Intra-RelGap*Female 0.0 0.12 -0.41 .68
Intra-RelGap*Male .04 0.10 0.37 0.72
Intra-RelGap®* Female*Time (.06 0.05 1.08 .28
Intra-RelGap*Male®* Time 0,08 .04 -1.97 005
Intra-RelGap®*Female*TimeQuad 0,02 0.02 -1.02 .31
Intra-RelGap*Male®* TimeQuad 0.02 0.01 1.98 0.05

B SE Z P

Random Effects

Female Residual 0.03 0.00 6.31 0.00
Male Residual 0.03 0.00 6.36 0.00
Female Intercept 0.44 0.10 4.21 0.00
Male Intercept 0.52 0.12 4.18 0.00
Female Slope 0.01 0.00 2.56 0.01
Male Slope 0.02 0.01 328 0.00
Female-Male Intercept Covariance 010 008 1.28 0.20
Female-Male Slope Covariance 0.00 D00 0.90 0.37
Female Intercept-Slope Covariance -0.04  0.02 -2.42 0.02
Male Intercepi-Slope Covariance -0.03 0.02 -1.54 012
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Table 21.

Hypathesis 10 Models for Condition 3 (Contral) and Intra-Relationship Gaps

Maodel for Cortisol

Maodel for sAA

B SE t P B SE 1 P
Fixed Effects Fixed Effects
Female 195 009 2119 000 Female 469 010 47.07  0.00
Male 206 000 2038 000 Male 450 013 3364 0.00
Time*Female 0.04 004 083 041  Time*Female 0.03 0.06 044 066
Time*Male 007 005 -1.26 021 Time*Male 023 0.09 248 001
TimeQuad*Female 004 001 <302 0,00 TimeCQuad*Female -0.04 0.02 212 0L04
TimeQuad*Male 002 002 -108 029 TimeQuad*Male 000 003 347 0.00
Intra-RelGap*Female 0.06 010 0.67 0.51  Intra-RelGap*Female 0.07 0.11 0.67 .51
Intra-RelGap*Male 0.00 008 005 09 Intra-RelGap*Male 0.04 011 037 072
Intra-RelGap*Female*Time -0.07 0,05 -1.42 0,16 Intra-RelGap*Female*Time 0.09 0.07 1.32 0.19
Intra-RelGap*Male*Time -0.02 004 046 0.65  Intra-RelGap*Male*Time 0.11 008 144 015
Intra-RelGap*Female*TimeQuad 0.02 0.01 1.23 0.22  Intra-RelGap*Female*TimeQuad -0.03 0.02 -1.27 0.21
Intra-RelGap*Male*TimeQuad 0.00 0.01 0.36 0.72  Intra-RelGap*Male* TimeCQuad 0.03 0.02 1.23 0.22

B SE Z P B SE Zz P
Random Effects Random Effects
Female Residual 0.03 0.01 3.75 0.00  Female Residual 0.11 0.02 6.590 0.00
Male Residual 0.02 0.00 5.75 0.00  Male Residual 0.05 0.01 589 0.00
Female Intercept 0.27 0.07 3.7 0,00 Female Intercept 0.29 0.08 3.65 0.00
Male Intercept 030 008 373 000 Male Intercept 048 014 345 000
Female Slope 0.01 0.00 295 000 Female Slope 0.01 0.01 1.0z 031
Male Slope 002 001 287 0,00 Male Slope 0.00  0.00 - -
Female-Male Intercept Female-Male Intercept

0.06 0.06 1.13 0.26 0.01 0.07 0.08 0.94
Covariance Covariance
Female-Male Slope Covariance 0.00 0.00 0.56 0.57  Female-Male Slope Covariance -0.01 0.02 -0.38 0.70
Female Intercept-Slope 0.02 00l 138 017 Female Intercept-Slope 000 002 006 096
Covariance Covariance
Male Intercept-Slope Covariance -0.04 002 234 0,02 Male Intercept-Slope Covariance -0.01 003 <035 073
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Figure 17. H10 cortisol trajectories for men with high/low intra-relationship gaps
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Figure 18. H10 cortisol trajectories for women with high/low intra-relationship gaps
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Figure 19, H10 sAA trajectories for women with high/low intra-relationship gaps
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Figure 20. H10 sAA trajectories for men with high/low intra-relationship gaps
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Table 22.
Hypothesis 10 Madels for Condition I {Couple Identity Prime) and Extra-Relationship Gaps
Model for Cortisol

B SE 1 P

Fixed Effects

Female 198 011 18.33 0.00
Male .89 011 16.55 0.00
Time*Female 004  0.04 0.95 0.34
Time*Male 003  0.03 0.75 0.45
TimeCuad*Female -4 0l =314 0.00
TimeQuad*Male -4 01 -2.99 0.00
Extra-RelGap*Female -(1L03 0.12 -1.21 0.83
Extra-RelGap*Male 0.02 0.13 0.16 0.87
Extra-RelGap*Female*Time 011 0.05 2.13 0.03
Extra-RelGap*Male*Time -[1,09 0.05 -1.62 011
Extra-RelGap*Female*TimeQuad -(1L03 0.02 =202 0.05
Extra-RelGap*Male* TimeQuad 0.02 0.02 1.34 018

B SE Z p

Random Effects

Female Residual 0.03 (.00 6.31 (.00
Male Residual 0.03 000 6.40 0.00
Female Intercept 0.45 0.11 4.27 0.00
Male Intercept 0.52 0.12 4.17 0.00
Female Slope 0.01 0.00 2.71 0.01
Male Slope 0.02 0.01 3.24 (.00
Female-Male [ntercept Covariance 0.11 0.08 1.25 0.21
Female-Male Slope Covariance 0.00 0,00 0.83 0.40
Female Intercepi-Slope Covariance 004 0.02 -2.63 0.01
Male Intercept-Slope Covariance -4 0002 -1.57 0.12
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Table 23.

Hypothesis 10 Models for Condition 2 (Individual Identity Prime) and Extra-Relationship Gaps

Mouodel for Cortisol Model for sAA

B SE t P B SE t P
Fixed Effects Fixed Effects
Female 1.93 010 2024 000  Female 440 012 3358 0.00
Male 196 012 1663 0.0  Male 465 013 3651 0.00
Time*Female -4 006 <073 047 Time*Female 016 0.09 L7 0.07
Time*Male 022 008 -266 001 Time*Male 0.0% 009 097 033
TimeQuad*Female -0.02 002 -145 015 TimeQuad*Female <008 0.03 -3.300 0.00
TimeQuad*Male 0.03 0.03 1.oo 032 TimeQuad*Male 006 003 =199 003
Extra-RelGap*Female 008 009 097 034 Extra-RelGap*Female 016 011 145 016
Extra-RelGap*Male 0.21 0.07 313 000 Extra-RelGap*Male 003 D08 -037 0 071
Extra-RelGap*Female*Time 010 0.05 198 0,05 Extra-RelGap*Female*Time 0.13  0.08 Les 010
Extra-RelGap*Male*Time 0.14 0.06 242 002 Extra-RelGap*Male*Time -0.02 007 022 083
Extra-RelGap*Female* TimeQuad -0.04 0.02  -2.59 0.0 Extra-RelGap*Female*TimeQuad -0.05 003 -L80 007
Extra-RelGap*Male*TimeQuad 0.4 002 -2.31 0 002 Extra-RelGap*Male*TimeQuad 0.00 002 -0.14 089

B SE Z P B SE Z P
Random Effects Random Effects
Female Residual 008 001 529 000 Female Residual 011 00z 665 000
Male Residual 004 001 591 0.00 pMale Residual 01r 002 658 0.00
Female Intercept 028 008  3.67  0.00  Female Intercept 043 012 356 0.00
Male Intercept 0.38 012 3.07  0.00  Male Intercept 042 012 358 000
Female Slope 002 001 265 001 Female Slope 000 000 . -
Male Slope 0.01 0.01 126 021 Male Slope 000 0.00 — —
Female-Male Intercept Covariance 0.09 0.07 1.34  0.18 Female-Male Intercept Covariance 015 009 1L.72 0.09
Female-Male Slope Covariance -0.01 0.00  -1.37  0.17 Female-Male Slope Covariance 000 001 040 0.69
Female Intercept-Slope Covariance 000 002 -027 079 Female Intercept-Slope Covariance 0.00 002 021 083
Male Intercept-Slope Covariance -0.02 0.02  -0.89 037 Male Intercept-Slope Covariance 002 002 074 046
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Table 24.

Hypothesis 10 Models for Condition 3 (Control) and Extra-Relationship Gaps

Model for Cortisol Model for sAA

B SE t P B SE 1 P
Fixed Effects Fixed Effects
Female 196 0.09 2097 0.00 Female 467 000 47.77 000
Male 206 000 2081 000 Male 448 003 3421 000
Time*Female 004 005 082 042 Time*Female 000 006 007 095
Time*Male <006 005 -1.07 029 Time*Male 0.22 009 235 002
TimeQuad*Female 004 0010 =307 0.00  TimeQuad*Female 003 002 -1.80  0.08
TimeQuad*Male <002 001 -1.38 017 TimeQuad*Male 0100 0030 333 0,00
Extra-RelGap*Female 0,05 008 <062 054 Extra-RelGap*Female 014 009 1.56  0.13
Extra-RelGap*Male 004 008 -043 0.67  Extra-RelGap*Male 015 011 1.36  0.18
Extra-RelGap*Female*Time 001 004 <017 086 Extra-RelGap*Female*Time 016 006 273 0.01
Extra-RelGap*Male*Time 0000 0040 2233 002 Extra-RelGap*Male*Time -0.09 0 008 -1.15 025
Extra-RelGap* Extra-RelGap*
Female*TimeQuad 000 001025 080 Female*TimeQuad 00500227800l
Extra-RelGap*Male*TimeQuad 003 001 227 003 Extra-RelGap*Male*TimeQuad 002 003 087 0.39

B SE Z P B SE FA P
Random Effects Random Effects
Female Residual 0,03 001 574 0.00 Female Residual 012 002 680 0.00
Male Residual 0,02 0.00 574 0.00 Male Residual 0.04 001 585 0.00
Female Intercept 0.27 0.07 378 0.00 Female Intercept 027 008 362 0.00
Male Intercept 030 008 375 0.00 Male Intercept 046 014 331 0.00
Female Slope 001 0.00 295 0.00 FemaleSlope 0.01  0.01 1.24  0.22
Male Slope 002 001 293 0.00 Male Slope 0.00  0.00 - --
Female-Male Intercept Female-Male Intercept
Covasiance 0.07 005 132 019 Covariance .02 007 <033 074
Female-Male Slope Covariance 000 0.00 060 055 Female-Male Slope Covariance -0.01 001 -0.49  0.62
cha]ra Intercept-Slope 002 001 144 015 cha]T: Intercept-Slope 000 002 013 089
Covariance Covariance
Male Intercept-Slope )

004 002 248 0.01  Male Intercept-Slope Covariance 000 003 039 070

Covariance
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Figure 21. H10 cortisol trajectories for women with high/low extra-relationship gaps
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Figure 22. H10 cortisol trajectories for men with high/low extra-relationship gaps
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Figure 23. HI10 sAA trajectories for women with high/low extra-relationship gaps
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Figure 24. H10 sAA trajectories for men with high/low extra-relationship gaps
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Table 25,

Meany and Standard Deviations of Ontcome Variables by Condition

Condition 1 {Couple Identity)

Condition 2 (Individual Identity)

Condition 3 (Control)

M sD M sD M sD
Conflict Anxiety 1.50 0.49 .53 .49 l.46 (.56
Conflict Stress 251 .53 287 1.22 282 1.30
Conflict Megativity 233 1.26 2.61 .29 2.59 1.23
Cortisol Time 1 936 11.57 8.20 4.46 8.56 5.61
Cortisol Time 2 B.88 7.94 7.70 4.50 5.43 5.09
Cortisol Time 3 813 7.84 6.57 342 719 4.31
Cortisol Time 4 6.56 4.84 577 3.24 6.13 331
si4A Time | 12537 TR90 110.20 7995 114.58 66,82
sAA Time 2 16401 9889 147.58 106.00 149.93 10169
sf4A Time 3 115.41 8251 S1.80 6096 104.00 67.79
sAA Time 4 105.87 69.90 BH.35 H0.58 96.29 56.81
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Pre-Laboratory Questionnaire

Please write in your participant code the researcher gave you in this space (this will help
ensure your confidentiality while still allowing us to link your answers to your research
participation credit). No one will have access to this code but the researcher, If you forget
what your participant code is, please call the researcher, Annie Merrill, at 805-341-3078.

Please read the following information abaul the study before continuing.

PURPOSE: The purpase af this study is ta understand how datng partners 1alk with one another abowt their relationship and imporiant tapics.
PROCEDURES: H you decide lo partiipabe, you will complete an anline survey prior b your lab vis® that should take appraximately 30 minutes
Dwring youwr lah visi, you and your partner will complete more suraeys as well as engage in a discussion task dunng your lab wsit. The discusson
1ask may ask you b ik with your partner abowt a fopic that ferds o be a source of canfiict for you in your redatianshep. The discussian tasks in this
study will b2 videalaped for reseanch pumposes. The kab visit shauld last aboal 1.5 hows. Wae will alse be taking samples of your saliva at four poirs
threwghout the study. You will be asked ta spit inle a small lube. The purpose of faking saliva samples s 1o assess how the hody expanences the
cammurizaticn you will angags in in the discussion tesks, Giving us your saliva will nat harm you in any way. The antine shudy will laks
approximasely bwo howrs

ALTERNATIVES: If you are interastad in completing a nanresearch alarnative for course cradit insbead of participating in a research shedy, you can
cantact your courss instrectar or delails on tha altemative assgnmant 1or your coursa,

RESKS: ¥ou may aepsnancs sams psychalogeal discomiort from discussing a topic that is condlicl-producing with your dating patner, Howewar,
wau and yeur partner wil Be able o s which Sapecs you wesild ke 10 discuss and sl ravar be mads o discuss anything you do not sgrae 1o
BEMEFITS: Thare ks no direct benadil o you anlicipated from your paricipatien in this study. Howavar, thera 15 & chance thal you mighd fird it
anjoyable or intarasting to talk abow your relabionship wish your pariner and teke parl inoa shared activity about your relaticnship.
COMFIDENTIALITY: In erdar 1o kasp your informatan canfidantial, you will b assignad a participant coda hat you will uss far all surdeays and
matarials, o that ne dantitying information is atteched o yowr responsas, Only e researcher will hasa @ s of pamcipant names and codas in
arder o award credil tar panticipation. Thers will be no Bnking of yeer danditying infarmation o your respensas. The vided data Trom your
nteractions in ha lab will ke racerded onta & password-pratectad compubar that only the rasaanchars have acesss 1o, This computer with tha viden
Tiles is locabed inside the kckad Dapafdment's 1ab, The salive samples you provide avar the courss of the study will ba labeled with only yaur
pasticipant code - no idendifying infarmation, Theea samplas will ba kapd in a freazar in tha Daparimant's lockad laboralony

COSTSPAYMENT: In appreciation of vour time and affert, you will receive 2 hours of reseanch cradit Tor your cowmse. IF you sithdraw pan way
1hrcaigh tha study. your Credit will ba prarated based on the amaur of Gma you participated in the sbady

RIGHT TO REFUSE QR WITHDRAW: Your pamsipation in this sbady is comphataly saluntary amd you can slop the study ab any time withoul ary
penalty. You wil aled a0l rehive Courss credil for v participation il yoa chaoge 1o withdraw from the sludy onde it has bagun, You may alzo
chiocss nol bo ardwes 2ome of the questions in the surveys with rd panaty, The resaarcher @0 has the ighl to stop the study al any lirs,
QUESTIONS: If yous hawe any questions, phaase comact The reseanchar: Anne Merril at §05-341-3078 or annemarill@umail uesh, edu. 1T you or
wour parines teel diglressed, plaage cantacl the msaarcher righl sway. We will be Rappy 1o find counealing Tor wou through LICSE Coursaling and
Pepchological Services (805) B93-4411. 1 you have any guaalions aboul your fighls and participalion 88 a ressanch subjec!, plasa comact the
Human Subjects Commiltas at (805) B9G3-3230T or hecfiresearchuscsbady

After having read the consent form, please indicate whether or not you consent to
participate. By clicking "Yes" below, you will be consenting to participate in this research
study and the survey will begin

T Yaa, | corsanl b parlicpals in Wis rasaarch.

T Mo, | de not conasnl to parlicipate in lhis reasarch

3. Demographic Information
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What is your age?

What is your biological sex?
Male

Famuala

What is your year in college?
Fraghman
Soghamora
ST

Earior

Criher | pleass apacily)

What is your ethnicity?

Whita (Eurcpean American)
Alrican American

Hispanic American

Halive Amancan

Asian Amsrican

Criher (pleass specify)

How long have you been dating your current partner? (Please indicate in MONTHS)

What is the bielogical sex of your dating partner?

Male

Femala

Are you currently living with (cohabiting) your dating partner?

Yas

Ho

Are you and your dating partner in a long-distance relationship?

Y&

Ho
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Are you and your partner engaged to be married?

P
{

Yag

i
{

Ho

Have you and your partner ever talked about getting married?

ag

™ Mo

Which of the following best describes the type of family you grew up in?
™ Twn parenl bickgical

T Two parent adoplive

Single parant

[ Sap-damily

T Dither (pleass specily)

Who do you typically live with (who do you normally reside with when not at college)?
" Mother
" Father

" Both mother and father

T Dther (please specify)

How many siblings do you have (as a whole)?

If your parents are still married, how long (in years) have they been married?

Are your parents divorced?

How long were your parents married (in years) before they separated er divorced?
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If your parents are divorced, how long (in months/years) have they been divorced?

|
How many times has your parent been married?

[

Is your parent remarried?

-
{

Yag

-~
{

Ho

.
{

Diiher (plagse specily)

If you answered "yes™ to the previous question, how many times has your parent been
remarried?

6. Your Well-being

We would like you to think about your current health. Please indicate to the best of your
knowledge how often the following items apply to you.

How often do you...

Mever Seldom Sometimes A lat Almast always

Have headaches U r £ L r
Have @ sare throat . L) £ £
Faed fension - L L L L
Feed down T f £ i £
Feel pressurad C L r L r
Have an upsel stamach © r 8 £ £
Have troubie getting to sieep . i r L’ L}
Have trouble staying asieep . - £ L £
Feel lonety . i £ L] "_
Forl restess . 8 £ e 5
Harve shoriness of breath r - 0 C .
Have law energyimotivaban . 8 0 L 0
Have difficulty ralasing . |'_ r C r
Have backaches or neck achas C r C e r
Fanl nervaus C - C 'f_ C
Fagl axhaushed C C e & e

r IF - i r

Farl daprassed

160



We would like to know about how you have been feeling the past FOUR WEEKS. Please
respond as honestly as possible.

& it af 4

All al e Timsa Fekaat al thea tima gtlﬂl:l:*'l:l ha Sama af ha fima A Btila of tha time Moena af 1ha tima
Have you been a very L I" r = r [
MSFOLS: AN T
Have you felt 50 down in L i l' i e C
tha dumps thal nathing
could chaer yau up?
Haye you fell calm and © I"' - £ - ©
peaceul?
Hava you falt downhaariad [ i " i £ r i
and blua?
Have you besn a happy i I“ C - L '
person?

T. About You

Please indicate the choice that best describes how strongly you agree or disagree with the
following statements.

S e S s 2 g S

Peapla with sirang opinions easily influence ma, r ) r r Y { (i
| Balievs in my opinions, aven if ey ane diTarant Trom oiher peopbes o L i r L r r
opinicng,

| judge mysalf by what | think is important. [ i ( £ (o - i
| feel like | am in controd of my e sduation. [ L i i« T " i«
The demands of eweryday ife get ma down. C r e r I " il
| am good at taking care af my daily responsibiities, C L = [ o r ©
| think i is impariant to bave new espereEnces. C f £ L L " £
Life haas been a continuous process of learning, changing, and growsng. [ - B £ £ £ [
| gavi up trying b make improvements or changes in my |ife & kang bme L] f i £ [ £ i
ago.

Kowsai g clics ralationahips ia diliciult for me & = ol ' = = e
Peaple desasibe me 628 Ghing parson. C - - - - - -
| Bave ol eapariancad mary wanm and irusling relatianships, o £ (al r - - -
| Tesal like | hayve dirsclicn in my lile, - - © s - - -
| feeal like Pye done al here i 1o dain lile o © e = - r e
| am happy wilh my ile - = e £ = ' r
| like my parsanalily. [ M e £ o |" e
| am disagpaintad abaut (e things | havent dans in my lifs. C - - - o . -
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The following questions ask about your general attitudes and perceptions of your self.

Sbrongly Stromgly
= L] Maudral rag
Disagraa = ha Agraa
Gin the whole, | am satisfied with myssif & i " e i
Al fimsas | hink | am na oo &l &l & e r e [
| Figwe high ssai-astaem l.“ { . - [

We would now like to know how you feel RIGHT NOW. Please respond as honestly as
possible.

Hal at all Somewhat Migdarataly Wary Much
I Teal calm r C o C
[RETR T | B lw [
| Faed upsei r C C C
| Tl palaned = - o o
| fael conbent n C C C
| fareed smarried f = r r

Rate how often you and your partner experience the following when having an argument
or disagreement.

Maver or almasi

Onca in a while Frequenlly
[ie-1-18

Litthe arguments ascalabe into ugly fights with accusalions, criticsms, name-caling, or f’ (" L]
bringireg wp past burds.

Wy parinar criticizes ar belitas my opinions, aelings, of dasinas i r i
My DAFTar BAGME b0 view My wards of aclions mane negathaly than | maan tham 5o ba 5 '" r
Whean i hawa & probiam 5o ok, it i e wa e on cppesita leams i r a
| held back frem telling my partrier whad | really Ehink and feal " f‘ L
I think sarusly shoul whit il woald Ba like 16 data scmeons alse = r o
| faal lomaly in his ralaticaship. " ' [
When we angue, one of us wilhdraws, thal is, dossn® want (o lalk about il anymons; or = C &

leaves he sosne.
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Below are descriptions of the kinds of arguments people in relationships are likely to
experience. Check the number that indicates how much you agree that each statement fits
your relatienship.

Strongly 3 . Strongly

Disaqgraa 1 Agraa 5
By the and of an argumant, @ach of us has bean given B Tair haaring = - r r -
Wirsan waa beagin e Tight or angisa, | think, "Hees wa G0 &gain,” r e [ C =
Civarall, Fid 6ay wa're pratly good al sahing our probkams i i~ ( " r
Qur afguments are et hanging and unresalvad . = o © =
Wa i Tor days withoul astling our difarances - c a - -
Qur arguments aeam jo and in lrusirating slalemaies i~ = m o f
We nead to imprave the way we selile our diffarences, r c C r
Civerall, aur angumants are biel and quickly fargeiien, r e lw ¥

Directions: In the context of dating relationships, your partner may do all kinds of different
things for you when you need support, but they probably do so to a greater or lesser
extent. Here, we are interested in how much of each behavior you ACTUALLY receive from
your partner. Obviously there are no right or wrong answers. We just want to know how
much you experience each supportive behavior with your partner. For each of the items
below, please indicate how much of each behavior you ACTUALLY RECEIVE from your
partner in general.

Dor't Recaive  Receive Recaive Recaive Recaive a
at Al Rarehy Oocasianally  Regulary Gread Deal

Telling you thal he'she laves you and feels closs to you. e £ L. r L
Expressing undemtanding of a silsalion that is bothering youw. L £ i L r
Camfarting you whan yau are upsat by showing soma physical affaction [ C C . [
{including hugs, hand-hoiding, shawdar patting, sic.]
Providing you wath hope or conflidanca = = - r |
Expressing samw of regrel for your iluation or disiess, C r r r C
Darireg atlenlive commants when vou spaak o e - - 'm
Expressing estesm ar respect for & compebency or parsonal quality of o £ - L ©
yaurs.
Talling yoal that you ane shill & good parsan avan whan you hava & C C . © r
prohilem
Trying o reducs your feelings of guilt abaut a problem siluation. C r r r C
Expressing agresmenl wilh your perapective on various sluslioes = e ~ r r
Assuring you thal you ana a worlfrahile peraon. L= & ~ r r
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Directions: We are also interested in learning what you DESIRE from your partner. We
want to know what is important and what kind of things you desire from your partner. For
each of the items below, please indicate how much of each behavior you desire from your
partner.

Don't Dasira &l . Dasing Daging Dagirg a Graal
Dhasira Raraly .
All Oecapanally  Regilay Daal
Talling you that hatshe kves voi and Teals closa o yo, C - r r C
Expresaing understanding af & siluaiion thal is bothering you e r r r
Cambarting you whan yau ars upset by shawing some physical afaction [ = © e [
pincluding hugs, hand-hokding, showder patting, s4c.)
Providing you with hope or confidence. o r e« C L
Exprassing sarow or regret for your siuation or distress. L L U r L
Oifering attentive comments when you speak. o « 8 C L
Exprassing asheam or raspect Tor & compatency or parsanal quality ol r C r r r
YOS
Telling you that you are still a good person even when you have a O © © = C
prodlem.
Trying i reduce your feelings of guilt abaut a problem situation, C C . r
Exprassing agraamant with your perspective on varkaus sibuations 4 "_ . r
Assuring you Bhat yau are & wortrrwhile person, - - r r

Please indicate your agreement with the following statements about how you perceive
your partner and your relationship.

Swona Maithar &

1 tron,

ﬂmrj:1 i AYFAR NoF 5 B N a::
disagran w

| tanl FhAt My parines sees our relatiorenip &6 | 56 it £ r r r o O =

| sme my relationahip differenily than (be way my parinsr a e - © © & =

sees il

| agree with how my partner describes our relaticnship. B - r i L r r

| taed thal my parner has the wiong image of aur o . I' i

ralagianship

| feed thal my partner has corest infarmation abaut aur = r - [ Cl e a

ralakianship.

| tagl fhad my partmar parnays o redationship not based on i i { i [ ) i

infarmaticen ahout aur acthual relationshig

I fel that my pariner slereolypes our relationshio, e = - C C e -

| fmed that my pariner does not realize that cur relatanship o = C C C i £

has besn changing and shill porirays | based on past

images.

| teal that my pariner kraws wha we u=sd 1 be when helshe o r r & r ~ -

porirays us,

| fmed thant there s no difference between who | think we are o £ C r [ o £

as a couple and wha my pastner thariks we are as 2 a couple.
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Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about how

you and your partner communicate with others (e.g., friends, family, etc.) about your

relationship.

Wi my parinar ard | communicabe with athars aboug gur
ralationship, they gat 1o knaw tha “real ue,”

| feel that my partner and | are able 1© communicale with
oihers in & way thal is consistent with who we really are.

| taed thiad vy partar and | cam be surgakaas whan
communicating with oihars

My partner and | express cursehaes in a cartain way that is
not the “real ws® when communicabing with others.

My parirar andion | da nal reveal imparlan] sspects ol aur
ralationship in communicalion willh alfers,

Whaen cammunikealing with athers, my pannar and'or | ofien
lase aur sense of wha wae are as a couple

My parinar andlar | do nol axpress the "real us™ ahen we
thirdk # is diffaranl fram olhems’ sxpsclaions for us,

My partnar andior | somatimas mislead others about who wa

really ara 8% A coupla,

Thers is a diffarancs baiwaen e “real pe® a5 & cowple and
I imprassian my pafner andlor | give olhess aboul our
relatianship.

My partnsar and | spaak inidhfully te athars abaut aur
ralatianship

My partner and | sxpress ths “real us® in commurscation
with others.

11.

Strongly
Disagrae 1

(o

[©

HMaithar
agree nor
disagres 4

L

Strangly
Agrea T

-
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Instructions: The following guestions refer to your relationship with your romantic partner.
Please think about your relationship with your romantic partner when responding to the
following gquestions.

uages e s e O

My redatiorehip wilh my pariner & casa a [ i i 'm o 4
Whan we ara aparl, | mss my Eanner & grest deal a o r r & O s
My pariner and | discloss impafand penanal things 1o sach e o r © ' i =
other,

My partner and | have a strong connection. C C o © [ £ £
My partrier and | wand to spand times together. L o C © I C £
I'm sure of my redaticnship with my partrar. £ i C i ‘_ £ i
My partner is a pricrity n my Ife L] f . i [ [ £
My partner and | da a lot of things togather. & C C C £ i
Whan | have Trag tims | choose o spard It alona with my £ ' o i I i i
partnar

| think abaul my parirer a kal = L T C [ & £
My ralationahig wilh my partner is impafan in my e, a © I" C i [ -
| cansides my pariner when making imponan decsions, = & i C = 3 £

Please indicate the degree of happiness, all things considered, of your relationship.
Exlremely  Fairly T A Lilte  Hapoy T Very Happy  Extramely T Parfect
Linhapgy Linihagipy Linhappy Happy
I have a warm and comfortable relationship with my partner
T Hotatall Trus T & lidthe Trs © Zamewhat True O Mastly True  Almost T Comgpleiely

Camplataly Trua Trua

How rewarding is your relationship with your partner?

Nt at all  Adittle 7 Somewhat 7 Mostly T Aimost T Comgletely
Camplataly

In general, how satisfied are you with your relationship?

T Hatatall A littie T Somewhat  Masily T most ©  Ccomgletely
Camplataly
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1 2 3 a4
+ 6 i &
Which of the above circle representations is best describes your current relationship with
your romantic partner?

| [ -] i 4 T 5 B [ . ]

|
£

How well does being part of this relationship with your partner define the way you see
yourself?

™ Mol at &l wel 7 Mo antiraly wel ©  Mautral ™ Bomewhat wall © Estramaly well

How important is being part of this relationship with your partner to the way you see
yourself?

' Mol al all impoman © Met vary impariani T Maubral ™ Fairly importiant © Exiremaly impeman

Please use the following scale to rate the extent to which you agree with the statements
below.

Strangly
. MNsulral Sirengly
Dizagrae 2 8
1 4 Aggras T
My currant ramantis ralationship is &n impoertant reflestion of who | am. L C l" ] ‘. L {
Whan | feel wery close bo my ramanlic pariner, it often feels to me like he'she is an £ r © [ o i £ i
impartant part of who | am.
| usually teal & strong sense af pride whan my parines has an impertant accomplishmsant, C r r C r r r
| think ana of e moal mmpoman pans of who | gm can Ba caplunsd by leoling al my r { " C i f_
paitaar @i understanding wha halahe is
Whemn | think of myself, | aften think of my partner also. f '_ £ r C " l'
IF & per=on hurts my parinesr, | feel personally burl as eel. £ 3 i [ B { i i
I general, my currsnt romantic refaticnship is an imparant part of my self-imags. o C '_ r C { l'
Civerall, my current romantic refaticnship has very litde o do with how | fesl abowt myssif, B r £ [ C £ '_
My cumrent romantic relationship is unimportant 1o my sense of what kind of person | am - . C (o & L 8
My sense of pride comes from knowing who | have as a pariner. £ C l_ [ B r - i
Whan | estatlish a romantic relaticnship with somacne, | isually develop a strang sensa of r r [ . L &

identifization with that persan
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Next, think about how you think about yourself and your relationship with your partner
and indicate which responses best represent how you see yourself.

Strongly Maithar Serangly
Disagras 1 7 Meenw S B agear
digagraa 4
| veanl ko ksap the plars for my e aomewhal separats from [ = I" © m [ -

iy parinar's plans for s,

I am willing 1 hawe or devalop a streng sense of an idantily O O O O O O O

A5 @ coupla with my partnar,

| tend ba think aboul bow things affect “us® as a couple mans [ - - I“ m = -
than how thinge affect “me” as an individual.

| lika 1o think of my parinar and msa mars in ems of "us™ £ i i C { I -
and "we™ fthanm "ma® and "himitar®

| am more comfortable thinkirg in terme of “my® things than - £ r « (m O I'"'
“our® things.

| de gt wand ta have & sireng idantity &5 8 coupla with my & C C r L o -
partrar

In comparison to other parts of your life (e.q., work, family, friends, religion), how central is
your relationship with your partner?

-

My retalionship ™ My ralatianship © Zame thingzare My ralatianship My relstionship T Nothing sas =

Is nat at Al centrald 1o is nal &S taniral a5 mara central than my s mera candral than Is mora canlral ta my  mare cantral o my
my lita most othar parts af ralatianship soma things lif than most other lita than my
miy lfa pars ralatinnship

How much time do you spend thinking about your relationship with your partner?

T Mol much bme T Weary litthe tims T Zome lime T Afairamourdof ¢ Mostofthetime T All of the tims

atlall timi

Among the things that give your life meaning, how important is your relationship with your
partner?

T MHolimpostantat 0 Mast other © Afewthingsare T Fairly important T ery impaortant T My relaionshig
all Things ara Mo mane impaman comparad o gther compafed 10 olhar ig the mosl imparian
impariant things ihings thirg

Compared to other aspects of your life, to what degree do events in your relationship
affect your overall feelings of life satisfaction?

e

T MHoeflectonlite © WVeryiitleetect T Some effect 7 Moderate eflect T Strang effect " The strongest
aalfactian eflect

How often have you personally thought about terminating your relationship?

T Allal tha tima 7 Mostafthetime  © Moreoften than O Gccasionally T Rarely ™ Werver

nal
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How often have you and your partner discussed or mentioned terminating your
relationship?

oAl of iha fima © Kast of tha tima L& Muore offan than © Qecasionally [ Raraly © e
nal

The statements below concern how you feel in emotionally intimate relationships,. We are
interested in how you GEMERALLY experience relationships, not just in what is happening
in a current relationship. Respond to each statement to indicate how much you agree or
disagree with the statement.

:::::?;i Disagras 5::;;‘:::' Neutral Sﬂgfxa‘ Agrae 3:::;“;"
| et urcamdortable whan olfer pecale want 1o Be vary closs 1o me, e C C = - © -
| verwry aboul being abandoned [ C [ e £ i~ "
I tell people with whom | fesl clase just aboul ayvesything, e = = = = - -
| nesd & lot of reas=urancs that | am loved by people with whom | fael [ [ [ [ & & &
chase.
| den'® faal comdostabla opening up ie ather peapla, L8 L . r
| wnery @ hal @hout my relaticnships [ [ r a
| usually discyues my prablems and concerms with peaple with whem | feel r C C r C
claga,
| find that pther peopls dont want to gel as close as | would s, L [ = = £ £ £
| iry to avoed gatting oo closs 1o other peaple.
| wery that ather peaple won't care about me as much as | cane abowt
thi.

I don mind asking athar pacpla far comloet, advice, or halp C = o £ £

| get Trusirabed when alhar peaple are ol around &5 much & | would L [ (= = = i =
lis,

| prefer not to be oo closs to other peaple. C C ] £} £ © £
| woery @ fair amourt about losing peopie with wham | feel dose. LB L & £ i £ P
It hedns ba burn to otheer peopss in times of need. L L [ L £ L L
| resant it when people with whom | feel close spend fime away from me. C [ [ £ I'_ i £

15.
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Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following beliefs about
relationships IN GENERAL.

Strongly Strongly
2 3 4 5 -]

Risagras 1 Agrea T
Polarlial retalionehip pannes are silher compatible oF they r © r r [ i r
are not,
A succassid relaticnship & mastly a matter af finding a - {3 & i T - l"
compatitle parinar,
Polential relalionship pariners are ailbar dastinsd o get r = © © e [ -
alang aor they ara nol.
Rezlatianships that do nat start off well inevitably fad 8 L r
The ideal relationship develops gradually ceer ime. - - r
Challenges and ohstacks in 8 relalionship can maka nve [ i i
AR BTN gar
A sucosssiul relatianship is mosily a matter of leaming ta - £ - © C C I"
resolee conflicts with a partner.
A sucesatul ralationship awcdves Thraugh hard wark and & o . [ (& & o

raackition af ncempalicditias

Far the folowing guastions, we ars interastad in how you Bhink alhers v your ralationshia with wour dating partnar, Plaase 10cus an how you think
athars viaw your redalionsnip when answaring the iollowing quastions

Pleasa indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements.

Seniy im::"f Steanghy
d:sa:lgrw ? ! dEagran # Agrea T
4

My ity thinks that tis is & good cument remantic ralasanship for me s - r r r - r‘
My Tamilly ke my dating pariner a8 & partaer far me ' i ' L a0 i e
My Tamily usially have positive things fo say about my dading pariner. & = ) ' f‘ - i
My Tamily enjoy spanding lima with my daling parimar, = e = L = i~ '
My Tamnity invites my dating partner to socal evants and halidays r© . L = - i -
My Triendss ihink thai this is 8 geod curent romaniic relationship Tor me, O e £ & e e £
My frisnds ke my dating pannes a8 8 pariner for ma. = - £ f" C - £
My Trianids usually have posilive hings 1o =ay aboul vy dating parmer. o = & o = c© r
My Triends enjoy spending ime with my dating parnner C l" - r - r~ r
= e« = &= = £ £

My Triands invite my daling pannes alomg willh me 1o secial avenls
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We are interested in finding out your thoughts on how others would feel if your
relationship wth your dating partner were to end.

Haithar
Shrongly
Disagree 1 a agras noe 5 B
disgagras 4
My Triands wosild ned miand i i my parinar and | braka wup, L = r L I
My Tamily wauld nal canms sihes way il this relationship & & © © [
ended
It wauld ba difficult for my fiands to accapt i i | @ndad tha L] £’ I_ C [ L
ralatianship with my parinar.
My frmnds: wanl ta ses my ralationship with my pariner = e e |“ [ =
conlinue.
My family really wanis this relabonship 1o work. 'f_ |'_ C
My family would rat care i | anded this relatianship. & £ r
17.

When | tell my partner about something good that has happenedtome . ..

Mot at all
3 Miutral 4 . ]
frua 1

My parirar usually reacts 1o my good lorune anEhusiassically. r lf" r r
| aafiedinias gal 1ha gards thal my parines @ avan mone happy and L [ e i
aacitad than | am
My pariner often asks a ot of questions and shows genuine cancesm about e e a e
the good event.
My partnar rigs nod b make a big daal aut of i, but & happy Tor ma
My pariref is udially silently suppartive of e good things Ihal eoeur o i r'“
e,
My pariner says ke, but | know hefshe is happy for me.
My partner often find=s a prablem with it € L [
My parinar reminds ma that mast gocd things have thelr bad aspects as [ © e 8 -
wll.
Haralva paints aul the potential down sides of he gosd aven e o e & e
Seenatirnas | gel the imprassion thal kershe dossr care much C = = = =
My partnar doesn pay much attention o me, C © = C C

o i = = e

My parines allen aeeme disinlanesiod

4

ol o) Mal (o

Strangly
Agraa T

n
=

ary inua

9

o R O B
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How certain are you about...

oot e Taal Abaat your ralatianship?
wour goals tor the Rutune of wour relationship?
oo wiew ol your relationship?

oot isnportant your redalionahip i o pow?

How certain are you about...

. yaur parines feal about your melalicnship?
owaur panner's goals Tor the fulurs of vour relationship?
L waur pamner's view af your ralalicnship?

Lheve important your relatianship is © your pariner?

How certain are you about...

.. Ahe current stalus of your relalionship ¥
...hows you can or cannat behave around your padnes?

..thet definitian af your ralatonship?

.tha futre of your redationship?

Compilataly
ioF almosl
complataly
LMCERTAIN
1

sl o el el

Complataly
oF alrnoal
completaly
UMCERTAIN
1

-
-
-
-

Comphebaly
or almost
completely
UMCERTAIN
1

=

“

r
r

sl = W=l =

sl = Ml =]

SEd 9 E

a0 5 0

o Mal =

-

-

-

s

a0 50

o el 5

-

-

-

TS’

sl s el el

o el &

5

-

-

i W |

Comalataly
of almesl
camplataly
CERTAINE

R B |

Campletaly
ar almest
admplelely
CERTAIN &

4

-

-

Camgledely
or almost
campleishy
CERTAIN B

5 B0 Do G
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How WELL do the following statements DESCRIBE your relationship with your dating
partner?

Hat at all wall  Mod enlirely wall Hsaiibrad Romewhal wall  Extramaly wall
1. Thraugh aur joird effors, my parimer and | can resalve i © [ C Il
arry prable in uf falatanship.
2 My partner and | are in complate cenirol of the avenls, { i { I'_ [ B
toth positive and nagative, in awr relatianship.
3. By working togathar, my parirer and | can pravenl " = i £ '
urkleairabla evanbs from cccurring in our ralationship.
4. My parinar and | possess the communicsation and i {2 "~ i [
problam solving skils necassary 1o sussessfuly resclve all
of gy dilarancas,
5. Thraugh our jeird efforts, my partner and | can create " - [ l'" [
thes ideal relabionshap we both desire.
B My parnar and | Can suocasstlly work through any { i i I" [
incompatibiliting bateaan our neads
T_ My partner and | ares always able o raach mutually i - [ £ [

salisfying compromises when we discuss conflictual issues
pur relaticnship.

|
-
-

B. My parirar ared | ara abaays At o maka aach attwar - r
lieal battar md matiar haw upeat s might be aboul the
VAMCLE predsLines contranling us

. My partnar and | sometimes fesl hefpless when we ans » - i £ [
confranted by a sesicus problem that we are not sure how
o sahea.

]
=
5

10, My partnar and | are abeays succasalul in influencing I" i

ore anather inles adepling batler and more compalita

waye of daaling wills conflicl
We would like you to think about how you and your partner handle stressful events or
difficult times that arise in life. With that in mind, please indicate the best response that
represents how you and your partner handle stress and adversity.

Stron Slignth Heitner Slight: Stron
il D By res nor ghtiy Agree ad
Disagree Dizagres Apgres Agree
disagren
My partnar and | talk about how wa will get throwgh the expariance [ r e L [ r L)
togethar.
Wi tadk aboul Bisw Fuch wis have leamad Trom (e separiencs o Tar, o = & & e e .
Wi ladk aboul how much we will grow Logedher fram (he exparance, e = e e e = =
Wie Brgane in Blivilies or events logather 1o cope: o = o o o e« e
Wi Ladk abaul iow we &0 caje wilth e siuation legether, C e = © - © £
Wi addreas problams 52 8 leam. = o = e e o &
[ . ' - o ©~ £

Wi sl that wa ana balh "in @ logethar.®
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In responding to these statements, please censider whether you believe the stated events
are MORE, LESS, OR EQUALLY LIKELY to occur in your relationship IN COMPARISON to
the typical or average relationship. Consider a relationship of approximately the same
length as your relationship with your partner.

Miich LESS liksly 1o
GRUUT Ny
ralaticnahip tham in iha
ypical redaticnahip
Becamirg closar 1o my C
partner evan when exbsmal
forces comspine o baar our
relatianship apart.

Thi keve my parfner and |
share condinidng o grow

My partner and | becoming
happier and aven more
salisfied with our
relatanship than we are
e vy

My parimar and | {
discovering arass in which

our neads Confic in 8

BRACLE WY

My partner OR | being [
attracted encugh to anothes

person bo conskder |eaving

our relationship.

My parirar and | Growing
Turileas apar &8 wd distnd
Ihss mesgatied aapecis ol our
ralatianahip

My parirear and | nevar
tiring af ane anather's
company na matier haw
much time wa spand
tegathar,

Clur relationship breaking
up wilhin the nexl 6
manthe

Qur relatianship leading 1o i
M i B

My pariner and | abways
having compatible hopes
and desires for our
relatianship.

My partrar o | quastioning {
our invaheamani with one

andthar a8 wa SESCover ang

araihers fauks

The passicn mry partner and
| share remaining as
intense as i is today.

My partrar and | buring (

Exjisally prabably in my
redaticnahip and iha

Samawhat LESS Bkaly

10 pecur N .
typical relationahip

. C
- -
~ e

'8 r
- -
i i
- ~
[y 'm
i C
n C
~ r

l:"' o

Semawhal MORE
Bkily 1o aceur

-

Mliich MORE likaly 1o
Qceur inomy
ralationship than in the
typical ralationshig
"
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Medical Information Sheet

Brief Medical History

(all of this information is completely confidential and will not be held against you)

1.Are you currently taking ANY medications (over-the-counter, prescription, or medical
licenses)? This includes something as small as aspirin and allergy medications.

YES NO

If you answered “YES”, please name them and describe them below (and indicate
whether they are over the counter or prescription):

What is the dosage for each medication? How often do you take the medications?

2. If you are female, approximately when was your last period or menstrual cycle (in

weeks/days)?

3. Have you had a fever or symptoms of any other minor illness within the past 48 hours?

9.

YES NO

. Are you currently taking steroids or any anti-inflammatory medications? YES NO

If “yes,” what are they?

. Are you taking any hormone related birth control? YES NO

If yes, what kind?

. Have you visited the dentist within the past 48 hours? YES NO
. Have you consumed alcohol within the past 12 hours? YES NO
. How many alcoholic beverages have you had in the past 48 hours?

Have you brushed your teeth in the last 25 minutes? YES NO

10. Have you consumed a major meal within the past 40 minutes? YES NO

11. Do you smoke cigarettes or cigars or chew tobacco? YES NO

If yes, how many cigarettes (or cigars/tobacco) have you smoked in the past 48
hours?

12. Are you currently using any non-prescription drugs (e.g., marijuana, cocaine, meth,
nonprescription adderall)

YES NO
If you answered yes, please list them here:
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13. For #12, have you taken any of these drugs today? YES NO
If yes, which one(s)?

14. Have you exercised in the past hour and a half? YES NO

15. Do your gums bleed when you floss or brush your teeth? YES NO

16. Do you have any cuts or sores in your mouth? YES  NO

17. Do you have any untreated cavities? YES NO

18. Have you had any caffeine in the past two hours? (e.g., teas, sodas, chocolate, some

juices, energy drinks, over the counter medications, coffee flavored foods) YES NO
If “yes,” what did you eat/drink?

19. How much do you weigh? (approx.) Ibs. What is your height? ft.
in.
20. What time do you normally go to bed? What time do you normally get up?

21. How many hours of sleep, on average, do you get a night?
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Conflict Topic Listing Sheet
Participant Code:
Couple Interaction Lab Study
1. If you and your partner arrived at the lab together, please describe what conversation topics

you two may have been discussing on your way to the lab. Please be specific and list as
much as you remember:

2. We would now like to know how you feel RIGHT NOW. Please respond as honestly as

possible.
Not at all Somewhat Moderately Very much

I feel calm 1 2 3 4
I feel tense 1 2 3 4
I feel upset 1 2 3 4
I feel relaxed 1 2 3 4
I feel content 1 2 3 4
I feel worried 1 2 3 4
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Instructions. We would like you to write down three topics that tend to produce conflict
between you and your dating partner. These should be problems or topics that you have
talked about previously with your dating partner that are a source of conflict or disagreement
between you two. It is important that you list conflict topics that you feel are NOT YET
RESOLVED between you and your partner.

TOPIC 1:
How stressful is this topic for you currently?
Not stressful Extremely stressful
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
How anxiety-producing is this topic for you currently?
Not anxiety-producing Extremely anxiety-producing
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
How would you currently rate the importance of this topic to you personally?
Not important Extremely important
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
How would you currently rate the importance of this topic for your partner?
Not important Extremely important
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
How bothersome is this topic to you (currently)?
Not bothersome Extremely bothersome
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
How much do you think about this topic (currently)?
I don’t think about it that much I can’t stop thinking about it
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
How often do you and your partner argue or disagree about this topic?
Never All of the time
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
How intense is the conflict about this topic between you and your partner?
Very mild Very intense
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
TOPIC 2:
How stressful is this topic for you currently?
Not stressful Extremely stressful
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
How anxiety-producing is this topic for you currently?
Not anxiety-producing Extremely anxiety-producing
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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How would you currently rate the importance of this topic to you personally?

Not important Extremely important
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
How would you currently rate the importance of this topic for your partner?
Not important Extremely important
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
How bothersome is this topic to you (currently)?
Not bothersome Extremely bothersome
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
How much do you think about this topic (currently)?
I don’t think about it that much I can’t stop thinking about it
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
How often do you and your partner argue or disagree about this topic?
Never All of the time
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
How intense is the conflict about this topic between you and your partner?
Very mild Very intense
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

TOPIC 3:

How stressful is this topic for you currently?

Not stressful Extremely stressful
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
How anxiety-producing is this topic for you currently?
Not anxiety-producing Extremely anxiety-producing
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
How would you currently rate the importance of this topic to you personally?
Not important Extremely important
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
How would you currently rate the importance of this topic for your partner?
Not important Extremely important
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
How bothersome is this topic to you (currently)?
Not bothersome Extremely bothersome
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
How much do you think about this topic (currently)?
I don’t think about it that much I can’t stop thinking about it
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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How often do you and your partner argue or disagree about this topic?

Never All of the time
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
How intense is the conflict about this topic between you and your partner?
Very mild Very intense
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Linguistic Implications Form

Instructions: We would now like you to complete a sentence completion task. Often in most
sentences, one or more words can be guessed from knowledge of the remainder of the
sentence. In order to collect some information on how individuals guess missing words from
sentences, we would like you to read the following sentences each containing a blank and to
choose the word you would choose to complete the sentence. All of the choices of words
provided as options are all technically correct, but we want you to choose the word that you
feel best completes the sentences.

1. All of (our, my, his) answers matched the ones in the back of the book.

2. At first it didn't seem to make any difference, but by later that night the noise from the
party was entirely too loud to allow (her, me, us) to sleep.

3 . The salesman tried to persuade (me, her, us) to buy a set of encyclopedias.
4. The noise got to (us, them, me) before long.

5. (Our, His, My) idea of fun is sitting at home and listening to music.

6. The sun went in just when (we, she, I) decided to go outside.

7. Please don't do this to (her, us, me); it is just not fair.

8. It was (her, our, my) understanding that the deadline for the paper had been delayed one
week.

9. Except for (me, us, her), everyone failed the test.
10. As a result of (our, my, his) suggestions, a minor revision in the policy has occurred.

11. (He, We, I) spent so much time on the initial planning that it seemed impossible to finish
before the deadline.

12. It rained so hard that all of (our, my, her) clothes got soaked.

13. For the past two or three months, (/, we, they) have had reports of squabbling and
dissatisfaction among the workers in the office.

14. According to (our, my, her) notes, only five of the original seven laws are still in
existence.

15. Someone stopped (them, me, us) to get directions to the stadium.
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16. (We, He, I) waited by the phone for the doctor to return the call.

17. The cashier charged (her, us, me) too little for the groceries.

18. The mosquitoes didn't even bother (him, us, me).

19. Dinner was waiting on the table when (%e, I, we) came back from the store.

20. It isn't easy to get lost in this town, but somehow (7, we, they) managed it.
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Post-Discussion Questionnaire

*1, Please enter your participant code:

l _

2. We would now like to know how you feel right now. Please respond as honestly as

possible.
Hul at all Somewhat Madarataly ary miich

| Tesal calm L C ™ [
| taed farse = r =

| feed gl = L] » C
| &y falaxsd £ "~ r ~
| fael content = r = s
| am worried = = = =

3. In the previous interaction with your partner about the conflict-inducing topic, your
partner may have communicated in many possible ways, but they probably do so to a
greater or lesser extent, Here, we are interested in how much of each behavior you feel
that you ACTUALLY RECEIVED from your partner during that interaction specifically.
Obviously there are no right or wrong answers. For each of the items below, please
indicate how much of each behavior you ACTUALLY RECEIVED from your partner during

the interaction.
Didin'l Recers . Recerrsd Recaived Recaived a Greal
Recaived Farshy
at Al Oecamionally Reguiarky Dl
Tald you that harshe ioves you and feels cose to you. i - i - £
Exprassed undarstanding of a sHuation that is batharing . {3 (" o [
you,
Camforied you when you are upss| by showing soms " £ I“ ' [
physical affeclion (including hugs, hand-holding,
shoulder patting, etc.)
Provided you with hope or confidence. i i i~ l" &
Exprassed sorow o regret for your shuaticn or distress. - - L - 8
Offered attentive commaents when you spoak { 0 i C |
Exprassad agiagm of respect 1or @ compalancy or i £ [ i [
perscnal quality of yours
Tald yau that you are stil a gacd persan even when you " £ " L [
have a prablem
Triad 10 reduce your feelngs of guit about @ probiem i r T r r
Ailation,
Expressed agreamen with your perspectiee on vanous (" © ] e &
sHuatians.
Assurad you That you are 8 worthehile parsen I" " i (" I
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4. We are also interested in learning what behaviors you DESIRED OR WISHED YOU
RECEIVED from your partner during the previous conflict interaction. We want to know
what is important and what kind of things you desired from your partner in this specific
interaction. For each of the items below, please indicate how much of each behavior you
desired or wished you had received from your partner in the interaction.

Didn't Desire at ) Desired Desired Desired a Great
Desired Raraly .
All Oecasionally Regularly Deal
Talling you that he/she loves you and feels close to you. C C C C C
Expressing underslanding of a situation that is bothering o c c C 0
you.
Comforting you when you are upset by showing some C C t‘ C 0
physical affection (including hugs. hand-holding,
shoulder patting, etc.)
Providing you with hape or confidance. C C e c C
Expressing sorrow or regret for your situation or distress. C L& f_ C C
Offering attentive comments when you speak. (o . o C C
Expressing esteem or respect for a competency or T L0 o 9 C
personal quality of yours.
Telling you that you are still a good person even when T o o o f'
you have a problem.
Trying to reduce your leelings of guiH about & problem (o [ c C £
situation.
Expressing agreement with your perspective on various [ r I"' & '
situations,
Assuring you that you are a worthwhile person, & © C C e

5. We would like you to think back to the conflict discussion task with your partner and

indicate how often you experienced the following feelings in the moment.
Mever or almast

never Once In a while Frequently

My partner criticized of belittled my opinions, feelings, or desires. C
My partner seemed to view my words ar actions mere negatively than | meant them to be C C C
It was like we are on opposite leams. C C C
| held back from telling my partner what | really thought and felt. C C C
| thaught serlously about what it would be like to date somecna else. C C C
| felt lonely in this relationship. C C C

C ' '8

One of us withdrew from the argument, that is. didn't want to talk about it anymore.
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6. Again thinking of the conflict discussion, indicate how much you agree with each
statement about your experience during the conflict discussion with your partner.

Strongly

Disagres 1
By the end of an interaction, each of us had a fair hearing. C
When we began Lo fight or argue, | thoughl, *Here we go again. C
Overall, I'd say wa wers prelly good al selving our preblems in C
the interaction.
Our argumant in the interaction [
was laft hanging and unresolved.
Our argument in the interaction seemed to and in a C
frustrating stalemate.
We need to improve the way we settle our differences.
COwverall, our argumeant in the interaction C

was brief and guickly forgotten.

2

o e S |

3

o RIS TS |

4

O IS TS |

Strongly Agree
1

-
-
r

7. We are interested how well you think your partner communicated with you and how well
you communicated with your partner during the conflict discussion.

Strongly
disagres
My partner was a good communicatar,
My partner was a good listener,
My partner did not communicate effectively,
My partner's communication was appropriate to the situaticn at hand.
It was hard for my partner to communicate his‘her feelings clearly.
| was & good communicator,
| was a good listener.
| did not communicate effectively,

My semmunication was appropriate to the situation at hand.

ol o Nile o Nilo B o Nl B o il

It was hard for me to communicate my feelings clearly.

Disagree

-

-

DY DY DR DD

MNeuiral

D ST 9 0 OO0 505

Agree

o

DO S 0 303 00 5

Strongly
agras

o o Sile o Bilo Bie Nile BNo
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8. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about how
you feel about your conflict discussion with your partner.

U?;;:nr?:‘l Disagree 2 MWeulral 3 Agree 4 iz:’::g

My partner let me know that | was communicating effectively. C c t‘ C C
Nething was accomplished. C C e c f‘

| would like te have another conversations like this one. C C C C 8
My partner genuinely wanted to gel to know me. C C B! C C

| was very dissatisfied with the conversation. o C o C f‘

| falt that during the conversation | was able o presant myself as | wanted my partner o C O ol '8

to view ma.

My pariner shawed me that he/she understood what | said. r C C C C

| was very satisfied with the conversation. C C 9

My partner axpressed a lot of interest in what | had to say.

9. In the conflict discussion with your partner, did the way in which your partner
communicated and the things he/she said meet your expectations for how they would
communicate based on your prior knowledge of and conversations with your partner? My
partner's communication in the previous discussion was...

1 Much more C 2z Slightly more [ | Exactly as | C 4 Elightly mare 5 Much more
negative than | expected negative than | expected expected positive than | expected positive than | expected

10. | felt discussing the conflict topic with my partner.

C 1 Extremely © 2 C 3 4 Neutral C s T g 7 Extremely
UMeomfortable comfartable
11. Talking to my partner about the conflict topic made me ...

1 Mot [ (S T 4 Neutral C s [ T 7 Extremely
anxious at all anxious

12. Talking to my partner about the conflict topic...

T 1 Did not [ [ T 4 Neutral C 5 C 8 T 7 Made me
phase me in the extremely uneasy
slightest

13. Talking to my partner about the conflict topic...

T 1 Did not (S [ S C o4 C s C 6 T 7 Made me
maka me feel feal very slressed
slrecsad al all
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14. Talking to my partner about the conflict topic...

T 1 Did not [ (S 4 Neutral C 5
make me feel
lense at all

15. Talking to my partner about the conflict topic...

1 Did not [ [ 4 Neutral C s
maka me feel
frustrated

16. | feel that the conflict discussion with my partner was...
T 1 Extremely T 2 [ 4 Neutral C s
unproductive

17. 1 feel that the conflict discussion with my partner was...

1 Extremely 2 [ 4 Neutral C s

nagative

T Yes
T No

' Mot sure

with your partner about the same topics?

1 Mot at all C 2 [ C 4 C s
typical

normally does.
1 Strongly C 2 C o3 4 Neutral C s
Disagree

usual discussions about the same topics?

1 Mueh Co2 (S| T apboutthe © 5
mare negatively Same as usual
than usual

way you and your partner talked to each other?

C Averymuch 2 C 3 C 4 C 5

affacted it
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T 7 Made me
feel vary lense

7 Made me

feal vary
frusirated

' 7 Extremaly
productive

' 7 Extremely

positive

18. My partner and | resolved some issues of conflict between us in the interaction.

19. How typical was the conflict discussion compared to other conversations you've had

' 7 Extremely
typical

20. The way my partner talked to me in the conflict discussion was very much like he/she

7 Swrongly
Agree

21. How do you feel the conflict discussion with your partner went compared to other

T 7 Much
more positively
than usual

22. How much of an effect did the situation (researchers, videoc camera, etc.) have on the

7 Did not

affect it at all




23. Please indicate how much you have been thinking about the conflict discussion during
this waiting time since you and your partner engaged in the task. This consists of thinking
about: the topic of the discussion, how you feel the discussion went, and/or how you
and/or your partner communicated during the discussion.

Strong)
) a MNeuiral Strongly
Disagrae 2 [
. 4 Agrea T
| have baen repeatedly analyzing and thinking about the conflict discussion. c C C C (B 0 B
| have baen searching my mind many times to try to figure aut if thera is anything about my C r O C B
personality that confributes to the topic we discussed being a source of conflict in our
relationship.
I've been thinking about my problams to fry and examina how our discussion about this C If" ol ol ) t"' 8
topic could hawve gone differantly.
It has baen difficult to get myself to stop thinking about the conflict discussion. C C
| have been absorbed in thinking about the conflict discussion and am finding it difficult to C f" ol [
think about other things.
| have the feeling that if | think long enough about the conflict discussion, | will find that it F F C - & e O
has some deeper meaning and that | will be able to understand myself or my pariner better
because of it,
| have been sitting here thinking about the conflict discussion, wondering how I'm going to o f' f" i £ f" o

manage it in the future,
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24, Please indicate the choice that best describes how strongly you agree or disagree with

the following statements.

People with strong opinions easily influence me.

| believe in my opinions, even if they are different from other people's
apinians.

| judge mysalf by what | think is important.

| feal like | am in control of my life situation.

The demands of everyday life get me down.

| am good at taking care of my daily responsibilitias.
| think it is important to have new experiences.

Life has been a continuous process of learning, changing, and growing.

| gave up trying to make improvements or changes in my life a long tima ago.

Keeping close relationships is difficult for me.

People describe me as a giving person.

| have not experienced many warm and trusting relationships.
| feel like | have direction in my life.

| feel like I've done all there is to do in life.

| am happy with my lifa,

| like my personality,

| am disappointed about the things | haven't done in my life.

Strongly
Disagree
r‘

Disagree

c

o Mol ‘o ol ol Mol o Mol (o

-

o NEEe Be REe B

S O DD Oy SO0 A Oy OO0

Slightly
Disagree
'

S D0 DD Oy S O O OO0

Naulra

o ol ‘o ol ol BoR o ol &

-

o e B e e B e

Slightly
Agres

-

S DY DD Oy S O O 0 O

Agree

o el o Holl o el o Eoell o el ol ol o Mol o

25. Below is a list of statement dealing with your general feelings about yourself.

Strongly Disagree Disagree
One the whole, | am C ]
satisfied with myself.
At times, | think | am no C a
gaood at all,
| have high self-esteem C C

Meutral
C

Agree
C

Strongly
Agres
[“

o Do B B e BEEG BN RS BEG RIS

-

o Mol e ol o

Strongly Agree

e
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26. How certain are you about...

1 Completely of
almost completely

UNCERTAIN
...how you feel aboul your [
relationship?
Lyour goals for the fulure of [
your relationship?
...your view of your I
relationship?
...how important your (o
relationship is to you?
...haw your partner fasl ]
about your relationship?
_your partner's goals for the o
future of your relationship?
...your partner's view of your ]
relationship?
...how imporiant your [
relationship is to your
partner?
...the current status of your C
relationship?
...how you can or cannot [
behave araund your
partner?
...the definitien of your C
relationship?
.the future of your [

relationship?

& Completely or
almost completely
CERTAIN

-

-

190




27. We would like to know about how close you CURRENTLY feel with your partner.

Strongly

Disagree 2 3 4 5 Strengly
3 Agree T
My relationship with my pariner is close. C C C o C @l
When we are apart, | miss my pariner a greal deal. o c o c C C o
My partner and | disclose important personal things to each other. C C C C C C B
My partner and | have a strong conneclion. « & oy o C C O
My partner and | want lo spend time together. c C o & '8 0 0
I'm sure of my relationship with my partner. C « o & . (‘ C
My partner is a pricrity in my life. C C L o e e o
My partner and | do a lot of things togsther. e« e r r e e e
When | have free fime | choose to spend it alone with my partnar. C C C C C C C
| think about my partner a lot. I’_ C e e l." t‘ '
My relationship with my partner is important in my life. C C o " . F e
& . o o r - a

| consider my pariner when making important decisions.

28. Please indicate the degree of happiness, all things considered, of your relationship.
' Extremely " Fairly A Little T Happy " Wery Happy " Extremely T Perfect
Unhappy Unhappy Unhappy Happy
29. | have a warm and comfortable relationship with my partner.
T Not at all True T Alittle True " Somewhat True " Mostly True " Almost T Completely
Completaly True True
30. How rewarding is your relationship with your partner?
' Not at all
T Alittle
C  Somewhat
' Mostly
C Almost Completely

T Completely

31. In general, how satisfied are you with your relationship?
T Mot atall T Alittle ' Somewhat T Mostly  Almost T Completaly

Complelely

32. How well does being a part of this relationship with your partner describe the way you
see yourself?

O ANotwellat © 2 [ C 4 C s C 8 7 Extremaly

all well

191




33. How important is being a part of this relationship with your partner to the way you see
yourself?

1 Notatall [ [ 4 Neutral C s T o8 T 7 Extremely
important important
1 2

3 a
5 6 7
34. Which of the above circle representations is best describes your current relationship

with your romantic partner?

(ol | [ C 3 [ C s 8 c 7

35. Think about how you think about yourself and your relationship with your partner and
indicate which responses best represent how you view the relationship.

Meither
Strongl
. 9 aaree Stron
Disagree 2 3 ner 5
. Agre
1 disagree
4
| want to keep the plans for my life somewhat separate from my partner's plans for life C C C ol o o
| am willing to have or develop a strong sense of an identity as a couple with my partner C coc o oo o
| tend to think about hew things affect "us" as a couple mare than how things affect "me” as an individual.  © C C C C O )
I like to think of my partner and me more in terms of *us® and “we” than “me” and “him/her". C C o o o 0 0
| am more comfortable thinking in terms of “my” things than “our® things. C c C c o C
| do not want to have a streng identity as a couple with my partner. C c o C coo c

36. In comparison to other parts of your life (e.g., work, family, friends, religion), how
central is your relationship with your partner?

' My relationship is not at all central tomy life  © My T Some My T My ' Nothing
ralalionship is things ara mare  relationship is ralationship is alsa is mare
notl as cantral cantral in my more cantral more central o central to my
as most other lifa than my than some my life than life than my
parts of my life ralationship things in my life  most othar parts  relationship.
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37. How much time do you spend thinking about your relationship with your partner?

T Mot much tima T Wary little time ' Some time © Afairameuntof  © Mostofthetime O All of the time
at all time

38. Among the things that give your life meaning, how important is your relationship with
your partner?

' Metimportantat  © Most other ' Afewthingsare O Fairlyimportant  © Very important My relationship
all things are maore mare impartant compared to other compared to othar is the most impaortant
important things things thing

39. Compared to other aspects of your life, to what degree do events in your relationship
affect your overall feelings of life satisfaction?

 No effect on life o Vary little affact Some affect  Moderate effect c Strong effect C  The strongest

satisfaction effect

40. Please use the following scale to rate the extent to which you agree with the

statements below.

Strongly
Disagree 2 3
1

My current romantic relationship is an important reflection of who | am.

When | feel very close to my romantic partner, it often feels to me like hefshe iz an important part of who | am.

| usually feel a strang sense of pride when my pariner has an important accomplishment.

| think one of the most impaortant parts of wha | am can be captured by looking at my partner and understanding who he/she is.
‘When | think of myself, | often think of my pariner also.

If & person hurts my partner, | feel personally hurt as well.

In general, my current romantic relationship is an important part of my self-image.

Overall, my current romantic relationship has very litile to do with how | feel about myself.

My current romantic relationship is unimporiant te my sense of what kind of person | am.

My sense of pride comes from knowing who | have as a partner,

o Do o Sio Bio Bile Biio Sie B o RN
O 0 00 0 30 500 05
OO 3 D 0 30 D0 05

‘When | establish a romantic relationship with someone, | usually develop a strong sense of identification with that person.

i S W SO W A e S . SN e M T e, e |
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41. Please indicate your agreement with the following statements about how you perceive
your partner and your relationship.

Meither
Strongly . Strongly
2 3 Agrae nor 5 [
Disagres 1 k Agree 7
Disagree 4
| fmel that my partner sees our relationship as | see it. o C C C C C o
| see my relationship differently than the way my pariner 5 C C C C O O
saes ik
| agrea with how my partner describes our relationship. ] C e C C
| faal that my partner has the wrong image of our a C ' Ly
relationship.
| faal that my partnar has carrect information about our ] C C C C ' B
relationship.
| fael that my pariner portrays our ralationship not based on e « C e« 0 e e
information about our actual relationship.
| fael that my pariner stereotypes our relationship. C o f_ C C C 0
| feel that my partner does not realize that our relationship e o o e |f_ F
has been changing and still portrays it based on past
images.
| feel that my partner knows who we used to be when hafshe C I” i £ & f' f'
portrays us.
| feel that there is no difference between who | think we are C C T - & e {

as a couple and who my partner thinks we are as a couple.
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42. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about how

you and your partner communicate with others (e.g., friends, family, etc.) about your

relationship.

When my partner and | communicate wilth others aboul our
relationship, they get to know the “real us."

| feel that my partner and | are able o communicate with
athers in a way that is consistant with who we really are.

| fael that my partner and | can be ourselves when
communicating with others.

My pariner and | express ourselves in a certain way that is
not the "real us” when communicating with others.

My partner andfor | do not reveal impartant aspects of our

relationship in communication with others.

When communicating with others, my partner andfor | often
lose our sense of who we are 85 a couple.

My pariner and/or | do not express the "real us" when we
think it is different from others' expectations for us.

My partner and'or | sometimes mislead others about who we
really are as a couple,

There is a difference between the "real us" as a couple and
the impression my partner and/ar | give others about our
relationship,

My pariner and | speak truthfully to others about our
relationship,

My partner and | express the "real us” in communication
with others.,

Strongly
Disagree 1

-

c

Meithar
Agree nor
Disagres 4

C

e

Strongly
Agrea 7

F

-
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43. When | tell my partner about something good that has happened tome...

Mot at all
true 1
My partner usually reacts 1o my good fortune enthusiastically. C
| sometimes gel the sense thal my partner is even more happy and c

axciled than | am,

My partner often asks a lot of questions and shows genuine concern about
the good event.

My partner tries nol 1o make a big deal out of it, bul is happy for me.

My partner is usually silently supportive of the good things that aceur to C
me.

My pariner says little, but | know he/sha is happy for me.

-~

My partner often finds a problam with it.

-

My partner reminds me that most good things have their bad aspects as
well.

Helshe points out the potential down sides of the good event.
Sometimes | get the impression that he/she doesn't care much.

My partner dossn't pay much attention to me.

ol o Mol o

My pariner often seems disinterested.

-

ol (o Mol o

3

o

-

T D

Mautral 4

r
o

o ol ‘o

3

5

~

~

5 T BRI

o

o o Niko Mo’

Wery trse
7

r
e

~

o Mo B B

44, How WELL do the following statements DESCRIBE your relationship with your dating

partner?

1. Through our joint efforts, my partner and | can resolve any problem in our
relationship,

2. My partner and | are in complete conirol of the events, both positive and negative,
in our relationship,

3. By working together, my pariner and | can prevent undesirable events from occurring
in our relationship.

4. My partner and | possess the communication and problem solving skills necessary to
successfully resclve all of cur differences.

5. Through our joint efforts, my partner and | can create the ideal relationship we both
desine.

6. My partner and | can successfully work through any incompatibllities between our
neads,

7. My pariner and | are always able lo reach mutually satisfying compromises when we
discuss conflictual issees our relationship.

B. My partner and | are always able lo make each other feel betler ne matler how
upset we might be aboul the various pressures confronting us.

4. My pariner and | sometimes feel helpless when we are confronted by a serious
problem that we are not sure hew o solve.

10. My partner and | are always successiul in influencing one another into adopting
better and more compalible ways of dealing with conflict.

Mot at all Mot emirely

well

.

well
o

Meutral

f“

Somewhat

well

c

Extramely
well
-

e
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45. We would like you to think about how you and your partner handle stressful events or
difficult times that arise in life. With that in mind, please indicate the best response that
represents how you and your partner handle stress and adversity.

Strang| Slight! Meither agree
) o Disagree ahtly ) 4 Slightly Agree Agree Strongly Agree

Disagree Disagree nor disagree
My partner and | talk about C C 0 (0 C C C
how wa will get through the
axpariance togather.
We talk about how much we [ [0 (o o o] o) 0]
have learnad fram the
axparienca so far.
We talk about how much we (i C a [ & ol C
will grow together from the
axparianca.
We engage in activities or [ C [ & & C C
avants together to cope.
We talk about how we can C C C [ c C C
cope with the situation
together.
We address problems as a [ C C O - e C
team.
We feel that we are bath "in [ C C « e C C
it together.”
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46. In responding to these statements, please consider whether you believe the stated
events are MORE, LESS, OR EQUALLY LIKELY to occur in your relationship IN
COMPARISON to the typical or average relationship. Consider a relationship of
approximately the same length as your relationship with your partner.
Much LESS Equally Much MORE
likely 1o occur probably in likely o oocur
in my Somewhat my Somewhal in my
relationship LESS likely to relationship  MORE likely relationship
than in the [=l<e{TT and the o eocur. than in the
typical typical typical
relationship. relationship. relationship.
Bacoming closar to my partner even when axtarnal forces conspire to C C ol ol '8
tear our relationship apart.
The lova my partner and | shara continuing to grow. = C C
My partner and | becoming happier and even more satisfied with our C C C
relationship than wa are today.
My partner and | discovering areas in which our neads conflict in a e o i o o
SErious Way.
My partner OR | being attracted enough to another person to considar L& { & i i
leaving our relationship.
My partner and | growing further apart as we discover the negative (& o & i .
aspects of our relationship.
My partner and | never firing of one another's company no maiter how L9 { o (" o
much time we spend together,
Cur relationship breaking up within the next 6 months. e . C
Our relationship leading to marriage. C €
My partner and | always having compatible hopes and desires for our C - e
relationship,
My partner or | questioning our involvement with one another as we C - - f‘ -
discover one anothers faults.
The passion my partner and | share remaining as intensa as it is today. = C
My partner and | turning into people who are almost strangers to one C C
another,
My partner and | never feeling angry or frustrated enough to consider C C o o .
leaving our relationship,
My partner and | always being able to share our innermost feelings with C - ' £ £
ong another.
My partner and | becoming much less attuned to one another's nesds. & r C
My partner and | always making the time to spend alone together no C - "
matter how busy we become with oulside activities,
Yau are now finishad with this survey. Thank you for completing il. You can apen the door 1o let the researcher know you are finished.
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