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Abstract 

Causal uncertainty (CU) is a social cognitive construct where individuals believe 

that they may not accurately understand the cause and effect nature of social events 

(Weary & Edwards, 1994). Research examining how CU in stranger, roommate, and 

friendship dyads has demonstrated that CU is associated with negative perceptions of 

these relationships (i.e., decreased liking), but the research on CU and romantic 

relationships is limited (i.e., Boucher, 2015; Needham, 2015). Therefore, I conducted 

three studies to examine how CU is associated with conflict conversations concerning a 

recent issue (Study 1), conflict conversations about why a recent argument took place 

(Study 2) and relationship variables over time (Study 3). 

In Study 1, data were collected from 100 romantic dyads who engaged in a 

conversation about a recent issue in their relationship. I used the Actor-Partner 

Interdependence Model (APIM) and found a significant CU actor by CU partner 

interaction. Examining this interaction further I found that at higher levels of partner CU, 

higher actor CU was associated with viewing a conflict conversation as more effective  

(p = .039). Whereas, at lower levels of partner CU, higher actor CU was associated with 

perceiving the conversation as being less effective (p = .023). 

In Study 2, data from 73 romantic dyads were used to examine perceptions of two 

conversations about why their last disagreement took place. APIM analyses demonstrated 

that higher actor CU was associated with finding both conversations about why a recent 

argument took place as less appropriate (ps ≤ .002). 

In Study 3, I examined several relationship variables over an approximate 8-week 

period for 533 undergraduates. I conducted linear regression analyses using CU scores at 
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Time 1 to predict Time 2 dependent relationship variable scores, controlling for 

relationship variable scores at Time 1.  

Higher causal uncertainty was associated with greater belief that disagreement 

within a relationship is unhealthy. Further research focusing on this belief could help 

untangle how high causally uncertain individuals engage in conflict conversations and 

implement conflict coping strategies. In addition, research could help disentangle when 

appropriateness versus effectiveness are important for high causally uncertain individuals 

to successfully navigate a conversation.  
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Chapter 1 

Introduction & Literature Review 

Causal uncertainty is a social-cognitive construct where individuals have 

persistent doubts about their ability to accurately interpret the cause-and-effect nature of 

social events (Weary & Edwards, 1994). Research developing the construct of causal 

uncertainty began in the early 1990s by Weary, Marsh, Gleicher, and Edwards (1993) 

from work examining the social-cognitive consequences of depression. During the course 

of this research, Weary and colleagues noticed that under certain circumstances non-

depressed individuals would engage in behaviors similar to people with moderate levels 

of depression (Weary & Edwards, 1994). The research examining why nondepressed 

individuals would engage in similar behaviors as moderately depressed individuals 

resulted in the development of the causal uncertainty model (see Figure 1) by Weary and 

Edwards (1996).  

Figure 1. Causal Uncertainty Model (Weary & Edwards, 1996)     
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Causal uncertainty is the central component of the model and is composed of 

uncertainty beliefs (i.e., doubting one’s ability to determine cause-and effect) and 

uncertainty feelings (i.e., metacognitive feelings, such as confusion). These beliefs and 

feelings serve to indicate that an individual may not accurately comprehend social events 

and provide information for the motivational system about the current gap between one’s 

current knowledge and accurate understanding. Weary and Edwards (1996) propose that 

any individual can experience these beliefs and feelings temporarily  as the result of 

situational expectations being violated, task instructions, or multiple explanations for the 

event to occur. Think, for example, about how people feel when they hear about a recent 

school shooting. Part of the response to such news is to engage in a discourse to 

understand how events unfolded to produce such a devastating conclusion, which would 

result in the experience of state causal uncertainty. However, for some individuals, these 

uncertainty beliefs and feelings may be chronically salient due to repeated feelings of 

control loss and/or being in multiple situations where the causal nature of events is 

unclear. These individuals are referred to as high in causal uncertainty or trait causal 

uncertainty. Regardless of how, once causal uncertainty has been activated, individuals 

can experience a strong motivation to engage in uncertainty reduction strategies.  

Causal uncertainty motivations are associated with the goal of accuracy which is 

dependent on the importance people assign to the situation and the discrepancy that 

individuals see between their current state of confusion and their desired state of 

understanding. If individuals realize that they do not understand, but do not have an 

aversive experience related to their lack of understanding or the current-goal state gap is 

too large, they will withdraw rather than actively try to resolve their ambiguity. If 
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individuals do not care that they lack an accurate understanding, then they will not be 

motivated to engage in behaviors to close the discrepancy between their current confused 

state and the desired state of accuracy. For example, in The Jerusalem Duality episode of 

the Big Bang Theory, when Sheldon Cooper is confronted about his recent behavior he 

states, “Social relationships will continue to baffle and repulse me” (Lorre et al., 2008). 

In this situation, Sheldon knows that the causal nature of social relationships confuse 

him, but because he finds them repulsive, he will not put in the effort to resolve that 

uncertainty. However, if closing the discrepancy seems possible and the situation is of 

importance, individuals will engage in behaviors, to reduce the discrepancy between the 

desired and current states.  

Causal Uncertainty and Intimate Relationships  

Given that accurately comprehending the causal nature of events is important for 

interpreting and predicting the behavior of others and maintaining established 

relationships, high causally uncertain individuals likely experience high motivation in 

interpersonal contexts. Indeed, high causally uncertain individuals are more likely to 

engage in diagnostic information seeking behaviors (Weary & Jacobson, 1997) and 

gather more information about other individuals before forming an opinion (Jacobson, 

Weary, & Lin, 2008). However, although engaging in such information seeking may aid 

individuals in regaining accuracy and control, as well as the ability to predict behaviors in 

a particular context, it does not appear to facilitate successful social interactions for high 

causally uncertain individuals. Indeed, high causally uncertain individuals report liking 

strangers less (Ainlay, 2007; Boucher & Jacobson, 2012) and finding initial interactions 

less satisfying (Boucher & Jacobson, 2012). Less satisfying interactions along with the 
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fact that high causally uncertain individuals report being shyer (Jacobson, Weary, & 

Chakraborti, 1997), suggests that causally uncertain individuals may experience 

difficulties forming relationships and perhaps have further difficulties navigating and 

maintaining intimate connections. 

 An explanation for the association between high causal uncertainty and worse 

relationship outcomes is that high causally uncertain individuals expect a higher rate of 

rejection from others (Passey, 2006), and they also perceive themselves as experiencing 

more interpersonal problems compared to low causally uncertain individuals (Jacobson et 

al., 1997). Consistently, high causally uncertain individuals report decreased liking for 

others, including strangers (Boucher & Jacobson, 2012) and friends (Boucher et al., 

2019) compared to low causally uncertain individuals. Although higher causal 

uncertainty is associated with higher rejection sensitivity (i.e., the expectation of 

exclusion in social interactions; Downey & Feldman, 1996), rejection sensitivity does not 

appear to explain the liking results (Boucher, 2009). Consistent with this idea, compared 

to low causally uncertain individuals, high causally uncertain individuals are liked less by 

their roommates (Passey, 2006; Milano, 2012).  

One reason for these findings maybe that high causal uncertainty is associated 

with the preference for computer-mediated conversations over face-face interactions 

(Boucher & Jacobson, 2005). Specifically, individuals high in causal uncertainty report 

feeling more uncomfortable during face-to-face interactions (Boucher, 2005b) perhaps 

because they do not have the same ability to engage in effortful processing of information 

and coming up with their responses as they do in computer-mediated conversations. The 

need to engage in effortful processing of information likely contributes to conversation 
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partners in face-to face interactions viewing high causally uncertain individuals as less 

conversationally skilled (Boucher, 2005b), and high causally uncertain individuals 

viewing face-to-face interactions with strangers as less appropriate and less effective 

(Boucher & Jacobson, 2012) than do their low causally uncertain counterparts.  

These findings of less satisfying face-to-face interactions differ based on 

relationship type. In assigned roommate relationships, no association between causal 

uncertainty and perceptions of partners in face-to-face conflict conversations was found 

(Rozema, 2018).2 However, for friends engaging in a conversation about a moderately 

distressing problem, higher causal uncertainty was associated with rating the 

conversation as less effective (Boucher et al., 2019). To the best of my knowledge, no 

causal uncertainty research has been conducted on perceptions of conversations in 

romantic relationships. 

 Although which social skill deficits produce these negative conversations are still 

unclear, some evidence suggests that highly causally uncertain individuals engage in less 

nonverbal mimicry, particularly when individuals have higher accuracy motivation 

during a conversation about a moderately distressing personal problem (Ruttan, 2009). 

Furthermore, Ruttan (2009) found that people higher in causal uncertainty liked their 

conversation partner less when given an accuracy goal compared to a no goal condition. 

These findings are consistent with research (e.g., Lakin, Jefferis, Cheng, & Chartrand, 

2003) where nonverbal mimicry has important associations with liking and rapport 

                                                
2 Rozema’s (2018) study is the first to examine conversational perceptions in roommate relationships so it 
is unclear how to interpret the null results. I conducted a sensitivity power analysis (Giner-Sorolla, 2017) 
on Rozema’s study and found that her study had 80% power to detect an actor effect size of .610 and a 
partner effect of .510. 
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between individuals. Additionally, this research provided some evidence that conflicting 

goals may contribute to interpersonal difficulties for high causally uncertain individuals.  

Causal Uncertainty, Uncertainty Reduction, and Interpersonal Interactions 

Initial Interactions. Berger and Calabrese (1975) argue that during initial 

interactions, individuals’ primary goal is to reduce the uncertainty that they feel about 

their inability to better predict their own and others future actions. When causal 

uncertainty is activated, the primary goal is to reduce the resulting doubt by regaining 

control and restoring accuracy (Weary & Edwards, 1996). This desire to reduce 

uncertainty may produce conflicting goals (i.e., prediction versus accuracy) for high 

causally uncertain individuals during initial interactions and may require a greater 

amount of information to be obtained during interactions, particularly initial interactions. 

Indeed, Ainlay (2007) found that when interacting with strangers, high causally uncertain 

individuals asked a greater number of questions compared to low causally uncertain 

individuals. Furthermore, Boucher and Jacobson (2012) found high causally uncertain 

individuals reported more interpersonal difficulties with strangers, in part, because they 

have difficulty resolving their cognitive uncertainty. 

Established Relationships. The motivations implemented in uncertainty 

reduction during initial interactions are relatively consistent with the motivations in more 

established relationships. However, a major difference is that in intimate relationships, 

individuals are better about predicting partners’ future behaviors due to previous 

knowledge. Therefore, the goal during interactions shifts from gathering information to 

predict behavior to obtaining information to establish certainty about the level of 

relational investment (Knobloch & Solomon, 1999).  
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Knobloch and Solomon (1999) propose three areas of investment that may 

produce relational uncertainty for individuals: how invested they are in the relationship 

(self), how invested their partner is in the relationship (partner), and how invested both 

partners are in the continuation of the relationship (relationship). When relational 

uncertainty is activated, the motivation then becomes to seek out information diagnostic 

to the relationship rather than information about an individual person (i.e., self or 

partner). Productive strategies individuals can engage in to reduce their relational 

uncertainty include: directly communicating with their partner to gain more information, 

examining the situation that produced the uncertainty on their own, or seeking insights 

from a third party (Knobloch & Solomon, 2002).  

Consistent with these reduction strategies, high causally uncertain individuals 

both list and ask a greater number of high diagnostic questions in dyadic interviews 

compared to low causally uncertain individuals (Vitti, 2007). Additionally, high causally 

uncertain individuals engage in more reassurance seeking behaviors (Jacobson & Weary, 

1999). However, reassurance seeking behaviors do not seem to fully explain why high 

causally uncertain individuals report more negative relationships and interactions with 

others (Boucher & Jacobson, 2009). In fact, Boucher (2015) found that relational 

uncertainty mediated the relationship between causal uncertainty and reporting lower 

relationship quality with one’s romantic partner. Furthermore, higher actor causal 

uncertainty was associated with experiencing more uncertainty about a partner’s 

investment in the relationship and dyadic investment (i.e., investment in whether or not 

the relationship will continue). 
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The motivations elicited by interactions is dependent on the goals that individuals 

have within a specific interaction context when uncertainty is produced. From an 

uncertainty reduction theory perspective (Berger & Calabrese, 1975), the goal in an initial 

interaction is to obtain enough information to predict the conversation partner’s behaviors 

in the future; whereas according to relational uncertainty theory (Knobloch & Solomon, 

2002), the goal in intimate relationships is to obtain information diagnostic of the 

relationship. However, for causal uncertainty, the goal in interactions, regardless of 

whether the interaction is with a stranger or close other, is hypothesized to be to regain 

control and accurate understanding (Weary & Edwards, 1996). Given that causal 

uncertainty is associated with both cognitive and relational uncertainty during 

interactions, highly causally uncertain individuals may have conflicting goals that could 

impact the way in which these interactions are perceived. 

The Current Research 

 The present work was designed to extend the current causal uncertainty literature 

by examining causal uncertainty in romantic relationships. Only two studies, Boucher 

(2015) and Needham (2015), have examined causal uncertainty in romantic relationships. 

Boucher examined the association between causal uncertainty and relationship 

uncertainty among romantic dyads. Needham’s study examined causal uncertainty in 

romantic relationships by having dyads participate in a problem solving task together. 

However, neither of these two studies examined causal uncertainty and relationship 

dynamics in conflict interactions between partners or over time. 

 The causal uncertainty research suggests that high causal uncertainty is associated 

with less positive relationship variables, and it seems unlikely that high causal 
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uncertainty in romantic relationships would produce more positive outcomes. However, 

relationship maintenance strategies in romantic relationships differ from those of other 

dyadic types. For example, Canary, Stafford, Hause, and Wallace (1993) found evidence 

that individuals are more concerned about maintaining their romantic (and familial) 

relationships than their friendships. As a result, individuals likely will view confusion 

about the cause-and-effect nature of their interactions with their romantic partner as more 

important to understand to maintain their relationship in comparison to similar situations 

with strangers and friends. 

 Furthermore, the experience of uncertainty more generally produces difficulties in 

romantic relationships. Specifically, the experience of relational uncertainty (Knobloch & 

Solomon, 1999; Knobloch & Solomon, 2002), which is the doubt individuals experience 

about the level of perceived involvement in one’s romantic relationships. Ambiguity of 

this nature has been related to several difficulties in romantic relationships, particularly 

individuals’ approach to arguments with one’s partner. Morris and Schrodt (2017) found 

that reported experience of relational uncertainty is associated with the cycle of serial 

arguments (i.e., ones repeated over time) in romantic relationships. The correlation 

between relational uncertainty and serial arguments suggests that also assessing causal 

uncertainty in romantic relationships may provide important information in 

understanding how these cycles unfold. For instance, if individuals are uncertain about 

the level of investment in their relationship and have difficulty comprehending the cause-

and-effect series of events that lead to the argument it may produce worse relationship 

outcomes.  



 

 10  

 

Given that romantic relationships often are assigned greater importance over other 

relationship types and that uncertainty in romantic relationships can produce negative 

consequences it is important to assess how high causal uncertainty might contribute to 

how individuals navigate uncertain periods in their relationships. To begin to assess the 

potential role that causal uncertainty may play in romantic relationships, particularly 

during periods of conflict, I sought to replicate and extend prior causal uncertainty and 

romantic relationships research. In Studies 1 and 2, I examined how causal uncertainty is 

related to perceptions of interactions about a recent conflict between partners (Study 1) 

and why the most recent argument took place (Study 2). In both studies, I also conducted 

analyses examining verbal word choices by transcribing the conversations and using 

Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count (LIWC; Pennebaker, Booth, Boyd, & Francis, 2015) 

to determine if high causally uncertain individuals use specific word categories more 

often. Additionally, in Study 3, I examined how causal uncertainty was associated with 

several relationship variables (e.g., relationship beliefs, love attitudes) over time.  
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Chapter 2 

Issues in Romantic Relationships 

Only two previous studies have examined causal uncertainty within the context of 

romantic relationships (Boucher, 2015; Needham, 2015); therefore, the understanding of 

causal uncertainty and romantic relationships is limited. The purpose of Study 1 was to 

replicate and extend the current literature about causal uncertainty’s association with 

various romantic relationship variables.  

Replication 

Boucher (2015) surveyed 79 romantic dyads and found that higher causal 

uncertainty was associated with greater ambiguity about partners’ investment in romantic 

relationships (i.e., lacking understanding of a partner’s attitudes and behaviors) and 

greater uncertainty about investment in the relationship overall (i.e., doubt about status of 

the relationship; Knobloch & Solomon, 1999). These finding were partially supported by 

Needham (2015), who found that higher causal uncertainty was associated with greater 

uncertainty about investment in the relationship overall (n = 51 couples), but the 

association was not significant with uncertainty about a partner’s investment. Therefore, I 

wanted to examine the association between causal uncertainty and relationship 

uncertainty further. I predicted that:  

H1: High causally uncertain participants will report greater relational 

uncertainty (particularly partner- and relationship-uncertainty) compared to low 

causally uncertain participants. 

 In addition, I was interested in examining the association between causal 

uncertainty and relationship quality. Boucher (2015) evaluated relationship quality and 
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Needham (2015) assessed relationship satisfaction, but higher causal uncertainty was 

associated only with lower relationship quality. These results appear somewhat 

discrepant, but it may be partially explained by the fact that although satisfaction and 

quality are related constructs, they are distinct (Arriaga, 2001). Given the findings that 

high causally uncertain individuals report liking others less (Boucher & Jacobson, 2005; 

Boucher et al., 2019) and Boucher’s (2015) findings, I attempted to replicate the 

association between causal uncertainty and relationship quality predicting that: 

H2: High causally uncertain participants will report lower relationship quality 

compared to low causally uncertain participants. 

 Finally, Needham (2015) found that high causally uncertain individuals report 

engaging in more negative conflict coping strategies. These strategies are categorized by 

the constructive or destructive behaviors individuals engage in when in a conflict with 

their romantic partner (Zacchilli, Hendrick, & Hendrick, 2009). Needham’s (2015) 

findings suggest that causal uncertainty is associated with strategies that can produce 

harm to one’s relationship long term. Thus, I sought to replicate these results, predicting 

that:  

H3: High causally uncertain participants will report greater use of negative 

conflict coping strategies (e.g., avoidance) than low causally uncertain 

participants will. 

Extension 

Boucher and Jacobson (2012) found that high causally uncertain individuals have 

less successful interactions with strangers than do low causally uncertain individuals. 

Additionally, Boucher et al. (2019) found that individuals higher in causal uncertainty 
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perceived their conversations with a close friend as less appropriate and less effective 

than did people lower in causal uncertainty. In the current study, I wanted to examine the 

association between causal uncertainty and perceptions of a conflict conversation with 

one’s romantic partner as this association has not been examined previously in romantic 

couples. If one is having difficulty understanding cause-and-effect, one could 

misinterpret arguments with a romantic partner. Additionally, if one is concerned with 

regaining accuracy, one may not be focused on resolving one’s partner’s reasons for the 

argument or obtaining diagnostic information about one’s relationship. Therefore, I made 

the following predictions:  

H4: High causally uncertain individuals will view their romantic partner as less 

conversationally appropriate during a conflict conversation than low causally 

uncertain individuals do.  

H5: High causally uncertain individuals will view their conflict conversation as 

less effective than low causally uncertain individuals do. 

H6: High causally uncertain individuals will view their romantic partner as less 

conversationally skilled after a conflict conversation than low causally uncertain 

individuals do. 

Exploratory 

 In addition to examining the perceptions of the conversation, I wanted to assess 

the words that individuals used during their discussion. To this end, the video recorded 

conversations were transcribed and the resulting word document was analyzed in 

Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count software (LIWC; Pennebaker et al., 2015). Given that 

these analyses have not previously been used in causal uncertainty research, I focused on 
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seven word dictionaries in LIWC: Certainty, Causation, Negative Emotions, Anxiety, 

First-Person singular, Second-Person Singular, and First-Person plural. Given that this is 

a new area for causal uncertainty research I selected the Certainty and Causation 

dictionaries because causal uncertainty is composed of both uncertainty thoughts and 

metacognitive feelings of uncertainty (Weary & Edwards, 1996) and it seems plausible 

that as individuals try and regain an accurate understanding of cause-and-effect they 

would use language that would elicit more useful information to resolve their uncertainty. 

For example, if your partner were to throw away flowers that you gave them you may 

ask, “Why do you always overreact?” (making attributions) or, “Did you do that because 

you are mad at me?” (directly asking about causation). Therefore, I predicted that: 

H7a: High causally uncertain individuals will use a greater percentage of 

certainty words (e.g., “always”) compared to low causally uncertain individuals. 

H7b: High causally uncertain individuals will use a greater percentage of 

causation words (e.g., “because”) compared to low causally uncertain 

individuals. 

I also selected the Negative Emotions and Anxiety dictionaries to examine 

because causal uncertainty is theoretically related to negative emotions and anxiety (cf. 

Weary, Tobin, & Edwards, 2010). Rude, Gortner, and Pennebaker (2004) found that 

depressed individuals used more negatively valanced words than non-depressed 

individuals. Given that high causal uncertainty is associated with depression I predicted 

that:  
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H7c: High causally uncertain individuals will use a greater percentage of 

negative emotion words (e.g., “hurt”) compared to low causal uncertain 

individuals. 

 Additionally, research has shown that anxious individuals are more likely to use 

anxiety relevant words than depressed individuals (Sonnenschein, Hofmann, 

Ziegelmayer, & Lutz, 2018). Again, given the positive association between anxiety and 

causal uncertainty, I predicted that:  

H7d: High causally uncertain individuals will use a greater percentage of anxiety 

words (e.g., “worried”) compared to low causally uncertain individuals. 

Weary and Edwards (1994; 1996) proposed that individuals can experience causal 

uncertainty about their own and others’ outcomes. Furthermore, because both partners 

discussed a single conversation, individuals likely will reference their own and their 

partner’s perspectives during the conversation. For example, individuals may say things 

such as, “What do you think about what I just said?” throughout the conversation. Thus, I 

was interested in assessing the percentage of self-relevant and other-relevant words.  

H7e: High causally uncertain individuals will use a greater percentage of first-

person singular words (e.g., “I”) compared to low causally uncertain individuals. 

H7f: High causally uncertain individuals will use a greater percentage of second-

person singular words (e.g., “you”) compared to low causally uncertain 

individuals. 

Finally, because individuals were engaging in the conversation with their 

romantic partner and a feeling of psychological “we-ness” is associated with greater 
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feelings of commitment (Rusbult, Martz & Agnew, 1998), I decided to also evaluate the 

usage of first-person words. Specifically, I predicted that: 

H7g: High causally uncertain individuals will use a greater percentage of First-

person plural words (e.g., “we”) compared to low causally uncertain individuals. 

Method 

Participants 

At least one partner was recruited from the Queen’s Psychology Department’s 

participant pool via email based on whether or not he or she indicated that he or she was 

in a romantic relationship at the time of pre-screening. After communicating interest in 

the study to the researcher, participants were instructed to bring their romantic partner 

with them to the laboratory on the scheduled date. One hundred and seven romantic 

couples were recruited to participant in the study.3 Due to missing data, seven dyads were 

dropped; therefore, my final analyses were conducted using 100 romantic dyads. 

Following the suggestions of Giner-Sorolla (2017), I conducted a sensitivity power 

analysis. This methodology produces the minimum effect size my experiment had 80% 

power to detect. For these analyses, I used Ackerman and Kenny’s (2016) APIMPower 

computer application to calculate the Cohen’s d for my actor and partner effects. With 

100 dyads, I had 80% power to detect an actor effect size of .40, but I needed an 

additional 76 dyads to detect a partner effect size of .30. 

For my final sample, 102 participants identified as female, 95 identified as male, 

and two did not indicate their gender. The average age of the final sample was 19.38 

                                                
3 Due to the intensive nature of dyadic data collection, I followed Laken’s (2014) recommendation and 
conducted sequential analysis in the GroupSeq package in R. I conducted these analyses based on the 
assumption of previous data collection in my laboratory, that I could run 150 dyads during the academic 
year. However, recruitment numbers were far less than expected.  
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years (SD = 3.19) ranging from 16 to 46 years. Additionally, the average relationship 

length was approximately 2 years (M = 21.04, SD = 33.32) ranging from 2 weeks to 25 

years. For 99 of 100 dyads, both partners completed 100% of the Causal Uncertainty 

Scale (Weary & Edwards, 1994) items, my primary predictor. For the remaining couple, 

a single question was not answered by one of the dyad members, this individual’s causal 

uncertainty score was calculated summing 13, rather than 14, items.  

 Participants and romantic partners enrolled in a psychology course were 

compensated with 2.0 course credits and individuals who were not enrolled in a 

psychology course were given $20 CAD for their participation. 

Measures 

Descriptive statistics including Cronbach’s alphas for all measures discussed 

below can be found in Table 1.1. Information concerning the exploratory factor analyses, 

confirmatory factor analyses, and correlations conducted in R (R Core Team, 2013) using 

maximum likelihood estimation in the laavan package (Rosseel, 2012) with oblimin 

rotation option in the GPArotation package (Bernaards & Jennrich, 2005) and the psych 

package (Revelle, 2018) are located in Appendix Z.  

Predictor Variable 

Causal Uncertainty Scale (Weary & Edwards, 1994). To assess my primary 

variable of interest, I administered the 14-item Causal Uncertainty Scale. This measure 

examines how individuals perceive their ability to understand cause-and-effect 

relationships for social outcomes (e.g., “I do not understand what causes most of the 

problems that I have with others.”). Items are rated on a six-point scale from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). Consistent with prior studies, a one-factor solution was 
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satisfactory (factor loadings ³ .30). Therefore, a single score was obtained by summing 

all items whereby higher scores indicate more uncertainty.  

Outcome Variables 

Relational Uncertainty Measure (Knobloch & Solomon, 1999). To assess my 

first hypothesis, I administered the 54-item Relational Uncertainty Measure, which 

assesses individuals’ certainty of their romantic relationship across three dimensions of 

investment: self, partner, and relational. The self-subscale consists of 19 items regarding 

one’s own uncertainty about one’s relationships (e.g., “How certain are you about your 

view of your relationship?”). The partner-subscale includes 19 items assessing one’s 

perceptions of uncertainty about one’s partner’s investment in the relationship (e.g., 

“How certain are you about whether or not your partner wants to pursue this 

relationship?”). Finally, the relational-subscale has 16 items that assess the one’s 

uncertainty about one’s relationship overall (e.g., “How certain are you about whether or 

not the relationship will end soon?”). People answer each item on a 1 (completely or 

almost completely uncertain) to 6 (completely or almost certain) scale. Scores for each 

subscale are obtained by first reverse coding and then summing items, so that higher 

scores indicate a greater level of uncertainty about that specific aspect of the relationship 

(i.e., self, partner, and relational). Although a two-factor solution was the best fitting 

model from my exploratory factor analysis, I used the three-factor solution that Boucher 

(2015) and Needham (2015) used to better assess if my results replicated theirs. 

 Relationship Quality Index. To examine perceptions of relationship quality 

within my sample, I administered the Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS; Hendrick, 

1988), the Willingness to Interact Scale (WILL; Coyne, 1976), and a revised Rosenberg 
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Self-Esteem Scale (RSES; Swann, Wenzlaff, Krull, & Pelham, 1992). The RAS is a 

seven-item scale about relationship satisfaction in non-marital relationships (e.g., “How 

well does your partner meet your needs?”) measured on a five-point scale A (e.g., poorly) 

to E (e.g., very much). The WILL is a six-item scale that assesses the extent that 

participants trust and want to interact with their partner in the future (e.g., “How willing 

would you be to ask your romantic partner for advice?”) rated on a 1 (not at all) to 6 

(very much). The revised RSES is a 10-item measure in which participants indicate how 

much they esteem or admire their romantic partner (e.g., “I wish that my romantic partner 

could have more respect for themselves.”) measured on 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 

(strongly agree). A confirmatory factor analysis supported a single factor structure for 

these three scales. Therefore, to create the index, I calculated a separate total (reverse 

keying all negative items) for each scale, standardized these scores, and averaged these 

standardized scores ignoring missing values to obtain a single value, whereby higher 

scores indicate greater relationship quality.  

 Romantic Partner Conflict Scale (Zacchilli, Hendrick, & Hendrick, 2009). The 

Romantic Partner Conflict Scale is a 39-item questionnaire that examines six different 

conflict response strategies with one’s romantic partner (i.e., compromise, domination, 

avoidance, separation, submission, and interpersonal reactivity). For the purposes of this 

study, participants responded to items (e.g., “My partner and I try and avoid arguments.”) 

on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) scale. The original six-factor structure 

was supported by an exploratory factor analysis. Higher scores on a subscale indicated 

greater endorsement of that coping strategy during periods of romantic conflict.  
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 Conversational Appropriateness and Effectiveness Scales (Spitzberg & 

Canary, 1985). The Conversational Appropriate Scale is designed to examine if others 

have violated personal expectations during the course of a conversation, whereas the 

Conversational Effectiveness Scale measures a sense of reward and dominance 

experienced during a conversation. Each scale consisted of 20 items such as, “I was 

embarrassed at times by his/her remarks.” (appropriateness) and, “I got what I wanted out 

of the conversation.” (effectiveness) rated on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) 

scale. Scores for each scale are obtained by recoding negatively worded items and 

totaling all 20 items such that higher scores indicate that the conversation was viewed as 

more appropriate or effective. Exploratory factor analyses supported the use of a single 

factor structure for each scale.  

 Conversational Skills Rating Scale-Coactor Form (Spitzberg, 1994). For the 

Conversational Skills Rating Scale, participants answered questions about their partners’ 

conversational competence. The measure includes 25 behavioral items (e.g., “Smiling 

and/or laughing” and “Use of gestures to emphasize what is being said”) rated on a scale 

of 1 (inadequate) to 5 (extremely). Exploratory factor analysis supported the use of a 

single-factor solution for this scale. A single score was obtained by summing all items 

where higher scores indicate that partners were viewed as more conversationally 

competent.  

 Modified Issues Checklist (Prinz, Foster, Kent, & O’Leary, 1979). For the 

purposes of this study, I modified the Issues Checklist, rewording some items to identify 

common conflicts between romantic partners instead of parents and children. The 

checklist consists of 27 issues romantic partners often argue about (e.g., substance use, 
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time spent together) and 3 optional fill-in-the-blank items. Participants identified if an 

issue had arisen in their relationship and how intense the conflict was on a 5-point scale 

ranging from 1 (not at all angry) to 5 (extremely angry). Research assistants used 

participants’ checklist responses to determine the topic of the conflict conversation 

between romantic partners.  

Covariate Measures 

 Previous research has demonstrated that causal uncertainty is related to several 

personality constructs (cf. Weary, Tobin, & Edwards, 2010). I, therefore, included some 

of these measures to examine the associations between causal uncertainty and my 

outcome variables controlling for these other constructs.  

 Anxiety Index. Causal uncertainty is correlated with trait anxiety (e.g., Weary & 

Edwards, 1994) and social anxiety (Boucher & Jacobson, 2012). Therefore, I 

administered the Anxious Arousal subscale (e.g., “hands were cold and sweaty”) of the 

Mood and Anxiety Symptom Questionnaire4 (MASQ-AA; Clark & Watson, 1991) and 

the Interaction Anxiousness Scale (IAS; Leary, 1983). The MASQ-AA items were 

measured on a 1 (not at all) to 5 (extremely). For the 15-item IAS, participants indicated 

the degree that they felt anxious in a social interaction (e.g., “I wish I had more 

confidence in social situations.”) on a 1 (not at all characteristic of me) to 5 (extremely 

characteristic of me) scale. I again conducted a confirmatory factor analysis and found 

these scales to comprise a single anxiety factor. Due to this, I calculated each scale score, 

                                                
4 Due to an error, three symptoms (e.g., “afraid I was going to die”, “racing or pounding heart”, and “felt 
like I was choking”) on the MASQ-AA were not administered. 
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standardized these values, and averaged the two scores, ignoring missing to create a 

single anxiety index.  

 Negative Affectivity Index. Causal uncertainty also is correlated with negative 

affect including depressive symptomology (Weary & Edwards, 1994), neuroticism 

(Edwards, Weary, & Reich, 1998), rejection sensitivity (Boucher, 2009), and a sad mood 

(Needham, 2015). Therefore, I administered the Beck Depression Inventory I (BDI; Beck 

et al., 1961), the neuroticism subscale of the Big Five Inventory (BFI; Goldberg, 1992), 

Rejection Sensitivity Scale-Short Form (RSS; Downey & Feldman, 1996), and the 

adapted-Differential Emotions Scale (DES; Cacioppo, Martzke, Petty, & Tassinary, 

1988). For the BDI, participants rate their experience of 21 depressive symptoms (e.g., 

appetite) in the last two weeks measured on a 0 (e.g., my appetite is no worse than usual) 

to 3 (e.g., I have no appetite at all anymore) scale. The neuroticism subscale of the BFI is 

composed of eight items (e.g., “I am someone who is depressed, blue.”) that were for the 

purposes of this study, measured on a 1 (disagree strongly) to 7 (agree strongly) scale. 

The DES is an eight-item scale that includes positive (e.g., “Merry/Gleeful/Amused”) and 

negative (e.g., “Sad/Downhearted/Blue”) affect categories measured on a 1 (not at all) to 

7 (very strongly). In the RSS, participants rated their feelings of fear associated with the 

experience of rejection from important others in eight different scenarios. Each scenario 

(e.g., “You call your boyfriend/girlfriend after a bitter argument and tell him/her you 

want to see him/her.”) is composed of two items regarding their concerns [e.g., “How 

concerned or anxious would you be over whether or not your boyfriend/girlfriend would 

want to see you?” measured on a 1 (very unconcerned) to 6 ( very concerned) scale] and 

expectations [e.g., “I would expect he/she would want to see me.” measured on a 1 
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(unlikely) to 6 (very likely) scale] about the scenario. A confirmatory factor analysis 

supported treating these four scales as indicators of a single negative affectivity construct. 

Thus, I calculated the five separate scale scores, standardized those scores, and averaged 

these standardized scores, ignoring missing values, to comprise a single negativity index.  

 Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised (ECR-R; Fraley, 

Waller, & Brennan, 2000). To account for the dimensions of anxious and avoidant adult 

attachment, I administered the revised 36-item ECR-R. Items are measured on a 1 

(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) scale. A two-factor structure of 18 anxious (e.g., 

“I worry that my partner doesn’t really love me.”) and 18 avoidant (e.g., “It helps to turn 

to my romantic partner in times of need.”) items was supported. Scores for each subscale 

were obtained by reverse keying positively worded items and averaging all of the items 

within that subscale, such that higher average scores indicate greater anxious/avoidant 

attachment.  
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Table 1.1. Study 1 Measure Descriptive Statistics 
 n M SD Min Max α ICR 

Causal Uncertainty  200 37.27 12.02 14.00 69.00 .90 .14 
RUM: self-investment* 200 29.04 14.06 19.00 106.00 .97 .32 
RUM: partner-investment* 200 29.81 12.14 19.00 77.00 .96 .31 
RUM: relationship-
investment* 

200 25.75 9.42 16.00 67.00 .91 .54 

Relationship Quality Index 200 0.00 .75 -3.66 1.24  .40 
RAS 200 31.57 3.53 15.00 35.00 .78  

WILL 198 29.66 2.78 18.00 36.00 .49  
RSES 198 36.35 2.76 28.00 40.00 .59  

RPCS: compromise 200 84.44 9.91 52.00 98.00 .92 .43 
RPCS: avoidance 200 14.10 4.97 3.00 21.00 .91 .37 
RPCS: interactional 
reactivity 

200 12.40 5.82 6.00 35.00 .77 .55 

RPCS: separation 200 16.98 7.28 5.00 34.00 .89 .41 
RPCS: domination 200 17.84 8.06 6.00 42.00 .88 .25 
RPCS: submission 200 16.77 6.86 5.00 33.00 .89 -.02 
Conversational 
Appropriateness  

199 84.50 9.08 54.00 100.00 .86 .31 

Conversational 
Effectiveness 

200 72.01 9.05 49.00 95.00 .85 .27 

Conversational Skills Rating 200 100.92 13.77 58.00 125.00 .92 .43 
Anxiety Index 198 0.00 .80 -1.64 2.44  .20 

MASQ-AA 196 22.18 7.28 13.00 51.00 .84  
IAS 198 42.99 12.91 16.00 71.00 .91  

Negative Affectivity Index 200 0.01 .71 -1.47 2.21  .15 
BDI 160 6.44 7.28 0.00 41.00 .92  
BFI 172 30.60 9.60 8.00 51.00 .85  
RS* 197 54.39 27.63 8.00 174.00 .81  

DES 199 16.01 5.84 8.00 44.00 .79  
ECRR: avoidance* 171 35.75 14.89 17.00 76.00 .91 .29 
ECRR: anxiety* 176 54.07 22.56 19.00 113.00 .92 .35 
Notes. * Indicates scales where average values are used for analyses. Average descriptive statistics are located in Appendix Z. 
Values were obtained after missing values were calculated ignoring missing values. Index score statistics are based on standardized 
values. ICR is Interclass correlation and values were obtained from Kenny and Ledermann’s (2019) Individual to Pairwise 
Restructuring of Dyadic data application. The following abbreviations were used: RUM is Relational Uncertainty Measure; RAS is 
Relationship Assessment Scale; WILL is Willingness to Interact Scale; RSES is Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale-Revised; RPCS is 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale; MASQ-AA is Mood and Anxiety Symptoms Questionnaire-Anxious Arousal; IAS is Interaction 
Anxiousness Scale; BDI is Beck Depression Inventory I; BFI is Big Five Inventory-neuroticism; RS is Rejection Sensitivity Short 
Form; DES is Differential Emotions Scale; ECRR is Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised. 
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Procedure 

Once in the laboratory, except for the conversations and Issues Checklist, all 

materials were completed separately on laptops using MediaLab version 2012 (Jarvis, 

2012). Participants began with the informed consent, the first group of relationship 

measures (i.e., Relational Uncertainty Measure, Relationship Assessment Scale, and 

Romantic Partner Conflict Scale randomly ordered), and the Issues Checklist. The 

checklist was given to participants on paper so that the experimenter could review both 

dyad members’ responses to determine the topic of the conversation. Couples were 

brought together after completing these measures and instructed to wait for the researcher 

to provide the topic of their conversation over the intercom. The experimenter then went 

into a separate room to determine which topic the couple agreed upon and which 

produced the highest anger ratings. During this time, the couple was allowed to talk 

among themselves. Once couples were given their topic, they discussed the issue for five 

minutes.5 Couples’ discussions were recorded via two video cameras, one placed behind 

each person’s head.  

 Upon completing the conversation, couples were separated from one another for a 

cooling down period and to complete a series of questionnaires about the conversation 

(i.e., Conversational Effectiveness, Conversational Appropriateness, and Conversational 

Skills Rating scales). Participants then completed the remaining self-report measures (i.e., 

Causal Uncertainty Scale, anxiety index items, negative affect index items, Experience in 

Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised, and Willingness to Interact Scale). Finally, 

                                                
5 A five minute time period was selected as Boucher and Jacobson (2012) used this period of time during 
their study on causal uncertainty and interactions among strangers. Anecdotally from previous research, a 
period greater than five minutes (e.g., eight-minutes) appears to increase the likelihood of participants 
going off topic.    
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participants were brought back together to engage in a five-minute conversation about 

what they would do with a large sum of money if they won the lottery (cf. Hollenstein & 

Lewis, 2006). The purpose of this conversation was to lessen any negative feelings that 

may have arisen during the conflict conversation by discussing a positive event that 

would involve both partners.  

Results and Discussion 

Before conducting analyses, I used Excel to calculate scale scores ignoring 

missing values for all scales. However, if a participant was missing four or more item 

responses, their scores were not used for my dependent measures of interest.  

For the primary analyses, I conducted multilevel modeling using the nlme 

package (Pinheiro, Bates, Sarkar, R Core Team, 2019) in R. More specifically, I used the 

Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (APIM) that treats the dyad as the unit of analysis 

and each member of the relationship as a repeated measure (Kashy & Kenny, 2000). In 

APIMs examining romantic dyads, gender often is used as the distinguishing variable to 

categorize participants in the dyad, but in my sample, several partners did not differ in 

their gender identification. As a result, I treated all dyad members as indistinguishable. 

Consequently, my analyses yielded one actor effect (e.g., an actor effect for each member 

of the dyad estimating the degree to which one’s own causal uncertainty predicted one’s 

own relationship quality) and one partner effect (e.g., a partner effect where each member 

of the dyad estimates the degree to which one’s partner’s causal uncertainty predicted 

one’s own relationship quality). Centered actor and partner causal uncertainty scores and 

actor X partner interaction term were used the predictors, and the outcome variables were 

relational uncertainty, relationship quality, conflict coping strategies, and measures of 
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perceptions of the conversation, each examined in separate models. Centered covariate 

scores were entered into the model for pathways that were significant. For example, if the 

actor effect of causal uncertainty was significant in the primary analysis, then the 

standardized actor negative affectivity index score was added to the model in the 

secondary analysis. 

Relationship Measures 

Relational Uncertainty. Individuals who were higher in causal uncertainty were 

more uncertain about their relational investment, b = .011, t(200) = 3.22, p = .002. 

However, I found no partner causal uncertainty, b = -.001, t(200) = -.204, p = .838, nor 

actor X partner interaction effect, b = -.000, t(200) = -.541, p = .589. The association 

between higher causal uncertainty and greater uncertainty about relational investment  

remained significant controlling for actor avoidant attachment (p = .049), but not the 

other actor covariates: the actor anxiety (p = .205), negative affectivity (p = .136), or 

anxious attachment (p = .423). Therefore, Hypothesis 1 was not supported. This finding 

is inconsistent with Boucher (2015) who found that even when controlling for depression 

and attachment, causal uncertainty still was associated with increased partner and 

relational uncertainty. Perhaps demographic differences between these two samples is a 

factor. Boucher’s (2015) sample was 8.14 years older and had an average relationship 

length 43.96 months longer than my sample. The association between causal uncertainty 

and relational uncertainty might be stronger in more established relationships as people 

may be acclimated to their partners’ behaviors associated with anxiety, negative 

affectivity, and attachment that may induce relational uncertainty. Causal uncertainty was 
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not significantly related to perceptions of self-investment (ps ≥ .090) or partner-

investment (ps ≥ .130). 

 Relationship Quality. Higher actor causal uncertainty was associated with 

significantly lower relationship satisfaction, b = -.012, t(200) = -2.85, p = .005. However, 

inconsistent with Boucher (2015), this relationship did not remain significant when 

controlling for any of my covariates (ps ≥ .130), which is contrary to my second 

hypothesis. No partner (p = .110) or actor X partner interaction effect (p = .100) was 

found. Perhaps selection bias was a factor as those individuals who participated in my 

study had to have a partner who agreed to give two hours of their time to come into the 

laboratory and participate in a study designed to examine romantic partner conversations. 

Boucher’s (2015) study, however, required less investment for the partners to participate, 

given that it was conducted online. Furthermore, the association between causal 

uncertainty and relationship quality may occur later in the relationship as my relationship 

demographics are more consistent with Needham’s (2015) findings and not Boucher’s 

(2015). 

 Conflict Coping Strategies. Next, I examined the direct association between 

causal uncertainty and reported conflict coping strategies across six dimensions: 

compromise, domination, avoidance, separation, submission, and interpersonal reactivity. 

No significant results were found for five dimensions (i.e., avoidance, compromise, 

separation, domination, and interactional reactivity; ps ≥ .082), but higher actor causal 

uncertainty was associated with reporting more submissive behaviors during periods of 

conflict, b = .117, t(200) = 2.90, p = .004, which is consistent with Needham’s (2015) 

findings that causal uncertainty is related to patterns that lead to less productive conflicts 
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with one’s romantic partner. The association remained significant when controlling for 

negative affectivity scores (p = .026), but it was not significant when controlling for 

actor: anxiety (p = .078), avoidant attachment (p = .057), or anxious attachment  

(p = .661), which is contrary to my Hypothesis 3. No partner causal uncertainty,  

b = -.016, t(200) = -.389, p = .697, nor actor X partner interaction, b = -.005  

t(200) = -1.42, p = .158, effects were significant.  

 In sum, although generally in the predicted direction, contrary to my hypotheses, 

causal uncertainty was not uniquely associated with any of the relationship measures.  

Conversational Ratings 

Contrary to my predictions, no actor nor partner causal uncertainty effects were 

significant for the conversational ratings (ps ≥ .085). However, actor X partner causal 

uncertainty interaction was significant for all three measures: conversational 

appropriateness, b = .010, t(199) = 1.99, p = .048; conversational effectiveness, b = .014, 

t(200) = 2.87, p = .005; and conversational skills, b = .019, t(200) = 2.36, p = .019. 

Because the interaction term was significant, in these analyses, I controlled for the actor, 

partner, and actor X partner interaction term for each covariate (cf. Muller, Judd, & 

Yzerbyt, 2005). The conversational appropriateness and conversational skills effects did 

not remain significant when controlling for the covariates disconfirming Hypotheses 4 

and 6. However, the conversational effectiveness relationship did remain significant, 

providing partial support for Hypothesis 5. The results for the covariates themselves are 

found in Table 1.2.
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 To examine the conversational effectiveness interaction further, I conducted a 

simple slopes analyses per the recommendation of J. Cohen, Cohen, West, and Aiken 

(2003). For these analyses, I used one standard deviation above and one standard 

deviation below centered partner causal uncertainty scores to replace original centered 

partner causal uncertainty scores in my APIM model. At higher levels of partner causal 

uncertainty, higher actor causal uncertainty was associated with rating a conversation as 

significantly more effective, b = .155, t(200) = 2.02, p = .044. Additionally, at lower 

levels of partner causal uncertainty, higher actor causal uncertainty was associated with 

perceiving the conversation being significantly less effective, b = -.180, t(200) = -2.28,  

Table 1.2. Study 1 Actor Causal Uncertainty X Partner Causal Uncertainty Interaction 
Statistics Controlling for Covariates 

 B t df p 
Conversational Appropriateness     

Actor Anxiety X Partner Anxiety .009 1.77 199 .079 
Actor Negative Affectivity X Partner Negative 

Affectivity 
.008 1.54 199 .125 

Actor ECRR: avoidance X Partner ECRR: avoidance .002 .333 161 .740 
Actor ECRR: anxiety X Partner ECRR: anxiety .007 1.32 165 .188 

Conversational Skills Rating Scale 
Actor Anxiety X Partner Anxiety .017 2.08 200 .039 

Actor Negative Affectivity X Partner Negative 
Affectivity 

.015 1.95 200 .053 

Actor ECRR: avoidance X Partner ECRR: avoidance .008 .008 162 .347 
Actor ECRR: anxiety X Partner ECRR: anxiety .015 1.85 166 .066 

Conversational Skills Rating Scale 
Actor Anxiety X Partner Anxiety .013 2.55 200 .012 

Actor Negative Affectivity X Partner Negative 
Affectivity 

.014 2.83 200 .005 

Actor ECRR: avoidance X Partner ECRR: avoidance .010 2.05 162 .042 
Actor ECRR: anxiety X Partner ECRR: anxiety .013 .005 166 .006 

Notes. The following abbreviations were used: Actor is causal uncertainty actor effect; Partner is causal uncertainty partner effect; 
Anxiety is Anxiety Index; Negative Affectivity is Negative Affectivity Index; ECRR is Experience in Close Relationships 
Questionnaire Revised. 
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p = .024. These findings suggest that romantic partners with similar levels of causal 

uncertainty have more effective conflict conversations than do romantic partners with 

dissimilar levels of causal uncertainty.  

Summary of Primary Dependent Measures 

In sum, none of the causal uncertainty effects for any of my primary dependent 

relationship measures showed incremental validity over other constructs with which 

causal uncertainty is known to covary. Consequently, causal uncertainty does not appear 

to be a unique predictor of relevant relationship factors in Study 1. However, somewhat 

consistent with previous research, causal uncertainty seems to be associated with 

perceptions of whether or not a conversation, in this case a conflict conversation, was 

effective.  

Table 1.3. Study 1 Self-Report Hypothesis Summary  
Hypothesis Supported 

H1: High causally uncertain participants will report greater relational 
uncertainty (particularly partner- and relationship-uncertainty) 
compared to low causally uncertain participants. 

No 

H2: High causally uncertain participants will report lower 
relationship quality compared to low causally uncertain participants. No 

H3: High causally uncertain participants will report greater use of 
negative conflict coping strategies (e.g., avoidance) than low causally 
uncertain participants will. 

No 

H4: High causally uncertain individuals will view their romantic 
partner as less conversationally appropriate during a conflict 
conversation than low causally uncertain individuals do.  

No 

H5: High causally uncertain individuals will view their conflict 
conversation as less effective than low causally uncertain individuals 
do. 

Partially 

H6: High causally uncertain individuals will view their romantic 
partner as less conversationally skilled after a conflict conversation 
than low causally uncertain individuals do. 

No 
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Exploratory Analyses 

I also was interested in examining the conflict conversation itself – specifically, 

what was said during the conversation and the topic of the conversation. To examine the 

word content used by individuals during their discussions, research assistants transcribed 

the video recorded conversations and then separated them so each member of the dyad 

had an individual document.6 I then ran these documents in LIWC using the option to 

analyze the word content in the individual Word document. Therefore, the LIWC output 

produced percentages for each partner for all of the standard word dictionaries. For these 

analyses, I conducted random slope multilevel linear regressions in the lme4 package 

(Bates, Maechler, Bolker, & Walker, 2015) in R. I used centered causal uncertainty as my 

predictor and dyad identification as the random intercept in my model. If causal 

uncertainty was a significant predictor, I examined the association with each of my 

covariates individually.7   

 Higher causal uncertainty was associated with greater use of certainty words, 

b = -.009, t(98) = -2.14, p = .035, but this association did not remain significant when 

controlling for anxiety (p = .086), negative affectivity (p = .119), avoidant attachment (p 

= .097), or anxious attachment ( p = .319). Higher causal uncertainty also was not 

associated with the use of causation words, b = .010, t(98) = 1.82, p = .072.  

No association was found between causal uncertainty and the use of negative 

emotion (p = .587), anxiety (p = .287), first-person singular (p = .148), second-person (p 

                                                
6 Each transcription was completed by a single research assistant. If there were issues with audio the 
research assistants were instructed to indicate that in the Word document so that they could be evaluated by 
another research assistant. If these results could not be resolved that notes were deleted from the transcripts 
as not to affect the analyses.  
7 Attachment scores were centered, but indices were not. 
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= .310) or first-person plural words (p = .398) words. These results did not support 

Hypotheses 7a to 7g.8 

Recall that the topic of conversation was provided by the researcher based on the 

dyads’ responses to the Modified Issues Checklist. The topic selection process occurred 

by examining each member’s responses to determine the topic the dyad members agreed 

on and produced the highest anger level ratings. In other words, if Jane and Michael are 

participating in the study, each member would have to indicate substance use was an 

issue in the relationship and rate this topic as producing a greater level of anger than the 

other issues provided. Intraclass correlations between members’ anger ratings was .118 

(Kenny & Ledermann, 2019) with an average anger score of 2.58 (SD = 1.21; range 1 to 

5). Lying/dishonesty (13.76%) was the most frequently selected topic followed closely by 

not talking to or spending enough time with each other (11.93%) and using substances 

(11.00%).  

To better assess the severity of the topics discussed, several research assistants 

and I held a meeting to discuss each of the items and their level of harshness (i.e., the 

perceived negative impact the argument may have on the relationship long term). A 

severity rating was assigned to a topic only once all research assistants agreed. Ones with 

higher ratings (i.e., 5 to 7) were seen by the research team as more likely to result in harm 

to the relationship. For instance, a severity rating of 6 (e.g., using substances) is likely to 

be a persistent issue in the relationship, but it may not result in relationship dissolution. 

Using this rating scheme, I was able to determine that a majority of the dyads (65.14%) 

                                                
8 I also examined if causal uncertainty was associated with the use of greater questions being asked during a 
conversation with one’s partner by examining the percentage of questions in each document. No 
association was found, b = .003, t(98) = .458, p = .647.  
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discussed a topic classified as higher in severity (5 to 7), whereas 15.02% addressed less 

severe (1 to 3) topics. Table 1.4 provides detailed information concerning the severity 

reason given to each topic and the number of dyads that endorsed that topic for 

conversation.  

Table 1.4. Study 1 Issues Checklist Descriptive Statistics 
Issue Issue Text Severity Dyads 

1. Making too much noise (talking on the phone, music, etc.) 2 1 
2. Bedtime 2 2 
3. Cleaning room/Garbage/Taking shoes off when entering 4 5 
4. Not respecting your need to work (on homework, job, etc.) 5 6 
5. Putting away personal items 2 1 
6. Personal cleanliness (brushing teeth, hand sanitizing, etc.) 5 0 
7. Dirty or inappropriate jokes 2 5 
8. Turning off lights in room(s) 1 1 
9. Spending money on unnecessary items (e.g., books, video games, 

clothes, etc.) 
5 3 

10. Vacation plans 2 2 
11. Family (e.g., where to spend the holiday, disagreements) 5 4 
12. Using substances 6 12 
13. Taking relationship to next level (e.g., moving in, engagement, 

marriage, etc.) 
6 4 

14. Staying late at work 4 0 
15. Forgetting important events (e.g., birthday, anniversary, etc.) 5 1 
16. Wake up time/getting up in the morning 3 3 
17. Lying/Dishonesty 7 15 
18. Talking back to partner/Incivility 4 1 
19. Bothering partner when [they] want to be alone (e.g., texting) 3 2 
20. Putting items back in different places (e.g., dishes in a different 

cupboard) 
2 0 

21. Bothering/Not getting along with partner’s friends 5 3 
22. Public displays of affection 4 4 
23. What to watch (e.g., television, movie, etc.) 2 0 
24. Making plans without informing partner first 4 6 
25. Inability to compromise/get along with partner 6 3 
26. Coming home late/Waking up partner 3 0 
27. Different lifestyles (e.g., religion) 6 2 
28. Ignoring/Not listening to partner’s requests 6 5 
29. Not talking/spending enough time with partner 6 13 
30. Other * 2 

Note. * Indicates that the severity value differed. Dyads indicates the frequency at which each topic was 
discussed in my sample.  
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I again conducted multilevel linear regression models and found that causal 

uncertainty was not associated with the level of anger that individuals felt about the topic 

that they discussed, b = .009, t(82) = 1.22, p = .225, or the severity9 of the dyads’ 

conversation, b = -.001, t(196) = -.150, p = .881. Although I did not have hypotheses 

about these variables, these findings were not surprising given that the activation of 

causal uncertainty likely is more dependent on individual cognitions produced by why a 

situation occurred rather than what the situation was.  

Summary of Exploratory Dependent Measures 

  Table 1.5 below summarizes my exploratory hypotheses, which were designed to 

examine how causal uncertainty may play a role in more specific aspects of the 

conversation including the severity of the topic and the words that people used during the 

actual conversation. However, causal uncertainty did not remain significant when 

controlling for my covariate measures. Consequently, causal uncertainty was not a unique 

predictor of these outcomes above and beyond the effects produced by these other 

variables. 

                                                
9 Given that the severity rating was the same for both members of the dyad, this analysis was a simple 
linear regression that examined the association between causal uncertainty and the severity of the 
conversation. 
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Discussion 

 The only unique effect I found for causal uncertainty was a significant actor X 

partner causal uncertainty interaction for conversational effectiveness ratings. 

Specifically, at higher levels of partner causal uncertainty, high causally uncertain 

individuals rated the conversation as more effective, while at lower levels of partner 

uncertainty, high causally uncertain individuals found the conversations as less effective. 

Thus, romantic partner similarity in causal uncertainty increases the perceived 

effectiveness of conversations at least about a conflict. 

Strengths and Limitations 

  The present study has two strengths. The first is that both members of a romantic 

relationship were brought into the lab to engage in a conflict conversation. This study is 

the first to examine causal uncertainty in the context of actual relationship conflicts. 

Table 1.5. Study 1 Exploratory Conversational Hypotheses Summary 
Hypothesis Supported? 

H7a: High causally uncertain individuals will use a greater percentage 
of certainty words (e.g., “always”) compared to low causally uncertain 
individuals. 

No 

H7b: High causally uncertain individuals will use a greater percentage 
of causation words (e.g., “because”) compared to low causally 
uncertain individuals. 

No 

H7c: High causally uncertain individuals will use a greater percentage 
of negative emotion words (e.g., “hurt”) compared to low causally 
uncertain individuals. 

No 

H7d: High causally uncertain individuals will use a greater percentage 
of anxiety words (e.g., “worried”) compared to low causally uncertain 
individuals. 

No 

H7e: High causally uncertain individuals will use a greater percentage 
of First-person singular words (e.g., “I”) compared to low causally 
uncertain individuals. 

No 

H7f: High causally uncertain individuals will use a greater percentage 
of Second-person singular words (e.g., “you”) compared to low causally 
uncertain individuals. 

No 

H7g: High causally uncertain individuals will use a greater percentage 
of First-person plural words (e.g., “we”) compared to low individuals. No 
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Second, in this study, I evaluated the word content used during a conflict conversation. 

This study is the first causal uncertainty dyadic study to systematically assess the verbal 

content of conversations.  

 The biggest limitation of this study is that participants were given the option to 

select “prefer not to answer” for various questions, which could have impacted the scale 

responses (see Appendix Z for missing values analysis conducted in SPSS version 25; 

IBM Corp, 2017). I tried to correct for the potential problems that missing data posed by 

calculating my scale scores ignoring missing values, which produced conservative scores. 

Another limitation of these data is that the topic of the conversation was selected based 

on an argument that both members of the dyad agreed on, but they may not have been 

equally angered by. In other words, if Michael indicated he was only slightly angered by 

substance use (i.e., a value of 1), but Jane was greatly angered (i.e., a value of 5), as 

indicated by their Issues Checklist responses, Jane could have steered the conversation to 

a greater extent.10 Therefore, examining interactions in which each individual has the 

opportunity to speak about an issue may provide more details about how causal 

uncertainty is associated with perceptions of a conflict.  

  

                                                
10 The correlation between actor word count and partner word count was not significant (r = -.039, p = 
.587). 
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Chapter 3 

Why a Romantic Argument Occurred 

I had two goals in Study 2. The first was to obtain a clearer picture of previous 

research findings concerning causal uncertainty’s association with several romantic 

relationship variables. In Study 1, I found that causal uncertainty was negatively 

associated with relational uncertainty, relationship quality, and more negative conflict 

coping strategies. However, incremental validity for these variables was not consistently 

found. Additionally, the specifics of these findings were inconsistent with Boucher 

(2015), as I found an association only with relational-investment and no association with 

relationship quality and with Needham (2015) who found an avoidant coping strategy 

was endorsed rather than other strategies. So, the relationships required more 

investigation. I predicted that:  

H1: High causally uncertain participants will report greater relational 

uncertainty (e.g., relationship investment) compared to low causally uncertain 

participants. 

H2: High causally uncertain participants will report lower relationship quality 

compared to low causally uncertain participants. 

H3: High causally uncertain participants will report greater use of negative 

conflict coping strategies (i.e., submission) than will low causally uncertain 

participants. 

Conversational Measures  

The second goal was to determine if causal uncertainty was negatively associated 

with perceptions of the conversation about why the last conflict occurred. If Jane and 



 

 39  

 

Michael come into the laboratory, in the first portion of the study, Jane would provide 

information concerning what she believed the last topic of her argument with Michael to 

be, when it happened, and to provide reasons why she believed that argument might have 

occurred. In the second portion of the study, Michael would provide the same 

information from his perspective. This procedure was used to provide each individual the 

opportunity to discuss an argument–particularly if each partner selected a different 

argument–and to determine if causally uncertain individuals were able to generate more 

reasons about why the argument occurred. Previous research (Edwards, 1998; Tobin & 

Raymundo, 2009) using thought-listing tasks has found that high causally uncertain 

individuals generated more potential causes for why an event took place than did low 

causally uncertain people. Thus, I was interested in seeing if I could replicate this effect. I 

predicted that:  

H4: High causally uncertain individuals will provide more reasons for their last 

argument than will low causally uncertain individuals. 

Furthermore, because the participants will be engaging in two conversations in 

which they switch roles, I again measured conversational appropriateness, effectiveness, 

and perceptions of conversational skills for each conversation. I, therefore, predicted:  

H5: High causally uncertain individuals will view their romantic partner as less 

conversationally appropriate during a conflict conversation than low causally 

uncertain individuals will.  

H6: High causally uncertain individuals will view their conflict conversation as 

less effective than low causally uncertain individuals will. 
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H7: High causally uncertain individuals will view their romantic partner as less 

conversationally skilled after a conflict conversation than low causally uncertain 

individuals will. 

In addition to examining perceptions of the conversations in which participants 

engaged, I wanted to assess the topics of the last argument and the words used during the 

conversation. Specifically, I am interested in the Certainty and Causation dictionaries as 

the conversations focused on why the conversation occurred. I predicted that: 

H8: High causally uncertain individuals will use a greater percentage of certainty 

words during a conflict conversation with their partner than low causally 

uncertain individuals will. 

H9: High causally uncertain individuals will use a greater percentage of 

causation words during a conflict conversation with their partner than low 

causally uncertain individuals will. 

Method 

Participants 

Seventy-three romantic dyads were recruited to participate in the study, but due to 

a technical malfunction, data were not recorded for one dyad member. Therefore, my 

final sample was 72 romantic dyads.11 I again conducted sensitivity power calculations 

(Ackerman & Kenny, 2016). Given my sample size I had 80% power to detect an actor 

effect size of .47), but I needed an additional 43 dyads to detect a partner effect size of 

37. 

                                                
11 Again, given previous research in my laboratory I expected to collect data from close to 150 dyads 
during an academic year. Again, I used sequential analysis to help determine the sample size  However, 
recruitment was far lower than expected, particularly in the winter term.  
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Participants were recruited from the Psychology Department’s participant pool, 

Queen’s University related Facebook pages, posters located across the Queen’s 

University campus and the Kingston area, and classroom presentations in upper-level 

psychology courses. All participants indicated their interest in participating via email 

after receiving information about the study.  

 The average relationship length was 16.37 months (SD = 13.92) ranging from 1.5 

months to 5.08 years. Seventy-four participants identified as female, 69 identified as 

male, and one identified as non-binary. The average age of participants was 18.99 years 

(SD = 1.72) ranging from 17 to 26 years. 

Measures 

Demographic information for the measures administered in this study, including 

Cronbach’s alphas, can be found in Table 2.1. The factor structures for these scales were 

consistent with Study 1. Further details concerning the exploratory and confirmatory 

analytic models can be found in Appendix AA. The following scale demographic 

information and analyses were obtained from scores I calculated ignoring missing values 

(see Appendix AA for missing value analysis).  

 Although Studies 1 and 2 had many methodological similarities, they also had 

two distinct differences. First, the topic of the conversations did not come from the 

Modified Issues Checklist, but rather their responses to: “What was the topic of your last 

argument with your partner?”, “When did your last argument take place?”, and “List the 

reasons why you believe your last argument with your partner took place.”. Weary and 

Edwards (1994; 1996) argue that causal uncertainty can be elicited in situational contexts 

that produce doubt about the causes of events. By changing the conversational 
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methodology to specifically focus on the causal chain of events relevant to the last 

argument, I hoped to situationally elicit causal uncertainty during the conversation for 

both partners. Additionally, given that the argument identified by each dyad member 

could have differed, it is possible that individuals also experienced uncertainty about 

what their partner selected as their last argument. To account for this, participants were 

each given the opportunity to lead the discussion. Consequently, participants in Study 2 

engaged in two five-minute conflict conversations and provided two ratings on 

conversational appropriateness, effectiveness, and their partner’s conversant skills. 

Second, the Beck Depression Inventory I (Beck et al., 1961) was not administered.12 

Therefore, the negative affectivity index for this study was composed of only neuroticism 

(Goldberg, 1992), rejection sensitivity (Downey & Feldman, 1996), and negative mood 

(Cacioppo et al., 1988).

                                                
12 I considered obtaining depression scores from the Psychology Department’s pre-screening but the 
analyses would have been too underpowered to be interpretable (n = 64 participants, so even fewer dyads).  
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Table 2.1. Study 2 Measure Descriptive Statistics 
 n M SD Min Max α ICR 

Causal Uncertainty  144 35.07 11.94 14.00 70.00 .90 .32 
RUM: self-investment 144 30.03 12.13 19.00 69.00 .94 .44 
RUM: partner-investment 144 31.56 14.08 19.00 90.00 .96 .55 
RUM: relationship-investment 144 28.00 11.05 16.00 78.00 .92 .45 
Relationship Quality Index       .41 

RAS 144 30.95 4.22 8.00 35.00 .78  
WILL 144 29.81 3.49 6.00 36.00 .52  
RSES 143 35.89 3.60 21.00 40.00 .72  

RPCS: compromise 144 58.35 9.74 27.00 70.00 .93 .08 
RPCS: avoidance 144 9.72 3.36 3.00 15.00 .87 .55 
RPCS: interactional reactivity 144 10.15 4.51 6.00 26.00 .80 .18 
RPCS: separation 144 13.43 4.91 5.00 25.00 .86 -.12 
RPCS: domination 144 14.58 6.38 6.00 30.00 .91 .28 
RPCS: submission 144 13.25 4.85 5.00 25.00 .87 -.12 
Conversational Appropriate C1 144 82.65 8.98 56.00 100.00 .82 .29 
Conversational Effectiveness C1 144 69.98 10.43 40.00 92.00 .86 .39 
Conversational Skills Rating C1 143 98.85 15.97 53.00 125.00 .94 .32 
Conversational Appropriate C2 143 82.93 11.06 46.00 100.00 .90 .22 
Conversational Effectiveness C2 143 73.03 8.88 45.00 92.00 .84 .39 
Conversational Skills Rating C2 143 101.44 16.10 61.00 125.00 .92 .29 
Anxiety Index       .14 

MASQ-AA 142 23.05 8.38 13.00 53.00 .86  
IAS 144 42.70 13.19 15.00 74.00 .91  

Negative Affectivity Index       .40 
BFI 136 30.41 10.05 8.00 54.00 .85  
RS 142 55.03 31.25 8.00 216.00 .82  

DES 141 15.29 5.36 8.00 39.00 .77  
ECRR: avoidance 134 40.66 18.07 18.00 92.00 .92 .15 
ECRR: anxiety 135 55.33 23.84 18.00 120.00 .93 .15 
Notes. Values were obtained after missing values were imputed for predictor and outcome 
variables. Index score statistics are based on standardized values. ICR is Interclass 
correlation and values were obtained from Kenny and Ledermann’s (2019) Individual to 
Pairwise Restructuring of Dyadic data application. The following abbreviations were used: 
RUM is Relational Uncertainty Measure; RAS is Relationship Assessment Scale; WILL is 
Willingness to Interact Scale; RSES is Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale-Revised; RPCS is 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale; C1 is Conversation 1; C2 is Conversation 2; MASQ-AA is 
Mood and Anxiety Symptom Questionnaire-Anxious Arousal; IAS is Interaction 
Anxiousness Scale; BFI is Big Five Inventory-neuroticism; RS is Rejection Sensitivity 
Scale-Short Form; DES is Differential Emotions Scale; ECRR is Experience in Close 
Relationships Questionnaire-Revised. 
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Procedures 

After arriving for the study, couples were separated from one another to complete 

informed consent, demographic questions, and several self-report measures to assess 

various relationship variables (e.g., Romantic Partner Conflict Scale). They also provided 

information about their last argument with their romantic partner. Once both members of 

the dyad indicated to the researcher that they were ready to move on, participants were 

instructed to sit in the middle of the room facing their partner to begin the first five-

minute video-recorded conversation. For the first conversation, participants preselected to 

go first stated what they believed their last argument was and outlined for their partner 

the reasons that they believed this argument took place. The partner designated the 

listener during this conversation was instructed to respond to that information. After five-

minutes were up, participants returned to their original laptop to provide their perceptions 

of the conversation (e.g., Conversational Appropriateness Scale). Again, once both 

participants were ready to move on, they informed the research assistant and returned to 

the center of the room. For the second five-minute conversation, the roles of speaker and 

listener were reversed. After completing the second conversation, participants returned to 

their laptop to complete their perceptions of the conversation. Upon completing these 

items, as in Study 1, participants returned to the center of the room to engage in a 

conversation about what they would do if they won a large sum of money in the lottery 

(cf. Hollenstein & Lewis, 2006). Participants then separately completed the rest of my 

self-report measures (e.g., Big Five Inventory-neuroticism) before being debriefed and 

thanked for their time. 
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Results 

I again conducted APIM analyses using the nlme package in R. As in Study 1, I 

treated the dyad members as indistinguishable to be inclusive of same-gender pairs. I 

used the same predictors and approach to incremental validity that I used in Study 1. 

Relationship Measures 

Relational Uncertainty. No association was found between causal uncertainty 

and uncertainty concerning self-investment (ps ≥ .133). However, higher actor causal 

uncertainty was significantly related to greater uncertainty about both one’s partner’s 

investment, b = .014, t(144) = 2.63, p = .009, and overall relationship investment,  

b = .018, t(144) = 3.72, p < .001. The former remained significant only when controlling 

for avoidant attachment (p = .012), but not the other covariates (ps ≥ .107). The 

relationship between actor causal uncertainty and overall investment remained significant 

when controlling for anxiety (p = .001), negative affectivity (p = .045), and avoidant 

attachment (p < .001), but not anxious attachment (p = .094). These findings are more 

consistent with Boucher’s (2015) findings concerning relational uncertainty, but the 

association between causal uncertainty and partner investment has not been found 

consistently across studies. 

Relationship Quality. Both higher actor causal uncertainty, b = -.015,  

t(144) = -2.90, p = .004, and higher partner causal uncertainty, b = -.012, t(144) = -2.52, 

p = .013, were significantly associated with lower relationship quality. The actor causal 

uncertainty X partner causal uncertainty interaction was not significant, b = .001,  

t(144) = 1.35 p = .178. When controlling for anxiety, the actor effect remained significant 

(actor p = .030), but the partner effect did not (p = .162), and when controlling for 
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avoidant attachment, the actor effect did not remain significant (actor: p = .118), but the 

partner effect did (p = .036). When controlling for negative affectivity and anxious 

attachment, neither the actor nor the partner causal uncertainty effect remained significant 

(ps ≥ .115).  

Conflict Coping. Causal uncertainty was not associated with avoidant  

(ps ≥ .258), separation (ps ≥ .163), or domination (ps ≥ .052) conflict coping strategies. 

However, higher actor causal uncertainty was associated with reporting significantly less 

compromising, b = -.155, t(144) = -2.23, p = .027, greater submissive, b = .117,  

t(144) = 3.31, p = .001, and greater interactionally reactive, b = .092, t(144) = 2.93,  

p = .004, conflict coping strategies. The actor effect for compromise strategies did not 

remain significant controlling for any of my covariates (ps ≥ .06), and the association 

with interactionally reactive strategies remained significant controlling only for anxiety 

(p = .042) and avoidant attachment (p = .004). The association between submissive 

strategies and causal uncertainty, however, remained significant when controlling for all 

of my covariates (ps ≤ .020). These results are consistent with Needham’s (2015) 

findings in that causal uncertainty was associated with reporting more negative conflict 

coping strategies. Reporting greater submissive behaviors during conflict conversations 

with one’s partner suggests that high causally uncertain individuals are willing to give 

into their partners wishes or withdraw.  

Romantic Measure Conclusions 

Causal uncertainty again was associated with reporting more submissive 

behaviors during a conflict conversation with one’s partner. Thus, the behaviors relevant 

to this strategy may play an important role in the way in which high causally uncertain 
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individuals navigate conflict with their partner. How these behaviors are implemented 

needs to be explored further as examination of non-verbal and verbal behaviors does not 

provide a clear picture of how these behaviors are being utilized nor does it help to 

determine if these behaviors aid in satisfaction with the conflict resolution.  

 Another consistent finding is that high causally uncertain individuals also 

experience doubt about the investment of their romantic relationships, although this 

relationship does not appear to have incremental validity. Research has shown that 

relational uncertainty (Knobloch & Solomon, 2002) is associated with negative outcomes 

in romantic relationships. Specific to causal uncertainty, Boucher (2015) found that 

causal uncertainty and doubts about relationships contribute to decreased relationship 

quality. Given the preliminary evidence from Studies 1 and 2, one of the primary 

responses to this doubt seems to be to engage in submissive behaviors. 

 
Conversational Measures 

 I began my examination of conversational perceptions by determining if causal 

uncertainty was associated with the number of reasons individuals listed for why their last 

argument occurred. Although positive as expected, neither the actor, b = .015,  

Table 2.2. Study 2 Self-Report Hypotheses Summary 
Hypothesis Supported 

H1: High causally uncertain participants will report greater 
relational uncertainty (e.g., relationship-uncertainty) compared 
to low causally uncertain participants. 

No 

H2: High causally uncertain participants will report lower 
relationship quality compared to low causally uncertain 
participants. 

No 

H3: High causally uncertain participants will report greater use 
of negative conflict coping strategies (i.e., submissive) than will 
low causally uncertain participants. 

Partially 
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t(144) = 1.20, p = .234, nor partner, b = .003, t(144) = .212, p = .832, causal uncertainty 

effects were significant, and the interaction also was not significant, b = -.000,  

t(144) = -.370, p = .712. 

Conversation I Perceptions. For the first five-minute conversation, greater actor 

causal uncertainty was significantly related to rating the conversation as less appropriate, 

b = -.200, t(144) = -3.11, p = .002, and their partner as less conversationally skilled,  

b = -.404, t(144) = -3.54, p = .001. No partner causal uncertainty or causal uncertainty 

actor X partner interaction effects were found (ps ≥ .245). The conversational appropriate 

relationship remained significant controlling for all covariates (ps £.023), whereas the 

conversational skills remained significant when controlling all the covariates except 

anxious attachment (p = .115). Unlike Study 1, no relationship was found between causal 

uncertainty and conversational effectiveness ratings for the first conversation (ps ≥ .253).

 Conversation II Perceptions. For the second five-minute conversation, greater 

actor causal uncertainty again was related to rating the conversation as significantly less 

appropriate, b = -.359, t(144) = -4.50, p ≤ .001 and this association remained significant 

controlling for all covariates (ps ≤ .001). Additionally, for the second conversation, 

greater actor causal uncertainty also was associated with perceiving one’s partner as 

significantly less conversationally skilled, b = -.339, t(144) = -2.94, p = .004, which 

remained significant for everything except anxious attachment (p = .370). Again, no 

association was found between causal uncertainty and conversational effectiveness  

(ps ≥ .113). 



 

 49  

 

Conversational Topic and Linguistic Analyses. To examine the association 

between causal uncertainty and the topic of the last argument, two coders (κ = .646) 13 

assessed each topic categorizing them into 10 groups (see Table 2.3). Disagreements 

were resolved by a third coder. Multilevel multinomial linear regression showed no 

relationship between causal uncertainty and topic argument selection (see Table 2.4). 

 
Table 2.4. Study 2 Multinomial Linear Regression Results of Conversation Topic 

 b SE p 
1. Time .016 .038 .674 
2. Commitment .046 .036 .200 
3. Trust .019 .039 .619 
4. Communication -.055 .041 .181 
5. Behavior -.003 .036 .933 
6. Interpersonal .009 .040 .822 
7. Money .034 .045 .452 
8. School/Work -.010 .044 .825 
10. Miscellaneous .029 .047 .530 
11. Food .034 .058 .557 
Note. Comparison group was stating the topic of the argument was “nothing/we do not argue”. 

 

                                                
13 Calculated in SPSS version 25. 

Table 2.3. Study 2 Conversation Topic Categories 
 Number 
1. Time (e.g., “We fought about me spending time somewhere else before 

school.”) 
17 

2. Commitment (e.g., “[We] fought about where I was going to spend 
reading week.”) 

24 

3. Trust (e.g., “We fought about trust.”) 15 
4. Communication (e.g., “I was stressed out and he was criticizing me.”) 16 
5. Behavior (e.g., “We fought about when it’s appropriate to joke about 

some things and when not to joke.”) 
27 

6. Interpersonal (e.g., “Choosing to spend time with my friend over her.”) 12 
7. Money (e.g., “Fought about who should have to pay for possible broken 

laptop.”) 
7 

8. School/Work (e.g., “stress”) 9 
9. Nothing (e.g., “I don’t remember.”) 8 
10. Miscellaneous (e.g., “We fought about inequality.”) 6 
11. Food (e.g., “We fought about enjoying pineapple on pizza.”) 3 
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To assess the words used in the conversation, I again used LIWC, focusing 

specifically on the Causation (e.g., “always”) and Certainty (e.g., “because”) dictionaries. 

For both conversations, causal uncertainty was not associated with certainty or causation 

words (see Table 2.5). 

 
 

Conversational Perception Conclusions. The conversational perception findings 

in Study 2 were not consistent with my Study 1 results. In Study 1, higher causal 

uncertainty was associated with rating the conversation as less effective, but in Study 2, 

higher causal uncertainty was associated with rating the conversations as less appropriate. 

This difference could be due to the nature of the conversations. In Study 1, participants 

both discussed the same issue during one conversation, but in Study 2, participants may 

not have agreed on what their last argument was, so the two conversations may have been 

on different topics. Additionally, the conversation task differed in that in Study 1, 

participants were to revisit a prior disagreement, but in Study 2, they were to focus on the 

reasons that they had a disagreement. 

Table 2.5. Study 2 Conversational Word Analyses 
 b T df p 

Conversation 1     
Causation -.012 -1.360 51 .179 
Certainty .002 .348 51 .729 

Conversation 2     
Causation .001 .074 51 .941 
Certainty -.007 -1.040 51 .301 
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Discussion 

 Study 2 was designed to replicate the relationship variable findings of Study 1, 

and to determine conversational perceptions about why a recent argument occurred. 

Concerning the relationship variables, only the association between causal uncertainty 

and submissive conflict coping strategies remained significant when controlling for all of 

my covariates. However, many of the findings in Study 2 were in a similar direction as 

Study 1. 

 For both conversations about why a recent argument took place, higher causal 

uncertainty was associated with viewing the conversation as violating expected norms for 

the discussion (i.e., appropriateness). Afifi and Reichert (1996) argue that when 

uncertainty is high individuals will engage in more appropriate, rather than effective, 

methods during conversation to maintain their relationships. This finding suggests that 

high causal uncertainty during conversations about the causal nature of an argument may 

Table 2.6. Study 2 Conversational Measure Hypotheses 
Hypothesis Supported? 

H4: High causally uncertain individuals will provide more reasons for 
their last argument than low causally uncertain individuals.  No 

H5: High causally uncertain individuals will view their romantic partner 
as less conversationally appropriate during a conflict conversation than 
low causally uncertain individuals will.  

Yes 

H6: High causally uncertain individuals will view their conflict 
conversation as less effective than low causally uncertain individuals 
will. 

No 

H7: High causally uncertain individuals will view their romantic partner 
as less conversationally skilled after a conflict conversation than low 
causally uncertain individuals will. 

No 

H8: High causally uncertain individuals will use a greater percentage of 
certainty words during a conflict conversation with their partner than 
low causally uncertain individuals will. 

No 

H9: High causally uncertain individuals will use a greater percentage of 
causation words during a conflict conversation with their partner than 
low causally uncertain individuals will. 

No 
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hinder the perception of relationship maintenance techniques that are used during conflict 

conversations.  

Strengths and Limitations 

 As with Study 1, this study benefits from the fact that both romantic partners 

provided information about their relationship. However, a limitation of this study is that 

only a small number of dyads participated, which resulted in lower power. Additionally, 

this study suffered from missing data as participants were able to indicate ‘Prefer Not to 

Answer’. I tried to resolve this issue by calculating scale and index scores by ignoring 

missing values, but this procedure could have produced conservative results for summed 

scales.  

 Another strength of Study 2 is that it provided a more detailed analysis of 

elements of the conversation. Studies 1 and 2 are the first studies to examine the 

linguistic elements of a conversation in causal uncertainty research. Although none of the 

effects of interest were statistically significant it provides more information to begin to 

better understand the mechanisms behind why causally uncertain individuals have fewer 

positive perceptions of conflict conversations compared to low causally uncertain 

individuals14.  

  

                                                
14 The video data used for the linguistic analysis was even more underpowered than the 
overall study due to technical issues. 
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Chapter 4 

Relationships Over Time 

Studies 1 and 2 supported that causal uncertainty was associated with greater 

relational uncertainty and reporting more negative conflict coping strategies. However, 

these findings were somewhat inconsistent with previous research (Boucher, 2015; 

Needham, 2015) and thus, required further investigation. Additionally, no prior research 

has examined the association between causal uncertainty and romantic relationship 

variables over time. Examining these associations over a period of time is important 

because relationships are not static with changes in investment, satisfaction, and 

commitment occurring all the time. I proposed that:  

H1: High causally uncertain participants will report greater relational 

uncertainty (e.g., relationship-uncertainty) compared to low causally uncertain 

participants over time. 

H2: High causally uncertain participants will report greater use of negative 

conflict coping strategies (i.e., submissive) than will low causally uncertain 

participants over time. 

Another inconsistent finding with previous research (Boucher, 2015) in Studies 1 

and 2 is the association between causal uncertainty and decreased relationship quality 

was not supported. Perhaps these discrepancies are due to sample demographics or 

measurement differences. Therefore, in Study 3, I decided to simply examine relationship 

satisfaction via Hendrick’s (1988) Relationship Assessment Scale, rather than the 

relationship quality index from Studies 1 and 2. The Relationship Assessment Scale was 

developed to measure satisfaction in romantic dating relationships and was highly 
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correlated with other more established measures of marital satisfaction (Hendrick, 1998). 

This measure provided two benefits in the present study. First, it is a well-established 

relationship satisfaction measure and short. Given that this study was conducted online 

and 16 measures were administered it helped to limit participant fatigue. Second, the 

Relationship Assessment Scale has been found to be correlated with several other scales 

administered in this study (e.g., Love Attitudes Scale). Furthermore, relationship 

satisfaction has been found to be associated with increased commitment within and 

continuation of romantic relationships (Rusbult, 1987). Additionally, two of the measures 

that I used in my relationship quality index, partner esteem (RSES-R; Swann et al., 1992) 

and willingness to interact (WILL; Coyne 1976), were created for studies on non-

romantic relationships, so they may be less valid measures of liking in a romantic 

context. I predicted that:  

H3: High causally uncertain participants will report lower relationship 

satisfaction compared to low causally uncertain participants over time. 

Previous research conducted by Needham (2015) found an association between 

higher levels of causal uncertainty and expressing less empathy for one’s romantic 

partner. Given that a lack of empathy can signal a lack of understanding between partners 

(Péloquin & Lafontaine, 2010) and thereby damage the relationship, I predicted that:  

H4: High causally uncertain individuals will report less empathy (e.g., 

specifically perspective taking) for their romantic partner over time compared to 

low causally uncertain people. 
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Exploratory 

Given that only four studies have examined causal uncertainty and romantic 

relationships, little is known about potential associations with many relationship factors. 

Therefore, I was interested in examining love styles, sexual attitudes, and relationship 

beliefs that highly causally uncertain individuals may hold. 

 Love Attitudes. An extensive literature attempts to understand the dynamics of 

how people love using six Greek classifications of love: pragma (logical love), ludus 

(game-playing love), euros (passionate love), storge (friendship love), mania (possessive 

love), and agape (selfless love). Each of these love styles is associated with various 

relationship characteristics. Hammock and South Richardson (2011) found that pragma 

was associated with initiation of a romantic relationship. Causal uncertainty has been 

found to be associated with having less successful interactions with strangers including 

high causally uncertain individuals reporting more uncertainty about how the stranger felt 

about them and how they themselves felt about the stranger (Boucher & Jacobson, 2012). 

I, therefore, proposed:   

H5A: High causally uncertain individuals will report more pragma love attitudes 

compared to low causally uncertain individuals over time. 

 In addition to the various love styles being associated with relationship 

characteristics, they also are associated with various personality characteristics. 

Campbell, Foster, and Finkel (2002) found that game-playing love (i.e., ludus) was 

associated with neuroticism, and neuroticism is positively correlated with causal 

uncertainty. Hence, I predicted:  
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H5B: High causally uncertain individuals will report greater ludus love styles 

than will low causally uncertain individuals over time.  

I had no specific predictions about the other love styles (i.e., euros, storge, mania, 

and agape).  

 Sexual Attitudes. The attitudes that individuals hold about sexuality develop, due 

in part, to differing gender expectations (S. Hendrick, C. Hendrick, Salpion-Foote, & 

Foote, 1985). Due to these expectations, women often hold more sexually conservative 

attitudes than do men (C. Hendrick, S. Hendrick, & Reich, 2006). Additionally, C. 

Hendrick and colleagues (2006) determined that sexual attitudes are intertwined with the 

beliefs that individuals have about love. Given that I have made specific predictions 

concerning only the love styles of pragma and ludus, I expected that:  

H6A: High causally uncertain individuals will report more instrumental sexual 

attitudes compared to low causally uncertain people over time. 

H6B: High causally uncertain individuals will report fewer positive attitudes 

toward birth control compared to low causally uncertain people over time. 

 C. Hendrick and colleagues (2006) also found that pragma was related to less 

permissive sexual attitudes, but ludus was associated with more permissive sexual 

attitudes. As I predict that high causal uncertainty will be associated with both pragma 

and ludus, I am not sure how, or if, causal uncertainty will be associated with permissive 

sexual attitudes. Additionally, I had no specific predictions concerning idealistic sexuality 

(i.e., communal sexual attitudes). 

 Relationship Beliefs. Eidelson and Epstein (1982) investigated aspects of 

relationship distress that arose in marital therapy and determined five categories in which 



 

 57  

 

the beliefs associated with the distress can be organized: disagreement is destructive, 

mindreading is expected, partners cannot change, sexual perfectionism, and the sexes are 

different. Stackert and Bursik (2003) found that these categories of irrational beliefs were 

associated with anxious-ambivalent and avoidant attachment more than with secure 

attachment. Additionally, they found that each of these beliefs also was associated with 

decreased relationship satisfaction. Therefore, I proposed that:   

H7: High causally uncertain individuals will report more negative relationship 

beliefs (e.g., disagreement is destructive) than will low causally uncertain 

individuals over time. 

 Relationship Dissolution. The primary focus of Study 3 was to determine how 

causal uncertainty may relate to several relationship relevant variables. However, this 

study was conducted over an academic term, so a portion of my sample may not have 

been in the same relationship at Time 2 as Time 1. Of particular interest to me was how 

causal uncertainty may play a role in the decision to end one’s relationship (or not) and 

the level of contact that one has with their ex-partner.  

 There are many reasons why a relationship may end, and the decision may be one 

sided or mutual. As a result, the causal chain of events that leads to these reasons may not 

be entirely clear and may be difficult for highly causally uncertain individuals to 

comprehend. Therefore, I predict that:  

H8A: High causally uncertain individuals will report less involvement in the 

dissolution of their relationship than will low causally uncertain individuals. 

Research has shown that the level of contact that individuals have with one’s ex-

partner is dependent on a number of factors (cf., Tan, Agnew, VanderDrift, & Harvey, 
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2015) including relationship satisfaction prior to the dissolution of the relationship and 

whether or not the decision to break-up was mutual. Given Boucher’s (2015) finding that 

causal uncertainty was associated with decreased relationship quality I predicted that:  

H8B: High causally uncertain individuals will report more frequent contact with 

their ex-partner than will low causally uncertain individuals. 

Method 

Participants 

Students who indicated they were in a romantic relationship at the time of the 

Psychology Department’s pre-screening were contacted via email and asked if they 

would like to participate in a two-part study on romantic relationships. My final sample 

was 532 participants of a possible 749 participants (i.e., 71.03% of my total sample).15 I 

conducted sensitivity power analyses using G*Power 3 (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & 

Buchner, 2007). Given my sample size, I had 80% power to detect an f 2 effect size of 

.018. 

The average age was 20.95 years (SD = 6.40), ranging from 17 to 65 years. Four 

hundred sixty-nine participants identified as female, 53 identified as male, one identified 

as agender, and nine were unidentified. Additionally, the average relationship length of 

participants was 27.18 months (SD = 45.24), ranging from 1 month to 49 years. Fifty-one 

participants had recently moved in with their romantic partner with the length of time 

ranging from 2 days to 9 months (M = 17.88, SD = 24.25). Participants were granted 1.0 

                                                
15 Fifteen participants were missing data on my predictive measure and three completed less than 90% of 
the Time 1 measures. Thus, my final sample at Time 1 was 731. However, 97 individuals did not complete 
Time 2, an attrition rate of 15.73%. Additionally, 27 individuals completed less than 90% of the Time 2 
measures, six people were missing data on my predictor measure at Time 2, and one person only had 12 
days between Time 1 and Time 2 administration. Finally, 50 participants were no longer in the same 
relationship as Time 1. 
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credit or $10 CAD for participation at Time 1 (i.e., weeks 3 to 6) and 0.5 credits or $5 

CAD for completing Time 2 approximately six weeks later (i.e., weeks 9 to 12). A six-

week time break was selected in the hopes of decreasing attrition rates and because the 

Causal Uncertainty Scale has been found to have good test-retest reliability over a six 

week period (Edwards, 1998). The average time between completing Time 1 and starting 

Time 2 was approximately 51 days (M = 51.11, SD = 9.05) ranging from 30 to 72 days. 

Break-ups. The average age of the 49 participants16 who ended their relationship 

between Time 1 and Time 2 was 20.24 years (SD = 5.52) ranging from 17 to 46 years. 

The average amount of time between survey administration was approximately 53 days 

(M = 53.12, SD = 10.37) ranging from 35 to 76 days. Of these participants, 41 identified 

as female and 8 identified as male. The average length of time since their break-up was 

22.08 days (SD = 16.57) ranging from 1 day to 2 months. Twenty-three participants 

indicated that they chose to end their relationship, 10 indicated that the relationship was 

mutually terminated, and 15 participants indicated that their ex-partner chose to end the 

relationship. One did not indicate whose decision it was to end the relationship. Sixteen 

individuals indicated that they still considered their ex-partner an acquaintance, 12 as 

friends, 7 as close friends, and one indicated their partner was still their best friend, one 

did not indicate their current relationship status with their ex-partner, and 12 participants 

indicated they had no relationship at all with their ex-partner. Participants also indicated 

the level of contact that they had had with their ex-partner since their break-up. Contact 

between most of the participants and their partners was limited: 15 had no contact at all, 

                                                
16 One participant did not complete the predictor measure, at Time 2. 
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16 had contact less than once a month, 10 had contact but not every day, two had contact 

more than once every day, and six did not indicate their level contact with their partner. 

Materials 

In addition to the measures described below, participants completed several scales 

administered in Studies 1 and 2 including the predictive measure (i.e., Causal Uncertainty 

Scale), the relationship dependent measures (i.e., Relationship Assessment Scale, 

Relational Uncertainty Measure, and Romantic Partner Conflict Scale), and the covariate 

measures of interest (i.e., negative affectivity index,17 Mood and Anxiety Symptoms 

Questionnaire-Anxious Arousal, and Experiences in Close Relationships Questionnaire-

Revised). All scale scores were calculated ignoring missing.18 Descriptive statistics, 

including Cronbach’s alpha and test-retest correlations for all measures administered in 

Study 3 can be found in Tables 3.1 to 3.3. As in Studies 1 and 2, exploratory factor 

analyses were conducted for each of these scales.  

 Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples (Péloquine & Lafontaine, 2010). To 

measure the empathy that participants had for their romantic partner, I administered the 

13-item Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples, which examines empathy across two 

dimensions: empathic concern and perspective taking. Items are measured on a 1 (does 

not describe me well) to 5 (describes me very well) and includes items such as, “My 

partner’s misfortunes do not usually disturb me a great deal.” and “In my relationship, I 

believe that there are two sides to every question and try to look at both of them.” Scores 

are obtained by summing all items on the subscale such that higher scores indicate greater 

                                                
17 Due to an error, item 39 on the Big Five Inventory neuroticism subscale, “I see myself as someone who 
gets nervous easily.”, was not administered. 
18 Those participants who answered one or fewer questions for a scale were counted as missing. 
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empathy. A two-factor solution (i.e., an empathic concern factor and a perspective taking 

factor) was supported for this scale. 

 Love Attitudes Scale (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986). To measure participants’ 

personal theories of love, I administered the Love Attitudes Scale where respondents 

endorse a specific style of love: passionate love, game-playing love, friendship love, 

practical love, possessive/dependent love, or altruistic love. Each of the 7-item subscales 

include statements such as, “When my partner gets angry with me, I still love him/her 

fully and unconditionally.” and “I would endure all things for the sake of my partner.” 

measured on a 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree) scale.19 Scores were obtained 

by reverse coding positively worded items and summing all subscale items, such that 

higher scores indicate greater endorsement of a specific love style. Exploratory factor 

analyses supported the original six-factor structure for this scale. 

 The Brief Sexual Attitudes Scale (Hendrick, Hendrick, & Reich, 2006). The 

Brief Sexual Attitudes Scale is a 23-item scale that assesses four dimensions 

(permissiveness, birth control, communion, instrumentality) of sexual attitudes. Items 

include, “It is okay for sex to be just good physical release.” And, “At its best, sex seems 

to be the merging of two souls.” measured on a 5-point scale ranging from A (strongly 

agree with statement) to E (strongly disagree with statement). To obtain a score, response 

anchors (i.e., A, B, C, D, and E) are converted to numerical values from 1 to 5. Values 

then were summed for each subscale where higher scores indicated more negative 

                                                
19 The word ‘lover’ was replaced with the word ‘partner’ because it is not clear how the respondents might 
define the term ‘lover’ in the context of their relationships (i.e., as a hook-up or a committed relationship). 
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attitudes. The original four-factor structure for this scale was supported from my 

exploratory factor analyses 

 Relationship Beliefs Inventory (Eidelson & Epstein, 1982). I administered the 40-

item Relationship Beliefs Inventory to examine the extent that people endorse dysfunctional 

beliefs about their intimate relationships. The scale is composed of five subscales 

(disagreement is destructive; mindreading is expected; partners cannot change; sexual 

perfectionism; the sexes are different) that include items such as, “I do not expect my partner 

to sense all my moods.” and, “Men and women need the same basic things out of a 

relationship.” Average scores are obtained by summing all items on the subscale and divided 

by eight where higher scores indicate more functional beliefs. The original five-factor 

structure for this scale best fit these data.
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Table 3.1. Study 3 Time 1 Measure Descriptive Statistics 
 N M SD Min Max α 

Causal Uncertainty  532 35.69 12.11 14.00 71.00 .91 
RUM: self-investment* 532 33.04 18.90 18.00 114.00 .98 
RUM: partner-investment* 532 33.09 18.12 19.00 114.00 .98 
RUM: relationship-investment* 532 28.57 14.06 16.00 96.00 .96 
RPCS: compromise 527 58.85 10.19 15.00 70.00 .95 
RPCS: avoidance 528 9.96 3.33 3.00 15.00 .88 
RPCS: interactional reactivity 528 10.72 4.72 5.00 29.00 .82 
RPCS: separation  528 12.76 5.35 5.00 25.00 .90 
RPCS: domination 528 13.33 6.01 5.00 30.00 .90 
RPCS: submission 528 11.63 4.83 5.00 25.00 .89 
Relationship Satisfaction* 532 30.79 4.32 13.00 35.00 .85 
IRIC: perspective taking 532 28.08 5.11 8.00 30.00 .86 
IRIC: empathic concern  532 26.52 3.30 7.00 35.00 .71 
LAS: pragma 530 20.82 5.98 7.00 35.00 .80 
LAS: ludus  531 29.12 5.62 7.00 35.00 .80 
LAS: euros  531 12.85 5.11 6.00 35.00 .81 
LAS: storge  531 16.98 5.53 7.00 32.00 .75 
LAS: mania  530 22.30 5.65 7.00 35.00 .73 
LAS: agape  530 15.32 5.03 7.00 32.00 .79 
BSAS: sexual instrumentality 530 15.55 3.80 5.00 25.00 .69 
BSAS: birth control  530 4.82 2.64 3.00 15.00 .85 
BSAS: sexual communion  530 12.01 4.07 5.00 25.00 .74 
BSAS: sexual permissiveness 531 33.07 8.64 10.00 50.00 .86 
RBI: disagreement is destructive* 532 17.35 4.93 8.00 36.00 .78 
RBI: mindreading is expected*  532 20.48 5.18 8.00 36.00 .78 
RBI: partners cannot change*  532 18.18 3.83 7.00 29.00 .58 
RBI: sexual perfectionism*  529 20.71 5.38 7.00 36.00 .69 
RBI: sexes Are Different*  532 18.87 5.08 8.00 37.00 .72 
Anxiety Index 533 0.00 0.77 -1.80 3.06  

MASQ-Anxious Arousal 532 25.29 9.20 14.00 70.00 .87 
Interaction Anxiousness Scale 529 45.69 12.97 15.00 75.00 .91 

Negative Affectivity Index 533 0.00 0.75 -1.68 3.21  
Beck Depression Inventory 532 9.39 8.32 0.00 50.00 .92 

Big Five Inventory 532 27.62 5.65 13.00 41.00 .80 
Rejection Sensitivity Scale 531 55.92 28.27 8.00 162.00 .82 

Differential Emotions Scale 532 19.86 7.64 8.00 44.00 .81 
ECRR: avoidance* 531 40.63 17.05 18.00 121.00 .92 
ECRR: anxiety* 531 49.70 20.74 18.00 113.00 .92 
Partner Esteem 532 15.09 4.69 9.00 40.00 .84 
Notes. Values were obtained after missing values were imputed for predictor and outcome variables. Index score statistics are 
based on standardized values. ICR is Interclass correlation and values were obtained from Kenny and Ledermann’s (2019) 
Individual to Pairwise Restructuring of Dyadic data application. The following abbreviations were used: RUM is Relational 
Uncertainty Measure; RPCS is Romantic Partner Conflict Scale; IRIC is Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples; BSAS is Brief 
Sexual Attitudes Scale; RBI is Relationship Beliefs Inventory; MASQ is Mood and Anxiety Symptom Questionnaire; ECRR is 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised. 
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Relationship Dissolution. Although not the primary focus of this study, I did 

include relationship dissolution questions at Time 2. These questions, located in 

Appendix Y, were adapted from Tan and colleagues (2015). These items were designed 

to obtain more information about how participants perceived their ex-partner and the 

level of contact after the dissolution of their relationship.

Table 3.2. Study 3 Time 2 Measure Descriptive Statistics 
 N M SD Min Max α 

Causal Uncertainty  531 36.50 13.61 14.00 84.00 .93 
RUM: self-investment* 531 33.50 21.44 18.00 114.00 .99 
RUM: partner-investment* 532 33.92 20.82 18.00 114.00 .99 
RUM: relationship-investment* 532 28.15 15.37 16.00 96.00 .97 
RPCS: compromise  528 58.82 10.15 14.00 70.00 .95 
RPCS: avoidance  530 9.78 3.46 3.00 15.00 .90 
RPCS: interactional reactivity  531 11.33 5.20 5.00 30.00 .86 
RPCS: separation  531 13.11 5.50 5.00 25.00 .92 
RPCS: domination  530 13.68 6.06 5.00 30.00 .92 
RPCS: submission  531 11.88 5.06 5.00 25.00 .92 
Relationship Satisfaction* 531 30.45 4.72 10.00 35.00 .87 
IRIC: perspective taking  531 28.27 4.13 14.00 35.00 .84 
IRIC: empathic concern  530 26.07 3.71 12.00 30.00 .74 
LAS: pragma  532 20.90 6.39 7.00 35.00 .84 
LAS: ludus  530 28.47 6.24 7.00 35.00 .80 
LAS: euros  532 13.63 5.96 7.00 35.00 .87 
LAS: storge  532 17.67 6.10 7.00 35.00 .80 
LAS: mania  532 22.24 5.85 7.00 35.00 .76 
LAS: agape  530 16.25 5.69 7.00 35.00 .84 
BSAS: sexual instrumentality  532 15.50 4.02 6.00 25.00 .75 
BSAS: birth control  530 4.97 3.06 3.00 15.00 .92 
BSAS: sexual communion  532 12.21 4.47 4.00 25.00 .83 
BSAS: sexual permissiveness  532 32.09 9.19 11.00 50.00 .89 
RBI: disagreement is destructive*  532 17.65 5.23 8.00 37.00 .82 
RBI: mindreading is expected*  532 20.22 5.21 8.00 35.00 .78 
RBI: partners cannot change*  532 18.69 4.03 8.00 31.00 .64 
RBI: sexual perfectionism*  532 20.55 5.11 8.00 35.00 .68 
RBI: sexes Are different*  530 19.39 5.53 8.00 37.00 .75 
Notes. Values were obtained after missing values were imputed for predictor and outcome variables. Index score statistics are 
based on standardized values. ICR is Interclass correlation and values were obtained from Kenny and Ledermann’s (2019) 
Individual to Pairwise Restructuring of Dyadic data application. The following abbreviations were used: RUM is Relational 
Uncertainty Measure; RPCS is Romantic Partner Conflict Scale; IRIC is Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples; BSAS is Brief 
Sexual Attitudes Scale; RBI is Relationship Beliefs Inventory; ECRR is Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised. 
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Table 3.3. Study 3 Measure Descriptive Statistics for Participants who Broke-Up 
 N M SD Min Max α 

Causal Uncertainty Time 1 49 37.59 12.92 14.00 59.00 .91 
Causal Uncertainty Time 2 49 39.53 14.52 14.00 82.00 .94 
RUM: self-investment 49 48.86 22.19 19.00 114.00 .98 
RUM: partner-investment 49 48.73 22.57 19.00 110.00 .98 
RUM: relationship-investment 49 41.55 16.83 16.00 91.00 .96 
RPCS: compromise 49 54.42 10.68 26.00 70.00 .95 
RPCS: avoidance 49 10.20 3.37 3.00 15.00 .88 
RPCS: interactional reactivity 49 13.84 6.13 6.00 30.00 .89 
RPCS: separation 49 13.67 5.34 5.00 25.00 .91 
RPCS: domination 49 13.10 5.46 5.00 25.00 .90 
RPCS: submission 49 16.37 5.74 6.00 30.00 .91 
Relationship Assessment Scale* 49 26.20 5.18 16.00 35.00 .82 
IRIC: perspective taking 49 22.73 4.44 14.00 30.00 .80 
IRIC: empathic concern 49 29.10 4.06 19.00 35.00 .58 
LAS: pragma 49 19.41 5.47 7.00 35.00 .79 
LAS: ludus 49 26.14 6.74 7.00 34.00 .83 
LAS: euros 49 14.47 5.41 7.00 35.00 .81 
LAS: storge 49 16.02 5.43 7.00 31.00 .76 
LAS: mania 49 20.33 6.15 7.00 33.00 .79 
LAS: agape 49 16.08 5.54 7.00 25.00 .81 
BSAS: sexual instrumentality 49 14.84 4.24 6.00 25.00 .81 
BSAS: birth control 49 5.29 3.11 3.00 15.00 .89 
BSAS: sexual communion 49 12.55 4.53 5.00 22.00 .85 
BSAS: sexual permissiveness 49 31.47 8.33 15.00 49.00 .86 
RBI: disagreement is destructive 49 19.27 5.26 9.00 30.00 .78 
RBI: mindreading is expected 49 22.18 4.45 11.00 31.00 .72 
RBI: partners cannot change 49 19.61 3.69 12.00 28.00 .60 
RBI: sexual perfectionism 49 22.49 3.99 14.00 32.00 .66 
RBI: the Sexes Are Different 49 19.47 6.13 8.00 33.00 .79 
Anxiety Index       

MASQ-Anxious Arousal 49 26.88 9.63 14.00 49.00 .88 
Interaction Anxiousness Scale 49 42.37 9.71 20.00 64.00 .81 

Negative Affectivity Index       
Beck Depression Inventory 49 11.27 11.62 0.00 43.00 .95 

Big Five Inventory 49 27.08 5.36 16.00 39.00 .72 
Rejection Sensitivity Scale* 49 60.15 27.68 17.00 118.00 .81 
Differential Emotions Scale 49 22.49 8.18 8.00 46.00 .80 

Partner Esteem 49 17.18 4.25 10.00 27.00 .73 
ECRR: avoidance* 49 52.00 20.54 23.00 112.00 .93 
ECRR: anxiety* 49 61.84 19.74 21.00 104.00 .90 
Notes. Values were obtained after missing values were imputed for predictor and outcome variables. Index score statistics are based 
on standardized values. ICR is Interclass correlation and values were obtained from Kenny and Ledermann’s (2019) Individual to 
Pairwise Restructuring of Dyadic data application. The following abbreviations were used: RUM is Relational Uncertainty 
Measure; RPCS is Romantic Partner Conflict Scale; IRIC is Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples; BSAS is Brief Sexual 
Attitudes Scale; RBI is Relationship Beliefs Inventory; MASQ is Mood and Anxiety Symptom Questionnaire; ECRR is Experience 
in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised. 
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Procedure 

Prior to receiving the study link, participants were sent an initial email informing 

them that the study would be conducted online in two-parts, with Time 1 taking 

approximately 60-minutes and Time 2 taking approximately 30-mintues. At that time, I 

also asked participants if their romantic partner would be interested in participating in the 

study. Romantic partners (n = 5)20 who expressed an interest were contacted separately 

with the study information.  

Time 1 occurred between the third and sixth week in the academic term. 

Participants were instructed that they had three days to complete all of the study materials 

once they received the study link. Informed consent was required before the participants 

were given access to the questionnaires. The first measure was the demographic items 

followed by the predictor, dependent, and covariate measures, which were presented in 

random order using the randomizer component in Qualtrics survey flow. After 

completing all study materials participants were thanked for their participation and 

reminded that they would be receiving a follow-up link at the end of the term.  

The Time 2 administration occurred between weeks 9 and 12 of the semester. 

Again, participants were sent a Qualtrics link and started with an informed consent. 

However, the questions participants were given varied depending on if they remained in 

the same romantic relationship as Time 1. Those participants who were in the same 

relationship as Time 1, completed the same dependent measures as the previous 

administration. However, participants who were no longer in the same relationship, 

                                                
20 To account for the non-independence in my data I used robust sandwich estimators in my regression 
analyses with the lmtest (Horhron et al., 2019) and sandwich (Zeileis, 2004) packages in R. 
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briefly described why they believed their relationship ended and who decided to end the 

relationship in addition to several demographic questions concerning their current 

feelings and contact with their ex-partner (Tan et al., 2015). Regardless of individuals’ 

romantic partner status, all participants completed the Causal Uncertainty Scale again. 

After finishing all items, participants were debriefed and thanked for their time. 

Results 

 As in Studies 1 and Studies 2, I calculated scale scores ignoring missing values. 

However, I did not calculate scores for participants missing four or more values for a 

given scale. Additionally, the anxiety index and negative affectivity index were 

calculated by summing the individual scale values, standardizing the resulting scores, and 

averaging the standardized scores together to obtain a single value.  

My primary focus in this study was to examine the relationship between causal 

uncertainty and several relationship variables over time. Therefore, I conducted linear 

regression analyses in R. My model included Time 1 causal uncertainty scores as a 

predictor of my Time 2 dependent variables (e.g., relationship satisfaction), while 

controlling for that dependent variable’s Time 1 score. If the causal uncertainty effect 

was significant I added each of my covariates to the model individually. Cross-sectional 

causal uncertainty results for Time 1 and Time 2 can be found in Appendix BB. 

Relationship Measures 

 I began by examining the three investment components of relational uncertainty 

(i.e., self, partner, and relationship). No significant relationships were found between 

causal uncertainty and changes in these three components over time (ps ≥ .193) meaning 

that Hypothesis 1 was not supported. Boucher (2015) found that higher causal uncertainty 
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and greater relational uncertainty (specifically partner and relationship investment), and 

in Studies 1 and 2, I found that higher causal uncertainty was associated with greater 

relationship uncertainty (specifically relationship investment). However, these studies 

were cross-sectional in nature. 

 I next examined conflict coping strategies. Higher causal uncertainty was 

associated with reporting decreased use of compromising conflict coping strategies,  

b = -.065, t(520) = -2.16, p = .031 over time. Additionally, higher causal uncertainty was 

associated with increased use of submissive, b = .046, t(524) = 2.67, p = .008, 

interactionally reactive, b = .039, t(524) = 2.25, p = .025, and dominant,  

b = .038, t(523) = 2.05, p = .041, coping strategies over time. In other words, higher 

causal uncertainty was associated with negotiating less with one’s partner (compromise), 

being more willing to give in to a partner’s point of view (submission), being more 

verbally aggressive (interactional reactivity), and attempting to coerce one’s partner 

(domination) during a conflict over time (Zacchilli, Hendrick, & Hendrick, 2009). 

However, the longitudinal association between causal uncertainty and compromise 

remained significant only when controlling for partner esteem (p = .040), but not anxiety 

(p = .121),  negative affectivity (p = .101), anxious attachment (p = .076), or avoidant 

attachment (p = .072); the correlation between causal uncertainty and interactional 

reactivity remained significant when controlling for anxiety (p = .045), attachment 

avoidance (p = .045), and esteem for one’s partner (p = .035), but not negative affectivity 

(p = .061) or anxious attachment (p = .138). The causal uncertainty and dominance 

association did not remain significant when controlling for covariates (ps ≥ .059). 

Further, the association between causal uncertainty and submission strategies remained 
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significant (ps ≤ .034) when controlling for all covariates except anxious attachment (p = 

.063). These results do not support Hypothesis 2. 

 Although the submission findings should be interpreted with caution, high 

causally uncertain individuals may be experiencing difficulties in conflict conversations 

with their partner because they are not sharing important personal information with their 

partner. Engaging in submissive conflict coping is associated with a decrease in self-

disclosure behaviors (Zacchilli, Hendrick, & Hendrick, 2009). Self-disclosure in romantic 

relationships is an important behavior to engage in as self-disclosure is related to 

confidence in one’s romantic relationship (Sprecher & Hendrick, 2004). Research on 

roommate dyads has found that high causally uncertain individuals are less likely to 

engage in self-disclosure behaviors, which contributes to greater roommate rejection 

(Milano, 2012). No associations were found between causal uncertainty and avoidant  

(p = .181) and separation (p = .625) conflict coping strategies.  

 Higher causal uncertainty was not associated with reporting decreased 

relationship satisfaction over time, b = -.004, t(528) = -1.90, p = .058. Therefore, 

Hypothesis 3 was not supported. Given that Boucher (2015) found that causal uncertainty 

was correlated with lower relationship quality cross-sectionally, causal uncertainty may 

have a greater influence on perceptions of relationship quality and satisfaction in the 

moment as opposed to changes over time. 

 Higher causal uncertainty was associated with reporting decreased perspective 

taking for one’s partner over time, b = -.028,  t(528) = -2.20, p = .028, but not changes in 

empathic concern over time, b = -.015, t(527) = -1.30, p = .194. The perspective taking 

association remained significant when controlling for anxious attachment (p = .049) and 
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partner esteem (p = .046), but not anxiety (p = .056), negative affectivity (p = .368), or 

avoidant attachment (p = .062). Thus, interpreting these results within the context of the 

causal uncertainty literature would be premature disconfirming Hypothesis 4. However, 

high causally uncertain individuals have difficulty cognitively taking their partners 

perspective, which could make understanding partners’ perspective during a conflict 

difficult.  

 Causal uncertainty was not associated with love or sexual attitudes that 

individuals may hold, disconfirming Hypothesis 5A, 5B, 6A, and 6B. The results from 

these analyses can be found in Table 3.4 and Table 3.5. 

Table 3.4. Time 1 Causal Uncertainty Predicting Love Attitude Results 
 B t Df P 

Pragma -.001 -.064 528 .949 
Ludus -.021 -.976 526 .330 
Euros  .031 1.43 528 .154 
Storge -.001 -.056 528 .956 
Mania -.012 -.630 527 .530 
Agape -.033 -1.69 525 .092 
 
Table 3.5. Time 1 Causal Uncertainty Predicting Sexual Attitude Results 

 B t Df P 
Sexual Instrumentally .000 -.024 527 .981 
Birth Control  -.010 -.938 525 .349 
Sexual Communion -.006 -.396 527 .692 
Sexual Permissiveness .004 .151 528 .880 

 

 Finally, I examined individuals’ relationship beliefs over time. In partial support 

for Hypothesis 7, higher causal uncertainty was associated with a greater belief that 

disagreements are destructive, b = .007, t(529) = 3.35, p < .001. This relationship 

remained significant when controlling for all covariates (ps ≤ .005). Thus, high causally 

uncertain individuals hold beliefs that disagreeing with one’s partner is a sign of lack of 

love in the relationship. Although not formally examined in Studies 1 and 2, this result is 
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consistent with transcripts obtained from the conversation portion of the studies where 

many participants indicated that they “never disagreed with their partner” or “had 

disagreements, but not arguments”. Perhaps causally uncertain individuals are less likely 

to label an issue as a conflict because in addition to feeling confusion about the situation, 

they also are threatened by what the disagreement may mean for their relationship. No 

association was found between causal uncertainty and beliefs that mindreading is 

expected (p = .050), partners cannot change (p = .259), sexual permissiveness (p = .474), 

or that the sexes are different (p = .704). 

Relationship Measures Conclusions 

  Table 3.6 provides a summary of my hypotheses for Study 3 that relate to those 

participants who remained in their romantic relationship over the study’s duration. After 

considering how covariates influenced the associations, causal uncertainty may be 

associated with the way in which these individuals interpret and label conflict with their 

romantic partner. Further research to determine the implications these beliefs may have 

on how causally uncertain partners interact with one another needs to be conducted.
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Table 3.6. Study 3 Hypotheses Summary  
Hypothesis Supported? 

H1: High causally uncertain participants will report greater relational 
uncertainty (e.g., relationship-uncertainty) compared to low causally 
uncertain participants over time. 

No 

H2: High causally uncertain participants will report greater use of 
negative conflict coping strategies (i.e., avoidance) than low causally 
uncertain participants over time. 

No 

H3: High causally uncertain participants will report lower relationship 
satisfaction compared to low causally uncertain participants over time. No 

H4: High causally uncertain individuals will report less likely to report 
experiencing empathy (e.g., specifically perspective taking) for their 
romantic partner over time compared to low causally uncertain people. 

No 

H5A: High causally uncertain individuals will report more pragma love 
attitudes compared to low causally uncertainty individuals over time. No 

H5B: High causally uncertain individuals will report greater ludus love 
styles than low causally uncertainty individuals over time.  No 

H6A: High causally uncertain individuals will report more instrumental 
sexual attitudes compared to low causally uncertainty people over time. No 

H6B: High causally uncertain individuals will report fewer positive 
attitudes toward birth control compared to low causally uncertainty 
people over time. 

No 

H7: High causally uncertain individuals will report more negative 
relationship beliefs (e.g., disagreement is destructive) than low causally 
uncertain individuals over time. 

Partially 

 

Break-Up Measures 

Considering that I had data from only 49 participants whose relationships terminated over 

the course of the study, I conducted a cross-sectional linear regression for measures 

collected at Time 1. Two effects were significant. First, at Time 1, higher causal 

uncertainty was associated with reporting using less compromise coping strategies,  

b = -.233, t(47) = -2.09, p = .043. This relationship remained significant controlling for 

anxiety (p = .003), but not negative affectivity (p = .094), attachment avoidance  

(p = .101), attachment anxiety (p = .233), and partner esteem (p = .180) and should be 

viewed with caution. Second, higher causal uncertainty was associated with reporting the 
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use of avoidance conflict coping strategies, b = .076, t(47) = 2.06, p = .045, which 

remained significant (ps ≤ .045) when controlling for all but negative affectivity (p = 

.082) and avoidant attachment (p = .060). 

Table 3.7 Study 3 Time 1 Regression Analyses for Participants who Broke-Up 
 b t df p 
RUM: self .277 1.27 47 .212 
RUM: partner .428 1.94 47 .059 
RUM: relationship .357 .177 47 .050 
RPCS: interactional reactivity .084 1.03 47 .309 
RPCS: separation .046 .709 47 .482 
RPCS: dominance .036 .471 47 .640 
RPCS: submission .078 1.31 47 .192 
Relationship Assessment Scale -.008 -1.03 47 .305 
IRIC: perspective taking .023 .408 47 .685 
IRIC: empathic concern .002 .049 47 .961 
LAS: pragma .086 1.46 47 .151 
LAS: ludus .029 .308 47 .759 
LAS: euros .100 1.81 47 .077 
LAS: storge .028 .458 47 .648 
LAS: mania -.104 -1.38 47 .174 
LAS: agape -.091 -1.50 47 .141 
RBI: disagreement is destructive .012 1.44 47 .157 
RBI: mind reading is expected .010 1.38 47 .174 
RBI: partners cannot change .004 .855 47 .397 
RBI: sexual perfectionism .009 1.73 47 .089 
RBI: sexes are different -.003 -.395 47 .695 
BSAS: sexual permissiveness .005 .048 47 .962 
BSAS: birth control -.004 -.098 47 .922 
BSAS: communion .006 .109 47 .913 
BSAS: instrumentality .048 1.13 47 .265 
Note. RUM is Relational Uncertainty Measure; RPCS is Romantic Partner Conflict Scale; LAS is Love Attitudes Scale; IRIC is 
Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples; LAS is Love Attitudes Scale; RBI is Relationship Beliefs Inventory; BSAS is Brief 
Sexual Attitudes Scale; ECRR is Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire Revised 
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I also conducted analyses examining participants’ perceptions of their break-up. I 

began by examining the relative risk of the decision to end one’s relationship (i.e., the 

participant’s decision, a mutual decision, and the partner’s decision). To determine if 

Time 1 causal uncertainty, controlling for Time 1 relationship satisfaction, was associated 

with who made the decision to break up (i.e., participant versus partner) compared to 

both partners mutually deciding to end their relationship I conducted a multinomial 

regression where my comparison group was if participants agreed to mutually end their 

relationship with their ex-partner. Causal uncertainty was not significantly related to the 

participant deciding to end the relationship, b = -.049, SE = .040, p = .221, compared to 

the break-up being a mutual decision. Additionally, no association between causal 

uncertainty and the ex-partner deciding to end the relationship, b = -.019, SE = .038, p = 

.619. In other words, causal uncertainty was not related to the decision to break-up being 

one-sided versus a decision between both partners. 

Next, I examined the association between causal uncertainty and how participants 

categorized their post-break-up status with their ex-partner (i.e., no relationship, 

acquaintance, friend, close friend, and best friends). To do this, I examined how 

individuals viewed their current status of their relationship with their ex-partner using the 

no relationship group for comparison controlling for Time 1 relationship satisfaction. No 

association was found (see Table 3.8). Meaning that causal uncertainty was not 

associated with maintaining a relationship with one’s ex-partner, nor was causal 

uncertainty associated with the desire to maintain contact with one’s partner.
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In the linear regression analyses, Time 1 causal uncertainty was not significantly 

related to positive feelings towards one’s ex-partner (p = .066), negative feelings toward 

one’s ex-partner (p = .468), likelihood with reuniting with one’s ex-partner now  

(p = .512), or likelihood with reuniting with one’s ex-partner (p = .712) controlling for 

Time 1 relationship satisfaction. I reconducted these analyses controlling for Time 1 

relationship investment scores (i.e., the Relational Uncertainty Measure relationship sub-

scale) and found similar results, see Appendix BB. 

 In addition to assessing various aspects of participants’ post-break-up relationship 

with their ex-partner, I examined if causal uncertainty was associated with the reported 

reason  why they broke-up. Four coders assessed the responses provided by participants 

and categorized these reasons as having to do with alternatives (e.g., cheating), 

satisfaction (e.g., not feeling loved), investment (e.g., perception that partner was not 

doing as much as participant was in the relationship), and commitment (e.g., did not see a 

future together). These categories were selected because they comprised Rusbult’s (1987) 

Investment Model, which has been shown to provide important information concerning 

romantic relationships (Rusbult, Martz, & Agnew, 1998). Additionally, having a smaller 

Table 3.8. Study 3 Multinomial Regression Statistics of Status & Contact with Ex-
Partner Controlling for Time 1 Relationship Satisfaction 

 b SE p 
Status After Break-Up    

Acquaintance .005 .031 .872 
Friend .020 .033 .550 

Close Friend .007 .039 .852 
Best Friend -.147 .700 .833 

Contact Since Break-Up    
Less than Once a Month -.003 .030 .920 

Not Everyday .006 .034 .851 
Once Everyday .117 .092 .203 

Notes. Status regression was conducted using the “no relationship” group as the comparison group. Contact regression was 
conducted using “no contact” group as the comparison group. 
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number of categories, allowed for a better assessment of the potential association with 

causal uncertainty. A categorization was selected if three coders agreed, but for 17 

responses the discrepancies were resolved by discussion between coders (see Table 

3.9).21 The disagreement category were typically related to long distance, cheating, and 

addiction.  

Table 3.9. Study 3 Kappa Statistics   
 Rater 1 Rater 2 Rater 3 

Rater 2  .430   
Rater 3  .230 .599  
Rater 4  .048 .322 .313 

 
 Most dissolution reasons given by participants were commitment related (n = 21), 

followed closely by satisfaction relevant reasons (n = 16), investment reasons fell in the 

middle (n = 9), and alternatives were the least reported (n = 3). Using multinomial 

regression analysis, with alternatives as the reference group, causal uncertainty was not 

related to the reason why participants broke-up (see Table 3.10). 

  

Break-Up Measure Conclusions. For those participants who broke up, causal 

uncertainty was not significantly related to any relationship variables or how participants 

perceived their former partners. These null results could be due to lack of power22 as only 

                                                
21 Calculated in SPSS version 25. 
22 Sensitivity power analyses in G*Power3 demonstrated that given my sample size, I had 80% power to 
detect an f 2 effect size of .210. 

Table 3.10. Study 3 Multinomial Regression Statistics of Reasons Why Participants 
Reported Breaking Up, Controlling for Time 1 Relationship Satisfaction  
 b SE P 

Commitment .055 .051 .527 
Investment .060 .055 .494 

Satisfaction .057 .052 .656 
Note. The comparison group for these analyses was reasons categorized as “alternative”. 
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49 individuals provided data about a break-up. Additionally, selection bias could have 

been a factor in that many participants who completed Time 1 may have chosen not to 

participate in Time 2 if their relationship ended. 

Discussion  

Over time, I found that causal uncertainty was associated with the belief that 

disagreements in relationships are destructive. These beliefs may result in an individual 

viewing their romantic partners as having more negative intentions towards them and 

their relationship (c.f., Eidelson & Epstein, 1982). Holding such beliefs may result in the 

resolution of one’s uncertainty by attributing partners behaviors to the partner’s negative 

intentions. In other words, the action plan that high causally uncertain individuals engage 

in may be to withdraw from their partner and conflict conversations, rather than 

attempting to gather information to resolve their uncertainty. It is possible that this 

disengagement is self-protective as causally uncertain individuals may withdraw before 

they experience the rejection they believe to be coming (Milano, 2012). Future research 

should examine how exactly causal uncertainty and these relationship beliefs influence 

approaches to conflict in greater detail. 

Strengths and Limitations 

 This study is the first to examine causal uncertainty and romantic relationships 

over time. Given that relationships are dynamic, assessing changes over time helps to 

provide a clearer picture of causal uncertainty’s role. Additionally, this study examined 

measures of beliefs and attitudes that individuals hold about romantic relationships (i.e., 

relationship beliefs, love attitudes, and sexual attitudes), which previously have not been 

assessed. Although only the association between causal uncertainty and beliefs about 
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disagreements being destructive was significant, this finding is important because such 

beliefs have implications for how participants may approach conflict in their 

relationships. 

 This study is limited, however, by the small number of individuals who broke-up 

with their romantic partner. One hundred and four of the original Time 1 participants 

completed 90% or less of the Time 2 measures. Of these individuals, likely a large 

portion ended their romantic relationships. Additionally, as in Studies 1 and 2, 

participants were able select “prefer not to answer” during the course of the study; 

therefore, some data were missing. I attempted to compensate for this via summing, 

ignoring missing, but this approach would produce more conservative estimates in 

analyses.  

 Finally, the biggest limitation of this study is that data from only a single member 

of the dyad were collected. I attempted to collect data from both partners whenever 

possible, but this effort was largely unsuccessful (n = 5). To accurately assess 

relationship dynamics, both members of the couple should be assessed.  
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Chapter 5 

General Discussion 

I had two overarching goals in this work. First, I wanted to extend the current 

research examining causal uncertainty in romantic relationships; second, I wanted to 

replicate previous research findings of the association between causal uncertainty and 

several relationship variables. Previous to this work, the relationship between causal 

uncertainty and conflict conversation perceptions with one’s romantic partner had not 

been examined. In Study 1, I found a significant causal uncertainty actor X causal 

uncertainty partner interaction for conversational effectiveness and in Study 2, I found 

that higher actor causal uncertainty was associated with lower conversational 

appropriateness ratings. These findings are consistent with previous research, in that 

higher causally uncertain individuals perceived their interactions with others as being less 

successful . Previous research has found that interactions with strangers are viewed as 

less appropriate (Boucher & Jacobson, 2012) and with friends as less effective (Boucher 

et al., 2019) by highly causally uncertain individuals compared to low causally uncertain 

individuals. These interpersonal difficulties are likely due to competing goals that arise 

from an individual’s desire to predict another’s future behaviors (Berger & Calabrese, 

1975) and restoring accuracy (Weary & Edwards, 1996) during interactions. One way 

that high causally uncertain individuals attempt to resolve the competing goals is by 

asking more questions of others (Ainlay, 2007). 

However, when individuals are interacting in more established relationships, 

uncertainty reduction becomes more complicated. Uncertainty in romantic relationships 

is produced from doubts individuals have regarding their own investment, their partner’s 
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investment, and the future investment in their relationship (Knobloch & Solomon, 1999). 

To mitigate their distrust, individuals can engage in uncertainty reduction behaviors such 

as communicating with one’s partner (Knobloch & Solomon, 2002). However, 

communicating with one’s partner in such instances may become difficult when an 

individual also is experiencing uncertainty about their ability to accurately understand 

social events around them. Indeed, Boucher (2015) found that experiencing greater 

doubts about one’s relationship is associated with experiencing higher causal uncertainty. 

Unfortunately, this association was not replicated in any of my studies.  

Another potential explanation for the discrepant results in Studies 1 and 2 is that 

the methodology of how the conversation topic was selected contributed to the 

inconsistent results (Study 1: effectiveness; Study 2: appropriateness) as the conflicting 

goals may have varied. Recall that in Study 1, participants were discussing the same issue 

with each other, and therefore, they may have viewed the conversation as less threatening 

to their relationship as the parameters of the discussion were clearer (i.e., address a single 

issue), and as a result, effectiveness was more important. However, in Study 2, 

participants discussed the reasons why their last argument occurred, which could have 

increased the threat toward the relationship (e.g., “You don’t value my opinions.”) as 

each partner’s perceptions may have differed, affecting their appropriateness ratings. 

Afifi and Reichert (1996) argue that under high uncertainty conditions, the threat that 

individuals perceive to their relationship when communicating doubts makes partners 

focus more on being appropriate as not to offend their partner, but under low relational 

uncertainty conditions, effective communication is viewed as more important. Therefore, 

it seems plausible that a different type of uncertainty management is being utilized in 
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Study 1 versus Study 2. Additionally, these findings may explain why high causal 

uncertainty is associated with such negative perceptions of interactions (Boucher & 

Jacobson, 2012; Boucher et al., 2019). If experiencing uncertainty about one’s 

relationship makes individuals want to focus on the appropriateness of conversations, 

causal uncertainty seems to inhibit the ability to do so adequately. This inability may be 

the result of pre-existing beliefs that they hold about conflict in their relationships and the 

behaviors that causally uncertain individuals use during interactions.  

In an attempt to better understand how these conflict conversations unfolded, I 

conducted several exploratory analyses examining word usage and argument topic to 

determine if these variables could help to better understand factors that may provide 

insights into why causally uncertain individuals have such negative conflict 

conversations. Unfortunately, none of these effects had incremental validity over my 

covariates.  

Indeed, many of the associations that I examined no longer remained significant 

when controlling for attachment style. Causal uncertainty is associated with both avoidant 

and anxious attachment (Passey, Jacobson, Edwards, & Hickey, 2008; Boucher, 2015), 

but these relationships have not been examined in greater detail. Greater examination of 

these variables is important because these two variables may have a developmental 

relationship. Insecure attachment styles are associated with the development of 

intolerance of uncertainty (Zdebik, Moss, & Bureau, 2018), a trait high causally uncertain 

individuals are more likely to report experiencing (Weary & Edwards, 1996).  

In addition to being the first causal uncertainty study to examine conflict 

conversations in romantic relationships, to my knowledge, I was also the first to conduct 
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a longitudinal study examining several unexplored relationship variables. Over time, I did 

not find that causal uncertainty was associated with four previously examined 

relationship variables (i.e., relational uncertainty, conflict coping strategies, relationship 

satisfaction, and empathy for one’s partner). However, I did find a previously untested 

association between causal uncertainty and a belief that disagreements are distractive in 

romantic relationships. Specifically, higher causal uncertainty was associated with 

reporting more belief that disagreeing with one’s partner is destructive. Individuals who 

hold such beliefs are more likely to see a disagreement with their partner as a sign their 

partner does not love them, and as a result, when confronted with conflict, they attempt to 

avoid a conversation (Eidelson & Epstein, 1982; Satir, 1967). Weary and Edwards (1996) 

argue that when individuals compare their current state of confusion to their desired state 

of accurate understanding, if the gap remains too large, individuals may disengage from 

trying to obtain their goal state because the cost-benefit ratio is too high. Additionally, 

research suggests that high causally uncertain individuals interact with their roommates 

by engaging in less self-disclosure behaviors (Milano, 2012). Perhaps causally uncertain 

individuals are withdrawing because they believe that their partner has negative 

intentions as the interaction progresses and use this explanation to regain accuracy.  

In addition to examining new variables, I also examined relational uncertainty, 

relationship quality, relationship satisfaction, empathy for one’s partner, and conflict 

coping strategies. Unfortunately, the consistent finding across all three studies were null 

results. In other words, causal uncertainty did not have incremental validity over my 

covariates for relational uncertainty, relationship quality, relationship satisfaction, or 

empathy for one’s partner producing results inconsistent with previous research 



 

 83  

 

(Boucher, 2015; Needham, 2015). In Study 2, I did find that higher actor causal 

uncertainty was associated with reporting greater usage of submissive conflict coping 

strategies. However, I did not find this result in Studies 1 or 3, thus, this analysis may 

benefit from a single paper meta-analysis (Goh, Hall & Rosenthal, 2016) to obtain a clear 

picture of the results across studies.  

Mini Meta-Analysis 

Due to the large number of null effects and inconsistent findings in my work, I 

conducted a mini meta-analysis. Goh et al. (2016) argue that mini meta-analyses can help 

provide a clearer picture of study results as meta-analyses draw focus to effect sizes, 

which are particularly useful in studies that are underpowered. My goal for the mini 

meta-analysis was to determine if a more consistent picture of the associations between 

causal uncertainty and conversational perceptions (across studies) and causal uncertainty 

and various relationship variables (particularly submissive conflict coping strategies) 

could be obtained.  

To conduct this analysis, I began by first computing the effect sizes. Given that 

Studies 1 and 2 utilized AIPMs, I computed effect sizes for both the actor effect and 

partner effect for all of my initial APIMs using the ppcor package (Kim, 2015) in R to 

obtain partial correlations (Garcia & Kenny, 2018). Both the actor and partner effect sizes 

calculated for my initial APIM models can be found in Appendix CC. As the number of 

conversational perception ratings differed between Study 1 (three ratings from a single 

conversation) and Study 2 (three ratings from two conversations), I averaged each 

conversational perception scores’ effect sizes together.  Additionally, given that previous 

causal uncertainty research on conversational perceptions does not typically find partner 
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effects, I focused on the actor effect sizes. The effect sizes of interest to my meta-analysis 

can be found in Table 4.1. 
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Table 4.1. Actor Effect Partial Correlations and Dyadic Sample Size 

 N r 
RUM: Self   

Study 1 100 .12 
Study 2 72 .15 

RUM: Partner   
Study 1 100 .10 
Study 2 72 .23 

RUM: Relationship   
Study 1 100 .21 
Study 2 72 .31 

RPCS: Compromise   
Study 1 100 -.10 
Study 2 72 -.19 

RPCS: Avoidance   
Study 1 100 .02 
Study 2 72 .12 

RPCS: Interpersonal Reactivity    
Study 1 100 .02 
Study 2 72 .14 

RPCS: Separation   
Study 1 100 .03 
Study 2 72 .07 

RPCS: Domination   
Study 1 100 .09 
Study 2 72 .17 

RPCS: Submission   
Study 1 100 .20 
Study 2 72 .29 

Relationship Quality   
Study 1 100 -.19 
Study 2 72 -.21 

Conversational Appropriateness   
Study 1 99 -.00* 

Study 2 71 -.27 
Conversational Effectiveness   

Study 1 100 -.01 
Study 2 71 -.08 

Conversational Skills    
Study 1 100 -.08 
Study 2 71 -.22 

Notes. N is the number of dyads used in the calculation; * The value of this r value 
rounded to three decimal places was -.005. 
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I next calculated the partial correlation effect sizes for the relational uncertainty 

and conflict coping effects in Study 3. To do this I, again used the ppcor package (Kim, 

2015) in R from my regression analyses primary regression analyses (i.e., casual 

uncertainty and T2 relationship measure, controlling for the Time 1 relationship 

measure). These effect sizes are located in Table 4.2. The partial correlations between the 

two relationship variables can be found in Appendix CC 

Table 4.2. Study 3 Time Regression Partial Correlations 
Dependent Variable N r 

RUM: self 528 .06 
RUM: partner 529 .02 
RUM: relationship 529 .05 
RPCS: compromise 520 -.09 
RPCS: avoidance 523 .06 
RPCS: interactional reactivity 524 .11 
RPCS: separation 524 .02 
RPCS: domination 523 .09 
RPCS: submission 524 .13 

 

Once I had all of the effect sizes of interest, I used Goh’s (2019) mini meta-

analysis template to calculate a Fisher’s z transformation, which was converted back into 

a correlation for interpretability, the full analytic output is in Appendix CC.  

The mini-meta analysis provides a clearer picture regarding several of the effects I 

examined. Specifically, there was a significant association between causal uncertainty 

and relationship quality, such that higher causal uncertainty was associated with 

decreased relationship quality, M r = -.200, z = -2.61, p = .009 (two-tailed). These 

findings confirm my initial hypothesis and replicate the findings of Boucher (2015). This 

negative association also supports the wider body of causal uncertainty literature that has 

found high causally uncertain individuals report liking others less compared to low 

causally uncertain individuals. Furthermore, reporting decreased relationship quality may 
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be another way in which causally uncertain individuals make negative attributions about 

their interactions with others. Recall that compared to low causally uncertain individuals, 

high causally uncertain individuals expect more interpersonal difficulties (Jacobson et al. 

1997) and greater rejection from other (Passey, 2006). However, further research is 

needed to determine if causally uncertain individuals simply enter into romantic 

relationships and rate them as lower because that is what they are expecting, or if high 

causal uncertainty produces behaviors from one’s partner that in turn result in high 

causally uncertain individuals reporting fewer positive aspects of their relationships. 

Additionally, consistent with my original hypotheses, higher causal uncertainty 

was associated with experiencing greater doubt about one’s romantic relationship , M r = 

.254, z = 3.35, p < .001 (two-tailed). This finding is also consistent with Needham’s 

(2015) findings. Finally, in line with my hypotheses that higher causal uncertainty would 

be associated with reporting the use of more negative conflict coping strategies, higher 

casual uncertainty was associated with reporting greater: submissive, M r = .154, z = 

4.08, p < .001 (two-tailed), dominant, M r = .102, z = 2.68, p = .007 (two-tailed), and 

interactionally reactive, M r = .108, z = 2.84, p = .005 (two-tailed) coping behaviors. 

These findings are consistent with Needham’s (2015) findings that high causally 

uncertain individuals use more negative coping strategies. However, the fact that meta-

analysis produced three significant effects rather than just one suggests that the way in 

which high causally uncertain individuals cope with conflict may be more nuanced. 

Indeed, research on the Romantic Partner Conflict Scale suggests that individuals can 

highly endorse more than one coping strategy. Furthermore, how these behaviors are 

implemented during conflict may help to explain why higher causally uncertain 
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individuals appear to hold the belief that disagreements in romantic relationships are 

destructive. Dominant and interactionally reactive strategies are characterized as more 

volatile strategies involving coercion (dominance) and verbal aggression (interactional 

reactivity). Strategies such as these are more destructive in nature than other strategies, 

such as submission (i.e., giving in to one’s partner) and perhaps produce a self-fulfilling 

prophecy for causally uncertain individuals. In other words, high causally uncertain 

individuals believe that disagreements are destructive and also cope with conflict by 

behaving in a manner that could confirm this expectation.  

Unfortunately, the meta-analysis did not provide clarity regarding my 

conversational perception findings as none of these effects were significant (see Table 

4.3). Although none of the conversational effects were significant, they were trending in 

the expected direction (i.e., a negative association between causal uncertainty and 

perceptions). However, there was a significant association between higher casual 

uncertainty and the greater percentage of certainty words, M r = .172, z = 2.08, p = .038, 

but not the greater percentage of causation words, M r = .153, z = 1.85, p = .065, used 

during conflict conversations with one’s partner. These preliminary results about the 

word usage that high causally uncertain individuals engage in during conflict 

conversations may be an important starting point for understanding what high causally 

uncertain individuals may be doing during interactions that is making them less 

successful. There is some evidence about a decreased usage of nonverbal mimicry 

(Ruttan, 2009), which is an important component of smooth conversations.
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Future Directions 

The first step in future research should be to meta-analyze the findings of all the 

current causal uncertainty research and conversational perceptions. Given that dyadic 

data is often time-consuming to collect many of these studies are underpowered and 

produce conflicting results. Boucher and Jacobson (2012) found that in stranger 

interactions higher causal uncertainty is associated with both decreased appropriateness 

and decreased effectiveness ratings, but Boucher et al. (2019) only found an association 

between higher causal uncertainty and effectiveness ratings in conversations with friends. 

Additionally, Rozema (2018) examining roommate relationships found no association 

between causal uncertainty and conversational perception ratings. If the current work is 

added into the mix a clear picture does not emerge. However, a meta-analysis may help 

to establish if the effects in these studies are generally in the same direction or if there 

may be fundamental differences across dyad type.  

A second, and equally important, step in future research is to obtain a better 

understanding of why causal uncertainty is associated with negative perceptions of 

conflict conversations.  I found some evidence that high causally uncertain individuals 

engage in submissive conflict coping strategies (i.e., Study 2) and more overall negative 

coping strategies (i.e., meta-analysis). These findings are based on self-report data, but it 

is possible that there are visible behaviors associated with these strategies that could be 

Table 4.3. Conversational Perception Meta-Analytic Results 
 M r z P 

Appropriateness -.142 -1.84 .066 
Effectiveness -.038 -.488 .626 
Skills Rating -.138 -1.79 .073 
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qualitatively assessed. Additionally, the verbal behaviors that causally uncertain 

individuals engage in during a conversation represents a relatively unexplored domain for 

researchers. This work provides some evidence that higher causally uncertain individuals 

use a greater percentage of certainty and causal language during conflict conversations 

with their romantic partners. However, the patterns of comments made during the 

conversation have not been evaluated. By using the Conversational Argument Coding 

System to categorize comments made during the conversation into six categories: starting 

points (i.e., any start of a reason), developing points (i.e., messages that offer evidence), 

convergence markers (i.e., agreement or acknowledgment), prompters (i.e., challenges or 

objections), delimiters (i.e., comments that shrink the conversational space), and non-

arguments (i.e., incomplete thoughts), patterns that lead to resolution of the argument can 

be assessed (Weger, 2016; Weger, & Canary, 2010). This procedure may be time 

consuming, but it could provide greater insights concerning the types of phrases that 

causally uncertain individuals may be more likely to implement when in a conflict with 

their partner.  

In addition to examining causal uncertainty and conversational perceptions, more 

studies examining the association between causal uncertainty and romantic relationships 

variables should be conducted. There are now four studies that have investigated causal 

uncertainty and romantic relationships (Boucher, 2015; Needham, 2015). Together these  

studies provide evidence that high causally uncertain individuals experience more doubts 

about their relationship and report decreased relationship quality. However, future 

research should aim to preform high powered studies that focus on examining these 
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variables and as yet unexplored relationship variables in further detail, including 

determining if manipulating causal uncertainty increases these effects.  

Alternative Explanations. Although the aforementioned recommendations are 

important steps for future causal uncertainty and romantic relationships, two alternative 

explanations for results in this work are worthy of consideration. First, it is possible that 

the results are more reflective of state causal uncertainty (i.e., a temporary experience) 

rather than trait causal uncertainty (i.e., a chronic belief). Although the measure of my 

primary predictor variable, the Causal Uncertainty Scale (Weary & Edwards, 1994), was 

designed to measure trait levels of causal uncertainty, and the scores across all three 

studies are consistent with previous causal uncertainty research, the methodology may 

have elicited temporary confusion. Take, for example, the methodology of Study 2 where 

partners were instructed to specifically consider why an argument occurred in their 

relationship. The specific way that individuals addressed this question likely did not 

follow an established conflict discussion script between partners, therefore, participants 

expectations of how a conversation about an argument may have been violated, which 

Weary and Edwards (1996) suggest can produce state experiences of causal uncertainty. 

Therefore, future causal uncertainty research using the methodologies outlined in Studies 

1 and 2 of should consider obtaining a measure of causal uncertainty before both partners 

come into the laboratory and during the experimental session to help disentangle if these 

effects are the result of chronic causal uncertainty, or if it is elicited by the situation. This 

information could help determine how causal uncertainty may play a role in relationship 

dynamics, such as how arguments play out. 



 

 92  

 

The second alternative to examine is that by including the covariate measures of 

negative affectivity and anxiety that I removed important aspects of the motivating 

component for causally uncertain individuals. Weary and Edwards (1994) argue that 

causal uncertainty beliefs and feelings produce a motivation to resolve ambiguity by 

producing an aversive state. However, many of the components of this aversive state, 

such as anxiety or sadness may have been removed by controlling for anxiety and 

depression more generally.  

How best to address the covariate issues has been a point of discussion for over a 

decade. Cohen, Cohen, Aiken, and West (2003) argue for a statistical methodology for 

controlling for variables that may present alternative explanations between the variables 

of interest, while Bernerth, Cole, Taylor, and Walker (2017) argue that theoretical 

associations between control variables and predictor variables should be considered 

before implementing statistical control. Although I had theoretical reasoning for 

including the covariates used in these three studies, many of my effects no longer 

remained significant when I statistically controlled for them. The lack of significant 

findings might suggest that the connection between causal uncertainty, relationship and 

conversational outcomes, and covariate measures may have broader theoretically 

connections that statistical processes are masking. However, the significant results 

outlined in all three studies are the ones that remained significant when controlling for 

relevant covariates, and therefore, they provide a good starting point for future analyses. 

Conclusions 

 In the present work, high causal uncertainty was associated with negative 

perceptions of conflict conversations with one’s partner. However, the parameters of the 
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conversation (i.e., simply discussing the conflict or discussing why the conflict occurred) 

produced different negative perceptions (i.e., less effective or less appropriate, 

respectively). These negative perceptions may be explained, in part, by the fact that high 

causally uncertain individuals report believing disagreements are destructive over time. If 

individuals believe that conflict is a sign that a partner may no longer love them, they 

may withdraw from or avoid conflict discussions in their relationships. Indeed, the results 

of the mini meta-analysis showed that higher causal uncertainty was associated with 

reporting more volatile and submissive behaviors as a way of coping with romantic 

conflict. These findings provide important directions for future research in order to better 

understand how these variables work in tandem to produce negative social interactions 

for high causally uncertain individuals.  
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Appendix A 
Prescreening Demographic Questions 

1. Click on the circle next to the response that describes your current dating status 
a. Not dating 
b. Dating more than one person 
c. Dating primarily one person 
d. Steady relationship with one person 
e. Engaged 
f. Married  
g. No Answer 

 
2. If you are in a dating relationship, how many months have you been involved in 

your current relationship? If more than a year, please multiply the number of 
years by 12 and add to the number of months (e.g., 2 years and 2 months = 26 
months). 
 

3. If you are in a dating relationship, does your dating partner live Kingston? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
c. No answer 
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Appendix B 
Study 1 Participant Recruitment 

Email Script 
 
Subject line: TALK study: 1.5 credits + chocolate bar 
 
Hi, 
 
I'm working with Shana Needham, M.A. and Dr. Jill Jacobson in the Psychology 
Department on a research project called TALK. Your name was selected from the pre-
screening questionnaires completed by PSYC 100 and PSYC 200 level students. If you 
need another 1.5 experiment credits for PSYC 100 or PSYC 200 level course, I'd like to 
invite you to participate in an experiment we're running. 
 
The research project is designed to investigate romantic relationships, so you will need 
to come to the experiment with your romantic partner. The experiment involves you and 
your partner completing some personality and relationship scales and engaging in two 
brief conversations. These procedures will take about an hour and a half. You will 
receive 1.5 credits plus a chocolate bar. If your partner is in PSYC 100 or a PSYC 200 
level course, he or she will receive the same. However, if your partner is not enrolled in 
PSYC 100 or a PSYC 200 level course, we can compensate your partner $15 for 
participation.  
 
If you and your partner are interested in participating, you can email me back with your 
name and phone number as well as your partner’s name and phone number. Please let 
me know if your partner wants to receive PSYC 100 or PSYC 200 level course credit or 
$15.  
 
I have some time slots available over the next few weeks on (VARIES BY TERM): 
 
Please list a couple of options that would work for both you and your partner, and I will 
sign you up online.  
 
If you have any additional questions or would like more information about the study, 
please contact me at this email address, jacobson.lab@gmail.com.  
 
Thank you very much! 
 
Phone Script  

 
Hello, is (student name) there? 
If NO:  
 *If you get voice mail, you can either leave a message for the person to call you if 
he/she is interested or don’t leave a message. 
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  If you decide to leave a message: Hello my name is (your name). I’m 
working with Dr. Jill Jacobson in the Psychology Department. I am contacting you today 
because your name was selected from the pre-screening questionnaires completed by 
PSYC 100 and PSYC 200 level students. I am conducting a study on romantic partners, if 
you are interested in participating please contact me at: (613)-533-6000 ext. 75417 
 If YES: Follow the script below. 
If NO: OK. Is a good time to reach (student name)? Make a note of it, and try back at that 
time if possible.  
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------- 
If YES: 
Hi, my name is (your name). I’m working with Shana Needham, M.A. and Dr. Jill 
Jacobson in the Psychology Department on a research project. Your name was selected 
from the pre-screening questionnaires completed by PSYC 100 and PSYC 200 level 
students. If you need another experiment credit for PSYC 100 or your PSYC 200 level 
course, I’d like to invite you to participate in an experiment we’re running. Do you need 
any more credits? 
 If NO: 
  OK. Thanks for your time. Good-bye.  
 If YES: 

The research project is designed to investigate romantic relationships, so 
you will need to come to the experiment with your romantic partner. The 
experiment involves you and your partner completing some personality and 
relationship scales and engaging in two brief conversations. These procedures will 
take approximately an hour and a half. You will receive 1.5 credits plus a 
chocolate bar. If your partner is in PSYC 100 or a PSYC 200 level course, he or 
she will receive the same. However, if your partner is not enrolled in PSYC 100 
or a PSYC 200 level course, we can compensate your partner $15 for 
participation. Would you be interested in participating? 

  If NO:  
   OK thanks for your time. 
  If YES: 

Before I can schedule a time, I need to make sure that your partner also is 
willing to participate. Can give me a phone number, so that I may speak to 
him or her? (Make note of it and later call the partner and repeat the 
script from the beginning and tell them that their romantic partner 
suggested their name for participation). If he or she would like to talk to 
his or her romantic partner first, then that's OK. Just move on to the rest 
of the script. 
In the meantime, can you tell me when you generally are free to 
participate? I have times available on (give some idea when the schedule is 
open). What generally works best for you? (Refer to the schedule to see 
what is available and make a note of the times that would work for this 
participant.)] 

Schedule 
MONDAYS: 



 

 109  

 

TUESDAYS: 
WEDNESDAYS: 
THURSDAYS: 
FRIDAYS: 
WE ALSO MIGHT BE ABLE TO ARRANGE FOR AN EARLY EVENING TIME. 

 
WHAN A MUTUALLY AGREEABLE TIME IS DETERMINED: 

1. Write down the participant's and his or her partner’s names and phone numbers on 
the schedule at the agreed upon time.  

2. When you have confirmed the time with the partner, then on SONA, sign up the 
participant at the agreed upon time. If the partner also is in PSYC 100 or a PSYC 
200 level course, then you can add a slot to that time, so both can be given a credit 
for participation. 

3. https://queensu.sona-systems.com/ 
4. Ask the student to write down the following information: 

a. Experiment name: TALK 
b. The locations: Craine Hall 315 
c. The lab phone number: 533-6000 ext. 75417 or jacobson.lab@gmail.com. 

In case he/she needs to cancel. 
d. Then say: Thank you. I will email you back when I have confirmed the 

date and time with your partner. 
Before exiting the call be sure to ask the participants if they would like any further 
information or if they have any questions. If they do be sure to answer these before 
finalizing their participation. 
IF NO TIME CAN BE DETERMINED: Thank them for their time and exit the call. 
 



 

 110  

 

Appendix C 
Study 1 LOI 

CONSENT TO ACT AS A HUMAN RESEARCH SUBJECT 
Talk 

Shana Needham, M.A. and Jill A. Jacobson, Ph.D. 
Department of Psychology, Queen’s University 

 
NAME OF PARTICIPANT (please print): ____________________________________ 
 
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY: I have been asked to participate in a research project 
designed to investigate how romantic partners interact with each other.  
 
PARTICIPANT: I understand that I will engage in three separate conversations with my 
romantic partner, as well as report my own feelings and attitudes and complete some 
personality scales. Also, I understand that I have the right to refuse to answer any 
questions. I understand that the conversations my romantic partner and I have will be 
video recorded, unless I chose not to be video recorded. Selecting to not be recorded does 
not negate participation in the study. These procedures will take approximately an hour 
and a half.  
 
RISKS: No risks are anticipated; however, some questions may seem personal in nature 
or may make me feel uncomfortable. If there is something that makes me uncomfortable, 
I understand that I have the right to refuse to answer any questions or withdraw from the 
study at any time and without penalty by letting the experimenter know I do not wish to 
continue. I also understand that the questionnaires included in this study are for research 
purposes only. They are not meant to diagnose a psychological disorder or be in any way 
meant to determine whether or not I need psychological treatment. If answering any of 
the questions in this study has raised concerns for me, and/or if I would like to speak to a 
psychologist about a psychological or emotional issue, I understand that I may contact 
Health, Counseling, and Disability Services at 613-533-2506 or TALK Distress & 
Information Line at 613-544-1771 if I have concerns. 
 
BENEFITS: I will either receive 1.5 credit for my Psychology 100 course through the 
Queen’s University Psychology subject pool or be paid $15 and I will receive a candy 
bar. Also, I will have the opportunity to learn more about social psychology and research 
in general. Furthermore, previous research has demonstrated that avoiding 
communication about conflict in one's romantic relationships can lead to greater 
uncertainty concerning one’s relationship and perceptions of the relationship as less 
intimate (Knobloch & Carpenter-Theune, 2004). Therefore, discussing aspects of my 
relationship may lead to feeling more connected to my partner and more certainty about 
my relationship. 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY: I understand that any information that I provide will be stored in 
a locked cabinet in a secured building. I hereby authorize the use of all records, tests, 
tapes, and personal data derived from this experiment for research purposes. I understand 
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that only research assistants associated with this study will be able to view all of the 
records, tests, tapes, and personal data derived from this experiment for the purposes of 
preparing data for publication. I understand I will be assigned a number to designate my 
study record with my answers and not information that personally identifies me. I 
understand that any information derived from this research project that personally 
identifies me will not be voluntarily released or disclosed by the researchers without my 
separate consent, except as specifically required by law and I will not be identified in any 
publication from this study or any data files shared with other researchers. 
 
IF I HAVE QUESTIONS: Any questions about study participation may be directed to 
Dr. Jill Jacobson at 613-533-2847 or jill.jacobson@queensu.ca. Questions may also be 
directed to Shana Needham, M.A. at 14smn3@queensu.ca. Any ethical concerns about 
the study may be directed to the Chair of the General Research Ethics Board at 1-844-
535-2988 or Chair.GREB@queensu.ca. 
 
VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION: By signing below, I indicate that I have read the 
Letter of Information and understand the nature of this study. In addition, the 
experimenter has answered my questions satisfactorily. I know that I may refuse to 
answer any questions or discontinue my involvement at any time without penalty. My 
signature below indicates that I have read the information in this form and consent to 
participate in this study voluntarily. Finally, I understand that if I wish to withdraw from 
the study I can do so by contacting Dr. Jacobson or Shana Needham at any time before 
publication without penalty. 
 
  
______I agree to be video recorded    _______I do not agree to be video 
recorded 
 
Initials       Initials 
 
 
___________________________________________ ________________________ 
SIGNATURE OF PARTICIPANT    DATE  
This study has been granted clearance according to the recommended principles of 
Canadian ethics guidelines, and Queen's policies. 
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Appendix D 
Study 2 Participant Recruitment 

Email Script  
 

Subject line: TALK study: 1.5 credits + chocolate bar 
 
Hi, 
 
I'm working with Shana Needham, M.A. and Dr. Jill Jacobson in the Psychology 
Department on a research project called TALK. Your name was selected from the pre-
screening questionnaires completed by PSYC 100 and PSYC 200 level students. If you 
need another 1.5 experiment credits for PSYC 100 or your 200 level PSYC course, I'd 
like to invite you to participate in an experiment we're running. 
 
The research project is designed to investigate romantic relationships, so you will need 
to come to the experiment with your romantic partner. The experiment involves you and 
your partner completing some personality and relationship scales and engaging in three 
brief conversations. These procedures will take about an hour and a half. You will 
receive 1.5 credits plus a chocolate bar. If your partner is in PSYC 100 or a PSYC 200 
level course, he or she will receive the same. However, if your partner is not enrolled in 
PSYC 100 or a PSYC 200 level course, we can compensate your partner $15 for 
participation.  
 
If you and your partner are interested in participating, you can email me back with your 
name and phone number as well as your partner’s name and phone number. Please let 
me know if your partner wishes to receive PSYC 100 or PSYC 200 level credit or $15.  
 
I have some time slots available over the next few weeks on (VARIES BY TERM): 
 
 
Please list a couple of options that would work for both you and your partner, and I will 
sign you up online.  
 
If you have any additional questions or would like further information, please contact me 
at this email address, jacobson.lab@gmail.com.  
 
Thank you very much! 
 
Phone Script  

 
Hello, is (student name) there? 
If NO:  
 *If you get voice mail, you can either leave a message for the person to call you if 
he/she is interested or don’t leave a message. 
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  If you decide to leave a message: Hello my name is (your name). I’m 
working with Dr. Jill Jacobson in the Psychology Department. I am contacting you today 
because your name was selected from the pre-screening questionnaires completed by 
PSYC 100 and PSYC 200 level students. I am conducting a study on romantic partners, if 
you are interested in participating please contact me at: (613)-533-6000 ext. 75417 
 If YES: Follow the script below. 
If NO: OK. Is a good time to reach (student name)? Make a note of it, and try back at that 
time if possible.  
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------- 
If YES: 
Hi, my name is (your name). I’m working with Shana Needham, M.A. and Dr. Jill 
Jacobson in the Psychology Department on a research project. Your name was selected 
from the pre-screening questionnaires completed by PSYC 100 and PSYC 200 level 
students. If you need another experiment credit for PSYC 100, I’d like to invite you to 
participate in an experiment we’re running. Do you need any more credits? 
 If NO: 
  OK. Thanks for your time. Good-bye.  
 If YES: 

The research project is designed to investigate romantic relationships, so 
you will need to come to the experiment with your romantic partner. The 
experiment involves you and your partner completing some personality and 
relationship scales and engaging in three brief conversations. These procedures 
will take approximately an hour and a half. You will receive 1.5 credits plus a 
chocolate bar. If your partner is in PSYC 100 or a PSYC 200 level course, he or 
she will receive the same. However, if your partner is not enrolled in PSYC 100 
or a PSYC 200 level course, we can compensate your partner $15 for 
participation. Would you be interested in participating? 

  If NO:  
   OK thanks for your time. 
  If YES: 

Before I can schedule a time, I need to make sure that your partner also is 
willing to participate. Can give me a phone number, so that I may speak to 
him or her? (Make note of it and later call the partner and repeat the 
script from the beginning and tell them that their romantic partner 
suggested their name for participation). If he or she would like to talk to 
his or her romantic partner first, then that's OK. Just move on to the rest 
of the script. 
In the meantime, can you tell me when you generally are free to 
participate? I have times available on (give some idea when the schedule is 
open). What generally works best for you? (Refer to the schedule to see 
what is available and make a note of the times that would work for this 
participant.)] 

Schedule 
MONDAYS: 
TUESDAYS: 
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WEDNESDAYS: 
THURSDAYS: 
FRIDAYS: 
SATURDAYS: 
 
WE ALSO MIGHT BE ABLE TO ARRANGE FOR AN EARLY EVENING TIME. 

 
WHAN A MUTUALLY AGREEABLE TIME IS DETERMINED: 

1. Write down the participant's and his or her partner’s names and phone numbers on 
the schedule at the agreed upon time.  

2. When you have confirmed the time with the partner, then on SONA, sign up the 
participant at the agreed upon time. If the partner also is in PSYC 100 or PSYC 
200 level course, then you can add a slot to that time, so both can be given a credit 
for participation. 

3. https://queensu.sona-systems.com/ 
4. Ask the student to write down the following information: 

a. Experiment name: TALK 
b. The locations: Craine Hall 315 
c. The lab phone number: 533-6000 ext. 75417 or jacobson.lab@gmail.com. 

In case he/she needs to cancel. 
Then say: Thank you. I will email you back when I have confirmed the 
date and time with your partner. 

Before exiting the call be sure to ask the participants if they would like any further 
information or if they have any questions. If they do be sure to answer these before 
finalizing their participation. 
IF NO TIME CAN BE DETERMINED: Thank them for their time and exit the call.  
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Appendix E 
Study 2 LOI 

CONSENT TO ACT AS A HUMAN RESEARCH SUBJECT 
Talk 

Shana Needham, M.A. and Jill A. Jacobson, Ph.D. 
Department of Psychology, Queen’s University 

 
NAME OF PARTICIPANT (please print): ____________________________________ 
 
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY: I have been asked to participate in a research project 
designed to investigate how romantic partners interact with each other.  
 
PARTICIPANT: I understand that I will engage in three separate conversations with my 
romantic partner, as well as report my own feelings and attitudes and complete some 
personality scales. Also, I understand that I have the right to refuse to answer any 
questions. I understand that the conversations my romantic partner and I have will be 
video recorded, unless I chose not to be video recorded. Selecting to not be recorded does 
not negate participation in the study. These procedures will take approximately an hour 
and a half.  
 
RISKS: Few are anticipated; however, some questions may seem personal in nature or 
may make me feel uncomfortable. If there is something that makes me uncomfortable, I 
understand that I have the right to refuse to answer any questions or withdraw from the 
study at any time and without penalty by letting the experimenter know I do not wish to 
continue. I also understand that the questionnaires included in this study are for research 
purposes only. They are not meant to diagnose a psychological disorder or be in any way 
meant to determine whether or not I need psychological treatment. If answering any of 
the questions in this study has raised concerns for me, and/or if I would like to speak to a 
psychologist about a psychological or emotional issue, I understand that I may contact 
Health, Counseling, and Disability Services at 613-533-2506 or TALK Distress & 
Information Line at 613-544-1771 if I have concerns. 
 
BENEFITS: I will either receive 1.5 credits for my Psychology 100 course through the 
Queen’s University Psychology subject pool or be paid $15 and I will receive a candy 
bar. Also, I will have the opportunity to learn more about social psychology and research 
in general. Furthermore, previous research has demonstrated that avoiding 
communication about conflict in one's romantic relationships can lead to greater 
uncertainty concerning one’s relationship and perceptions of the relationship as less 
intimate (Knobloch & Carpenter-Theune, 2004). Therefore, discussing aspects of my 
relationship may lead to feeling more connected to my partner and more certainty about 
my relationship. 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY: I understand that any information that I provide will be stored in 
a locked cabinet in a secured building. I hereby authorize the use of all records, tests, 
tapes, and personal data derived from this experiment for research purposes. I understand 
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that only research assistants associated with this study will be able to view all of the 
records, tests, tapes, and personal data derived from this experiment for the purposes of 
preparing data for publication. I understand I will be assigned a number to designate my 
study record with my answers and not information that personally identifies me. I 
understand that any information derived from this research project that personally 
identifies me will not be voluntarily released or disclosed by the researchers without my 
separate consent, except as specifically required by law and I will not be identified in any 
publication from this study or any data files shared with other researchers.  
 
IF I HAVE QUESTIONS: Any questions about study participation may be directed to 
Dr. Jill Jacobson at 613-533-2847 or jill.jacobson@queensu.ca. Questions may also be 
directed to Shana Needham, M.A. at 14smn3@queensu.ca. Any ethical concerns about 
the study may be directed to the Chair of the General Research Ethics Board at 1-844-
535-2988 or Chair.GREB@queensu.ca. 
 
VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION: By signing below, I indicate that I have read the 
Letter of Information and understand the nature of this study. In addition, the 
experimenter has answered my questions satisfactorily. I know that I may refuse to 
answer any questions or discontinue my involvement at any time without penalty. My 
signature below indicates that I have read the information in this form and consent to 
participate in this study voluntarily. Finally, I understand that if I wish to withdraw from 
the study I can do so by contacting Dr. Jacobson or Shana Needham at any time before 
publication without penalty. 
 
 
 ______I agree to be video recorded    _______I do not agree to be video 
recorded 
Initials       Initials 
 
 
___________________________________________ ________________________ 
SIGNATURE OF PARTICIPANT    DATE  
This study has been granted clearance according to the recommended principles of 
Canadian ethics guidelines, and Queen's policies.  
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Appendix F 
Causal Uncertainty Scale 

Weary, G. & Edwards, J. A. (1994). Individual differences in causal uncertainty. Journal 
of Personality and Social Psychology, 67, 308-318. 

 
Instructions to Participants:  
 
Select the response next to each statement that best expresses how much you agree or 
disagree with the statement. Also, understand that you have the right to refuse to answer 
any questions. 
 
Response Scale: 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Moderately 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Agree 

Moderately 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

 
Scale Items: 
 
1. I do not know what it takes to get along well with others.  
2. When I receive good grades, I usually do not understand why I did so well.  
3. I do not understand what causes most of the problems that I have with others.  
4. When I see something good happen to others, I often do not know why it happened.  
5. When I receive poor grades, I usually do not understand why I did so poorly.  
6. When someone I know receives a poor grade, I often cannot determine if they could 

have done anything to prevent it.  
7. I do not understand what causes most of the good things that happen to me.  
8. When things go right, I generally do not know what to do to keep them that way.  
9. When bad things happen, I generally do not know why.  
10. When there is more than one possible reason for a person’s action it is difficult to 

determine which one is the actual reason.  
11. I often feel like I don’t have enough information to come to a conclusion why things 

happen to other people.  
12. When I see something bad happen to others, I often do not know why it happened.  
13. I often feel like I do not have enough information to come to a conclusion about why 

things happen to me.  
14. When I think about why someone does something, there are usually so many possible 

reasons for it that I cannot determine which one was the cause.  
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Appendix G 
Relational Uncertainty Measure 

Knobloch, L. K. & Solomon, D. H. (1999). Measuring the sources and content of 
relational uncertainty. Communication Studies, 50, 261-278. 

 
Instructions to Participants: 
So far in this questionnaire, you have been asked to describe your involvement in your 
relationship in various ways. However, we realize that sometimes people are sure about 
the degree of involvement in their relationships, and sometimes people are less sure about 
the involvement in their relationship.  
 
In this section, we have listed a number of statements addressing different facets of 
involvement in relationships. We would like you to rate how CERTAIN you are about 
the degree of involvement that you have in your relationship at this time. 
 
PLEASE NOTE: 
 
We are not asking you to rate how much involvement there is in your relationship, but 
rather how certain you are about whatever degree of involvement you perceive. 
 
It might help if you first consider how much of each form of involvement is present in 
your relationship and then evaluate how certain you are about that perception. 
 
Also, understand that you have the right to refuse to answer any questions. 
 
For these judgments, you should use the following: 
 
Response Scale: 

Completely 
or almost 

completely 
uncertain 

 
Mostly 

uncertain 

 
Slightly 

more 
uncertain 

 
Slightly 

more 
certain 

 
Mostly 
certain 

Completely 
or almost 

completely 
certain 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Self-Investment Subscale  
 
Instructions to Participants: 
 
In the following section, we would like to know how certain you are about YOUR OWN 
INVOLVEMENT in this relationship. Please select the response that most accurately 
identifies your agreement with each statement. 
 
How Certain Are You About… 
 
1. How much you like your partner? 
2. How important is your relationship to you? 
3. Whether or not you want to maintain your relationship? 
4. Your feelings for your partner? 
5. Where you want this relationship to go? 
6. Whether or not you will want to be with your partner in the long run? 
7. Whether you want a romantic relationship with your partner or to be friends? 
8. How committed you are to this relationship? 
9. How much you want this relationship right now? 
10. Whether or not you are ready to commit to your partner? 
11. Your goals for the future of the relationship? 
12. Whether or not you want this relationship to last? 
13. Whether or not you want this relationship to work in the long run? 
14. How ready you are to get involved with your partner?  
15. Whether or not you want to stay in a relationship with your partner? 
16. How much you want to pursue this relationship? 
17. Your view of this relationship? 
18. How you feel about the relationship? 
19. How much you are romantically interested in your partner? 
 
Partner Investment Subscale 
 
Instructions to Participants: 
 
In the following section, we would like to know how certain you are about YOUR 
PARTNER’S INVOLVEMENT in this relationship. Again, please select the response 
that most accurately identifies your agreement with each statement. 
 
How Certain Are You About… 
 
1. Your partner’s goals for the future of the relationship? 
2. How much your partner is romantically interested in you? 
3. Your partner’s feelings for you? 
4. How much your partner likes you? 
5. How ready your partner is to get involved with you? 
6. How committed your partner is to the relationship? 
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7. How much your partner wants this relationship right now? 
8. Whether or not your partner wants this relationship right now? 
9. Whether or not your partner wants this relationship to work out in the long run? 
10. Whether or not your partner is ready to commit to you? 
11. How much your partner wants to pursue this relationship? 
12. Whether or not your partner wants to stay in a relationship with you? 
13. How your partner feels about your relationship? 
14. Where your partner wants this relationship to go? 
15. Your partner’s view of this relationship? 
16. How important this relationship is to your partner? 
17. Whether or not your partner wants to maintain your relationship? 
18. Whether or not your partner will want to be with you in the long run? 
19. Whether your partner wants a romantic relationship with you or to be just friends? 
 
Relationship Investment Subscale 
 
Instruction to Participants: 
 
In the following section, we would like to know how certain you are about YOUR 
RELATIONSHIP in this relationship. Again, please select the response that most 
accurately identifies your agreement with each statement: 
 
How Certain Are You About… 
 
1. The norms for this relationship? 
2. Where this relationship is going? 
3. The future of the relationship? 
4. The definition of this relationship? 
5. How you can or cannot behave around your partner? 
6. How you and your partner would describe this relationship? 
7. The state of the relationship at this time? 
8. What you can or cannot say to each other in this relationship? 
9. Whether or not this relationship will end soon? 
10. Whether or not this is a romantic or platonic relationship? 
11. The current status of this relationship? 
12. Whether or not you and your partner will stay together? 
13. Whether or not you and your partner feel the same way about each other? 
14. The boundaries of appropriate and/or inappropriate behavior in this relationship? 
15. Whether or not your partner likes you as much as you like him or her? 
16. How you and your partner view this relationship?  
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Appendix H 
Relationship Quality Index 

Relationship Assessment Scale  
Hendrick, S. S. (1988). A generic measure of relationship satisfaction. Journal of 

Marriage and the Family, 50, 93-98. 
 
Instructions to Participants: 
 
Please select the letter for each item that best answers that item for you. 
 
Response Scale23 and Scale Items: 
 
1. How well does your partner meet your needs?  

a. A (poorly) to E (extremely well) 
2. In general, how satisfied are you with your relationship?  

a. A (unsatisfied) to E (extremely satisfied) 
3. How good is your relationship compared to most?  

a. A (poor) to E (excellent) 
4. How often do you wish you hadn’t gotten in this relationship?  

a. A (never) to E (very often) 
5. To what extent has your relationship met your original expectations?  

a. A (hardly at all) to E (completely) 
6. How much do you love your partner? 

a. A (not very much) to E (very much) 
7. How many problems are there in your relationship? 

a. A (very few) to E (very many) 
 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale-Revised 
Swann, W. B., Jr., Wenzlaff, R. M., Krull, D. S., & Pelham, B. W. (1992). Allure of 

negative feedback: Self-verification strivings among depressed persons. Journal 
of Abnormal Psychology, 101, 293-306. 

 
Instructions to Participants: 
 
Below is a list of statements dealing with your general feelings about your romantic 
partner. If you strongly agree, select SA. If you agree with the statement, select A. If you 
disagree, select D. If you strongly disagree, select SD. Also, understand that you have the 
right to refuse to answer any questions. 
 
Response Scale: 
 

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree 
SA A D SD 

                                                
23 The midpoint on each scale C has the anchor of “average” for all items. 
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Scale Items: 
 
1. On the whole, I am satisfied with my romantic partner. 
2. At times I think my romantic partner is no good at all. 
3. I feel that my romantic partner has a number of good qualities. 
4. My romantic partner is able to do things as well as most other people. 
5. I feel my romantic partner does not have much to be proud of. 
6. My romantic partner certainly feels useless at times.  
7. I feel that my romantic partner is a person of worth, at least on an equal plane to 

others. 
8. I wish my romantic partner could have more respect for themselves. 
9. All in all, I am inclined to feel that my romantic partner is a failure. 
10. My romantic partner takes a positive attitude toward themselves. 
 
Willingness to Interact Scale  
Coyne, J. C. (1976). Depression and the response of others. Journal of Abnormal 

Psychology, 85, 186-193.  
 
Instructions to Participants: 
 
For the following items, please choose the response that best indicates how you feel 
about your friend. Also, understand that you have the right to refuse to answer any 
questions. 
 
Response Scale: 
 

Not at All     Very Much 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
 
Scale Items: 
1. Would you be willing to ask your romantic partner for advice? 
2. Would you like to sit next to your romantic partner on a 3-hour bus trip? 
3. Would you like to invite your romantic partner to your home? 
4. Would you approve of your romantic partner marrying one of your close relatives? 
5. Would you be willing to work with your romantic partner on a job? 
6. Would you be willing to admit your romantic partner to your own circle of friends? 
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Appendix I 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale 

Zacchilli, T. L., Hendrick, C., & Hendrick, S. S. (2009). The romantic partner conflict 
scale: A new scale to measure relationship conflict. Journal of Social and 
Personal Relationships, 26, 1073-1096. doi: 10.1177/0265407509347936 

 
Instructions to Participants: 
 
Think about how you handle conflict with your romantic partner. Specifically, think 
about a significant conflict issue that you and your partner have disagreed about recently. 
Using the scale below, select which response is most like how you handled conflict. Also, 
understand that you have the right to refuse to answer any questions. 
 
Response Scale: 
 

Strongly 
Disagree with 

Statement 

Moderately 
Disagree with 

Statement 

Neutral, 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

Moderately 
Agree with 
Statement 

Strongly Agree 
with Statement 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
Scale Items: 
 

1. We try to find solutions that are acceptable to both of us. 
2. We often resolve conflict by talking about the problem. 
3. Our conflicts usually end when we reach a compromise. 
4. When my partner and I disagree, we consider both sides of the argument. 
5. In order to resolve conflict, we try to reach a compromise. 
6. Compromise is the best way to resolve conflict between my partner and me. 
7. My partner and I negotiate to resolve our disagreement. 
8. I try to meet me partner halfway to resolve a disagreement. 
9. The best way to resolve conflict between me and my partner is to find a middle 

ground. 
10. When we disagree, we work to find a solution that satisfies both of us. 
11. When my partner and I have conflict, we collaborate so that we are both happy 

with our decision. 
12. My partner and I collaborate to find a common ground to solve problems between 

us. 
13. We collaborate to come up with the best solution from both of us when we have a 

problem. 
14. We try to collaborate so that we can reach a joint solution to conflict.  
15. My partner and I try to avoid arguments. 
16. I avoid disagreements with my partner. 
17. I avoid conflict with my partner. 
18. When my partner and I disagree, we argue loudly. 
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19. Our conflicts usually last quite awhile. 
20. My partner and I have frequent conflicts. 
21. I suffer a lot from conflict with my partner. 
22. I become verbally abusive to my partner when we have conflict. 
23. My partner and I often argue because I do not trust him/her. 
24. When we have conflict, we withdraw from each other for a while for a “cooling-

off” period. 
25. When we disagree, we try to separate for a while so we can consider both sides of 

the argument. 
26. When we experience conflict, we let each other cool off before discussing it 

further. 
27. When we have conflict, we separate but expect to deal with it later. 
28. Separation for a period of time can work well to let our conflicts cool down. 
29. When we argue or fight, I try to win. 
30. I try to take control when we argue. 
31. I rarely let my partner win an argument. 
32. When we disagree, my goal is to convince my partner that I am right. 
33. When we argue, I let my partner know I am in charge. 
34. When we have conflict, I try to push my partner into choosing the solution that I 

think is best. 
35. When we have conflict, I usually give in to my partner. 
36. I give in to my partner’s wishes to settle arguments on my partner’s terms. 
37. Sometimes I agree with my partner just so the conflict will end. 
38. When we argue, I usually try to satisfy my partner’s needs rather than my own. 
39. I surrender to my partner when we disagree on an issue. 
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Appendix J 
Conversational Appropriateness Scale 

Spitzberg, B. H. & Canary, D. J. (1985). Loneliness and relationally competent 
communication. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 2, 387-402. 

 
Instruction to Participants: 
 
Please read the following statements carefully and choose the option that best describes 
the extent to which you agree or disagree with the statement. Also, understand that you 
have the right to refuse to answer any questions. 
 
Response Scale: 
 

Strongly 
Disagree    Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
Scale Items: 
 

1. My romantic partner said several things that seemed out of place in the 
conversation.  

2. My romantic partner was a smooth conversationalist. 
3. Everything my romantic partner said was appropriate. 
4. Occasionally, my romantic partner’s statements made me feel uncomfortable. 
5. My romantic partner’s conversation was very suitable to the situation. 
6. Some of the things my romantic partner said were awkward.  
7. My romantic partner’s communication was very proper. 
8. My romantic partner said somethings that should not have been said.  
9. I was embarrassed at times by my romantic partner’s remarks.  
10. Some of my romantic partner’s marks were inappropriate.  
11. I was comfortable throughout the conversation with my romantic partner’s 

remarks. 
12. Some of the things my romantic partner said were in bad taste.  
13. None of my romantic partner’s remarks were embarrassing to me.  
14. My romantic partner said some things that were simply the incorrect things to say. 
15. My romantic partner did not violate any of my expectations in the conversation. 
16. The way my romantic partner said some of his/her remarks was unsuitable.  
17. The things my romantic partner spoke about were all in good taste as far as I’m 

concerned. 
18. Some of my romantic partner’s remarks were simply improper.  
19. My romantic partner interrupted me in the conversation. 
20. At least one of my romantic partner’s remarks was rude. 
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Appendix K 
Conversational Effectiveness Scale 

Spitzberg, B. H. & Canary, D. J. (1985). Loneliness and relationally competent 
communication. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 2, 387-402. 

 
Instructions to Participants: 
 
Please read the following statements carefully and choose the option that best describes 
the extent to which you agree or disagree with the statements. Also, understand that you 
have the right to refuse to answer any questions. 
 
Response Scale: 
 

Strongly 
Disagree    Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
Scale Items: 
 

1. Our conversation was very beneficial. 
2. My romantic partner was more active in the conversation than I was.  
3. I achieved everything I hoped to achieve in our conversation. 
4. It was a useless conversation. 
5. I was in control of the conversation. 
6. I was effective in the conversation. 
7. Our conversation was unsuccessful. 
8. I just let my romantic partner talk most of the time. 
9. I got what I wanted out of the conversation. 
10. The conversation was unprofitable. 
11. It was an advantageous conversation. 
12. I was an ineffective conversationalist. 
13. I didn’t know what was going on in the conversation. 
14. It was a rewarding conversation. 
15. My romantic partner dominated the conversation. 
16. I talked most of the time. 
17. I found the conversation to be very useful and helpful. 
18. My romantic partner controlled the conversation.  
19. The conversation went pretty much the way I wanted. 
20. The conversation was very unrewarding. 
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Appendix L 
Conversational Skills Rating Scale-Coactor Form 

Spitzberg, B. H. (1994). Instructional assessment of interpersonal competence: The 
Conversational Skills Rating Scale. In S. Morreale, M. Brooks, R. Berko, & C. 
Cooke (Eds.), Assessing college student competency in speech communication 
(Proceedings of the SCA Summer Conference on Assessment, pp. 325-352). 
Annandale, VA: Speech Communication Association. 

 
Instructions to Participants: 
 
Rate how skillfully YOUR PARTNER used, or didn’t use, the following communicative 
behaviors in the conversation. Also, understand that you have the right to refuse to 
answer any questions. 
 
Response Scale: 
 

Inadequate Fair Adequate Good Excellent 
1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
Scale Items: 
 
1. Speaking rate (neither too slow nor to fast) 
2. Speaking fluency (pauses, silences, “uh”, etc.) 
3. Vocal confidence (neither too tense/nervous nor overly confident sounding) 
4. Articulation (clarity of pronunciation and linguistic expression) 
5. Vocal variety (neither overly monotone nor dramatic voice) 
6. Volume (neither too loud nor too soft) 
7. Posture (neither too closed/formal nor too open/informal) 
8. Lean toward partner (neither too forward nor too far back) 
9. Shaking or nervous twitches (aren’t noticeable or distracting) 
10. Unmotivated movements (tapping feet, fingers, hair-twirling, etc.) 
11. Facial expressiveness (neither blank nor exaggerated) 
12. Nodding or head in response to partner statements 
13. Use of gestures to emphasize what is being said 
14. Use of humor and/or stories 
15. Smiling and/or laughing 
16. Use of eye contact 
17. Asking of questions 
18. Speaking about partner (involvement of partner as a topic of conversation) 
19. Speaking about self (neither too much nor too little) 
20. Encouragements or agreements (encouragement of partner to talk) 
21. Personal opinion expression (neither too passive nor aggressive) 
22. Initiation of new topics 
23. Maintenance of topics and follow-up comments 
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24. Interruption of partner speaking turns 
25. Use of time speaking relative to partner  
  



 

 129  

 

Appendix M 
Anxiety Index 

Mood and Anxiety Symptom Questionnaire-Anxious Arousal 
Clark, D. & Watson, L. A. (1991). Tripartite model of anxiety and depression: 

Psychometric evidence and taxonomic implications. Journal of Abnormal 
Psychology, 100, 316-336.  

 
Instructions to Participants: 
 
Below is a list of feelings, sensations, problems, and experiences that people sometimes 
have. Read each statement and then mark the appropriate choice in the space next to that 
item. Use the choice that best describes how much you have felt or experience things this 
way during the past week, including today. Also, understand that you have the right to 
refuse to answer any questions. Use this scale when answering:  
 
Response Scale: 
 

Not at All A Little Bit Moderately Quite a Bit Extremely 
1 2 3 4 5 

 
Scale Items: 
 

1. Felt faint  
2. Had pain in my chest 
3. Had hot or cold spells 
4. Felt dizzy or lightheaded  
5. Was short of breath 
6. Hands were shaky 
7. Felt like I was choking 
8. Had a very dry mouth 
9. Muscles twitched or trembled  
10. Was afraid I was going to die 
11. Heart was racing or pounding 
12. Had to urinate frequently 
13. Had trouble swallowing 
14. Hands were cold or sweaty 
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Interaction Anxiousness Scale 
Leary, M. R. (1983). Social anxiousness: The construct and its measurement. Journal of 

Personality Assessment, 47, 66-75. 
 
Instructions to Participants: 
 
Please read each of the following statements and rate the extent to which you believe 
each statement best describes your feelings about close relationships in general. Also, 
understand that you have the right to refuse to answer any questions. 
 
Response Scale: 
 

Not at All Characteristic of 
Me 

   Extremely Characteristic of 
Me 

1 2 3 4 5 
Scale Items: 
 
1. I often feel nervous even in casual get-togethers. 
2. I usually feel uncomfortable when I am in a group of people I don’t know. 
3. I am usually at ease when speaking to a member of the opposite sex. 
4. I get nervous when I must talk to a teacher or boss. 
5. Parties often make me feel anxious and uncomfortable. 
6. I am probably less shy in social interactions than most people. 
7. I sometimes feel tense when talking to people of my own sex if I don’t know them 

very well. 
8. I would be nervous if I was being interviewed for a job. 
9. I wish I had more confidence in social situations. 
10. I seldom feel anxious in social situations. 
11. In general, I am a shy person 
12. I often feel nervous when talking to an attractive member of the opposite sex. 
13. I often feel nervous when calling someone I don’t know very well on the telephone. 
14. I get nervous when I speak to someone in a position of authority. 
15. I usually feel relaxed around other people, even people who are quite different from 

myself. 
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Appendix N 
Negative Affectivity 

Beck Depression Inventory 
Beck, A. T., Ward, C. H., Mendelson, M., Mock, J., & Erbaugh, J. (1961). An Inventory 

for Measuring Depression. Archives of General Psychiatry, 4, 561-571. 
 
Instructions to Participants: 
 
This questionnaire consists of 21 group of statements. Please read each group of 
statements carefully, and then pick out the one statement in each group that best describes 
the way you have been feeling during the past two weeks, including today. If several 
statements in the group seem to apply equally well, select the most severe statement. 
 
Scoring Scale and Scale Items: 
 
1.  

0 I do not feel sad.  
1 I feel sad.  
2 I am sad all the time and I can't snap out of it.  
3 I am so sad and unhappy that I can't stand it. 

2.  
0 I am not particularly discouraged about the future.  
1 I feel discouraged about the future.  
2 I feel I have nothing to look forward to.  
3 I feel the future is hopeless and that things cannot improve.  

3.  
0 I do not feel like a failure.  
1 I feel I have failed more than the average person.  
2 As I look back on my life, all I can see is a lot of failures.  
3 I feel I am a complete failure as a person. 

4.  
0 I get as much satisfaction out of things as I used to.  
1 I don't enjoy things the way I used to.  
2 I don't get real satisfaction out of anything anymore.  
3 I am dissatisfied or bored with everything.  

5.  
0 I don't feel particularly guilty.  
1 I feel guilty a good part of the time.  
2 I feel quite guilty most of the time.  
3 I feel guilty all of the time.  
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6.  
0 I don't feel I am being punished.  
1 I feel I may be punished.  
2 I expect to be punished.  
3 I feel I am being punished.  

7.  
0 I don't feel disappointed in myself.  
1 I am disappointed in myself.  
2 I am disgusted with myself.  
3 I hate myself.  

8.  
0 I don't feel I am any worse than anybody else.  
1 I am critical of myself for my weaknesses or mistakes.  
2 I blame myself all the time for my faults.  
3 I blame myself for everything bad that happens.  

9.  
0 I don't have any thoughts of killing myself.  
1 I have thoughts of killing myself, but I would not carry them out.  
2 I would like to kill myself.  
3 I would kill myself if I had the chance.  

10.  
0 I don't cry any more than usual.  
1 I cry more now than I used to.  
2 I cry all the time now.  
3 I used to be able to cry, but now I can't cry even though I want to.  

11.  
0 I am no more irritated by things than I ever was.  
1 I am slightly more irritated now than usual.  
2 I am quite annoyed or irritated a good deal of the time.  
3 I feel irritated all the time. 

12.  
0 I have not lost interest in other people. 
1 I am less interested in other people than I used to be.  
2 I have lost most of my interest in other people.  
3 I have lost all of my interest in other people.  

13.  
0 I make decisions about as well as I ever could.  
1 I put off making decisions more than I used to.  
2 I have greater difficulty in making decisions more than I used to.  
3 I can't make decisions at all anymore. 

14.  
0 I don't feel that I look any worse than I used to.  
1 I am worried that I am looking old or unattractive.  
2 I feel there are permanent changes in my appearance that make me look 
unattractive  
3 I believe that I look ugly.  
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15.  
0 I can work about as well as before.  
1 It takes an extra effort to get started at doing something.  
2 I have to push myself very hard to do anything.  
3 I can't do any work at all. 

16.  
0 I can sleep as well as usual.  
1 I don't sleep as well as I used to.  
2 I wake up 1-2 hours earlier than usual and find it hard to get back to sleep.  
3 I wake up several hours earlier than I used to and cannot get back to sleep.  

17.  
0 I don't get more tired than usual.  
1 I get tired more easily than I used to.  
2 I get tired from doing almost anything.  
3 I am too tired to do anything.  

18.  
0 My appetite is no worse than usual.  
1 My appetite is not as good as it used to be.  
2 My appetite is much worse now.  
3 I have no appetite at all anymore.  

19.  
0 I haven't lost much weight, if any, lately.  
1 I have lost more than five pounds.  
2 I have lost more than ten pounds.  
3 I have lost more than fifteen pounds. 

20.  
0 I am no more worried about my health than usual.  
1 I am worried about physical problems like aches, pains, upset stomach, or 
constipation.  
2 I am very worried about physical problems and it's hard to think of much else.  
3 I am so worried about my physical problems that I cannot think of anything 
else.  

 
21.  

0 I have not noticed any recent change in my interest in sex.  
1 I am less interested in sex than I used to be.  
2 I have almost no interest in sex.  
3 I have lost interest in sex completely. 
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Big-Five Inventory -neuroticism subscale 
Goldberg, L. R. (1992). The development of markers for the Big-Five factor structure. 

Psychological Assessment, 4, 26-42. 
 
Instructions to Participants: 
 
Here are a number of characteristics that may or may not apply to you. For example, do 
you agree that you are someone who likes to spend time with others? Please select a 
number next to each statement to indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with 
that statement. Also, understand that you have the right to refuse to answer any questions. 
I am someone who…  
 
Response Scale: 
 

Disagree 
Strongly 

Disagree Disagree a 
little 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree a 
little 

Agree Agree 
Strongly 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
Scale Items: 
 

1. Is depressed, blue  
2. Is relaxed, handles stress well  
3. Can be tense  
4. Worries a lot  
5. Is emotionally stable, not easily upset  
6. Can be moody  
7. Remains calm in tense situations  
8. Gets nervous easily  

 
Adapted-Differential Emotions Scale 
Cacioppo, J. T., Martzke, J. S., Petty, R. E., & Tassinary, L. G. (1988). Specific forms of 

facial EMG response index emotions during an interview: From Darwin to the 
continuous flow hypothesis of affect-laden information processing. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 54(4), 592-604. doi:10.1037/0022-
3514.54.4.592  

 
Instructions to Participants: 
 
Please select the point on the scales that best describes the way you feel at this moment. 
Also, understand that you have the right to refuse to answer any questions. 
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Response Scale: 

Not at all      Very 
Strongly 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
Scale Items: 
 
1. Merry/Gleeful/Amused 
2. Warm-hearted/Joyful/Elated 
3. Sad/Downhearted/Blue 
4. Irritated/Angry/Mad 
5. Fearful/Scared/Afraid 
6. Tense/Anxious/Nervous 
7. Disgusted/Turned-off/Repulsed 
8. Contemptuous/Scornful/Disdainful 
 
Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire-Short Form 
Downey, G., & Feldman, S. I. (1996). Implications of Rejection Sensitivity for Intimate 

Relationships. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 70, 1327-1343. 
 
Instructions to Participants: 
 
Each of the items below describes things college students sometimes ask of other people. 
Please imagine that you are in each situation. You will be asked to answer the following 
questions:  
 

1) How concerned or anxious would you be about how the other person would 
respond?  

2) How do you think the other person would be likely to respond?  
 
Also, understand that you have the right to refuse to answer any questions. 
 
Response Scale: 
 

A items Very 
Unconcerned     Very 

Concerned 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 

B items Very Unlikely     Very Likely 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Scale Items: 
 
1. You ask your parents for help in deciding what programs to apply to. 

A) How concerned or anxious would you be over whether or not your parents would 
want to help you?  

B) I would expect that they would want to help me. 
2. You approach a close friend to talk about doing or saying something that seriously 

upset him/her. 
A) How concerned or anxious would you be over whether or not your friend would 

want to talk with you?  
B) I would expect that he/she would want to talk with me to try to work things out.  

3. After graduation, you can’t find a job and ask your parents if you can live at home for 
awhile. 
A) How concerned or anxious would you be over whether or not your parents would 

want you to come home? 
B) I would expect I would be welcome at home. 

4. You call your boyfriend/girlfriend after a bitter argument and tell him/her you want to 
see him/her. 
A) How concerned or anxious would you be over whether or not your 

boyfriend/girlfriend would want to see you? 
B) I would expect that he/she would want to see me. 

5. You ask your parents to come to an occasion important to you.  
A) How concerned or anxious would you be over whether or not your parents would 

want you to come?  
B) I would expect that my parents would want to come. 

6. You ask a friend to do you a big favor.  
A) How concerned or anxious would you be over whether or not your friend would 

do this favor?  
B) I would expect that he/she would willingly do this favor for me. 

7. You ask your boyfriend/girlfriend if he/she really loves you. 
A) How concerned or anxious would you be over whether or not your 

boyfriend/girlfriend would say yes? 
B) I would expect he/she would answer yes sincerely. 

8. You go to a party and notice someone on the other side of the room and then you ask 
them to dance.  
A) How concerned or anxious would you be over whether or not the person would 

want to dance with you?  
B) I would expect he/she would want to dance with me. 
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Appendix O 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire 

Fraley, R. C., Waller, N. G., & Brennan, K. A. (2000). An item-response theory analysis 
of self-report measure of adult attachment. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 78, 350-365. 

 
Instructions to Participants: 
 
The statements below concern how you feel in emotionally intimate relationships. We are 
interested in how you generally experience relationships, not just in what is happening in 
a current relationship. Respond to each statement by indicating the number to indicate 
how much you agree or disagree with the statement. Also, understand that you have the 
right to refuse to answer any questions. 
 
Response Scale: 
 

Strongly 
Disagree      Strongly 

Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
 
Scale Items: 
 

1. I’m afraid that I will lose my partner’s love 
2. I often worry that my partner will not want to stay with me. 
3. I often worry that my partner doesn’t really love me. 
4. I worry that romantic partners won’t care about me as much as I care about them. 
5. I often wish that my partner’s feelings for me were as strong as my feeling for 

him or her. 
6. I worry a lot about my relationships. 
7. When my partner is out of sight, I worry that he or she might become interested in 

someone else.  
8. When I show my feelings for romantic partners, I’m afraid they will not feel the 

same about me. 
9. I rarely worry about my partner leaving me. 
10. My romantic partner makes me doubt myself. 
11. I do not often worry about being abandoned. 
12. I find that my partner(s) don’t want to get as close as I would like.  
13. Sometimes romantic partners change their feelings about me for no apparent 

reason. 
14. My desire to be very close sometimes scares people away. 
15. I’m afraid that once a romantic partner gets to know me, he or she won’t like who 

I really am. 
16. It makes me mad that I don’t get the affection and support I need for my partner.  
17. I worry that I won’t measure up to other people. 
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18. My partner only seems to notice me when I’m angry. 
19. I prefer not to show a partner how I feel deep down. 
20. I feel comfortable sharing my private thoughts and feelings with my partner. 
21. I find it difficult to allow myself to depend on romantic partners. 
22. I am very comfortable being close to romantic partners.  
23. I don’t feel comfortable opening up to romantic partners. 
24. I prefer not to be too close to romantic partners.  
25. I get uncomfortable when a romantic partner wants to be very close. 
26. I find it relatively easy to get close to my partner.  
27. It’s not difficult for me to get close to my partner. 
28. I usually discuss my problems and concerns with my partner. 
29. It helps me to turn to my romantic partner in times of need. 
30. I tell my partner just about everything. 
31. I talk things over with my partner. 
32. I am nervous when partners get too close to me. 
33. I feel comfortable depending on romantic partners. 
34. I find it easy to depend on romantic partners. 
35. It’s easy for me to be affectionate with my partner. 
36. My partner really understands me and my needs 
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Appendix P 
Study 1 Conversation Topic 

 Modified Issues Checklist 
Prinz, R. J., Foster, S. L., Kent, R. N., & O’Leary, K. D. (1979). Multivariate assessment 

of conflict in distressed and nondistressed mother-adolescent dyads. Journal of 
Applied Behavior Analysis, 12, 691-700. 

 
Instructions to Participants: 
 
For each topic below, fill in the circle below “Yes” for issues that have arisen during your 
relationship with your romantic partner or the circle below “No” for topics that have not 
come up. For each issue answered “Yes,” choose the number between 1 (not at all angry) 
and 5 (extremely angry) that best answers the question, “How did you feel when this 
situation occurred?” Also, understand that you have the right to refuse to answer any 
questions. 
 
Response Scale: 

  If YES, how did you feel when this situation occurred? 

No Yes Not at all 
angry    Extremely 

angry 
  1 2 3 4 5 

 
Scale Items: 
1. Making too much noise (talking on the 

phone, music, etc.) 
2. Bedtime 
3. Cleaning room/Garbage/Taking shoes off 

when entering 
4. Not respecting your need to work (on 

homework, job, etc.) 
5. Putting away personal items 
6. Personal cleanliness (brushing teeth, hand 

sanitizing, etc.) 
7. Dirty or inappropriate jokes 
8. Turning off lights in room(s) 
9. Spending money on unnecessary items 

(e.g., books, video games, clothes, etc.) 
10. Vacation plans 
11. Family (e.g., where to spend the holiday, 

disagreements) 
12. Using substances 
13. Taking relationship to next level (e.g., 

moving in, engagement, marriage, etc.) 
14. Staying late at work  
15. Forgetting important events (e.g., 

birthday, anniversary, etc.) 

16. Wake up time/getting up in the morning 
17. Lying/Dishonesty 
18. Talking back to partner/Incivility 
19. Bothering partner when want to be alone 

(e.g., texting) 
20. Putting items back in a different place 

(e.g., dishes in a different cupboard) 
21. Bothering/Not getting along with 

partner’s friends 
22. Public displays of affection 
23. What to watch (e.g., television, movie, 

etc.) 
24. Making plans without informing partner 

first. 
25. Inability to compromise/get along with 

partner 
26. Coming home late/Waking up partner 
27. Different lifestyles (e.g., religion) 
28. Ignoring/Not listening to partner’s 

requests 
29. Not talking/spending enough time with 

partner 
30. Other (please specify)  



 

 140  

 

31. Other (please specify) 
32. Other (please specify) 
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Appendix Q 
Study 2 Conversation Topic 

1. Approximately how long ago did your last argument with your romantic partner take 
place?  
2. What was the topic of your last argument (e.g., “We fought about money.”)?  
3. Please list below the reasons why you believe this argument took place.  
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Appendix R 
Study 3 Email Correspondence 

Time 1 Email Script  
 

Subject line: TALK study: 1.5 credits  
 
Hi, 
 
I'm working with Shana Needham, M.A. and Dr. Jill Jacobson in the Psychology 
Department on a research project called TALK. Your name was selected from the pre-
screening questionnaires completed by PSYC 100 and PSYC 200 students. If you would 
like to earn more experimental credits for your PSYC 100 or 200 course, I'd like to invite 
you to participate in an experiment we're running. 
 
The research project is designed to investigate romantic relationships. The experiment 
involves you providing some information about your relationship and completing some 
personality and relationship scales every over a 12-week period via email. These 
procedures will take approximately an hour and half to complete at both time 
administrations. You will receive 1.0 credit as compensation for the first time that you 
participate in the study. Subsequent participation in the study will result in being 
compensated with 0.5 credits.  
 
Additionally, if your romantic partner is interested in participating, you can email me 
back with their name and email and I will contact them with further details.  
 
 
If you have any additional questions or would like more information, please contact me 
at this email address, jacobson.lab@gmail.com.  
 
Thank you very much! 
 
Time 2 Email Script 
 
Hello,  
 
At the beginning of the term, you participated in the first administration of PARTNER. 
The link below is for the second administration of the study. You will have 3 DAYS to 
complete the survey from the time that you received it. If you start the survey, but cannot 
finish you simply can close your browser and log back into where you left off with the 
link below.  
 
As this is a study examining two-time points we would appreciate your participation. By 
completing the survey, you will receive 0.5 credits or $5 CAD. 
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Questions and concerns should be addressed to jacobson.lab@gmail.com. We appreciate 
your participation.  
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Appendix S 
Study 3 LOI 

Letter of Information and Consent 
 

"PARTNER" 
 

This research is being conducted by Shana Needham, M.A. under the supervision of Jill 
A. Jacobson, Ph.D., in the Department of Psychology, Queen’s University in Kingston, 

Ontario.  
  
What is the study about? The purpose of this research is to investigate how romantic 
partners interact with each other. I understand that I will engage in an online survey over 
a 12-week period via email to report my own feelings and attitudes about my romantic 
relationship(s) and complete some personality scales. At each administration, these 
procedures will take approximately an hour and a half. 
  
Few risks are anticipated with PARTNER; however, some questions may seem personal 
in nature or may make me feel uncomfortable. If there is something that makes me 
uncomfortable, I understand that I have the right to refuse to answer any questions or 
withdraw from the study at any time and without penalty by letting the experimenter 
know I do not wish to continue. I also understand that the questionnaires included in this 
study are for research purposes only. They are not meant to diagnose a psychological 
disorder or be in any way meant to determine whether or not I need psychological 
treatment. If answering any of the questions in this study has raised concerns for me, 
and/or if I would like to speak to a psychologist about a psychological or emotional issue, 
I understand that I may contact Health, Counseling, and Disability Services at 613-533-
2506 or TALK Distress & Information Line at 613-544-1771 if I have concerns. 
  
Will I be compensated for my participation? I will either receive 1.0 credit for my 
PSYC 100 or PSYC 200 level course through the Queen’s University Psychology subject 
pool or be paid $10 at the start of the study. At the second time point, I will be awarded .5 
credits for my PSYC 100 or PSYC 200 level course through the Queen’s University 
Psychology subject pool or be paid $5. Also, I will have the opportunity to learn more 
about social psychology and research in general. 
  
What will happen to my responses? I understand that every effort will be made to 
maintain the confidentiality of the data now and in the future by storing the information I 
provide in a locked cabinet in a secured building. I hereby authorize the use of all 
records, tests, tapes, and personal data derived from this experiment for research 
purposes. I understand I will be assigned a number to designate my study record with my 
answers and not information that personally identifies me. I understand that only research 
assistants associated with the Jacobson Lab will have access to my responses to help 
prepare data for publication. I understand that any information derived from this research 
project that personally identifies me will not be voluntarily released or disclosed by the 
researchers without my separate consent, except as specifically required by law and I will 
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not be identified in any publication from this study or any data files shared with other 
researchers. Also, I understand that I have the right to refuse to answer any 
questions. 
  
What if I have concerns? Any questions, concerns, or complaints may be directed 
to Dr. Jill Jacobson at 613-533-2847 or jill.jacobson@queensu.ca. Questions may also be 
directed to Shana Needham, M.A. at 14smn3@queensu.ca. Any ethical concerns about 
the study may be directed to the Chair of the General Research Ethics Board at 1-844-
535-2988 (Toll free in North America) or 1-613-533-2988 (outside of North America) or 
Chair.GREB@queensu.ca. 
  
VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION: By selecting yes below, I indicate that I have read 
the Letter of Information and understand the nature of this study. In addition, the 
experimenter has answered my questions satisfactorily. I know that I may refuse to 
answer any questions or discontinue my involvement at any time without penalty. By 
selecting YES below it indicates that I have read the information in this form and consent 
to participate in this study voluntarily. Finally, I understand that if I wish to withdraw 
from the study I can do so by contacting Dr. Jacobson or Shana Needham at any time 
before publication without penalty. 
  
Selecting the box below indicates that I have read the information in this form and 
consent to participate in this study voluntarily. Finally, I understand that if I wish to 
withdraw from the study I can do so by contacting Dr. Jacobson or Shana 
Needham, M.A. at any time before publication without penalty. 
  
 
Yes 
 
No 
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Appendix T 
Study 3 Time 1 Demographic Questionnaire 

Instructions to Participants: 
 
Please type or indicate the response that most accurately answers the following questions: 
 
Scale Items: 
 
1. How old are you? 
2. How long have you been in your current relationship? 
3. Current relationship status: Single, In a relationship, Engaged, Married 
4. Is your current partner the individual you were dating12 weeks ago? Yes/No 
5. If NO, please briefly describe why your previous relationship ended? For example:  

“My partner and I broke up because we decided that we no longer wanted to have 
a long distance relationship.” 

6. Have you and your partner recently moved in together? Yes/No 
7. If YES, how long have you and your partner been living together? 
8. What was the topic of your last argument with your romantic partner? 
9. Why do you believe that this argument occurred? 
10. Has anything positive happened in your life recently (e.g., graduation, promotion at 

work, etc.)? 
11. Has anything negative happened in your life recently (e.g., death of a loved one, car 

accident, etc.)? 
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Appendix U 
Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples  

Péloquine, K. & Lafontaine, M. F. (2010). Measuring empathy in couples: Validity and 
reliability of interpersonal reactivity index for couples. Journal of Personality 
Assessment, 92, 146-157. doi: 10.1080/00223890903510399 

 
Instructions to Participants: 
 
The following statements inquire about your thoughts and feelings in a variety of 
situations occurring in your relationship with your partner. For each item indicate how 
well it describes you by selecting the appropriate number. Also, understand that you have 
the right to refuse to answer any questions. 
 
Response Scale:  
 

Does not 
describe me 

well 

   
Describes me 

very well 

0 1 2 3 4 
 
 
Scale Items: 
 
1. I often have tender, concerned feelings for my partner when he/she is less fortunate 

than me. 
2. Sometimes I don’t feel very sorry for my partner when he/she is having problems. 
3. I try to look at my partner’s side of a disagreement before I make a decision. 
4. When I see my partner being taken advantage of, I feel kind of protective towards 

him/her. 
5. I sometimes try to understand my partner better by imagining how things look from 

his/her perspective. 
6. My partner’s misfortunes do not usually disturb me a great deal. 
7. If I’m sure I’m right about something, I don’t waste much time listening to my 

partner’s arguments. 
8. When I see my partner being treated unfairly, I sometimes don’t feel very much pity 

for him/her. 
9. I am often quite touched by things I see happen in my relationship. 
10. In my relationship, I believe that there are two sides to every question and try to look 

at them both. 
11. In my relationship with my partner, I would describe myself as pretty soft-hearted 

person. 
12. When I’m upset at my partner. I usually try to “put myself in his/her shoes” for a 

while. 
13. Before criticizing my partner, I try to imagine how I would feel if I were in his/her 

place. 
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Appendix V 
Love Attitudes Scale (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986) 

Instructions to Participants: 
 
Some of the items refer to a specific love relationship, while others refer to general 
attitudes and beliefs about love. Whenever possible, answer the questions with your 
current partner in mind. If you have never been in love, answer in terms of what you 
think your responses would most likely be. Also, understand that you have the right to 
refuse to answer any questions. 
 
Response Scale: 
 

Strongly Agree Moderately 
Agree Neutral Moderately 

Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
Scale Items: 
 
1. My partner and I were attracted to each other immediately after we first met.  
2. My partner and I have the right physical “chemistry” between us.  
3. Our lovemaking is very intense and satisfying. 
4. I feel that my lover and I were meant for each other.  
5. My partner and I became emotionally involved rather quickly.  
6. My partner and I really understand each other.  
7. My partner fits my ideal standards of physical beauty/handsomeness. 
8. I try to keep my partner a little uncertain about my commitment to him/her. 
9. I believe that what my partner doesn’t know about me won’t hurt him/her.  
10. I have sometimes had to keep two of my partners from finding out about each other. 
11. I can get over love affairs pretty easily and quickly. 
12. My partner would get upset if he/she knew of some of the things I’ve done with other 

people.  
13. When my partner gets too dependent on me, I want to back off a little.  
14. I enjoy playing the “game of love” with a number of different partners. 
15. It is hard to say exactly where friendship ends and love begins. 
16. Genuine love first requires caring for a while.  
17. I expect to always be friends with the one I love.  
18. The best kind of love grows out of a long friendship. 
19. Our friendship merged gradually into love over time.  
20. Love is really a deep friendship, not a mysterious, mystical emotion.  
21. My most satisfying love relationships have developed from good friendships.  
22. I consider what a person is going to become in life before I commit myself to 

him/her. 
23. I try to plan my life carefully before choosing a lover.  
24. It is best to love someone with a similar background.  
25. A main consideration in choosing a lover is how he/she reflects on my family. 
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26. An important factor in choosing a partner is whether or not he/she will be a good 
parent. 

27. One consideration in choosing a partner is how he/she will reflect on my career. 
28. Before getting very involved with anyone, I try to figure out how compatible his/her 

hereditary background is with mine in case we ever have children.  
29. When things aren’t right with my partner and my stomach gets upset.  
30. When my love affairs break up, I get so depressed that I have even thought of suicide.  
31. Sometimes I get so excited about being in love that I can’t sleep.  
32. When my partner doesn’t pay attention to me, I feel sick all over.  
33. When I am in love, I have trouble concentrating on anything else.  
34. I cannot relax if I suspect that my partner is with someone else. 
35. If my partner ignores me for a while, I sometimes do stupid things to get his/her 

attention back.  
36. I try to always help my partner through difficult times.  
37. I would rather suffer myself than let my lover suffer.  
38. I cannot be happy unless I place my partner’s happiness before my own.  
39. I am usually willing to sacrifice my own wishes to let my partner achieve his/hers. 
40. Whatever I own is my partner’s to use as he/she chooses. 
41. When my partner gets angry with me, I still love him/her fully and unconditionally. 
42. I would endure all things for the sake of my partner. 
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Appendix W 
Brief Sexual Attitudes Scale 

Hendrick, C., Hendrick, S. S., & Reich, D. A. (2006). The Brief Sexual Attitudes Scale. 
The Journal of Sex Research, 43, 76-86. 

 
Instructions to Participants: 
 
Listed below are several statements that reflect different attitudes about sex. For each 
statement select the response on the answer sheet that indicates how much you agree or 
disagree with that statement. Some of the items refer to a specific sexual relationship, 
while others refer to general attitudes and beliefs about sex. Whenever possible, answer 
the questions with your current partner in mind. If you are not currently dating anyone, 
answer the questions with your most recent partner in mind. If you have never had a 
sexual relationship, answer in terms of what you think your responses would most likely 
be. Also, understand that you have the right to refuse to answer any questions. 
 
Response Scale: 
 

Strongly Agree 
with Statement 

Slightly Agree 
with Statement 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree with 

Statement 

Strongly 
Disagree with 

Statement 
1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
Scale Items: 
 
1. I do not need to be committed to a person to have sex with him/her.  
2. Casual sex is acceptable.  
3. I would like to have sex with many partners.  
4. One-night stands are sometimes very enjoyable.  
5. It is okay to have ongoing sexual relationships with more than one person at a time.  
6. Sex as a simple exchange of favors is okay if both people agree to it.  
7. The best sex is with no strings attached.  
8. Life would have fewer problems if people could have sex more freely.  
9. It is possible to enjoy sex with a person and not like that person very much.  
10. It is okay for sex to be just good physical release.  
11. Birth control is part of responsible sexuality.  
12. A woman should share responsibility for birth control.  
13. A man should share responsibility for birth control.  
14. Sex is the closest form of communication between two people.  
15. A sexual encounter between two people deeply in love is the ultimate human 

interaction.  
16. At its best, sex seems to be the merging of two souls.  
17. Sex is a very important part of life.  
18. Sex is usually an intensive, almost overwhelming experience.  
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19. Sex is best when you let yourself go and focus on your own pleasure.  
20. Sex is primarily the taking of pleasure from another person.  
21. The main purpose of sex is to enjoy oneself.  
22. Sex is primarily physical.  
23. Sex is primarily a bodily function, like eating.  
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Appendix X 
Relationships Beliefs Inventory (Eidelson & Epstein, 1982) 

Eidelson, R. J. & Epstein, N. (1982). Cognition and relationship maladjustment: 
Development of a measure of dysfunctional relationship beliefs. Journal of 
Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 50, 715-720. 

 
Instructions to Participants: 
 
The statements below describe ways in which a person might feel about a relationship 
with another person. Please select the response next to each statement according to how 
strongly you believe that it is true or false for you. Also, understand that you have the 
right to refuse to answer any questions. Select 5, 4, 3, 2, or 1, to stand for the following 
answers: 
 
Response Scale: 
 

I strongly 
believe that the 

statement is 
false 

I believe that 
the statement is 

false 

I believe that 
the statement is 
probably true, 
or more true 

than false 

I believe that 
the statement is 

true 

I strongly 
believe that the 

statement is 
true 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
Scale Items: 
 
1. If your partner expresses disagreement with your ideas, s/he probably does not think 

highly of you. 
2. I do not expect my partner to sense all my moods. 
3. Damages done early in a relationship probably cannot be reversed. 
4. I get upset if I think I have not completely satisfied my partner sexually. 
5. Men and women have the same basic emotional needs. 
6. I cannot accept it when my partner disagrees with me. 
7. If I have to tell my partner that something is important to me, it does not mean s/he is 

insensitive to me. 
8. My partner does not seem capable of behaving other than s/he does now. 
9. If I’m not in the mood for sex when my partner is, I don’t get upset about it. 
10. Misunderstandings between partners generally are due to inborn differences in 

psychological makeups of men and women. 
11. I take it as a personal insult when my partner disagrees with an important idea of 

mine. 
12. I get very upset if my partner does not recognize how I am feeling and I have to tell 

him/her. 
13. A partner can learn to become more responsive to his/her partner’s needs. 
14. A good sexual partner can get himself/herself aroused for sex whenever necessary. 
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15. Men and women probably will never understand the opposite sex very well.  
16. I like it when my partner presents views different from mine. 
17. People who have a close relationship can sense each other’s needs as if they could 

read each other’s minds. 
18. Just because my partner has acted in ways that upset me does not mean that s/he will 

do so in the future. 
19. If I cannot perform well sexually every time my partner is in the mood, I would 

consider that I have a problem. 
20. Men and women need the same basic things out of a relationship. 
21. I get very upset when my partner and I cannot see things the same way. 
22. It is important to me for my partner to anticipate my needs by sensing changes in my 

moods. 
23. A partner who hurts you badly once probably will hurt you again. 
24. I can feel OK about my lovemaking even if my partner does not achieve orgasm. 
25. Biological differences between men and women are not major causes of couples’ 

problems. 
26. I cannot tolerate it when my partner argues with me. 
27. A partner should know what you are thinking or feeling without you having to tell. 
28. If my partner wants to change, I believe that s/he can do it. 
29. If my sexual partner does not get satisfied completely, it does not mean that I have 

failed. 
30. One of the major causes of marital problems is that men and women have different 

emotional needs. 
31. When my partner and I disagree, I feel like our relationship is falling apart. 
32. People who love each other know exactly what each other’s thoughts are without a 

word ever being said. 
33. If you do not like the way a relationship is going, you can make it better. 
34. Some difficulties in my sexual performance do not mean personal failure to me. 
35. You can’t really understand someone of the opposite sex. 
36. I do not doubt my partner’s feelings for me when we argue. 
37. If you have to ask your partner for something, it shows that s/he was not “tuned into” 

your needs. 
38. I do not expect my partner to be able to change. 
39. When I do not seem to be performing well sexually, I get upset. 
40. Men and women will always be mysteries to each other. 
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Appendix Y 
Study 3 Time 2 Demographic Questions 

Questions for Participants Who Did NOT Terminate Their Relationship 
 

1. Are you currently in a romantic relationship with the same person you were at the 
commencement of this study? YES 

 
2. What was the topic of your last argument with your romantic partner? 
 
3. Why do you believe that this argument occurred? 
 

Questions for Participants Who DID Terminate Their Relationship 
 

1. Are you currently in a romantic relationship with the same person you were at the 
commencement of this study? NO 

 
2. How many days ago did that relationship end? ________ 
 
3. Please briefly describe why you believe your relationship ended? 
 
4. Who decided to end the relationship?  

a. I chose to end my relationship 
b. My partner chose to end our relationship 
c. My partner and I chose to end our relationship mutually  

 
5. Currently, how would you describe the status of your relationship with this person? 
 

No 
Relationship 

at All 
Acquaintances Friends Close Friends Best Friends 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
6. Currently do you have any contact with [Partner Name]? (Contact might include 

seeing the person, talking on the phone or exchanging texts/emails). 
 

No contact at 
all Yes, but not everyday Yes, about once everyday Yes, more than 

once everyday 
1 2 3 4 

 
7. To what extent do you experience positive emotions when you think of [Partner 
Name] now? 
 

Not at 
All       Completely 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 
8. To what extent do you experience negative emotions when you think of [Partner 
Name] now? 
 

Not at 
All       Completely 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 
9. On a scale from 0% to 100%, what is the likelihood that you will reunite with 

[Partner Name] in a romantic relationship at any point in the future?  
 
10. On a scale from 0 to 10, how much would you like to reunite with [Partner Name] 

in a romantic relationship at any point in the future?  
 

Absolutely 
Not         Definitely 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
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Appendix Z 

Study 1 Additional Analyses 

Table 1a. Missing Data Analysis for Study 1 

 Item # N 
Missing 

Count Percent 
Causal Uncertainty Scale 6 199 1 .5 
Conversational Skills Rating Scale 10 184 16 8.0 
Conversational Skills Rating Scale 19 189 11 5.5 
Conversational Appropriateness Scale 17 199 1 .5 
Conversational Appropriateness Scale 18 199 1 .5 
Conversational Appropriateness Scale 19 199 1 .5 
Conversational Appropriateness Scale 20 199 1 .5 
Conversational Effectiveness Scale 10 199 1 .5 
Conversational Effectiveness Scale 19 199 1 .5 
Relational Uncertainty Measure 14 199 1 .5 
Relational Uncertainty Measure 24 199 1 .5 
Relational Uncertainty Measure 39 197 3 1.5 
Relational Uncertainty Measure 47 199 1 .5 
Relational Uncertainty Measure 48 198 2 1.0 
Relationship Assessment Scale 3 198 2 1.0 
Relationship Assessment Scale 5 198 2 1.0 
Relationship Assessment Scale 6 198 2 1.0 
Willingness to Interact Scale 1 198 2 1.0 
Willingness to Interact Scale 2 198 2 1.0 
Willingness to Interact Scale 3 198 2 1.0 
Willingness to Interact Scale 4 194 6 3.0 
Willingness to Interact Scale 5 198 2 1.0 
Willingness to Interact Scale 6 197 3 1.5 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale-Revised 1 198 2 1.0 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale-Revised 2 198 2 1.0 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale-Revised 3 198 2 1.0 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale-Revised 4 198 2 1.0 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale-Revised 5 198 2 1.0 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale-Revised 6 197 3 1.5 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale-Revised 7 198 2 1.0 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale-Revised 8 197 3 1.5 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale-Revised 9 198 2 1.0 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale-Revised 10 198 2 1.0 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale 6 199 1 .5 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale 8 199 1 .5 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale 27 199 1 .5 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale 28 199 1 .5 
Beck Depression Inventory I 1 162 38 19.0 
Beck Depression Inventory I 2 162 38 19.0 
Beck Depression Inventory I 3 162 38 19.0 
Beck Depression Inventory I 4 161 39 19.5 
Beck Depression Inventory I 5 160 40 20.0 
Beck Depression Inventory I 6 160 40 20.0 
Beck Depression Inventory I 7 160 40 20.0 
Beck Depression Inventory I 8 160 40 20.0 
Beck Depression Inventory I 9 125 75 37.5 
Beck Depression Inventory I 10 160 40 20.0 
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Beck Depression Inventory I 11 160 40 20.0 
Beck Depression Inventory I 12 160 40 20.0 
Beck Depression Inventory I 13 160 40 20.0 
Beck Depression Inventory I 14 160 40 20.0 
Beck Depression Inventory I 15 160 40 20.0 
Beck Depression Inventory I 16 160 40 20.0 
Beck Depression Inventory I 17 160 40 20.0 
Beck Depression Inventory I 18 160 40 20.0 
Beck Depression Inventory I 19 160 40 20.0 
Beck Depression Inventory I 20 159 41 20.5 
Beck Depression Inventory I 21 158 42 21.0 
Big Five Inventory -neuroticism 4 172 28 14.0 
Big Five Inventory -neuroticism 9 172 28 14.0 
Big Five Inventory -neuroticism 14 172 28 14.0 
Big Five Inventory -neuroticism 19 172 28 14.0 
Big Five Inventory -neuroticism 24 142 58 29.0 
Big Five Inventory -neuroticism 29 172 28 14.0 
Big Five Inventory -neuroticism 34 171 29 14.5 
Big Five Inventory -neuroticism 39 171 29 14.5 
Adapted Differential Emotions Scale 1 199 1 .5 
Adapted Differential Emotions Scale 2 199 1 .5 
Adapted Differential Emotions Scale 3 199 1 .5 
Adapted Differential Emotions Scale 4 199 1 .5 
Adapted Differential Emotions Scale 5 199 1 .5 
Adapted Differential Emotions Scale 6 199 1 .5 
Adapted Differential Emotions Scale 7 199 1 .5 
Adapted Differential Emotions Scale 8 197 3 1.5 
Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire 1 197 3 1.5 
Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire 2 197 3 1.5 
Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire 3 197 3 1.5 
Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire 4 197 3 1.5 
Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire 5 196 4 2.0 
Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire 6 197 3 1.5 
Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire 7 197 3 1.5 
Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire 8 196 4 2.0 
Interaction Anxiousness Scale 1 198 2 1.0 
Interaction Anxiousness Scale 2 198 2 1.0 
Interaction Anxiousness Scale 3 198 2 1.0 
Interaction Anxiousness Scale 4 198 2 1.0 
Interaction Anxiousness Scale 5 198 2 1.0 
Interaction Anxiousness Scale 6 198 2 1.0 
Interaction Anxiousness Scale 7 198 2 1.0 
Interaction Anxiousness Scale 8 198 2 1.0 
Interaction Anxiousness Scale 9 198 2 1.0 
Interaction Anxiousness Scale 10 198 2 1.0 
Interaction Anxiousness Scale 11 198 2 1.0 
Interaction Anxiousness Scale 12 198 2 1.0 
Interaction Anxiousness Scale 13 198 2 1.0 
Interaction Anxiousness Scale 14 198 2 1.0 
Interaction Anxiousness Scale 15 198 2 1.0 
Mood and Anxiety Symptom Questionnaire -anxious arousal 3 198 2 1.0 
Mood and Anxiety Symptom Questionnaire -anxious arousal 4 198 2 1.0 
Mood and Anxiety Symptom Questionnaire -anxious arousal 5 198 2 1.0 
Mood and Anxiety Symptom Questionnaire -anxious arousal 6 198 2 1.0 
Mood and Anxiety Symptom Questionnaire -anxious arousal 7 198 2 1.0 
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Mood and Anxiety Symptom Questionnaire -anxious arousal 8 198 2 1.0 
Mood and Anxiety Symptom Questionnaire -anxious arousal 9 197 3 1.5 
Mood and Anxiety Symptom Questionnaire -anxious arousal 11 197 3 1.5 
Mood and Anxiety Symptom Questionnaire -anxious arousal 12 197 3 1.5 
Mood and Anxiety Symptom Questionnaire -anxious arousal 13 196 4 2.0 
Mood and Anxiety Symptom Questionnaire -anxious arousal 15 196 4 2.0 
Mood and Anxiety Symptom Questionnaire -anxious arousal 16 196 4 2.0 
Mood and Anxiety Symptom Questionnaire -anxious arousal 17 196 4 2.0 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 1 178 22 11.0 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 2 178 22 11.0 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 3 178 22 11.0 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 4 178 22 11.0 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 5 178 22 11.0 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 6 178 22 11.0 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 7 177 23 11.5 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 8 176 24 12.0 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 9 175 25 12.5 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 10 176 24 12.0 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 11 176 24 12.0 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 12 176 24 12.0 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 13 176 24 12.0 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 14 176 24 12.0 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 15 176 24 12.0 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 16 176 24 12.0 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 17 176 24 12.0 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 18 176 24 12.0 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 19 176 24 12.0 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 20 175 25 12.5 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 21 175 25 12.5 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 22 174 26 13.0 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 23 174 26 13.0 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 24 173 27 13.5 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 25 173 27 13.5 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 26 173 27 13.5 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 27 173 27 13.5 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 28 173 27 13.5 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 29 172 28 14.0 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 30 171 29 14.5 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 31 171 29 14.5 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 32 171 29 14.5 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 33 171 29 14.5 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 34 171 29 14.5 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 35 171 29 14.5 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 36 171 29 14.5 
Notes. Analyses were conducted in SPSS Statistics version 25 (IBM Corp, 2017). Items not listed had 
no missing values. 
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Table 1b. Study 1 Average Scale Statistics 
 n M SD Min. Max. 
Relational Uncertainty Measure      

Self-investment 200 1.53 0.74 1.00 5.58 
Partner-investment 200 1.57 0.64 1.00 4.05 

Relationship-investment 200 1.61 0.59 1.00 4.19 
Rejection Sensitivity 197 6.80 3.45 1.00 21.75 
Experience in Close Relationships-Revised      

Avoidance 171 3.97 1.64 1.89 8.44 
Anxiety 176 5.41 2.26 1.90 11.30 

 

Table 1c. Skew and Kurtosis for Study 1 Measures 
 Skew Kurtosis 
Causal Uncertainty  -0.03 -0.5 
RUM: self-investment* 2.63 8.81 
RUM: partner-investment* 1.49 2.05 
RUM: relationship-investment* 1.36 2.14 
Relationship Quality Index -1.38 3.82 

RAS -1.57 3.39 
WILL -0.61 2.10 
RSES -0.64 -0.20 

RPCS: compromise -0.83 0.54 
RPCS: avoidance -0.39 -0.99 
RPCS: interactional reactivity 1.04 0.75 
RPCS: separation 0.24 -0.90 
RPCS: domination 0.57 -0.01 
RPCS: submission 0.27 -0.65 
Conversational Appropriateness  -0.66 -0.08 
Conversational Effectiveness -0.13 -0.28 
Conversational Skills Rating -0.44 -0.08 
Anxiety Index 0.21 -0.20 

MASQ-AA 1.02 1.00 
IAS -0.08 -0.79 

Negative Affectivity Index 0.27 0.18 
BDI 1.69 3.94 
BFI -0.26 -0.34 
RS* 0.87 1.49 

DES 1.22 2.88 
ECRR: avoidance* 0.25 -0.92 
ECRR: anxiety* 0.62 -0.34 
Notes. * Indicates scales where average values are used for analyses. Average descriptive statistics are located in Appendix Z. 
Values were obtained after missing values were calculated ignoring missing values. Index score statistics are based on standardized 
values. ICR is Interclass correlation and values were obtained from Kenny and Ledermann’s (2019) Individual to Pairwise 
Restructuring of Dyadic data application. The following abbreviations were used: RUM is Relational Uncertainty Measure; RAS is 
Relationship Assessment Scale; WILL is Willingness to Interact Scale; RSES is Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale-Revised; RPCS is 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale; MASQ-AA is Mood and Anxiety Symptoms Questionnaire-Anxious Arousal; IAS is Interaction 
Anxiousness Scale; BDI is Beck Depression Inventory I; BFI is Big Five Inventory-neuroticism; RS is Rejection Sensitivity Short 
Form; DES is Differential Emotions Scale; ECRR is Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised. 
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Notes. *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

Table 1e. Study 1 Predictor and Covariate Correlations 
 1.  2. 3. 4. 
1. Causal Uncertainty Scale     
2. Anxiety Index .173*    
3. Negative Affectivity .070 .622**   
4. ECRR: avoidance .115 .341** .334**  
5. ECRR: anxiety .137 .464** .542** .498** 
Notes. *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

Table 1d. Study 1 Predictor and Dependent Measure Covariate Matrix 
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Table 1f. Study 1 Factor Analytic Results  
 CFI TLI BIC RMSEA  

(90% CI) 
SRMR 

Confirmatory Factor Analyses 
Negative Affectivity Index 

1-factor .834 .668 1757.72 .178 (.105, .261) .197 
2-factor .572 .143 1781.75 .287 (.214, .366) .494 
4-factor 1.000 1.040 1735.91 .000 (.000, .069) .044 

Anxiety Index 
1-factor 1.000 1.000 1110.99 .000 (.000, .000) .000 
2-factor 1.000 1.070 1100.44 .000 (.000, .000) .004 

Relationship Quality Index 
1-factor 1.000 1.040 1634.37 .000 (.000, .152) .013 
2-factor 1.000 1.040 1629.10 .000 (.000, .073) .014 
4-factor 1.000 1.050 1623.55 .000 (.000, .000) .007 

Exploratory Factor Analyses 
Causal Uncertainty Scale 

1-factor  .832 -16.88 .105 (.088, .117)  
2-factor  .894 -190.47 .084 (.064, .098)   
4-factor  .967 -159.21 .049 (.010, .071)  

Relational Uncertainty Measure 
1-factor  .495 -1232.52 .140 (.127, NA)  
2-factor  .694 -2973.69 .110 (.098, NA)  
3-factor  .739 -3248.77 .102 (.090, NA)  

Romantic Partner Conflict Scale 
1-factor  .325 -302.18 .145 (.134, NA)  
2-factor  .428 -685.14 .135 (.123, NA)  
3-factor  .549 -1087.93 .120 (.108, NA)  
5-factor  .784 -1714.78 .085 (.072, NA)  
6-factor  .823 -1724.21 .077 (.064, NA)  

Conversational Appropriateness Scale  
1-factor  .836 -487.57 .088 (.074, .095)  
2-factor  .880 -491.97 .076 (.061, .084)  
3-factor  .880 -491.97 .076 (.061, .084)  

Conversational Effectiveness Scale 
1-factor  .554 -101.95 .140 (.127, .146)  
2-factor  .811 -413.89 .092 (.077, .099)  
3-factor  .894 -455.78 .070 (.053, .079)  
4-factor  .939 -440.21 .054 (.034, .065)  

Conversational Skills Rating Scales 
1-factor  .652 -474.90 .118 (.106, .121)  
2-factor  .704 -532.03 .109 (.096, .113)  
4-factor  .781 -556.77 .094 (.080, .099)  
7-factor  .889 -510.60 .069 (.051, .075)  

Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 
1-factor  .468 -465.33 .139 (.127, NA)  
2-factor  .705 -1318.86 .104 (.093, NA)  
6-factor  .873 -1491.70 .071 (.057, .071)  
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Table 1g. Covariate Statistics Results 
 b T df p 

APIM Covariate Results 
RUM: relationship 

Actor Anxiety .081 3.320 200  .001 
Actor Negative Affectivity .239 4.530 200 < .001 

Actor ECRR: avoidance .143 6.050 171 < .001 
Actor ECRR: anxiety .083 4.240 176 < .001 

Relationship Quality Index 
Actor Anxiety  -.209 -2.030 200  .044 

Actor Negative Affectivity -.327 -4.480 200 < .001 
Actor ECRR: avoidance -.203 -6.800 171 < .001 

Actor ECRR: anxiety -.085 -3.390 176  .001 
RPCS: submission 

Actor Anxiety  .299 .873 200  .384 
Actor Negative Affectivity .162 .799 200  .425 

Actor ECRR: avoidance .428 1.350 171  .180 
Actor ECRR: anxiety .990 4.160 176 < .001 

Conversational Appropriateness Scale 
Actor Anxiety X Partner Anxiety .071 .201 199  .836 

Actor Negative Affectivity X Partner Negative Affectivity -.590 -.467 199  .641 
Actor ECRR: avoidance X Partner ECRR: avoidance .202 .822 161  .412 

Actor ECRR: anxiety X Partner ECRR: anxiety -.083 -.466 165  .642 
Conversational Effectiveness Scale 

Actor Anxiety X Partner Anxiety .004 .012 200  .991 
Actor Negative Affectivity X Partner Negative Affectivity -1.90 -1.520 200  .129 

Actor ECRR: avoidance X Partner ECRR: avoidance -.330 -2.010 166  .046 
Actor ECRR: anxiety X Partner ECRR: anxiety .237 1.000 162  .317 

Conversational Skills Rating Scale 
Actor Anxiety X Partner Anxiety .374 .706 200  .481 

Actor Negative Affectivity X Partner Negative Affectivity -1.87 -.964 200  .336 
Actor ECRR: avoidance X Partner ECRR: avoidance .583 1.490 162  .139 

Actor ECRR: anxiety X Partner ECRR: anxiety -.270 -.997 166  .320 
Exploratory Multilevel Linear Regression Covariate Results 

Certainty Words 
Anxiety  -.046 -.618 95 .538 

Negative Affectivity -.078 -.982 97  .119 
ECRR: avoidance -.005 -1.27 78  .206 

ECRR: anxiety -.006 -2.08 80  .040 
Notes. RUM is Relational Uncertainty Measure; RPCS is Romantic Partner Conflict Scale; ECRR is 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 
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Appendix AA 

Study 2 Additional Analyses 

Table 2a. Study 2 Average Scale Descriptive Statistics 
 n M SD Min. Max. 
RUM: self 144 1.58 0.64 1.00 3.63 
RUM: partner 144 1.66 0.74 1.00 4.74 
RUM: relationship 144 1.75 0.69 1.00 4.88 
Relationship Satisfaction 143 4.46 0.53 2.14 5.00 
Rejection Sensitivity 144 6.87 3.88 1.00 27.00 
ECRR: avoidance 134 2.26 1.00 1.00 5.11 
ECRR: anxiety 135 3.07 1.32 1.00 6.67 
Notes. RUM is Relational Uncertainty Measure; ECRR is Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 

 

Table 2b. Study 2 Variable Skew and Kurtosis 

 
 

Skewness Kurtosis 
Causal Uncertainty .348 -.323 
RUM: self 1.308 .990 
RUM: partner 1.809 3.714 
RUM: relationship 1.569 3.303 
RPCS: compromise -1.034 .577 
RPCS: avoidance -.159 -.812 
RPCS: interactional reactivity 1.104 .590 
RPCS: separation .219 -.639 
RPCS: domination .573 -.413 
RPCS: submission .242 -.528 
Relationship Quality   

RAS -1.430 2.636 
WILL -2.209 14.298 
RSES -1.434 3.359 

CAS_C1 -.440 -.270 
CES_C1 -.264 -.164 
CSRS_T1 -.392 -.433 
CAS_C2 -.877 .737 
CES_T2 -.642 .635 
CSRS_C2 -.211 -.968 
Anxiety Index   

MASQ .946 .629 
IAS .100 -.605 
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Negative Affectivity   
DES 1.479 2.749 

RS 1.886 6.047 
ECRR: avoidance 1.048 .489 
ECRR: anxiety .585 -.106 
Notes. RUM is Romantic Partner Conflict Scale; RPCS: Romantic Partner Conflict Scale; RAS is 
Relationship Assessment Scale; WILL is Willingness to Interact Scale; RSES is Rosenberg Self-Esteem 
Scale; CAS is Conversational Appropriateness Scale; CES is Conversational Effectiveness Scale; 
Conversational Skills Rating Scale; C1 is Conversation 1; C2 is Conversation 2; Mood and Anxiety 
Symptom Questionnaire; IAS in Interaction Anxiousness Scale; DES is Differential Emotions Scale; RS 
is Rejection Sensitivity; ECRR is Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 

 

 

Table 2c. Missing Data Analysis for Study 2    

 

 

N 
Missing 

Item # Count Percent 
Big Five Inventory 4 137 7 4.9 
Big Five Inventory 9 137 7 4.9 
Big Five Inventory 14 136 8 5.6 
Big Five Inventory 19 136 8 5.6 
Big Five Inventory 24 107 37 25.7 
Big Five Inventory 29 136 8 5.6 
Big Five Inventory 34 136 8 5.6 
Big Five Inventory 39 136 8 5.6 
Causal Uncertainty Scale 1 143 1 .7 
Causal Uncertainty Scale 4 143 1 .7 
Causal Uncertainty Scale 6 142 2 1.4 
Differential Emotions Scale 1 143 1 .7 
Differential Emotions Scale 3 143 1 .7 
Differential Emotions Scale 8 141 3 2.1 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 1 136 8 5.6 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 2 136 8 5.6 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 3 136 8 5.6 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 4 136 8 5.6 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 5 136 8 5.6 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 6 136 8 5.6 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 7 136 8 5.6 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 8 136 8 5.6 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 9 136 8 5.6 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 10 136 8 5.6 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 11 136 8 5.6 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 12 136 8 5.6 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 13 136 8 5.6 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 14 136 8 5.6 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 15 135 9 6.3 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 16 135 9 6.3 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 17 135 9 6.3 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 18 135 9 6.3 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 19 135 9 6.3 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 20 134 10 6.9 
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Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 21 134 10 6.9 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 22 134 10 6.9 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 23 134 10 6.9 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 24 134 10 6.9 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 25 134 10 6.9 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 26 134 10 6.9 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 27 134 10 6.9 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 28 134 10 6.9 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 29 134 10 6.9 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 30 134 10 6.9 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 31 134 10 6.9 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 32 134 10 6.9 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 33 133 11 7.6 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 34 134 10 6.9 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 35 134 10 6.9 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 36 134 10 6.9 
Conversational Skills Rating Scale Conversation 1 2 143 1 .7 
Conversational Skills Rating Scale Conversation 1 4 143 1 .7 
Conversational Skills Rating Scale Conversation 1 7 143 1 .7 
Conversational Skills Rating Scale Conversation 1 8 143 1 .7 
Conversational Skills Rating Scale Conversation 1 9 143 1 .7 
Conversational Skills Rating Scale Conversation 1 10 133 11 7.6 
Conversational Skills Rating Scale Conversation 1 12 143 1 .7 
Conversational Skills Rating Scale Conversation 1 13 141 3 2.1 
Conversational Skills Rating Scale Conversation 1 14 143 1 .7 
Conversational Skills Rating Scale Conversation 1 17 143 1 .7 
Conversational Skills Rating Scale Conversation 1 18 142 2 1.4 
Conversational Skills Rating Scale Conversation 1 19 137 7 4.9 
Conversational Skills Rating Scale Conversation 1 20 142 2 1.4 
Conversational Skills Rating Scale Conversation 1 22 143 1 .7 
Conversational Skills Rating Scale Conversation 1 24 139 5 3.5 
Conversational Skills Rating Scale Conversation 1 25 142 2 1.4 
Conversational Appropriateness Scale Conversation 1 9 143 1 .7 
Conversational Appropriateness Scale Conversation 1 15 142 2 1.4 
Conversational Appropriateness Scale Conversation 1 20 143 1 .7 
Conversational Effectiveness Scale Conversation 1 11 142 2 1.4 
Conversational Effectiveness Scale Conversation 1 15 143 1 .7 
Conversation Skill Rating Scale Conversation 2 10 138 6 4.2 
Conversation Skill Rating Scale Conversation 2 12 142 2 1.4 
Conversation Skill Rating Scale Conversation 2 13 143 1 .7 
Conversation Skill Rating Scale Conversation 2 18 142 2 1.4 
Conversation Skill Rating Scale Conversation 2 19 137 7 4.9 
Conversation Skill Rating Scale Conversation 2 20 143 1 .7 
Conversation Skill Rating Scale Conversation 2 23 143 1 .7 
Conversation Skill Rating Scale Conversation 2 24 141 3 2.1 
Conversation Skill Rating Scale Conversation 2 25 143 1 .7 
Conversational Appropriateness Scale Conversation 2 1 143 1 .7 
Conversational Appropriateness Scale Conversation 2 2 143 1 .7 
Conversational Appropriateness Scale Conversation 2 3 143 1 .7 
Conversational Appropriateness Scale Conversation 2 4 143 1 .7 
Conversational Appropriateness Scale Conversation 2 5 143 1 .7 
Conversational Appropriateness Scale Conversation 2 6 143 1 .7 
Conversational Appropriateness Scale Conversation 2 7 143 1 .7 
Conversational Appropriateness Scale Conversation 2 9 142 2 1.4 
Conversational Appropriateness Scale Conversation 2 10 143 1 .7 
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Conversational Appropriateness Scale Conversation 2 11 143 1 .7 
Conversational Appropriateness Scale Conversation 2 15 140 4 2.8 
Conversational Appropriateness Scale Conversation 2 17 143 1 .7 
Conversational Effectiveness Scale Conversation 2 1 142 2 1.4 
Conversational Effectiveness Scale Conversation 2 2 143 1 .7 
Conversational Effectiveness Scale Conversation 2 3 143 1 .7 
Conversational Effectiveness Scale Conversation 2 4 143 1 .7 
Conversational Effectiveness Scale Conversation 2 5 143 1 .7 
Conversational Effectiveness Scale Conversation 2 6 143 1 .7 
Conversational Effectiveness Scale Conversation 2 7 143 1 .7 
Conversational Effectiveness Scale Conversation 2 8 143 1 .7 
Conversational Effectiveness Scale Conversation 2 9 143 1 .7 
Conversational Effectiveness Scale Conversation 2 10 143 1 .7 
Conversational Effectiveness Scale Conversation 2 11 141 3 2.1 
Conversational Effectiveness Scale Conversation 2 12 143 1 .7 
Conversational Effectiveness Scale Conversation 2 13 143 1 .7 
Conversational Effectiveness Scale Conversation 2 14 143 1 .7 
Conversational Effectiveness Scale Conversation 2 15 143 1 .7 
Conversational Effectiveness Scale Conversation 2 16 143 1 .7 
Conversational Effectiveness Scale Conversation 2 17 143 1 .7 
Conversational Effectiveness Scale Conversation 2 18 143 1 .7 
Conversational Effectiveness Scale Conversation 2 19 143 1 .7 
Conversational Effectiveness Scale Conversation 2 20 143 1 .7 
Relational Uncertainty Measure 12 143 1 .7 
Relational Uncertainty Measure 19 143 1 .7 
Relational Uncertainty Measure 39 143 1 .7 
Relational Uncertainty Measure 43 143 1 .7 
Relational Uncertainty Measure 47 143 1 .7 
Relational Uncertainty Measure 48 143 1 .7 
Relationship Assessment Scale 1 143 1 .7 
Relationship Assessment Scale 3 143 1 .7 
Relationship Assessment Scale 4 143 1 .7 
Relationship Assessment Scale 5 141 3 2.1 
Relationship Assessment Scale 6 142 2 1.4 
Willingness to Interact Scale 3 143 1 .7 
Willingness to Interact Scale 4 139 5 3.5 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale-Revised 1 143 1 .7 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale-Revised 3 143 1 .7 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale-Revised 4 143 1 .7 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale-Revised 5 143 1 .7 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale-Revised 6 141 3 2.1 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale-Revised 7 142 2 1.4 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale-Revised 8 142 2 1.4 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale-Revised 10 143 1 .7 
Rejection Sensitivity Scale 8 142 2 1.4 
Interaction Anxiousness Scale 3 143 1 .7 
Interaction Anxiousness Scale 5 143 1 .7 
Interaction Anxiousness Scale 10 143 1 .7 
Mood and Anxiety Symptom Questionnaire 9 143 1 .7 
Mood and Anxiety Symptom Questionnaire 13 143 1 .7 
Mood and Anxiety Symptom Questionnaire 16 143 1 .7 
Notes. Items not listed had no missing values.     
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Table 2d. Study 2 Factor Analytic Results 
Confirmatory Factor Analyses 

 CFI TLI BIC RMSEA SRMR 
Negative Affectivity 

1-factor .376 -.871 1174.43 .363 (.232, .514) .139 
2-factor .410 .115 1169.55 .250 (.155, .358) .140 
3-factor 1.00 1.10 1145.74 .000 (.000, .000) .013 

Anxiety Index 
1-factor 1.00 1.00 796.93 .000 (.000, .000) .000 
2-factor 1.00 1.05 787.03 .000 (.000, .000) .004 

Relationship Quality 
1-factor 1.00 1.04 1174.88 .000 (.000, .186) .017 
2-factor 1.00 1.05 1169.93 .000 (.000, .096) .018 
3-factor 1.00 1.06 1164.63 .000 (.000, .000) .008 

Exploratory Factor Analyses 
Causal Uncertainty      

1-factor  .767 -87.79 .131 (.113, .143)  
2-factor  .839 -135.79 .109 (.090, .123)  
4-factor  .909 -125.05 .083 (.057, .102)  

Relational Uncertainty Measure 
1-factor  .436 -917.01 .148 (.134, NA)  
2-factor  .547 -1830.87 .133 (.120, NA)  
3-factor  .630 -2434.25 .121 (.107, NA)  
4-factor  .651 -2515.65 .118 (NA, NA)  

Romantic Partner Conflict Scale 
1-factor  .355 -412.64 .147 (.135, NA)  
2-factor  .492 -912.06 .131 (.118, NA)  
3-factor  .593 -1225.88 .118 (.105, NA)  
5-factor  .768 -1639.54 .090 (.077, NA)  
6-factor  .822 -1697.44 .080 (.066, NA)  

Conversational Appropriateness Scale C1 
1-factor  .698 -394.77 .105 (.091, .111)  
2-factor  .789 -438.45 .088 (.073, .096)  

Conversational Effectiveness Scale C1 
1-factor  .424 174.40 .172 (.158, .177)  
2-factor  .659 -170.97 .133 (.118, .139)  
4-factor  .889 -375.61 .077 (.059, .086)  

Conversational Skills Rating Scale C1 
1-factor  .674 -390.45 .127 (.115, .130)  
2-factor  .117 -465.92 .117 (.104, .121)  

Conversational Appropriateness Scale C2 
1-factor  .764 -305.92 .118 (,104, .124)  
2-factor  .827 -371.45 .101 (.086, .108)  
4-factor  .898 -371.16 .079 (.061, .088)  

Conversational Effectiveness Scale C2 
1-factor  .485 -43.42 .150 (.136, .155)  
2-factor  .687 -275.67 .117 (.103, .124)  
4-factor  .950 -447.40 .050 (.026, .061)  

Conversational Skills Rating Scale C2 
1-factor  .633 -89.71 .150 (.137, .152)  
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2-factor  .707 -284.87 .134 (.120, .137)  
4-factor  .748 -326.53 .124 (.110, .128)  

Experience in Closer Relationships Questionnaire-Revised24 
1-factor  .138 4089.07 .254 (.238, NA)  
2-factor  .285 2768.27 .232 (.216, NA)  
3-factor  .279 2621.52 .233 (.216, NA)  

 

                                                
24 Principal axis factor analysis, rather than maximum likelihood factor analysis due to a matrix error. 
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Table 2f. Study 2 Predictor and Covariate Measure Correlations 

 1. 2. 3. 4. 
1. Causal Uncertainty     
2. Anxiety Index .352**    
3. Negative Affectivity .442** .611**   
4. ECRR: avoidance .149** .038** .191*  
5. ECRR: anxiety .462** .437** .542** .213* 
Notes. *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level 
(2-tailed). ECRR is Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 
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Table 2g. Study 2 Covariate Coefficients 

    

 b t df P 
RUM: partner     

Anxiety .223 3.20 144 .002 
Negative Affectivity .389 4.49 144 < .001 

ECRR: avoidance .009 .152 134 .879 
ECRR: anxiety .263 5.93 135 < .001 

RUM: relationship     
Anxiety .072 1.15 144 .253 

Negative Affectivity .270 3.47 144 < .001 
ECRR: avoidance .092 1.79 134 .076 

ECRR: anxiety .182 4.24 135 < .001 
Relationship Quality 

Actor Anxiety -.101 -1.47 144 .143 
Actor Negative Affectivity -.163 -1.92 144 .056 

Actor ECRR: avoidance -.299 -5.52 128 < .001 
Actor ECRR: anxiety -.095 -2.03 128 .044 

Partner Anxiety -.201 -2.81 144 .006 
Partner Negative Affectivity -.382 -4.52 144 < .001 

Partner ECRR: avoidance -.081 -1.50 128 .136 
Partner ECRR: anxiety -.217 -4.64 128 .000 

RPCS: compromise     
Anxiety -1.17 -1.22 144 .225 

Negative Affectivity -3.41 -2.84 144 .005 
ECRR: avoidance -2.90 -4.01 134 < .001 

ECRR: anxiety -2.30 -3.51 135 < .001 
RPCS: interactional reactivity     

Anxiety .965 2.37 144 .019 
Negative Affectivity 1.46 2.79 144 .006 

ECRR: avoidance .009 .023 134 .978 
ECRR: anxiety 1.05 3.72 135 < .001 

RPCS: submission     
Anxiety .823 1.67 144 .098 

Negative Affectivity 1.05 1.76 144 .080 
ECRR: avoidance .438 1.08 134 .281 

ECRR: anxiety .522 1.57 135 .119 
Conversational Appropriateness C1     

Anxiety -.841 -.912 144 .361 
Negative Affectivity -1.28 -1.11 144 .270 

ECRR: avoidance -1.53 -2.03 134 .044 
ECRR: anxiety -1.21 -1.90 135 .059 

Conversational Skills Rating Scale C1     
Anxiety -.140 -.086 144 .931 

Negative Affectivity -2.66 -1.28 143 .204 
ECRR: avoidance -2.73 -2.08 134 .040 

ECRR: anxiety -4.19 -3.91 135 < .001 
Conversational Appropriateness C2     

Anxiety .507 .460 144  .646 
Negative Affectivity -.059 -.755 143  .452 

ECRR: avoidance -1.88 -2.17 134  .032 
ECRR: anxiety -.602 -.802 135  .424 

Conversational Skills Rating Scale C2     
Anxiety -.129 -.080 144  .937 

Negative Affectivity -1.93 -.915 143  .362 
ECRR: avoidance -4.82 -3.68 134 < .001 

ECRR: anxiety -4.44 -4.05 135 < .001 
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Appendix BB 

Study 3 Additional Analyses 

 

Table 3b. Skew & Kurtosis Descriptive Scale Statistics 
 skew kurtosis 

Causal Uncertainty T1 .005 -0.64 
RUM: self T1 1.91 3.76 
RUM: partner T1 1.95 4.29 
RUM: relationship T1 1.85 4.25 
RPCS: compromise T1 -1.21 1.82 
RPCS: avoidance T1 -0.26 -0.80 
RPCS: interactional reactivity T1 1.12 0.78 
RPCS: separation T1 0.22 -0.87 
RPCS: domination T1 0.55 -0.49 
RPCS: submission T1 0.50 -0.44 
Relationship Satisfaction T1 -1.36 1.65 
IRIC: perspective taking T1 -0.58 0.02 

Table 3a. Average Scale Descriptive Statistics 
 n M SD Min. Max. 

RUM: self T1 532 1.74 1.00 1.00 6.00 
RUM: partner T1 532 1.74 0.95 1.00 6.00 
RUM: relationship T1 532 1.79 0.88 1.00 6.00 
Relationship Satisfaction T1 532 4.40 0.62 1.86 5.00 
RBI: disagreement is Destructive T1 532 2.17 0.62 1.00 4.50 
RBI: mindreading is Expected T1 532 2.56 0.65 1.00 4.50 
RBI: partners cannot change T1 532 2.28 0.48 1.00 3.62 
RBI: sexual perfectionism T1 529 2.59 0.67 1.00 4.50 
RBI: the sexes are different T1 532 2.36 0.63 1.00 4.62 
ECRR: avoidance T1 531 2.26 0.95 1.00 6.72 
ECRR: anxiety T1 531 2.76 1.15 1.00 6.28 
Rejection Sensitivity T1 531 7.01 3.55 1.00 20.25 
RUM: self T2 531 1.77 1.13 1.00 6.00 
RUM: partner T2 532 1.79 1.10 1.00 6.00 
RUM: relationship T2 532 1.76 0.96 1.00 6.00 
RBI: disagreement is Destructive T2 532 2.21 0.65 1.00 4.62 
RBI: mindreading is Expected T2 532 2.53 0.65 1.00 4.38 
RBI: partners cannot change T2 532 2.34 0.50 1.00 3.88 
RBI: sexual perfectionism T2 531 2.57 0.64 1.00 4.38 
RBI: the sexes are different T2 530 2.43 0.70 1.00 4.62 
Relationship Satisfaction T2 531 4.36 0.67 1.43 5.00 
Notes. The following abbreviations were used: RUM is Relational Uncertainty Measure; RBI is 
Relationship Belief Inventory; ECRR is Experience in Close Relationships Revised; T1 is Time 1 
measures; T2 is Time 2 measures. 
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IRIC: empathic concern T1 -1.39 3.33 
LAS: pragma T1 0.11 -0.56 
LAS: ludus T1 -1.41 2.12 
LAS: euros T1 1.52 3.11 
LAS: storge T1 0.13 -0.70 
LAS: mania T1 -0.05 -0.28 
LAS: agape T1 0.43 -0.12 
BSAS: instrumentality T1 0.09 -0.26 
BSAS: birth control T1 1.75 3.09 
BSAS: communion T1 0.42 -0.01 
BSAS: permissiveness T1 0.00 -0.55 
RBI: disagreement is destructive T1 0.55 0.46 
RBI: mindreading is expected T1 0.08 -0.21 
RBI: partners can change T1 -0.09 -0.11 
RBI: sexual permissiveness 0.04 -0.09 
RBI: sexes are different 0.07 0.00 
Anxiety Index .461 .750 

MASQ-Anxious Arousal 1.45 2.92 
Interaction Anxiousness Scale -0.13 -0.56 

Negative Affectivity Index .611 .760 
Beck Depression Inventory 1.39 2.65 

Big Five Inventory -0.08 -0.40 
Rejection Sensitivity Scale 0.85 0.72 

Differential Emotions Scale 0.74 -0.03 
ECRR: avoidance 1.04 1.40 
ECRR: anxiety 0.46 -0.62 
Partner Esteem 2.10 6.95 
Causal Uncertainty T2 0.23 -0.39 
RUM: self T2 2.08 4.09 
RUM: partner T2 1.97 3.87 
RUM: relationship T2 1.98 4.45 
RPCS: compromise T2 -1.20 1.96 
RPCS: avoidance T2 -0.15 -0.95 
RPCS: interactional reactivity T2 1.05 0.53 
RPCS: separation T2 0.18 -0.97 
RPCS: domination T2 0.41 -0.65 
RPCS: submission T2 0.43 -0.66 
Relationship Satisfaction T2 -1.40 1.83 
IRIC: perspective taking T2 -0.45 -0.48 
IRIC: empathic concern T2 -0.85 0.00 
LAS: pragma T1 -0.03 -0.63 
LAS: ludus T1 -1.41 1.79 
LAS: euros T1 1.42 2.01 
LAS: storge T1 0.25 -0.60 
LAS: mania T1 -0.07 -0.38 
LAS: agape T1 0.67 0.57 
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BSAS: instrumentality T1 0.09 -0.36 
BSAS: birth control T1 1.81 2.69 
BSAS: communion T1 0.36 -0.38 
BSAS: permissiveness T1 0.05 -0.64 
RBI: disagreement is destructive T1 0.44 0.05 
RBI: mindreading is expected T1 0.00 -0.20 
RBI: partners can change T1 -0.05 -0.25 
RBI: sexual permissiveness -0.01 -0.42 
RBI: sexes are different -0.14 -0.44 
Notes. The following abbreviations were used: RUM is Relational Uncertainty Measure; RPCS is 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale; IRIC is Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples; LAS is Love 
Attitudes Scale; BSAS is Brief Sexual Attitudes Scale; RBI is Relationship Belief Inventory; MASQ-
Anxious Arousal is Mood and Anxiety Symptom Questionnaire; ECRR is Experience in Close 
Relationships Revised; T1 is Time 1 measures; T2 is Time 2 measures. 

 

 
Table 3d. Break-Up Measure Skew and Kurtosis 
 Skew Kurtosis 
Causal Uncertainty -.106 -.942 
RUM: self .773 .455 
RUM: partner .546 -.236 
RUM: relationship .778 .619 
Relationship Assessment Scale -.244 -1.046 
RPCS: compromise -.642 .094 
RPCS: avoidance -.362 -.807 
RPCS: interactional reactivity .569 -.512 
RPCS: separation .166 -.643 
RPCS: domination .229 -.825 

Table 3c. Average Scale Descriptive Statistics for Break-Ups 
 n M SD Min. Max. 
RUM: self T1 49 2.57 1.17 1.00 6.00 
RUM: partner T1 49 2.57 1.19 1.00 5.79 
RUM: relationship T1 49 2.61 1.05 1.00 5.69 
Relationship Satisfaction T1 49 3.74 .74 2.29 5.00 
RBI: disagreement is destructive 49 2.41 .66 1.12 3.88 
RBI: mindreading is expected 49 2.77 .58 1.38 3.88 
RBI: partners cannot change 49 2.47 .47 1.50 3.50 
RBI: sexual perfectionism 49 2.83 .49 1.75 4.00 
RBI: the sexes are different 49 2.43 .77 1.00 4.12 
ECRR: avoidance T1 49 2.90 1.15 1.28 6.22 
ECRR: anxiety T1 49 3.44 1.10 1.17 5.78 
Rejection Sensitivity Scale T1 49 7.68 3.62 2.12 15.67 
Notes. RUM is Relational Uncertainty Measure; ECRR is Experience in Close Relationships Revised; T1 is Time 1 measures 
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RPCS: submission .315 .226 
IRIC: Empathic Concern -.621 .028 
IRIC: Perspective Taking .056 -1.154 
LAS: pragma .444 .658 
LAS: ludus -.947 .246 
LAS: euros 1.164 2.810 
LAS: storge .538 .013 
LAS: mania -.164 -.123 
LAS: agape .136 -1.351 
RBI: disagreement is destructive .277 -.339 
RBI: mindreading is expected -.148 -.383 
RBI: partners can change .184 -.328 
RBI: sexual perfectionism -.017 .009 
RBI: sexes are different -.049 -.430 
BSAS: permissiveness .090 -.559 
BSAS: birth control 1.625 2.463 
BSAS: communion .086 -.938 
BSAS: instrumentality .174 -.366 
Rejection sensitivity .479 -.610 
Negative affectivity .709 -.107 

Beck Depression Inventory 1.46 1.27 
Differential Emotions Scale .480 -.562 

Big Five Inventory-Neuroticism .712 .544 
Rejection Sensitivity  .480 -.562 

Anxiety index .591 -.252 
Interaction Anxiousness Scale  .096 -.034 

Mood and Anxiety Symptom Questionnaire- AA .532 -.643 
ECRR: anxiety .158 -.362 
ECRR: avoidance .885 .705 
Partner esteem .436 -.710 
Notes. RUM is Relational Uncertainty Measure; RPCS is Romantic Partner 
Conflict Scale; IRIC is Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples; LAS is Love 
Attitudes Scale; RBI is Relationship Beliefs Inventory; BSAS is Brief Sexual 
Attitudes Scale; AA is Anxious Arousal; ECRR is Experience of Close 
Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 
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Table 3h. Study 3 Missing Value Analysis    

 

 

N 

Missing 
Item # Count Percent 

Causal Uncertainty T1 3 531 1 .2 
Causal Uncertainty T1 4 530 2 .4 
Causal Uncertainty T1 5 531 1 .2 
Causal Uncertainty T1 6 531 1 .2 
Causal Uncertainty T1 7 531 1 .2 
Causal Uncertainty T1 9 531 1 .2 
Causal Uncertainty T1 10 530 2 .4 
Causal Uncertainty T1 11 531 1 .2 
Causal Uncertainty T1 12 531 1 .2 
Causal Uncertainty T1 14 530 2 .4 

Causal Uncertainty T2 6 531 1 .2 
Causal Uncertainty T2 7 531 1 .2 
Causal Uncertainty T2 9 531 1 .2 
Causal Uncertainty T2 11 528 4 .8 
Causal Uncertainty T2 12 531 1 .2 
Causal Uncertainty T2 13 530 2 .4 
Causal Uncertainty T2 14 530 2 .4 
Relational Uncertainty Measure T1 7 531 1 .2 
Relational Uncertainty Measure T1 10 531 1 .2 
Relational Uncertainty Measure T1 12 531 1 .2 
Relational Uncertainty Measure T1 14 531 1 .2 
Relational Uncertainty Measure T1 38 531 1 .2 
Relational Uncertainty Measure T1 39 531 1 .2 
Relational Uncertainty Measure T1 47 531 1 .2 
Relational Uncertainty Measure T1 48 531 1 .2 

Relational Uncertainty Measure T2 2 531 1 .2 
Relational Uncertainty Measure T2 3 531 1 .2 
Relational Uncertainty Measure T2 4 531 1 .2 
Relational Uncertainty Measure T2 6 531 1 .2 
Relational Uncertainty Measure T2 8 531 1 .2 
Relational Uncertainty Measure T2 10 530 2 .4 
Relational Uncertainty Measure T2 12 530 2 .4 
Relational Uncertainty Measure T2 14 531 1 .2 
Relational Uncertainty Measure T2 15 531 1 .2 
Relational Uncertainty Measure T2 16 530 2 .4 
Relational Uncertainty Measure T2 17 531 1 .2 
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Relational Uncertainty Measure T2 18 530 2 .4 
Relational Uncertainty Measure T2 19 530 2 .4 
Relational Uncertainty Measure T2 20 531 1 .2 
Relational Uncertainty Measure T2 22 531 1 .2 
Relational Uncertainty Measure T2 29 530 2 .4 
Relational Uncertainty Measure T2 30 531 1 .2 
Relational Uncertainty Measure T2 34 530 2 .4 
Relational Uncertainty Measure T2 40 531 1 .2 
Relational Uncertainty Measure T2 48 531 1 .2 

Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 1 528 4 .8 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 2 527 5 .9 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 3 527 5 .9 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 4 527 5 .9 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 5 528 4 .8 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 6 527 5 .9 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 7 528 4 .8 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 8 528 4 .8 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 9 527 5 .9 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 10 527 5 .9 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 11 527 5 .9 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 12 528 4 .8 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 13 526 6 1.1 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 14 528 4 .8 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 15 525 7 1.3 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 16 528 4 .8 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 17 527 5 .9 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 18 527 5 .9 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 19 528 4 .8 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 20 527 5 .9 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 21 528 4 .8 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 22 528 4 .8 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 23 528 4 .8 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 24 527 5 .9 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 25 528 4 .8 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 26 528 4 .8 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 27 527 5 .9 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 28 528 4 .8 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 29 527 5 .9 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 30 528 4 .8 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 31 527 5 .9 
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Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 32 526 6 1.1 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 33 528 4 .8 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 34 526 6 1.1 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 35 527 5 .9 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 36 527 5 .9 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 37 528 4 .8 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 38 528 4 .8 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T1 39 528 4 .8 

Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 1 531 1 .2 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 2 530 2 .4 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 3 529 3 .6 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 4 528 4 .8 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 5 527 5 .9 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 6 529 3 .6 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 7 525 7 1.3 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 8 528 4 .8 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 9 529 3 .6 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 10 530 2 .4 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 11 529 3 .6 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 12 526 6 1.1 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 13 528 4 .8 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 14 527 5 .9 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 15 530 2 .4 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 16 530 2 .4 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 17 527 5 .9 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 18 527 5 .9 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 19 531 1 .2 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 20 531 1 .2 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 21 531 1 .2 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 22 531 1 .2 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 23 531 1 .2 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 24 531 1 .2 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 25 530 2 .4 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 26 531 1 .2 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 27 531 1 .2 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 28 530 2 .4 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 29 528 4 .8 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 30 528 4 .8 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 31 529 3 .6 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 32 530 2 .4 
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Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 33 530 2 .4 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 34 530 2 .4 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 35 530 2 .4 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 36 531 1 .2 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 37 529 3 .6 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 38 530 2 .4 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale T2 39 529 3 .6 
Relationship Assessment Scale T1 2 531 1 .2 

Relationship Assessment Scale T2 1 530 2 .4 
Relationship Assessment Scale T2 2 530 2 .4 
Relationship Assessment Scale T2 3 530 2 .4 
Relationship Assessment Scale T2 4 530 2 .4 
Relationship Assessment Scale T2 5 527 5 .9 
Relationship Assessment Scale T2 6 529 3 .6 
Relationship Assessment Scale T2 7 530 2 .4 

Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples T1 1 531 1 .2 
Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples T1 4 530 2 .4 
Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples T1 6 531 1 .2 
Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples T1 9 530 2 .4 
Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples T1 12 531 1 .2 
Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples T1 13 531 1 .2 

Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples T2 1 528 4 .8 
Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples T2 2 530 2 .4 
Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples T2 4 530 2 .4 
Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples T2 6 529 3 .6 
Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples T2 8 529 3 .6 
Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples T2 9 531 1 .2 
Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples T2 3 530 2 .4 
Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples T2 5 531 1 .2 
Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples T2 7 530 2 .4 
Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples T2 10 529 3 .6 
Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples T2 11 530 2 .4 
Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples T2 12 530 2 .4 
Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples T2 13 530 2 .4 

Love Attitudes Scale T1 1 531 1 .2 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 2 531 1 .2 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 3 520 12 2.3 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 4 531 1 .2 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 5 531 1 .2 
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Love Attitudes Scale T1 6 531 1 .2 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 7 531 1 .2 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 8 531 1 .2 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 9 530 2 .4 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 10 529 3 .6 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 11 530 2 .4 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 12 528 4 .8 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 13 530 2 .4 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 14 530 2 .4 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 15 530 2 .4 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 16 531 1 .2 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 17 531 1 .2 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 18 530 2 .4 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 19 531 1 .2 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 20 531 1 .2 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 21 530 2 .4 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 22 531 1 .2 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 23 531 1 .2 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 24 531 1 .2 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 25 531 1 .2 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 26 530 2 .4 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 27 529 3 .6 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 28 528 4 .8 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 29 530 2 .4 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 30 524 8 1.5 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 31 530 2 .4 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 32 530 2 .4 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 33 530 2 .4 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 34 526 6 1.1 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 35 530 2 .4 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 36 528 4 .8 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 37 530 2 .4 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 38 530 2 .4 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 39 530 2 .4 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 40 530 2 .4 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 41 530 2 .4 
Love Attitudes Scale T1 42 530 2 .4 
Love Attitudes Scale T2 1 531 1 .2 
Love Attitudes Scale T2 2 531 1 .2 
Love Attitudes Scale T2 3 526 6 1.1 
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Love Attitudes Scale T2 5 530 2 .4 
Love Attitudes Scale T2 8 530 2 .4 
Love Attitudes Scale T2 9 529 3 .6 
Love Attitudes Scale T2 10 529 3 .6 
Love Attitudes Scale T2 11 530 2 .4 
Love Attitudes Scale T2 12 530 2 .4 
Love Attitudes Scale T2 13 531 1 .2 
Love Attitudes Scale T2 14 528 4 .8 
Love Attitudes Scale T2 15 531 1 .2 
Love Attitudes Scale T2 19 529 3 .6 
Love Attitudes Scale T2 20 530 2 .4 
Love Attitudes Scale T2 21 526 6 1.1 
Love Attitudes Scale T2 22 529 3 .6 
Love Attitudes Scale T2 23 530 2 .4 
Love Attitudes Scale T2 24 531 1 .2 
Love Attitudes Scale T2 27 531 1 .2 
Love Attitudes Scale T2 28 530 2 .4 
Love Attitudes Scale T2 29 531 1 .2 
Love Attitudes Scale T2 30 524 8 1.5 
Love Attitudes Scale T2 32 530 2 .4 
Love Attitudes Scale T2 33 531 1 .2 
Love Attitudes Scale T2 34 528 4 .8 
Love Attitudes Scale T2 35 531 1 .2 
Love Attitudes Scale T2 37 528 4 .8 
Love Attitudes Scale T2 38 528 4 .8 
Love Attitudes Scale T2 39 530 2 .4 
Love Attitudes Scale T2 40 531 1 .2 
Love Attitudes Scale T2 41 530 2 .4 
Love Attitudes Scale T2 42 530 2 .4 

Relationship Beliefs Inventory T1 16 531 1 .2 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T1 36 531 1 .2 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T1 7 528 4 .8 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T1 37 531 1 .2 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T1 3 530 2 .4 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T1 8 524 8 1.5 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T1 18 531 1 .2 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T1 38 530 2 .4 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T1 4 531 1 .2 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T1 9 528 4 .8 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T1 14 529 3 .6 
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Relationship Beliefs Inventory T1 19 529 3 .6 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T1 24 527 5 .9 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T1 29 530 2 .4 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T1 34 527 5 .9 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T1 39 526 6 1.1 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T1 10 527 5 .9 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T1 25 531 1 .2 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T1 35 531 1 .2 

Relationship Beliefs Inventory T2 1 530 2 .4 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T2 16 531 1 .2 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T2 21 530 2 .4 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T2 26 531 1 .2 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T2 2 531 1 .2 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T2 22 531 1 .2 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T2 27 531 1 .2 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T2 32 530 2 .4 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T2 3 531 1 .2 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T2 13 531 1 .2 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T2 23 531 1 .2 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T2 38 530 2 .4 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T2 4 531 1 .2 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T2 9 530 2 .4 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T2 14 529 3 .6 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T2 19 531 1 .2 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T2 24 529 3 .6 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T2 29 531 1 .2 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T2 34 529 3 .6 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T2 39 531 1 .2 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T2 5 530 2 .4 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T2 10 529 3 .6 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T2 15 529 3 .6 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T2 20 531 1 .2 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T2 25 528 4 .8 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T2 30 529 3 .6 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T2 35 530 2 .4 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory T2 40 531 1 .2 

Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T1 1 530 2 .4 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T1 2 531 1 .2 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T1 3 530 2 .4 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T1 4 528 4 .8 
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Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T1 5 531 1 .2 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T1 6 531 1 .2 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T1 7 531 1 .2 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T1 8 530 2 .4 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T1 9 530 2 .4 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T1 10 530 2 .4 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T1 11 531 1 .2 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T1 12 530 2 .4 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T1 13 530 2 .4 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T1 14 531 1 .2 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T1 15 530 2 .4 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T1 16 530 2 .4 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T1 17 530 2 .4 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T1 18 528 4 .8 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T1 19 529 3 .6 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T1 20 529 3 .6 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T1 21 528 4 .8 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T1 22 530 2 .4 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T1 23 530 2 .4 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T2 2 531 1 .2 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T2 4 526 6 1.1 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T2 5 531 1 .2 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T2 7 529 3 .6 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T2 8 531 1 .2 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T2 9 531 1 .2 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T2 11 531 1 .2 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T2 12 529 3 .6 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T2 13 531 1 .2 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T2 14 531 1 .2 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T2 15 530 2 .4 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T2 16 528 4 .8 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T2 17 530 2 .4 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T2 18 531 1 .2 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T2 19 531 1 .2 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T2 20 531 1 .2 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T2 21 531 1 .2 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T2 22 531 1 .2 
Brief Sexual Attitude Scale T2 23 530 2 .4 

Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale 1 531 1 .2 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale 6 531 1 .2 
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Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale 8 529 3 .6 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale 10 531 1 .2 

Mood and Anxiety Symptom Questionnaire-AA 5 531 1 .2 
Mood and Anxiety Symptom Questionnaire-AA 15 531 1 .2 

Interaction Anxious Scale  1 531 1 .2 
Interaction Anxious Scale  2 530 2 .4 
Interaction Anxious Scale  3 530 2 .4 
Interaction Anxious Scale  4 531 1 .2 
Interaction Anxious Scale  5 529 3 .6 
Interaction Anxious Scale  6 529 3 .6 
Interaction Anxious Scale  7 529 3 .6 
Interaction Anxious Scale  8 529 3 .6 
Interaction Anxious Scale  9 529 3 .6 
Interaction Anxious Scale  10 528 4 .8 
Interaction Anxious Scale  11 529 3 .6 
Interaction Anxious Scale  12 529 3 .6 
Interaction Anxious Scale  13 529 3 .6 
Interaction Anxious Scale  14 529 3 .6 
Interaction Anxious Scale  15 528 4 .8 

Beck Depression Inventory  1 531 1 .2 
Beck Depression Inventory  5 531 1 .2 
Beck Depression Inventory  7 531 1 .2 
Beck Depression Inventory  8 531 1 .2 
Beck Depression Inventory  9 351 181 34.0 

Rejection Sensitivity  1 528 4 .8 
Rejection Sensitivity  2 530 2 .4 
Rejection Sensitivity  3 529 3 .6 
Rejection Sensitivity  4 531 1 .2 
Rejection Sensitivity  5 530 2 .4 
Rejection Sensitivity  6 531 1 .2 
Rejection Sensitivity  7 530 2 .4 
Rejection Sensitivity  8 530 2 .4 
Experience in Closer Relationships-Revised 2 531 1 .2 
Experience in Closer Relationships-Revised 3 531 1 .2 
Experience in Closer Relationships-Revised 5 530 2 .4 
Experience in Closer Relationships-Revised 6 531 1 .2 
Experience in Closer Relationships-Revised 7 531 1 .2 
Experience in Closer Relationships-Revised 8 531 1 .2 
Experience in Closer Relationships-Revised 10 531 1 .2 
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Experience in Closer Relationships-Revised 11 531 1 .2 
Experience in Closer Relationships-Revised 12 531 1 .2 
Experience in Closer Relationships-Revised 13 531 1 .2 
Experience in Closer Relationships-Revised 14 530 2 .4 
Experience in Closer Relationships-Revised 15 531 1 .2 
Experience in Closer Relationships-Revised 16 530 2 .4 
Experience in Closer Relationships-Revised 18 531 1 .2 
Experience in Closer Relationships-Revised 19 531 1 .2 
Experience in Closer Relationships-Revised 21 531 1 .2 
Experience in Closer Relationships-Revised 22 531 1 .2 
Experience in Closer Relationships-Revised 23 531 1 .2 
Experience in Closer Relationships-Revised 24 530 2 .4 
Experience in Closer Relationships-Revised 25 531 1 .2 
Experience in Closer Relationships-Revised 28 531 1 .2 
Experience in Closer Relationships-Revised 30 530 2 .4 
Experience in Closer Relationships-Revised 31 531 1 .2 
Experience in Closer Relationships-Revised 33 528 4 .8 
Experience in Closer Relationships-Revised 34 531 1 .2 
Experience in Closer Relationships-Revised 35 531 1 .2 
Experience in Closer Relationships-Revised 36 531 1 .2 

 

Table 3i. Study 3 Missing Values for Individuals Who Broke-Up 

 
 

N 
Missing 

Item # Count Percent 
Causal Uncertainty Scale 1 48 1 2.0 
Causal Uncertainty Scale 9 47 2 4.1 
Causal Uncertainty Scale 11 48 1 2.0 
Causal Uncertainty Scale 12 48 1 2.0 
Causal Uncertainty Scale 14 48 1 2.0 
Relationship Belief Inventory 8 47 2 4.1 
Relationship Belief Inventory 9 48 1 2.0 
Relationship Belief Inventory 29 48 1 2.0 
Relational Uncertainty Measure 7 48 1 2.0 
Relational Uncertainty Measure 31 48 1 2.0 
Relational Uncertainty Measure 32 48 1 2.0 
Relational Uncertainty Measure 38 48 1 2.0 
Relational Uncertainty Measure 43 48 1 2.0 
Relational Uncertainty Measure 44 48 1 2.0 
Relational Uncertainty Measure 48 48 1 2.0 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale 12 48 1 2.0 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale 13 48 1 2.0 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale 19 48 1 2.0 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale 28 47 2 4.1 
Romantic Partner Conflict Scale 32 48 1 2.0 
Love Attitudes Scale 4 48 1 2.0 
Love Attitudes Scale 5 48 1 2.0 
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Love Attitudes Scale 20 48 1 2.0 
Love Attitudes Scale 21 48 1 2.0 
Love Attitudes Scale 29 48 1 2.0 
Love Attitudes Scale 30 48 1 2.0 
Love Attitudes Scale 39 48 1 2.0 
Love Attitudes Scale 41 48 1 2.0 
Interpersonal Reactivity Index 10 48 1 2.0 
Interpersonal Reactivity Index 13 48 1 2.0 
Causal Uncertainty Scale T2 4 48 1 2.0 
Causal Uncertainty Scale T2 5 48 1 2.0 
Beck Depression Inventory 1 48 1 2.0 
Beck Depression Inventory 4 48 1 2.0 
Beck Depression Inventory 5 48 1 2.0 
Beck Depression Inventory 6 48 1 2.0 
Beck Depression Inventory 9 32 17 34.7 
Beck Depression Inventory 10 48 1 2.0 
Beck Depression Inventory 15 48 1 2.0 
Beck Depression Inventory 17 48 1 2.0 
Beck Depression Inventory 21 48 1 2.0 
Big Five Inventory-neuroticism 9 48 1 2.0 
Big Five Inventory-neuroticism 34 48 1 2.0 
Differential Emotions Scale-Revised 1 48 1 2.0 
Differential Emotions Scale-Revised 8 48 1 2.0 
Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire 4 48 1 2.0 
Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire 5 48 1 2.0 
Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire 8 48 1 2.0 
Mood and Anxiety Symptom Questionnaire-AA 8 48 1 2.0 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale-Revised 1 48 1 2.0 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale-Revised 7 48 1 2.0 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale-Revised 8 48 1 2.0 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale-Revised 9 48 1 2.0 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale-Revised 10 48 1 2.0 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 6 48 1 2.0 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 17 48 1 2.0 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 21 48 1 2.0 
Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 35 48 1 2.0 
Notes. Analyses were conducted in SPSS Statistics version 25 (IBM Corp, 2017). Items not listed 
had no missing values. 
 
Table 3j. Study 3 Factor Analytic Results  
 CFI TLI BIC RMSEA 

(90% CI) 
SRMR 

Confirmatory Factor Analyses 
Negative Affectivity Index 

1-factor .973 .946 5578.64 .093 
(.052, .138) 

.105 

2-factor .900 .800 5615.24 .178 
(.138, .221) 

.285 

4-factor 1.00 1.01 5555.72 .000 
(.000, .000) 

.001 

Anxiety Index 
1-factor 1.00 1.00 2999.87 .000 

(.000, .000) 
.000 

2-factor 1.00 1.05 2987.33 .000 
(.000, .000) 

.002 
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Exploratory Factor Analyses T1 
Causal Uncertainty Scale 

1-factor  .790 197.49 .123 
(.113, .130) 

 

2-factor  .920 -146.42 .076 
(.065, .085) 

 

4-factor  .969 -169.25 .047 
(.033, .060) 

 

Relational Uncertainty Measure 
1-factor  .562 7416.21 .145 

(.140, NA) 
 

2-factor  .767 510.75 .106 
(.101, NA) 

 

3-factor  .818 -1093.51 .093 
(.089, NA) 

 

Romantic Partner Conflict Scale 
1-factor  .453 3536.15 .142 

(.137, .142) 
 

2-factor  .583 1741.72 .124 
(.119, .125) 

 

3-factor  .692 319.091 .106 
(.102, .107) 

 

5-factor  .870 -1580.49 .069 
(.064, .071) 

 

6-factor  .904 -1916.92 .060 
(.055, .062) 

 

Relationship Assessment Scale 
1-factor  .933 -3.27 .098 

(.078, .118) 
 

2-factor  .940 -6.38 .092 
(.066, .119) 

 

Interpersonal Reactivity Index      
1-factor  .737 162.40 .122  

(.112, .130) 
 

2-factor  .865 -68.22 .087 
(.076, .097) 

 

3-factor  .906 -105.60 .073 
(.060, .084) 

 

 
Love Attitudes Scale 

1-factor  .394 349.14 .105  
(.101, 106) 

 

2-factor  .547 -793.29 .091  
(.087, .092) 

 

6-factor  .878 -2582.98 .048  
(.043, .050) 

 

Brief Sexual Attitudes Scale 
1-factor  .375 1154.79 .141  

(.134, .144) 
 

2-factor  .604 258.29 .112  
(.106, .116) 

 

4-factor  .841 -444.60 .071  
(.064, .076) 

 

Relationship Beliefs Inventory 
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1-factor  .496 -1293.70 .083 (.079, 
.084) 

 

2-factor  .594 -1710.27 .075 (.070, 
.076) 

 

3-factor  .705 -2135.46 .064 (.059, 
.065) 

 

5-factor  .820 -2372.45 .050 (.045, 
.052) 

 

6-factor  .866 -2410.61 .043 (.038, 
.046 

 

Experience in Close Relationships-Revised 
1-factor  .543 866.65 .114  

(.110, .116) 
 

2-factor  .832 -1564.42 .070  
(.065, .072) 

 

4-factor  .921 -2024.01 .048  
(.043, .051) 

 

Partner Esteem 
1-factor  .804 196.83 .144  

(.131, .156) 
 

2-factor  .894 16.96 .106  
(.091, .120) 

 

4-factor  .990 -51.90 .033  
(NA, .061) 

 

Exploratory Factor Analyses T2 
Causal Uncertainty Scale      

1-factor  .790 197.49 .122  
(.113, .130) 

 

2-factor  .952 -187.34 .067  
(.057, .076) 

 

4-factor  .975 -165.84 .049 (.035, 
.061) 

 

Relational Uncertainty Measure      
1-factor  .546 11255.83 .162  

(.157, NA) 
 

2-factor  .752 2738.06 .120  
(.115, NA) 

 

3-factor  .797 928.61 .109  
(.104, NA) 

 

4-factor  .845 -869.14 .095  
(.090, NA) 

 

Romantic Partner Conflict Scale      
1-factor  .408 5171.17 .157  

(.151, .157) 
 

2-factor  .563 2685.88 .135  
(.130, .135) 

 

6-factor  .905 -1704.63 .063  
(.058, .065) 

 

Relationship Assessment Scale      
1-factor  .945 -3.79 .098  

(.078, .118) 
 

2-factor  .940 -6.38 .092  
(.066, .119) 

 

Interpersonal Reactivity Index      
1-factor  .677 322.29 .140   
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(.130, .148) 
2-factor  .818 25.24 .105  

(.094, .114) 
 

4-factor  .945 -113.53 .058  
(.043, .071) 

 

Love Attitudes Scale      
1-factor  .430 1348.46 .116  

(.112, .117) 
 

2-factor  .560 43.27 .102  
(.097, .103) 

 

6-factor  .875 -2350.47 .055  
(.050, .057) 

 

Brief Sexual Attitudes Scale      
1-factor  .212 2903.49 .185  

(.178, .188) 
 

2-factor  .615 719.16 .130 
(.123, .133) 

 

4-factor  .897 -492.40 .067  
(.060, .072) 

 

5-factor  .917 -503.12 .060  
(.053, .066) 

 

Relationship Beliefs Inventory      
1-factor  .514 -802.87 .090  

(.086, .092) 
 

2-factor  .605 -1315.54 .082  
(.077 .083) 

 

5-factor  .809 -2148.31 .057 
(.052, .059) 
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Table 3k. Time 1 Regression Analyses Causal Uncertainty Results 
 B T Df p 

RUM: self-investment  .006 1.89 530  .059 
RUM: partner-investment  .009 3.18 530  .002 
RUM: relationship-investment  .011 3.94 530 < .001 
RPCS: compromise  -.156 -4.16 525 < .001 
RPCS: avoidance  .030 2.38 526  .017 
RPCS: interactional reactivity  .063 3.36 526 < .001 
RPCS: separation  .070 3.65 526 < .001 
RPCS: domination  .107 5.01 526 < .001 
RPCS: submission  .102 5.83 526 < .001 
Relationship Satisfaction  -.007 -3.17 530 < .001 
IRIC: perspective taking  -.070 -4.35 530 < .001 
IRIC: empathic concern  -.034 -2.73 530  .006 
LAS: pragma  -.018 -.813 528  .417 
LAS: ludus  -.058 -2.99 529  .003 
LAS: euros  .051 2.82 529  .005 
LAS: storge  -.009 -.443 529  .658 
LAS: mania  -.097 -4.62 528 < .001 
LAS: agape  -.016 -.864 528  .388 
BSAS: sexual instrumentality  -.005 -.338 528  .736 
BSAS: birth control  .020 2.07 528  .039 
BSAS: sexual communion  -.017 -1.17 528  .242 
BSAS: sexual permissiveness  .039 1.26 529  .207 
RBI: disagreement is destructive  .015 6.96 530 < .001 
RBI: mindreading is expected  .009 3.51 530 < .001 
RBI: partners cannot change  .009 4.81 530 < .001 
RBI: sexual perfectionism  .014 5.87 529 < .001 
RBI: the Sexes Are Different  .008 3.06 530 .002 
Notes. The following abbreviations were used: RUM is Relational Uncertainty Measure; RPCS is Romantic Partner Conflict Scale; 
IRIC is Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples; LAS is Love Attitudes Scale; BSAS is Brief Sexual Attitudes Scale; RBI is 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory; ECRR is Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised. 
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Table 3l. Time 2 Regression Analyses Causal Uncertainty Results 
 b T df p 

RUM: self-investment  .003 .952 527 = .341 
RUM: partner-investment  .006 1.64 529 = .102 
RUM: relationship-investment  .008 2.35 529 = .019 
RPCS: compromise  -.154 -4.58 525 < .001 
RPCS: avoidance  .029 2.49 527 = .013 
RPCS: interactional reactivity  .080 4.63 528 < .001 
RPCS: separation  .060 3.49 528 < .001 
RPCS: domination  .121 6.55 527 < .001 
RPCS: submission  .105 6.72 528 < .001 
Relationship Satisfaction  -.008 -3.52 528 < .001 
IRIC: perspective taking  -.074 -5.02 527 < .001 
IRIC: empathic concern  -.059 -4.96 528 < .001 
LAS: pragma  -.013 -.638 529 = .524 
LAS: ludus  -.061 -2.99 527 = .003 
LAS: euros  .069 3.40 529 < .001 
LAS: storge  .012 .586 529 = .558 
LAS: mania  -.057 -2.90 529 = .004 
LAS: agape  -.000 -.001 527 = .999 
BSAS: sexual instrumentality  -.003 -.214 529 = .831 
BSAS: birth control  .012 1.27 527 = .205 
BSAS: sexual communion  -.009 -.573 529 = .567 
BSAS: sexual permissiveness  .052 1.69 529 = .092 
RBI: disagreement is destructive  .018 8.98 529 < .001 
RBI: mindreading is expected  .011 4.76 529 < .001 
RBI: partners cannot change  .008 5.14 529 < .001 
RBI: sexual perfectionism  .010 4.94 528 < .001 
RBI: the Sexes Are Different  .010 4.35 529 < .001 
Notes. The following abbreviations were used: RUM is Relational Uncertainty Measure; RPCS is Romantic Partner Conflict Scale; 
IRIC is Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples; LAS is Love Attitudes Scale; BSAS is Brief Sexual Attitudes Scale; RBI is 
Relationship Beliefs Inventory; ECRR is Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised. 
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Table 3m. Covariate Coefficients from Regression Analyses Over Time Results 
 b T df p 

RPCS: compromise      
Anxiety Index -.636 -1.11 519 .267 

Negative Affectivity -.237 -.378 519 .705 
ECRR: Avoidance -1.08 -2.09 518 .036 

ECRR: Anxiety -.282 -.747 518 .455 
Partner esteem -.112 -1.33 519 .185 

RPCS: interactional reactivity      
Anxiety Index .192 .722 523 .471 

Negative Affectivity .142 .472 523 .637 
ECRR: Avoidance .286 1.18 522 .238 

ECRR: Anxiety .419 2.04 522 .042 
Partner esteem .062 1.22 523 .221 

RPCS: domination      
Anxiety Index .267 .948 522 .343 

Negative Affectivity .368 1.22 522 .222 
ECRR: Avoidance .166 .695 521 .487 

ECRR: Anxiety .332 1.75 521 .080 
Partner esteem .116 2.29 522 .023 

RPCS: submission      
Anxiety Index .358 1.39 523 .164 

Negative Affectivity .229 .909 523 .363 
ECRR: Avoidance .428 1.87 522 .062 

ECRR: Anxiety .442 2.46 522 .014 
Partner esteem .091 2.14 523 .033 

IRIC: Perspective Taking     
Anxiety Index -.094 -.460 528 .645 

Negative Affectivity -.590 -2.80 527 .005 
ECRR: Avoidance -.262 -1.40 526 .162 

ECRR: Anxiety -.025 -.164 526 .870 
Partner esteem -.066 -1.80 527 .072 

RBI: disagreement is destructive     
Anxiety Index .043 1.43 528 .152 

Negative Affectivity .058 1.74 528 .083 
ECRR: Avoidance -.001 -.033 527 .974 

ECRR: Anxiety .065 2.54 527 .011 
Partner esteem -.002 -.333 528 .739 

Notes. The following abbreviations were used: RPCS is Romantic Partner Conflict Scale; IRIC is 
Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples; RBI is Relationship Beliefs Inventory; ECRR is Experience is 
Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised. 
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Table 3n. Covariate Statistics for Time 1 analyses of Participants Who Broke-Up 
 b t df p 

RUM: relationship     
Anxiety -.178 -.934 46 .355 

Negative Affectivity .004 .029 46 .977 
ECRR: avoidance .223 1.75 46 .091 

ECRR: anxiety .268 1.76 46 .085 
Partner esteem .040 1.11 46 .274 

RPCS: avoidance     
Anxiety -.411 -.669 46 .507 

Negative Affectivity -.182 -.384 46 .703 
ECRR: avoidance .110 .261 46 .054 

ECRR: anxiety -.482 -.966 46 .339 
Partner esteem -.099 -.848 46 .401 

Note. RUM is Relational Uncertainty Measure; RPCS is Romantic Partner Conflict 
Scale; ECRR is Experience in Close Relationships Revised Scale. 
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Table 3o. Linear Regression Analyses Controlling for Time 1 Relationship Satisfaction 
and Relationship Investment Uncertainty, Separately 

 b t df p 
Positive Feelings for One’s Partner      

CUS 6.34 1.89 46 .066 
RAS -31.80 -.542 46 .591 

Positive Feelings for One’s Partner      
CUS 5.28 1.54 46 .129 

RUM 57.40 1.36 46 .178 
Negative Feelings     

CUS -2.76 -.731 46 .468 
RAS -29.95 -.454 46 .652 

Negative Feelings     
CUS -3.59 -.928 46 .358 

RUM 46.62 .980 46 .332 
Reunite Now     

CUS -.256 -.662 35 .512 
RAS 13.46 2.12 35 .041 

Reunite Now     
CUS -.202 -.508 35 .614 

RUM -7.74 -1.71 35 .096 
Reunite Future     

CUS -.015 -.372 41 .712 
RAS .641 .929 41 .359 

Reunite Future     
CUS -.013 -.330 41 .743 

RUM -.280 -.572 41 .571 
Note. CUS is for Causal Uncertainty Scale; RAS is Relationship Assessment Scale; 
RUM is for Relational Uncertainty Measure relationship sub-scale 
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Appendix CC 

Additional Meta-Analysis Information 

Actor Effect and Partner Effect Partial Correlations 

STUDY 1 

Relational Uncertainty Measure 

• Self 

o Actor effect: .1169 

o Partner effect: .0336 

• Partner 

o Actor effect: .2148 

o Partner effect: -.0322 

• Relationship 

o Actor effect: .2148 

o Partner effect: -.0166 

Romantic Partner Conflict Scale 

• Compromise 

o Actor effect: -.0989 

o Partner effect: -.0265 

• Avoidance 

o Actor effect: .0225 

o Partner effect: .0428 

• Interpersonal reactivity 

o Actor effect: .0171 

o Partner effect: -.1197 

• Separation 

o Actor effect: .0272 

o Partner effect: .0138 

• Domination 

o Actor effect: .0861 

o Partner effect: .0076 

• Submission 

o Actor effect: .1995 

o Partner effect: -.0316 



 

 198  

 

Relationship Quality 

o Actor effect: -.1897 

o Partner effect: -.1068 

CAS 

o Actor effect: -.0047 

o Partner effect: .0201 

CES 

o Actor effect: -.0099 

o Partner effect: .1248 

CSRS 

o Actor effect: -.0763 

o Partner effect: -.0391 

STUDY 2 

Relational Uncertainty Measure 

• Self 

o Actor effect: .1473 

o Partner effect: .1076 

• Partner 

o Actor effect: .2339 

o Partner effect: .0947 

• Relationship 

o Actor effect: .3088 

o Partner effect: .1275 

Romantic Partner Conflict Scale 

• Compromise 

o Actor effect: -.1946 

o Partner effect: -.0972 

• Avoidance 

o Actor effect: .1161 

o Partner effect: -.0523 

• Interpersonal reactivity  

o Actor effect: .213 

o Partner effect: .137 

• Separation 
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o Actor effect: .0678 

o Partner effect: -.0996 

• Domination 

o Actor effect: .1746 

o Partner effect: .0363 

• Submission 

o Actor effect: .2930 

o Partner effect: -.0738 

Relationship Quality 

o Actor effect: -.2145 

o Partner effect: -.1738 

CAS C1 

o Actor effect: -.2281 

o Partner effect: -.0374 

CES C1 

o Actor effect: -.0273 

o Partner effect: .0003 

CSRS C1 

o Actor effect: -.2512 

o Partner effect: .0144 

CAS C2 

o Actor effect: -.3178 

o Partner effect: -.3310 

CES C2 

o Actor effect: -.1268 

o Partner effect: -.1270 

CSRS C2 

o Actor effect: -.1949 

o Partner effect: -.0476 
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Table 4b. Study 3 Time Regression Partial Correlations between Time 1 and Time 2 
Relationship Measures 

Dependent Variable N r 
RUM: self 528 .42 
RUM: partner 529 .52 
RUM: relationship 529 .48 
RPCS: compromise 520 .55 
RPCS: avoidance 523 .58 
RPCS: interactional reactivity 524 .54 
RPCS: separation 524 .54 
RPCS: domination 523 .60 
RPCS: submission 524 .52 
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Appendix DD 

Ethics Documents 
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