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Spouses’ masculinity and femininity were examined in relation to iongitudinal change in marital
satisfaction and behavior displayed in a problem-solving discussion. Results indicated, first, that
wives’ satisfaction declined to the extent that their husband endorsed fewer desirable masculine traits
(Study 1) and more undesirable masculine traits (Study 2). Second, masculinity and femininity
covaried with problem-solving behavior, particularly for behavioral sequences involving husbands’
responses to wives’ negative behavior. Finally, the relation between husbands’ masculinity and
change in wives’ satisfaction was not mediated by husbands’ behavior; instead, sex role and behav-
ioral variables made independent contributions to change in wives’ satisfaction. These results are
important because they highlight the value of examining intraindividual and interpersonal variables
when determining how marriages improve and deteriorate.

Since Terman (1938) first examined spouses’ personality
traits in an effort to resolve the “chaos of opinion on the deter-
miners of marital happiness” (p. 6), the relation between indi-
vidual differences and marital functioning has been a common
topic of study. Despite this interest, much remains unknown
about whether personality affects the course of marriage and, if
so, how this influence occurs. A premise of this article is that
our current understanding of personality in marriage is ham-
pered by incomplete development of conceptual frameworks to
guide research in this area. The purpose of the article, therefore,
is to outline a general approach to research that might facilitate
progress in understanding personality in marriage and to apply
this approach to the study of masculinity and femininity.

Emerging Models of Close Relationships and Their
Implications for the Study of Personality in Marriage

A key dimension underlying most models of close relation-
ships is the relative emphasis they place on intrapersonal and
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interpersonal processes in accounting for relationship quality
(see Doherty & Jacobson, 1982). At one end of this dimension,
psychoanalytic and personality models maintain that marital
quality is determined in large part by traits or traitlike factors
that influence how an individual responds to important social
stimuli. These models typically acknowledge that interpersonal
behavior contributes to the quality of marriage, yet such pat-
terns are viewed as a manifestation of intrapersonal factors
(e.g., Kelly & Conley, 1987). At the other end of this dimension
are social-learning models that assume that marital satisfaction
is primarily a function of spouses’ rewarding and punishing be-
havioral exchanges and the cognitions that accompany these ex-
changes. Personality and other stable intraindividual variables
are not necessarily rejected in these models, though they are
viewed as incidental to marital interaction and to changes in
marital quality (e.g., Smith, Vivian, & O’Leary, 1990).

Both classes of models have yielded important information,
but because neither assigns a significant role to phenomena that
are integral to the other type of model, the interplay among per-
sonality, behavioral exchanges, and marital quality has not re-
ceived systematic attention. This shortcoming has been recog-
nized for some time (e.g., Raush, Barry, Hertel, & Swain,
1974), and in some recent models intrapersonal and interper-
sonal factors are presumed to be related and to contribute
jointly to the quality and outcome of marriage. Although not all
of these models focus on personality as a critical intrapersonal
factor, the movement toward integrating intrapersonal and in-
terpersonal events in close relationships is increasingly evident,
particularly among those secking to expand the interpersonal
perspective by incorporating a variety of intraindividual con-
structs (e.g., see Baucom & Epstein, 1990; Bradbury & Fin-
cham, 1987, 1990; Kelley et al., 1983; Margolin, 1983).

The diversity within this emerging class of models does not
yet allow competing predictions to be made about how person-
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ality and interpersonal behavior might combine to influence the
course of a marriage. Collectively, however, the models un-
derscore three fundamental characteristics of marriage that ap-
pear necessary to consider in designing research that can clarify
the role of personality in marriage. First, these models highlight
the view that marriages change over time, and they seek to iden-
tify causes of change in marital satisfaction rather than variables
that simply discriminate distressed and nondistressed mar-
riages. Thus, just as particular interpersonal behaviors have
been shown to predict change in marital satisfaction (see Brad-
bury & Karney, 1993, for a review), longitudinal research on
personality is necessary before specific traits can be incorpo-
rated into models of marital functioning (cf. Bentler & New-
comb, 1978; Kurdek, 1993).

Second, because marriage is fundamentally interpersonal, the
theoretical importance of personality will be realized only when
specific traits of one spouse are shown to be related to partner
functioning (e.g., changes in partner satisfaction ) and to behav-
ior exhibited toward the partner. Some of the reluctance of so-
cial-learning theorists to consider individual differences in mar-
riage can probably be attributed to the lack of evidence about
their interpersonal impact (Robinson & Jacobson, 1987). Fi-
nally, because marriage encompasses a complex array of indi-
vidual and interpersonal processes, likely rival interpretations
for results involving personality should be ruled out. For exam-
ple, inferences about the effects of personality on satisfaction
will be stronger if other traitlike variables are controlled, and
greater confidence in the interpersonal role of personality will
be possible if variables that covary with behavior and personal-
ity are taken into account.

The Impact of Masculinity and Femininity in Marriage:
Review of Evidence and Goals of the Present Studies

These three criteria for investigating personality in marriage
can be used to organize existing research, and to suggest new
directions of study, on the specific dimensions of masculinity
and femininity. Most research on spouses’ masculinity and fem-
ininity has used cross-sectional designs and is therefore limited
in its relevance to causal questions about change in marital sat-
isfaction. Nevertheless, this research shows that a spouse’s mar-
ital satisfaction tends to correlate positively with his or her own
femininity and with that of his or her spouse; similar, but
weaker, results are sometimes obtained for masculinity (e.g.,
Antill, 1983; Baucom & Aiken, 1984; Burger & Jacobson, 1979;
Kurdek & Schmitt, 1986; Peterson, Baucom, Elliott, & Farr,
1989). These findings have led to the view that “femininity is a
most important ingredient in marital happiness™ (Antill, 1983,
p. 150).

Longitudinal Analysis

Longitudinal studies, by comparison, are more informative
but fewer in number, and they suggest that masculinity may be
more important than femininity to the quality of a marriage
over time. For example, higher scores on a bipolar femininity—
masculinity scale have been found to predict improved marital
adjustment over 4 years for wives but not for husbands ( Bentler
& Newcomb, 1978), and femininity has been shown to be un-

related to changes in satisfaction over 1-year (Kurdek, 1991b)
and 3-year (Kurdek, 1991a) intervals for husbands and for
wives. Similarly, agreeableness, which overlaps with femininity
(Lippa, 1991), did not predict marital compatibility for hus-
bands or wives in the 5-decade longitudinal study conducted by
Kelly and Conley (1987).

These results are surprising because, in contrast to the cross-
sectional findings, they suggest that the instrumental character-
istics that define masculinity (e.g., independent, assertive) may
be more beneficial to a marriage than the affectional character-
istics that define femininity (e.g., sympathetic, gentle). Addi-
tional data are needed, however, before firm conclusions can
be drawn about the relative contributions of masculinity and
femininity to change in marital satisfaction. This is because (a)
the single bipolar measure used by Bentler and Newcomb
(1978) is open to alternative interpretations (e.g., high mascu-
linity could be viewed as low femininity), a limitation that led
to the introduction of measures with separate masculinity and
femininity scales (e.g., Bem, 1974), and (b) Kurdek (1991a,
1991b) and Kelly and Conley ( 1987 did not assess masculinity.
In addition, our guidelines for investigating personality in mar-
riage highlight the possibility that the femininity of one spouse
may predict changes in the partner’s marital satisfaction, a pos-
sibility that to our knowledge has not been explored.

Our first goal in the present studies is to extend this line of
research by examining the associations among husbands’ and
wives’ masculinity and femininity and longitudinal changes in
their own and their partner’s marital satisfaction. In Study 1, we
used the Bem Sex Role Inventory (BSRI; Bem, 1974) to test the
hypothesis that spouses relatively high in desirable masculine
traits and the partners of those spouses will be relatively satisfied
in their marriages at Time 2 (after controlling for Time 1 satis-
faction of both spouses), compared with spouses relatively low
in masculinity. Existing longitudinal research suggests that de-
sirable feminine traits will not predict changes in marital
satisfaction.

Study 2 is an attempt to replicate and extend Study 1 by also
examining undesirable masculine and feminine traits. We used
the Extended Personal Attributes Questionnaire (EPAQ;
Spence, Helmreich, & Holahan, 1979) to.test the possibility
that relatively high levels of undesirable masculine traits will
predict lower levels of satisfaction at Time 2 and, again, that
relatively high levels of desirable masculine traits will predict
higher levels of later satisfaction. Desirable feminine traits are
not expected to predict changes in satisfaction, and, in the ab-
sence of relevant data, we offer no prediction for undesirable
feminine traits. Time | marital satisfaction is partialed from
these associations in both studies, and because masculinity and
femininity scores correlate with self-esteem (Whitley, 1983),
Time 1 self-esteem is also controlled in Study 2.

Behavioral Analysis

Although greater theoretical importance could be assigned to
masculine or feminine traits if they are shown to predict change
in marital satisfaction, basic questions would then arise con-
cerning how this association comes about. It is possible that
these traits exert their effects on satisfaction in a manner that is
not mediated to any significant degree by spouses’ behavioral
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exchanges (e.g., due to mate selection factors, such that spouses
high in masculinity may select partners who tend to have dis-
satisfying relationships), but a more plausible account of this
association is likely to rely heavily on the interpersonal behav-
iors related to masculinity and femininity.

Two observational studies have examined the associations be-
tween masculinity, femininity, and behavior in marital interac-

tion (see also Buss, 1991; Rusbult, Verette, Whitney, Slovik, &

Lipkus, 1991). In the first, Burger and Jacobson ( 1979) showed
that husbands’ femininity correlated positively with positive
paraphrasing in couples’ discussions of relationship difficulties,
and wives’ femininity correlated negatively with their tendency
to make negative remarks. Few associations were obtained be-
tween masculinity and behavior, though wives’ masculinity cor-
related positively with the occurrence of positive paraphrasing.
Whereas the majority of Burger and Jacobson’s sample were
relatively satisfied with their marriages, Sayers and Baucom
(1991) focused on the problem-solving discussions of couples
seeking treatment for marital problems. In this study higher lev-
els of wives’ femininity covaried directly with their relatively
greater tendency to exhibit and reciprocate negative behavior;
husbands’ femininity, and the masculinity of both spouses, were
unrelated to these variables. ‘
Our second goal in this research is to examine further th

associations between masculinity and femininity and interper-
sonal behavior in marriage. As a first step toward this goal, in
Study 3 masculinity and femininity are correlated with behav-
ioral variables after controlling for marital satisfaction. This is
necessary because the associations reported in the two previous
observational studies may be an artifact of the variance that
behavior and sex role variables share with marital satisfaction.
If any correlations remain reliable, prior studies suggest that
they will occur for femininity and not for masculinity and, more
specifically, that the association between femininity and behav-
ior will be moderated by marital satisfaction: In satisfied mar-
riages femininity appears to facilitate problem resolution
(Burger & Jacobson, 1979), and in dissatisfied marriages femi-
ninity appears to hinder problem resolution (Sayers & Baucom,
1991). Because the latter findings are somewhat surprising in
view of how femininity is defined (e.g., gentle, attuned to the
needs of others), the moderating hypothesis is viewed as tenta-
tive, and if satisfaction does not moderate the association be-
tween femininity and behavior, then femininity is expected to
correlate positively with behaviors that facilitate problem reso-
lution and correlate negatively with behaviors that hinder prob-
lem resolution.

Combined Longitudinal and Behavioral Analyses

Demonstration of a reliable association between masculinity
or femininity and marital behavior, although important, would
provide only some of the information needed to test the hypoth-
esis that masculinity or femininity leads to changes in marital
satisfaction as a result of its relation to interpersonal behavior.
A more complete account of this mechanism requires exami-
nation of longitudinal, behavioral, and sex role data in a single
set of analyses, so that the interplay of masculinity, femininity,
and behavior in predicting changes in satisfaction can be
investigated.

Our third goal of this research, addressed in Study 3, is to
examine whether behavior in marital interaction mediates any
association between masculinity or femininity and change in
satisfaction. Five outcomes are possible when testing this hy-
pothesis. First, in the null model, neither behavior nor the per-
sonality variables will predict change in satisfaction. Separate
longitudinal studies of marital interaction and sex role indicate
that this model will be rejected. Second, in the intrapersonal
model!, masculinity or femininity (or both) will predict change
in marital satisfaction but behavioral variables will not. Sup-
port for this model would be consistent with the view that per-
sonality affects marital quality. Third, in the interpersonal
model, behavioral variables will predict change in satisfaction
but the personality variables will not. Support for this model
would be consistent with the social-learning models of marriage
noted earlier. Fourth, in the integrated model, behavioral and
personality variables will account independently for change in
marital satisfaction. And fifth, in the mediated mode!, behav-
ioral variables will predict change in satisfaction, and a pre-
viously significant association between either of the personality
variables and change in satisfaction will become nonsignificant
after controlling for the associations between the personality
variable and behavior and between behavior and change in sat-
isfaction (see Baron & Kenny, 1986).

Although support for the mediated model would permit
more specific statements to be made about how components
of the model interrelate than would support for the integrated
model, evidence favoring either of these models would suggest
that intrapersonal and interpersonal models by themselves pro-
vide incomplete portrayals of how marriages change and that
research focusing exclusively on sex role variables or behavior
is necessarily limited. While recognizing that these five possibil-
ities are likely to oversimplify the actual pattern of results
(because, e.g., different models might be supported for hus-
bands vs. wives, for masculinity vs. femininity, or for different
behaviors), we predict that either the integrated or the mediated
model will be most consistent with the data; choosing between
these models is not possible on the basis of available research.

Study 1
Method

Participants

Forty married couples were recruited at Time | through newspaper
advertisements (n = 29), and, in an effort to sample a broad range of
marital quality, additional couples were recruited from a local clinic (n
= 11). At Time 2, about 12 months later, 2 couples had divorced and 32
of the remaining 38 couples (84% ) agreed to participate further. Study 1
results are based on the data collected from these 32 couples (24 from
the community and 8 seeking therapy), who had been married a mean
of 7.2 years (SD = 6.9), had a mean of 1.7 children (SD = 1.4), and
had a median family income of $20,000 to $25,000. The mean age was
30.6 years (SD = 7.0) for wives and 31.5 years (SD = 7.0) for husbands.
Multivariate ¢ tests indicated that couples who participated only at
Time 1 did not differ from those who participated in both phases in
terms of demographics or any other variables investigated.

Procedure and Measures

Couples were separated on arriving at the laboratory and, as part of a
larger study of marriage (see Bradbury & Fincham, 1992), were asked
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to complete a consent form, a demographics questionnaire, the Marital
Adjustment Test (MAT), and the BSRL Couples also completed an in-
ventory of marital problems and later discussed for 15 min a problem
identified by both partners; results pertaining to the problem-solving
discussions are presented in Study 3.! At Time 2, couples received two
copies of the MAT, a postage-paid return envelope, and a letter empha-
sizing the importance of independent completion of the questionnaires.
The importance of independent completion of the materials was reem-
phasized in a follow-up telephone call. Couples were paid $30 at Time
1 and $20 at Time 2. ‘

Marital satisfaction. The MAT (Locke & Wallace, 1959) is a widely
used measure of marital satisfaction that has adequate reliability (split
half = .90) and that discriminates reliably between nondistressed
spouses and spouses with documented marital problems. Higher MAT
scores reflect higher levels of marital satisfaction.

Masculinity and femininity. Masculinity and femininity were as-
sessed with the BSRI (Bem, 1974), which requires participants to indi-
cate on 7-point scales the extent to which 20 masculine and 20 feminine
personality attributes describe them. The adjectives are personality
characteristics scaled as desirable for men and women, respectively, in
American society. Participants are also asked to rate 20 neutral adjec-
tives as filler items. Analysis of the internal consistency of the Masculin-
ity and Femininity scales showed that the two scales were discrepant in
alpha coefficients for husbands and for wives and that coefficient alphas
were consistently low for Femininity (for husbands: Masculinity = .88,
Femininity = .70; for wives: Masculinity = .87, Femininity = .67). Pub-
lished factor analyses of the BSRI were consulted, and, following the
recommendations of Brems and Johnson ( 1990) and Ballard-Reisch
and Elton (1992), coefficient alphas for two factor-analytically derived
9-item scales were examined. The 9-item version of the Masculinity
scale, which we refer to here as the Interpersonal Potency (1P) scale (see
Brems & Johnson, 1990), was nearly as internally consistent as the 20-
item version, for husbands (.87) and for wives (.85). The 9-item version
of the Femininity scale, which we refer to as the Interpersonal Sensitivity
(IS) scale, was a substantial improvement over the 20-item version, for
husbands (.89) and for wives (.80). The 9-item scales were therefore
used in all subsequent analyses.

Results and Discussion
Descriptive Analyses and Correlations Among Measures

Means and standard deviations for all variables, and the cor-
relations among all variables, are shown in Table 1. The mean
scores on the MAT at Time 1 were 103.3 (SD = 20.9) for hus-
bands and 97.4 (SD = 28.7) for wives, indicating that a wide
range of marital satisfaction was sampled and that most partic-
ipants scored in the mildly dissatisfied to mildly satisfied range
of marital functioning. Within-spouse correlations indicate
that wives who are higher in IS tend to be more maritally satis-
fied, whereas husbands’ IS is unrelated to their marital satisfac-
tion, and IP is unrelated to satisfaction for both husbands and
wives. Between-spouse correlations indicate that wives with
husbands who are higher in IS tend to be more maritally satis-
fied; wives’ IS is unrelated to husbands’ satisfaction, and IP for
either spouse is unrelated to the partner’s satisfaction. In short,
wives tend to be satisfied to the extent that they and their hus-
band are relatively high in IS.

Predicting Change in Satisfaction From IP and IS
Scores

To determine whether Time 1 IP and IS scores predict change
in marital satisfaction, four multiple regression equations were

computed in which Time 2 satisfaction was predicted from
Time 1 IP and IS, after first entering the Time 1 satisfaction of
both spouses. Husbands’ and wives’ satisfaction was predicted
from their own IP and IS scores in two within-spouse equations,
and spouses’ satisfaction was predicted from the partner’s IP
and IS scores in two between-spouse equations. In the within-
spouse regressions, change in satisfaction was unrelated to IP
and IS for husbands and for wives ( see upper left and lower right
quadrants of Table 2, respectively). In the between-spouse re-
gressions, wives’ IP and IS were unrelated to change in hus-
bands® satisfaction, but husbands’ IP and IS were reliable pre-
dictors of change in wives® satisfaction (see lower left and upper
right quadrants of Table 2, respectively ). Specifically, wives’ sat-
isfaction increased more or decreased less to the extent that
their husbands were high in IP and in IS, with each predictor
accounting for 5% of the variance in satisfaction.

Conclusion

To the extent that husbands were relatively high in IP and IS
at Time 1, wives® satisfaction tended to increase more (or de-
crease less ); the results therefore provide partial support for the
hypotheses. Although these findings lend support to the view
that desirable masculine and feminine traits can enhance the
quality of marriage over time, additional data are needed before
accepting this view and the more specific conclusion that hus-
bands’ traits affect wives’ marital satisfaction. This is because
the Study 1 sample size may be restricted in its power to detect
other associations, because marriages of relatively long duration
were studied, and because unmeasured variables may be ac-
counting for the results. Study 2 was designed to address these
limitations.

Study 2

Study 2 differs from Study | in that (a) a larger sample was
studied; (b) self-esteem, which has been found to correlate with
masculinity and femininity, was statistically controlled in asso-
ciations involving change in satisfaction; and (c) masculinity
and femininity were measured with the EPAQ (Spence et al.,
1979), which distinguishes between desirable and undesirable
masculine and feminine traits.? Because of the limitations of
Study 1 we retained our original hypotheses for Study 2: that
desirable masculine traits would be beneficial to marriage, that
undesirable masculine traits would be detrimental to marriage,
and that desirable feminine traits would be unrelated to change
in marriage. Finally, the larger sample in Study 2 permitted
analysis of identical hypotheses in a subgroup of marriages that
were of shorter duration. We expected that any associations ob-
served in the full sample would be larger in this subsample, be-
cause marital satisfaction was expected to be less temporally

! It would therefore be more appropriate to label Study 3 as “A Fur-
ther Analysis of Study 1,” but for convenience the term “Study 3” is
used.

2 Several studies indicate that corresponding scales on the EPAQ and
the BSRI correlate very highly. For Femininity, correlations have ranged
from .52 to .71; for Masculinity, correlations have ranged from .72 to
.84 (Spence, 1991).
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Among Measures (Study 1)
Husbands Wives
Measure I 2 4 5 6 7 8

Husbands (n = 32)

1. Time 1 MAT —

2. Time 1 BSRI-IP .06 —

3. Time 1 BSRI-IS .16 .09

4. Time 2 MAT B1% — 09 —
Wives (n = 32)

S. Time | MAT .32* -.07 .23 —_

6. Time 1 BSRI-IP .13 =37  —40* .16 -.09 —

7. Time 1 BSRI-IS 21 -.17 31 35% .14 —

8. Time 2 MAT .39* 22 49%* 43+ IR 24 28 —
M 103.3 45.5 47.8 101.5 974 40.5 50.5 95.9
SD 20.9 7.6 6.1 18.6 28.7 8.6 5.7 325

Note. MAT = Marital Adjustment Test; BSRI = Bem Sex Role Inventory; IP = Interpersonal Potency; IS

= Interpersonal Sensitivity.
*p<.05. *p<.0l. ***p< 005 (one-tailed).

stable in these marriages, thus allowing other variables ( besides
Time 1 satisfaction) to covary more strongly with Time 2
satisfaction.

Method

FParticipants

One hundred thirty married couples, recruited through newspaper
advertisements, participated at Time 1. At Time 2, approximately 12

Table 2

months later, 105 couples (81%) agreed to participate further. Study 2
results are based on these 105 couples, who had been married a mean
of 10.0 years (SD = 10.3), had a mean of 1.6 children (SD = 1.5), and
had a median family income of approximately $25,000 to $30,000. The
mean age was 32.7 years (SD = 10.3) for wives and 34.6 years (SD
= 10.9) for husbands. Multivariate ¢ tests indicated that couples who
participated at Time 1 and Time 2 did not differ from those who partic-
ipated only at Time 1 in terms of demographics or any other variables
investigated.

Within-Spouse and Between-Spouse Predictions of Time 2 Marital Satisfaction From Time |
Measures of Marital Satisfaction, Interpersonal Potency, and Interpersonal Sensitivity (Study 1)

Time 2 Marital satisfaction

Husbands Wives
Time | variables 8 Ppartial R? F 8 Foartial R? F
Prediction from husband’s
BSRI variables
Husband’s MAT .60 .59 32 14, 4%%x* 12 22 .01 1.3
Wife’s MAT .00 .00 .00 <1 67 .76 .37 37,94
Husband’s BSRI-IP —.14 -.17 .02 <1 24 41 .05 5.6*
Husband’s BSRI-IS .08 .10 .01 <l 24 .40 .05 S.1*
Overall .39 4.4** 74 18,94k
Prediction from wife’s
BSRI variables
Husband’s MAT .57 57 27 12.7%** .19 .29 .03 2.6
Wife’s MAT -.02 -.02 .00 <1 .68 72 .36 28.7%%x*
Wife’s BSRI-IP .05 .07 .00 <1 -.21 -.33 .04 33
Wife’s BSRI-IS .19 22 .03 14 .03 .05 .00 <1
Overall 41 N b .66 [3.2%%%>

Note. N = 32in each equation. Beta and 7,.nia values were computed with all four predictors in the equation. For the _individqal predicto_xs, R? was )
computed by removing each variable and examining the decrease in the overall R%; these values therefore reflect the unique variance associated with
a predictor. For the overall F, df = 4, 27. BSRI = Bem Sex Role Inventory; MAT = Marital Adjustment Test; IP = Interpersonal Potency; IS =

Interpersonal Sensitivity.
*p<.05 *p<.0l. *™p<.005. ****p<.001.
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Procedure and Measures

At Time | and at Time 2 couples were mailed two questionnaires
with separate postage-paid return envelopes for each spouse, as part of
a larger project on marriage (see Fincham & Bradbury, 1993). A cover
letter instructed spouses to complete and seal the questionnaires in sep-
arate envelopes before discussing the study with each other. Couples
were paid $15 for their participation at Time 1 and at Time 2.

Marital satisfaction.  Asin Study 1, marital satisfaction was assessed
with the MAT (Locke & Wallace, 1959).

Masculinity and femininity. Masculinity and femininity were mea-
sured with the EPAQ (Spence et al., 1979), which requires participants
to indicate on 5-point scales the extent to which each of 40 bipolar
adjective pairs describes them. The six scales on the EPAQ, the number
of items that compose them, representative items, and alpha coefficients
obtained for husbands and wives in the present sample are Masculine
Positive (MP): eight items; for example, not at all competitive versus
very competitive, .78 and .79, respectively. Feminine Positive (FP):
eight items; for example, very rough versus very gentle .80 and .74, re-
spectively. Masculine Negative (MN): eight items; for example, not at
all arrogant versus very arrogant, .68 and .78, respectively. Feminine
Negative-Unmitigated Communion (FN-UC): four items; for exam-
ple, not at all servile versus very servile, .50 and .48, respectively. Femi-
nine Negative-Verbal Aggressiveness (FN-VA): four items; for exam-
ple, doesn’t nag versus nags a lot, .55 and .59, respectively. Masculinity-
Femininity (MF): eight items; for example, very worldly versus very
home-oriented, .60 and .56, respectively. The MF scale was dropped
because of low reliability, and, in view of their low alphas, FN-UC and
FN-VA were combined to form a Feminine Negative subscale. The re-
sulting alphas remained unacceptable ( for husbands, a = .50; for wives,
a =.55), hence the FN-UC and FN-VA scales were also dropped from
subsequent analyses. Analyses were therefore based on the MP, FP, and
MN subscales.

Self-esteem. The 10-item Rosenberg (1965) Self-Esteem Scale
(RSES) was administered. The RSES was internally consistent in the
present sample for husbands (« = .90) and for wives (a = .91).

Results and Discussion

Descriptive Analyses and Correlations Among Measures

Means and standard deviations for all variables, and the corre- -

lations among all variables, are shown in Table 3. The mean
scores on the MAT at Time | were slightly higher than those ob-
tained in Study 1, with husbands scoring 111.3(SD = 21.6) and
wives scoring 112.7 (SD = 22.0); however, as in Study 1, these
figures indicate that a wide range of marital satisfaction was sam-
pled and that most participants scored in the mildly dissatisfied
to mildly satisfied range of marital functioning. Within-spouse
correlations indicate that husbands and wives scoring relatively
high on FP tended to be happier in their marriages; wives also
tended to be more maritally satisfied to the extent that they
scored relatively high on MP and relatively low on MN. For hus-
bands and wives, marital satisfaction correlated positively with
self-esteem, and self-esteem correlated positively and strongly
with MP. For husbands, but not for wives, self-esteem correlated
with FP, and for neither husbands nor wives was self-esteem cor-
related with MN. These associations between self-esteem and
MP corroborate previous studies (e.g., Spence et al., 1979), and,
along with the associations involving self-esteem in relation to
marital satisfaction and FP, they confirm the need to control for
self-esteem when predicting changes in satisfaction.

In the between-spouse correlations, husbands tended to be

Table 3

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Among Measures (Study 2)

Wives

Husbands

o
—

11

10

Measure

Husbands (n = 105)

1. TIMAT

Bl
-.12
14

2. TI EPAQ-FP
3. TI EPAQ-MN
4. T1 EPAQ-MP
5. T1 RSES
6. T2MAT

Wives (n = 105)

.28***

'63*##11

.11

.10

—-.05
—.20*

_.44*&&*
.26#‘!*
.43*4“!#

k) Laid

'32****
72*#**

_‘4;"*
.10

-.01

17*
-.19*

BT e
19*
-.15

03
.08

—-.15
.09
-.01

’26$**
— 19*

-.02
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happier to the extent that their wife was high on MP, and wives
tended to be happier to the extent that their husband was high
on FP. The self-esteem of either spouse was unrelated to the
partner’s FP, MN, and MP scores, but participants who were
relatively high in satisfaction had spouses who tended to be high
in self-esteem.

Predicting Change in Satisfaction From Masculinity and
Femininity Scores

Analysis of full sample. To determine whether Time 1
EPAQ scores predict change in marital satisfaction, two within-
spouse and two between-spouse multiple regression equations
were computed in which Time 2 satisfaction was predicted from
Time 1 FP, MN, and MP, after first controlling for the Time 1
satisfaction and self-esteem of both spouses.

In the within-spouse regressions, change in satisfaction was
unrelated to Time 1 EPAQ scores for husbands and for wives
(see upper left and lower right quadrants of Table 4,
respectively ). In the between-spouse regression, wives’ FP, MN,
and MP were unrelated to change in husbands’ satisfaction, but
husbands’ MN was a reliable predictor of change in wives’ sat-
isfaction. Specifically, wives’ satisfaction decreased more or in-
creased less to the extent that their husbands were high in MN.

Analysis of younger marriages. Four multiple regression
analyses identical to those reported in the previous section were
computed for the subsample of 48 couples that had been mar-

Table 4

ried 5 years or less. Marital satisfaction tended to be less stable
from Time 1 to Time 2 in these couples ( for husbands, » = .68;
for wives, r = .52) compared with couples married more than 5
years (for husbands, r = .77; for wives, r = .88), and thus it
was expected that Time 1| EPAQ variables would account for a
greater portion of the variance in change in satisfaction.

As in the full-sample analyses, FP, MN, and MP did not pre-
dict change in satisfaction in the within-spouse analyses, nor
did wives’ scores on these variables predict change in husbands’
satisfaction in a between-spouse analysis. However, the equation
was significant for the prediction of change in wives’ satisfac-
tion, R? = .43, F(7,40) = 4.3, p < .005. Specifically, the effect
of husbands’ MN on wives’ change in satisfaction that was ob-
tained in the full-sample regressions was also found in the sub-
sample analysis, 8 = —.26, rparia (46 ) = —.30, the increment in
R?associated uniquely with MN was .05, and F(6,41) = 3.8, p
< .05, indicating that wives tended to increase more or decrease
less in satisfaction to the extent that their husbands were low in
MN. Moreover, husbands’ MP predicted change in wives’ satis-
faction, 8 = .27, rpara (46) = .26, the increment in R? associ-
ated uniquely with MP was .04, and F(6, 41) = 3.0, p < .05,
indicating that wives tended to increase more or decrease less in
satisfaction to the extent that their husbands were high in MP.

Conclusion

Study 2 demonstrates that husbands’ undesirable masculine
traits are detrimental to wives’ marital satisfaction. The sub-

Within-Spouse and Between-Spouse Predictions of Time 2 Marital Satisfaction From Time 1 Measures of
Marital Satisfaction, Self-Esteem, Masculinity, and Femininity (Study 2)

Time 2 marital satisfaction

Husbands Wives
Time 1 variables 8 Foartial RrR? F 8 Foartiat R? F
Prediction from husband’s

EPAQ variables
Husband’s MAT .55 .54 .18 39.0*x* .20 .24 .02 5.9*
Wife’'s MAT 22 .26 .03 6.6** .54 .56 .18 42 8Fx*x
Husband’s RSES .02 .02 .00 <1 -.04 -.05 .00 <1
Wife’s RSES .03 .03 .00 <1 A7 .25 .03 6.1*
Husband’s EPAQ-FP .06 .07 .00 <1 -.06 —-.07 .00 <1
Husband’s EPAQ-MN -.06 —-.09 .00 <1 -.16 -.22 .02 4.8*
Husband’s EPAQ-MP -.00 -.00 .00 <1 .13 .16 .01 2.5
Overall .58 18.3xk .62 21 3%k

Prediction from wife’s

EPAQ variables
Husband’s MAT .57 .56 .19 LY L 23 .26 .03 6.8%*
Wife’s MAT 22 .25 .03 6.0* .56 .55 .18 4].0%%xx
Husband’s RSES .05 .07 .00 <1 .00 .01 .00 <1
Wife's RSES .07 .09 .00 <1 22 27 .03 7.3%*
Wife’s EPAQ-FP .06 .07 .00 <1 -.02 —.02 .00 <1
Wife’s EPAQ-MN -03 -.04 .00 <1 .01 01 .00 <1
Wife’'s EPAQ-MP -.08 —.10 .00 <1 —-.11 -.09 .01 1.7
QOverall .58 18.4%4%% .60 19 THx*

Note. N = 105 in each equation. Beta and ry,.;, values were computed with all seven predictors in the equation. For the ipdividua}l predictor_s, R?
was computed by removing each variable and examining the decrease in the overall R?; these values therefore reflect ghe unigue variance associated
with a predictor. For the overall F, df = 7, 97. EPAQ = Extended Personal Attributes Questionnaire; MAT = Marital Adjustment Test; RSES =
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale; FP = Feminine Positive; MN = Masculine Negative; MP = Masculine Positive.

*p<.05. *™p<.0l. ***p< 001,
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sample analyses of younger couples indicate further that hus-
bands’ desirable masculine traits are beneficial to wives’ satis-
faction. This study is important because it overcomes signifi-
cant limitations of Study 1, and it replicates three findings that
help clarify the role of masculinity and femininity in marriage.

First, in both studies a significant association was obtained
between indexes of sex role collected at Time 1 and reports of
satisfaction 12 months later. This lends greater credence to the
view that individual differences in these traits are more than
concurrent correlates of marital satisfaction and may in fact
contribute to the quality of marriage. Second, of the four types
of predictions that were computed, only the associations be-
tween husbands’ Time 1 sex role variables and change in wives’
satisfaction were significant. Although this may reflect a general
tendency on the part of wives to respond to partner characteris-
tics and relationship events, it may also indicate that husbands’
interpersonal behavior is linked more closely to their sex role
identity than is that of wives. Third, although some evidence
was obtained in Study 1 for the importance of husbands’ femi-
ninity, change in wives’ satisfaction was found to be a function
of husbands’ desirable masculine traits, using the IP subscale of
the BSRI in Study 1 and using the MP subscale of the EPAQ in
Study 2 (in the analysis of younger marriages). This pattern of
results lends specificity to the association between husbands’
sex role and change in wives’ satisfaction, and, in direct contrast
to cross-sectional studies of sex role in marriage, it highlights
the possibility that masculine or instrumental characteristics
may be at least as important as feminine or affectional traits in
contributing to marital quality.

Study 3

The longitudinal findings of Studies 1 and 2 are consistent
with the possibility that individual differences in masculinity
and perhaps femininity play a role in determining how satisfac-
tion changes in marriage, yet they leave unaddressed the ques-
tion of how such effects might arise. We conducted Study 3 to
test the hypothesis that the association between husbands’ in-
terpersonal potency and interpersonal sensitivity and change in
wives® satisfaction is mediated by the behaviors that husbands
display when interacting with their wife to resolve a marital
problem. The inclusion of behavioral data in the longitudinal
analyses is important because it permits us to make compari-
sons among the five models of individual differences and inter-
personal behavior that were outlined in the introduction.

A second purpose of Study 3 is to extend previous analyses of
the cross-sectional associations between the interpersonal po-
tency and sensitivity of both spouses and their observed behav-
ior, by assessing this association before and after controlling for
marital satisfaction. Prior studies ( Burger & Jacobson, 1979;
Sayers & Baucom, 1991) suggest that (a) spouses who are rela-
tively high in IS will engage in behaviors that facilitate problem
resolution, whereas IP will be unrelated to problem-solving be-
havior and (b) that associations between IS and behavior will
be moderated by marital satisfaction such that IS will facilitate
problem resolution in nondistressed marriages and will hinder
problem resolution in distressed marriages. It is important to
note that the results of Studies 1 and 2 appear to be at odds with
the first of these hypotheses, because those results imply that IP

should also covary reliably with problem-solving behavior. We
explore this discrepancy in the present study.

The final purpose of this study is to examine associations
among Time 1 behavioral data and changes in marital satisfac-
tion. Social-learning models of marriage maintain that marital
quality deteriorates to the extent that spouses exchange more
punishing behaviors and fewer rewarding behaviors (¢.g., see Ja-
cobson & Margolin, 1979), and, although some recent findings
appear to contradict this view (Gottman & Krokoff, 1989; cf.
Woody & Costanzo, 1990), the model has received some sup-
port, particularly with regard to rates of negative behaviors
(e.g., Smith et al., 1990; also see Huston & Vangelisti, 1991).
Study 3 is designed to add to this literature, first by using an
observational coding system that permits analysis of avoidant
behaviors along with the typically studied positive and negative
behaviors, and second by analyzing sequences among avoidant,
positive, and negative behaviors, which have not been widely
examined. Marital satisfaction is expected to decline to the ex-
tent that spouses exhibit more negative and avoidant behavior
and less positive behavior. With regard to behavioral sequences,
satisfaction is expected to decline to the extent that partner be-
havior elicits an increased likelihood of negative and avoidant
behavior and a decreased likelihood of positive behavior from
the spouse. ‘

Method

Participants, Procedure, and Measures

The 32 couples providing data at Time 1 and Time 2 in Study 1 served
as participants (see Study 1 for sampling and demographic information).
Couples were separated after arriving at the laboratory and were asked to
complete a consent form, a demographics questionnaire, the MAT, the
BSRI, and an inventory of marital problems; the BSRI was scored for IP
and IS. Couples were then reunited and instructed to work toward 2 mutu-
ally agreeable solution to one of the marital problems identified by both
partners. The problem-solving discussion was ended after 15 min, and cou-
ples were debriefed and paid.

Behavioral Coding and Analysis

Verbatim transcripts of couples’ interactions were prepared and di-
vided into individual speaking turns. Trained coders used the tran-
scripts and videotapes of the interactions to assign to each turn one of
seven codes from the Verbal Tactics Coding Scheme (Sillars, 1981), us-
ing the verbal and nonverbal components of the exhibited behavior.
Coders first determined whether the speaker was acknowledging and
addressing the identified problem; if he or she was not, one of three
avoidant codes was assigned, depending on whether the speaker (a) de-
nied or minimized the problem (denial); (b) exhibited noncontinuous
or ambiguous behavior that supplanted discussion of the problem
(noncontinuity ); or (c) shifted the conversation to abstract, general, or
hypothetical issues that did not bear directly on the problem (shifting
levels). If the speaker was acknowledging and addressing the problem,
coders then determined whether the behavior warranted one of two neg-
ative codes, depending on whether he or she was (d) explicitly faulting,
rejecting, or criticizing the partner in a hostile manner (direct negative)
or (e) indirectly criticizing the partner, through presumptive attribu-
tions or self-centered demands that the partner change (indirect
negative ). If avoidant or negative codes were not applicable, coders as-
signed one of two positive codes, depending on whether the speaker was
(f) facilitating problem resolution through nonevaluative description,
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qualification, or disclosure (information ) or (g) explicitly providing the
partner with empathy or support in the process of resolving the problem
(support). Behaviors could also be coded as other, but these were rare
and were omitted from analyses. The seven-category system was used
in the analysis of behavioral rates, and, to reduce the number of tests
computed, the three-category system was used in the analysis of se-
quences. Independent coding of 20% of the videotapes revealed that
coders were reliable (for the seven-category system, percentage
agreement was 89% and coefficient « = .80; for the three-category sys-
tem, percentage agreement was 91% and coeflicient « = .84). To control
for variation across spouses in the number of speaking turns, the num-
ber of times each of the seven codes was emitted by each spouse in the
interaction was divided by his or her number of speaking turns.

Sequential patterning of the three classes of behavior between hus-
bands and wives was examined with lag sequential analysis ( see Sackett,
1979, and Bradbury & Fincham, 1991, for discussions of lag sequential
analysis, and see Allison & Liker, 1982, for a description of the z-score
computation used here). This procedure yields z scores representing
the likelihood that a behavior by one spouse will be followed by a speci-
fied behavior exhibited by the partner, controlling for the base rate with
which the partner exhibits that behavior. Thus, for example, this proce-
dure generates values reflecting the likelihood that a wife will respond
to her husband’s negative behavior with her own negative behavior, tak-
ing into account her general tendency to exhibit negative behavior in the
interaction. Because each spouse could respond to each of three partner
behaviors with any one of their own three behaviors, the analysis pro-
duced nine z scores for husbands when they responded to their wives
and nine z scores for wives when they responded to their husbands. Only
immediate (i.e., Lag 1) contingencies between behaviors were investi-
gated, because prior studies of sex role in marriage have examined only
Lag 1 contingencies and because investigation of longer sequences of
behavior generates a high number of nonindependent tests.

Results and Discussion

Because the mediating analyses are contingent on demon-
strated associations among (a) sex role variables and behavior
and (b) behavior and change in satisfaction, we first present
these two sets of analyses.

1P, IS, and Behavior

Correlations and partial correlations. Associations among
IP, IS, and the behavioral variables, béfore and after controlling
for marital satisfaction, are shown in Table 5. Husbands who
are relatively high on IS were less likely to deny the marital
difficulty and to be avoidant after their wife was positive; they
were also more likely to reciprocate the wife’s negative behavior
and to respond to the wife’s negative behavior with a positive
behavior. Husbands who are relatively high on IP were less likely
to be negative after their wife was avoidant and were less likely
to be avoidant or positive after the wife was negative. Wives’ IS
was unrelated to their behavior, and to the extent that they were
high on IP wives were less likely to be supportive and to avoid
the problem by shifting levels.

In summary, the expectation that IS would covary reliably
with behavior was confirmed for husbands but not for wives,
and, contrary to expectations, IP covaried with behavior for
husbands and for wives. The finding that IS covaries with in-
creased negative reciprocity among husbands, although para-
doxical, is similar to Sayers and Baucom’s (1991) finding that
wives with relatively high Femininity scores were more likely to

reciprocate negative behavior. As Sayers and Baucom obtained
this result with distressed wives, we examine this association
more closely in the moderating analyses.

Marital satisfaction as a moderator. 'We next conducted
moderating analyses to determine whether associations among
IS, IP, and behavior would vary across levels of marital satisfac-
tion.® Consistent with past research, groups of distressed and
nondistressed participants were first formed, using the cutoff
score of 100 on the MAT to determine group assignment. This
resulted in groups of distressed husbands (n = 18; M MAT
score = 79.1, SD = 14.3) and nondistressed husbands (n = 21;
M =117.2,SD = 11.0) who differed in their MAT scores, 1(37)
= —041, p <.0001, and groups of distressed wives (n = 20; M
= 67.7, SD = 18.6) and nondistressed wives (n = 19; M =
117.3, SD = 10.8) who differed in their MAT scores, 1(37) =
-10.31, p < .0001.

Following recommendations by Baron and Kenny (1986) for
investigating moderating effects, we computed regression
equations in which the behavioral variables were predicted
from marital satisfaction group, either IS or IP, and the Group
X IS or Group X IP interaction term. A significant contribution
by the interaction term (beyond the effects of group and the
appropriate sex role variable) can be interpreted as evidence
that the association between the sex role variable and behavior
is moderated by level of marital satisfaction. For those analyses
in which the interaction term was significant, within-group cor-
relations were computed; those instances in which at least one
of the within-group correlations was significant are presented
below.

Marital satisfaction was found to moderate the association
between IS or IP and behavior in four cases for husbands and in
two cases for wives. For husbands, higher levels of IS covaried
with lower levels of denial in the distressed group, r(17) = —.47,
p < .05, but not in the nondistressed group, ¥(20) = —.13, xs.
Higher levels of IS covaried with a greater tendency to recipro-
cate wives’ negative behavior in the nondistressed group, r(20)
= .44, p < .05, but not in the distressed group, r(17) = .13,
ns. Higher levels of IP covaried with a reduced tendency to be
negative following wives’ avoidant behavior in the nondistressed
group, r(20) = —.62, p < .005, but not in the distressed group,
r(17) = .07, ns. Similarly, higher levels of IP covaried with a
reduced tendency to be positive following wives’ negative behav-
ior in the nondistressed group, r(20) = —.54, p < .01, but not
in the distressed group, r(17) = .08, ns.

For wives, higher levels of IS covaried with lower levels of non-
continuity in the distressed group, r(19) = —.53, p < .01, and
higher levels of noncontinuity in the nondistressed group, 7( 18)
= .46, p < .05. Higher levels of IS also covaried with a reduced
tendency to be positive following husbands’ negative behavior
in the distressed group, r(19) = —.55, p < .01, but not in the

3 The moderating analyses used all Study | couples who provided
behavioral, IP, and IS data at Time 1 (n = 39); we viewed this as appro-
priate because it would maximize the power of these tests and because
their results can be understood independently of the mediating analyses.
The larger sample was not used in the cross-sectional analyses between
IP, IS, and behavior (see Table 5), however, because the results of these
analyses figure prominently in the mediating anatyses and thus had to
be based on the same sample.
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Table 5

Correlations and Partial Correlations (Controlling for Marital Satisfaction) Between
Interpersonal Potency and Interpersonal Sensitivity and Behavioral

Variables, for Husbands and Wives (Study 3)

Husbands Wives
Interpersonal Interpersonal Interpersonal Interpersonal
potency sensitivity potency sensitivity
Behavior r Tpartial Tpartial r Yoariat - T Vartial
Behavioral rates
Denial .14 13 —.34* —.36* .00 .00 .05 .07
Noncontinuity -.11 —-.10 .14 17 .08 .09 -.13 -.17
Shifting levels 21 22 -.22 —.19 —26*% —32*% -37%* -28
Direct negative .03 06 —.18 -.12 .01 .00 -.01 .02
Indirect negative —-.08 -.07 —-.06 -.01 -.12 -.13 .01 .05
Information 17 .15 21 .16 .30* .30 12 15
Support .05 .04 -.17 -.22 -37*  —-.36* .05 -.09
Behavioral sequences

Avoidant — avoidant .04 .02 25% 22 —.10 -.07 .10 -.01
Avoidant —» negative -.36* —.37* 11 .09 -.14 -.13 12 .09
Avoidant — positive 15 15 =.05 -.05 15 13 -.09 .01
Negative - avoidant ~ —.39* —41* .05 .02 .00 .00 .10 .08
Negative — negative -.06 -.05 27* 3t* .03 .05 .19 12
Negative — positive -.35* —36* .38* 37* .08 .08 -.17 -.16
Positive — avoidant .18 .20 —.44%* - 43%* 22 .20 .02 .14
Positive — negative -.25 -.25 .16 17 .00 .02 .03 —.08
Positive — positive 23 23 .00 -.07 .01 .04 .20 .10

Note. N = 30 couples. For the behavioral sequences, r and 7pamia reflect the association between a spouse’s
interpersonal potency or interpersonal sensitivity score and his or her tendency to respond with the behavior
indicated after the arrow, given that the partner exhibited the behavior before the arrow.

*p<.05. *p<.0l

nondistressed group, #(18) = .05, ns. Corresponding analyses
for wives’ IP were nonsignificant.

Does femininity hinder problem resolution in distressed mar-
riages while facilitating problem resolution in nondistressed
marriages? Although distressed wives tended to be less positive
following the partner’s negative behavior to the extent they were
high on IS, the present data provide little additional support for
this hypothesis. Indeed, the results for wives’ noncontinuity and
for husbands’ denial and negative reciprocity appear to contra-
dict this view. Finally, whereas Sayers and Baucom (1991) re-
ported a positive association between negative reciprocity and
Femininity among distressed wives, in the present sample it was
nondistressed husbands who exhibited this tendency. Additional
data are needed to disentangle this discrepancy, but the present
findings could indicate that relatively feminine husbands who are
maritally satisfied may perpetuate negative cycles of behavior be-
cause they feel more comfortable contending with the negative
reactions they elicit from their wives.

Prediction of Change in Marital Satisfaction From
Behavior

To determine whether the behavioral variables coded at Time
1 would predict change in marital satisfaction, partial corre-
lations were computed between the Time 1 behaviors and Time
2 satisfaction, after controlling for the Time 1 satisfaction of
both spouses. With regard to behavioral rates, declines in wives’

satisfaction were predicted by lower rates of wives’ supportive
behavior, 7,.1ia1(28) = .37, p < .05, and by higher rates of hus-
bands’ and wives’ direct negative behavior, rparia(28) = —.38, p
< .05, and rparmia(28) = —.42, p < .05, respectively. Changes
in husbands’ satisfaction were not associated with the Time 1
behavioral rates of either spouse, and all three avoidant codes
were unrelated to changes in satisfaction for husbands and for
WIves.

With regard to behavioral sequences, husbands’ and wives’
satisfaction declined less to the extent that husbands recipro-
cated wives’ avoidant behavior, rpania(28) = .45, p < .05, and
Foariat(28) = .40, p < .05, respectively. Wives® satisfaction de-
clined more to the extent that husbands responded to wives’
negative behavior with avoidant behavior, rpaia(28) = —47, p
< .05, and to the extent that wives were avoidant following the
husbands’ positive behavior, rpamia(28) = —.52, p < .005.

These results demonstrate that higher rates of negative behav-
ior and lower rates of positive behavior predict greater declines
in marital satisfaction. Although important rival hypotheses re-
main to be ruled out (e.g., marital dissatisfaction may predict
increased rates of negative behavior and decreased rates of pos-
itive behavior), the present findings lend clear support to the
social-learning conception of marriage. The sequential findings
expand our understanding of this model by showing that avoid-
ant behaviors can also contribute to changes in marital satisfac-
tion, depending on the type of behavior they follow and who
exhibits them.
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Husbands’ Behavior as a Mediator of the Association
Between Husbands’ IP and IS and Change in Wives’
Satisfaction

Testing the mediated model. Following Baron and Kenny
(1986), four tests must be met before any of the husbands’ be-
havioral variables can be viewed as mediating the association
between husbands’ IP or IS and wives’ change in satisfaction:
(a) the behavior must covary with husbands’ IP or IS, (b) the
behavior must covary with wives’ change in satisfaction, (c)
husbands’ IP or IS must covary with wives’ change in satisfac-
tion, and (d) when the associations represented by (a) and (b)
are controlled, the association in (c) is no longer significant. The
association in (c) has been demonstrated for IP and IS (see Ta-
ble 2), and associations pertinent to (a) and (b) were reported
in the two preceding sections.

One behavioral variable, husbands’ avoidant behavior follow-
ing wives’ negative behavior, satisfied criteria (a), (b), and (¢)
and was therefore examined as a possible mediator of the asso-
ciation between husbands IP and changes in wives’ satisfaction.
Specifically, (a) husbands relatively high in IP are less likely to
be avoidant following wives’ negative behavior, (b) wives’ satis-
faction declines more to the extent that husbands are avoidant
after wives’ negative behavior, and (c) wives’ satisfaction de-
clines less to the extent that husbands are relatively high in IP.
To examine test (d) a multiple regression equation was com-
puted in which wives’ satisfaction was predicted from husbands’
and wives’ Time 1 satisfaction, husbands’ IP, and the likelihood
with which husbands responded to wives’ negative behavior
with avoidant behavior. With the associations represented by
(a) and (b) controlled, the significant association between IP
and changes in wives satisfaction (7paaa[28] = 41, p < .05)
became nonsignificant (Fparia[27] = .26, p > .10). This indi-
cates that husbands who are relatively high in IP are less likely
to be avoidant in response to the wife’s negative behavior, which
in turn has a beneficial effect on wives’ satisfaction over time.

Testing the integrated model. The foregoing analyses indi-
cate that behavior can mediate the association between sex role
and change in satisfaction but that in most instances it does not;
in this study the mediated model therefore fails to provide an
accurate portrayal of how IP, IS, and behavior interrelate in pre-
dicting change in satisfaction. In an attempt to determine which
of the remaining models were most appropriate for these data,
a series of multiple regressions was computed in which Time 2
satisfaction was predicted simultaneously from Time 1 satisfac-
tion of both spouses, either IP or IS, and one of the behavioral
variables. These regressions were computed specifically for
those 11 cases in which independent partial correlations indi-
cated that the sex role variable predicted change in satisfaction
and the behavioral variable predicted change in satisfaction.*
The intrapersonal model would be supported if IP or IS domi-
nated these predictions, the interpersonal model would be sup-
ported if the behavioral variables dominated these predictions,
and the integrated model would be supported if IP or IS and
behavioral variables made independent contributions to the
prediction of change in satisfaction. Because both the sex role
variable and the behavioral variable accounted for significant
portions of variance in change in wives’ satisfaction in 10 of the

11 regressions, the integrated model received clear support, and
the remaining two models were rejected.

An alternative approach to investigating these models is to
compute similar regressions for all possible pairings of a behav-
ioral variable and a sex role variable as predictors of change in
husbands’ and wives’ satisfaction. When change in wives’ satis-
faction is the dependent variable, in 25% of the equations nei-
ther a sex role variable nor a behavioral variable is a significant
predictor, in 5% of the equations behavior is a significant pre-
dictor but sex role is not, in 52% of the equations sex role is a
significant predictor but behavior is not, in 18% of the equations
both sex role and behavior are significant predictors, and in 1%
of the equations behavior served as a mediator between sex role
and change in satisfaction. However, when change in husbands’
satisfaction is the dependent variable, in 92% of the equations
neither a sex role variable nor a behavioral variable is a signifi-
cant predictor, in 2% of the equations behavior is a significant
predictor but sex role is not, in 4% of the equations sex role is a
significant predictor but behavior is not, in 2% of the equations
both sex role and behavior are significant predictors, and in 0%
of the equations behavior served as a mediator between sex role
and change in satisfaction. Thus, the null model appears to rep-
resent change in husbands’ satisfaction most accurately.’

Conclusion

In Study 3 we examined whether husbands’ behavior in prob-
lem-solving discussions would mediate the association, ob-
served in Studies | and 2, between their sex role variables and
changes in wives’ satisfaction. Little evidence of mediation was
obtained, and, instead, results indicated that sex role variables
and behavior made unique contributions to the prediction of
wives’ satisfaction. In contrast, changes in husbands’ satisfac-
tion were not well predicted by sex role or behavior. Study 3 also
indicates that masculinity and femininity covary with problem-
solving behavior, particularly in the case of husbands’ responses

* These 11 associations can be identified from the partial correlations
already presented. In each case they involve prediction of change in
wives® satisfaction from husbands’ IP and IS, for six behaviors: hus-
bands’ rate of direct negative behavior, husbands’ reciprocation of
wives’ avoidant behavior, husbands’ avoidant responding following
wives’ negative behavior, wives’ rate of direct negative behavior, wives’
rate of support behavior, and wives’ avoidant responding following hus-
bands’ positive behavior. Although this yields 12 associations, only 11
were tested because husbands’ avoidant responding following wives’
negative behavior was already found to mediate the association between
husbands’ IP and changes in wives’ satisfaction.

5 When regressions were computed in which all possible pairings of a
behavioral variable and a sex role variable were predictors of change in
satisfaction, an important new finding emerged: When change in wives’
satisfaction was predicted from their own IP and from one of the behav-
ioral variables, higher levels of wives’ IP consistently predicted deterio-
ration in their satisfaction (with rpaa ranging from —.29, nsto —.50, p
< .005; Mdn = —.37, p < .05). This indicates that the behavioral vari-
ables served to suppress the association between wives’ IP and their
changes in satisfaction. This result alters interpretation of Study 1 and
lends further support for the importance of masculine traits in mar-
riage, as wives’ satisfaction appears to decline to the extent that they are
high on IP and their husbands are low on IP and IS.
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to wives’ behavior, and that problem-solving behavior predicts
deterioration in marriage, particularly when interactions are
characterized by more direct negative behavior, by less support
behavior, and by avoidant behavior following the partner’s pos-
itive or negative behavior.®

General Discussion
Rationale and Results of the Studies

Our position is that the role of personality variables in mar-
riage will remain poorly understood until they are examined in
relation to longitudinal change in marital satisfaction and to
behavior in marital interaction, with appropriate steps taken to
control for plausible rival interpretations. In the present studies
we applied this view to the traits of masculinity and femininity
and obtained three findings that extend our understanding of
sex role in marriage. First, sex role variables predicted change
in marital satisfaction. In Study 1, wives’ satisfaction declined
to the extent that they endorsed more desirable masculine traits
(see Footnote 5), and their husband endorsed fewer desirable
masculine traits and fewer desirable feminine traits. In Study
2, after controlling for the self-esteem of both spouses, wives’
satisfaction declined to the extent that their husband endorsed
more undesirable masculine traits and, in marriages 5 years or
less in duration, to the extent that husbands endorsed fewer de-
sirable masculine traits. In contrast to cross-sectional studies of
sex role and marital satisfaction, which highlight the impor-
tance of spouses’ feminine characteristics, these results indicate
that masculine traits may be at least as influential in determin-
ing the quality of a marriage, particularly when husbands’ traits
are used to predict wives’ satisfaction.

Second, sex role variables covaried with behavior observed in
problem-solving discussions, after controlling for marital satis-
faction. These associations were significant in the case of behav-
joral rates (e.g., husbands high in femininity were less likely to
deny or minimize the problem under discussion; wives high in
masculinity were less likely to offer support) and were particu-
larly evident in behavioral sequences involving husbands’ re-
sponses to wives’ negative behavior. For example, husbands high
in masculinity were less likely to be positive after their wife was
negative, whereas husbands high in femininity were more likely
to be positive after their wife was negative. The present results
give much greater weight than previous studies to masculine
traits as possible determinants of interpersonal behavior in mar-
riage, and they emphasize how masculinity and femininity may
contribute not only to rates of behavior but also to how hus-
bands respond to particular types of behaviors displayed by
their wives.

Third, although change in husbands’ satisfaction was pre-
dicted from few Time 1 variables, sex role and behavioral vari-
ables made independent contributions to change in wives’ satis-
faction. These results, together with the associations observed
between sex role variables and interpersonal behavior, contra-
dict (a) the tendency to ignore individual-differences variables
in social-learning models of marriage and (b) the tendency to
ignore interpersonal, behavioral variables in psychoanalytic and
personality models of marriage. Thus, at least in the case of
wives, joint consideration of personality traits and behavioral

exchanges is likely to prove fruitful in subsequent longitudinal
research.

Limitations and Qualifications

Although the longitudinal design used in these studies confers
distinct advantages for understanding masculinity and feminin-
ity in marriage, its limitations must also be acknowledged. For
example, this approach relies on correlational methods for in-
ferences about causation and, hence, is susceptible to all criti-
cisms that can be directed at nonexperimental research. Sec-
ond, the interval between assessment periods was arbitrarily
chosen so that weaker (or stronger) associations might emerge
with different intervals. Third, all constructs were not measured
at each assessment period. This leaves open the possibility, for
example, that masculinity and femininity are a function of an-
tecedent levels of marital satisfaction, which, if controlled,
might reduce the associations between sex role and change in
satisfaction. A related consequence of the incomplete longitudi-
nal design is that an assumption of strong versions of intraper-
sonal models of marriage cannot be tested, namely, that person-
ality determines interpersonal behavior.

Two other limitations arise when the sex role data are consid-
ered. First, in Study 2 negative feminine characteristics could
not be measured reliably and thus their association with change
in satisfaction could not be assessed. Second, in both studies sex
role data were collected by asking participants how well partic-
ular adjectives and behavioral tendencies described them. Be-
cause other individuals (¢.g., spouses, parents, and friends) may
disagree with how the participants described themselves, it
would be inappropriate to assume that participants’ ratings are
objective or socially acknowledged. The associations obtained
between sex role variables and observed behavior, and between
husbands’ sex role variables and wives’ change in satisfaction,
do indicate that participants’ ratings of their masculinity and
femininity may be accurate (see Funder, 1987), but the possi-
bility remains that sex role data collected from other sources
would yield a different pattern of results.

Implications for Theory and Research

The primary implication of these data is that models of mar-
riage and empirical tests of those models are likely to provide a
less accurate portrayal of how marriages change to the extent

6 We have argued previously for measuring marital satisfaction with
questions assessing spouses’ global evaluations of their marriage, rather
than with instruments (such as the MAT) that include questions about
the frequency of particular behaviors, in part because with the latter
approach associations between satisfaction and other measures of be-
havior may be inflated { Fincham & Bradbury, 1987). Study 3 does not
appear to be subject to this problem because the focus is on (a) the
cross-sectional association between sex role variables and behavior, in
which case statistically controlling for MAT scores actually might un-
derestimate the degree of covariation between sex role and behavior,
and on (b) the longitudinal association between behavior and change in
satisfaction, in which case statistically controlling for Time 1 MAT
scores in predicting Time 2 MAT scores would appear to eliminate the
confounding that can be caused by including questions about behavior
in the measure of satisfaction.
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that they exclude either traitlike characteristics of spouses or
variables that capture behavioral exchanges between spouses.
Emerging models of close relationships are beginning to ac-
knowledge the importance of intrapersonal and interpersonal
factors, but most prior research on marriage has tended to em-
phasize one factor or the other as the principal cause of change
in marital satisfaction. The present data indicate that these ap-
proaches may be misleading and that progress toward under-
standing change in marriage might be more rapid if compari-
sons are made between models that differ qualitatively rather
than quantitatively. That is, although it will be useful to estab-
lish, for example, whether one type of behavior affords better
prediction of marital satisfaction than another type of behavior,
these studies suggest that it might be more informative to deter-
mine whether a model that includes behavioral and personality
variables allows better prediction of satisfaction than either the
behavior or personality variables alone.

The foregoing recommendations must be tempered by the
finding that sex role variables and behavior predicted change in
satisfaction for wives, whereas few such associations were reli-
able for husbands. The possibility remains that some sort of
integrated model, involving a different set of personality and
behavioral variables, will predict change in husbands’ satisfac-
tion, but this pattern of results raises the more general point that
fundamentaily different mechanisms may operate to produce
change in husbands’ and wives’ satisfaction. The present results,
which probably reflect no more than one small element of these
mechanisms, indicate that wives tend to become less satisfied
partly as a function of husbands’ sex role (particularly
masculinity) and the behaviors they exchange when discussing
problems, whereas the factors contributing to husbands’
changes in satisfaction remain uncertain (see Heavey, Layne,
& Christensen, 1993; Huston & Vangelisti, 1991; and Kurdek,
1991b, for similar patterns of results). The only consistent clue
in this regard was that husbands were relatively more distressed
over time to the extent that they failed to reciprocate their wife’s
avoidant behavior. If a wife changed topics in the problem-solv-
ing discussion, her husband became more distressed if he con-
tinued discussing the problem rather than avoiding it. This re-
sult must be interpreted with caution, yet it does suggest that
husbands’ avoidance may be beneficial to marriage in particu-
lar situations. In any case, the means by which husbands decline
in their satisfaction, and how this compares with that of wives,
is an important topic for future study.

An additional implication of the present results can be drawn
from the specific longitudinal associations obtained between
masculinity, femininity, and changes in satisfaction. Although
two such associations are readily understood—specifically, that
wives would be more satisfied over time to the extent that their
husbands described themselves as more “affectionate,” “sym-
pathetic,” and “‘sensitive to others’ needs” (Study 1) and as less
“arrogant,” ‘“‘egotistical,” and “cynical” (Study 2)—it is not as
apparent that wives’ satisfaction would decrease over time to the
extent that they described themselves as “dominant,” “asser-
tive,” and “forceful” (Study 1; see Footnote 5) and would in-
crease to the extent that husbands endorsed these same adjec-
tives (Study 1) as well as “active,” “very self-confident,” and
“never gives up easily” (Study 2 subsample analyses). However,
if these results replicate, it may mean that higher levels of wives’

masculinity increase the likelihood of marital conflict, whereas
higher levels of husbands’ masculinity decrease the likelihood
of marital conflict.”

Conclusion

The complexity of marriage as a social relationship has long
been recognized, but most psychological studies of change in
marriage have focused on either intrapersonal factors or inter-
personal factors as the principal determinants of marital qual-
ity. The present data indicate that an integration of these factors
in research and theory may prove more effective in clarifying
how marriages improve and deteriorate, Terman’s ( 1938) con-
clusion on this topic still seems appropriate more than 50 years
later: “The importance of the problem and success thus far ob-
tained call for the continuance and intensification of such re-
search. The attack should proceed from many angles” (p. 377).

7 Although the association between IP and change in wives® satisfac-
tion is significant and positive for husbands (rria(28) = .41) and sig-
nificant and negative for wives (7ganiai(28) = —.37), the two correlations
themselves may not differ reliably. A direct test of the difference showed
that it was indeed reliable (z = 4.33, p < .0001).
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