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ABSTRACT 

 Relationship maintenance represents an important understudied relational 

construct.  Three studies were conducted to examine the correlates of relationship 

maintenance across five factors: positivity, openness, assurances, social networks, and 

sharing tasks.  Study one is a meta-analytic review of the existing literature on 

relationship maintenance and its correlates.  Studies two and three are empirical 

examinations of the predictors of and barriers to relationship maintenance enactment in 

same-sex couples using a variety of methodological and statistical approaches.  

 Study one is a meta-analysis that focuses on synthesizing the existing literature on 

relationship maintenance and several relational outcomes including satisfaction, 

commitment, mutuality, liking, love, and relationship duration as well as gender 

differences in the enactment of maintenance behaviors.  Results suggest that relationship 

maintenance and the first five correlates are positivity related and these effects are 

moderate to large in magnitude.  Relationship duration was negatively related to three of 

the five relationship maintenance factors, positively related to social networks, and not 

related to sharing tasks.  Additionally, women tend to perform slightly more maintenance 

behaviors than men. 

 Study two examines the association between relationship maintenance and 

commitment using a cross-lagged, actor-partner interdependence model to assess the 

direction of this relationship among same-sex couples. A sample of 98 couples was 

measured over 14 days.  Results show support for a causal pathway from commitment to 

relationship maintenance and do not support the opposite pathway.  Support for this 

causal pathway was also demonstrated through the examination of cross-partner effects. 
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Study three explores the potential barriers to relationship maintenance enactment.  

Daily conflict was examined as it predicts relationship maintenance behaviors and the 

moderational effects of constructive and destructive (demand-withdraw) communication 

styles were examined.  Results illustrate a negative relationship between conflict and 

relationship maintenance suggesting that engaging in interpersonal conflict results in 

decreased relationship maintenance enactment.  The detrimental influence of conflict was 

minimized, however, when couples utilized a constructive rather than destructive 

communication style.  To the contrary, destructive communication styles enhanced the 

negative effects of conflict with the exception of the actor-demand, partner-withdraw 

pattern, which reduced the negative effect of conflict.   
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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 

 The last 50 years have seen the emergence of a field of relationship science 

focusing on dyadic properties that guide human behavior.  Relationship researchers have 

become increasingly interested in identifying the relational properties that stabilize 

intimate relationships.  More recently, researchers have identified relationship 

maintenance as one such process that both enhances relationship development and 

predicts positive relational outcomes.  Although relationship maintenance is less 

commonly studied as an important relational variable, it represents a unique aspect of 

relationships that commonly studied variables such as satisfaction and love do not 

include.  Satisfaction and other common relationship outcomes are largely cognitive 

appraisals of relationship success.  These variables are subjective assessments of the 

relationship-specific feelings and thoughts that partners are experiencing.  Relationship 

maintenance, however, reflects the behavioral contributions that partners exchange in 

relationships as a way to keep these relationships healthy and satisfactory.  These 

behaviors are important because they are more easily observable than other relationship 

phenomena and they portend significant relationship events and outcomes (Canary & 

Stafford, 1993).  Therefore, it has become considerably more important to identify the 

processes that predict as well as prevent successful relationship maintenance.  The 

purpose of this collection of manuscripts is to examine relationship maintenance and to 

identify the predictors and outcomes of the maintenance process. 

Overview of Proposed Manuscripts 

In the last 20 years, several lines of research emerged that have begun to focus on 

relationship maintenance.  Across these research agendas, however, a number of 
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inconsistencies have surfaced and no systematic assessment of the state of knowledge in 

this area has been completed.  To address these inconsistencies the first paper is a meta-

analytic review of the literature on the association between relationship maintenance and 

several relational variables including satisfaction, commitment, love, mutuality, liking, 

and relationship duration.  Additionally, a synthesis of the existing evidence for gender 

differences in maintenance is explored.  The goal of this manuscript is to summarize the 

work that has been done and to identify the common patterns across studies. 

 Given the proposed correlates of the meta-analysis, the second and third 

manuscripts are empirical studies of relationship maintenance in gay and lesbian couples 

that seek to explore several of these associations in depth.  Despite the pervasive finding 

illustrating an association between relationship maintenance and commitment, the nature 

of this relationship remains unclear.  The second manuscript is an exploration of the 

relationship between maintenance and commitment on a daily basis using a cross-lagged, 

actor-partner design.  The goal of this manuscript is to investigate the possible causal 

direction of the association between maintenance and commitment.  The last manuscript 

departs from the theme of positive correlates of relationship maintenance and instead 

investigates a barrier to maintenance.  This manuscript examines the association between 

relationship maintenance and conflict on a daily basis as well as the moderating effect of 

communication styles.   

Guiding Theory 

 The current research will use the social exchange and interdependence 

frameworks as a theoretical foundation (Kelley, 1979; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Rusbult, 

1983; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959).  Social exchange theory is an economic model that 
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focuses on the dynamics of relationships including how they form, how they are 

maintained, and whether or not they dissolve.  Perhaps the most fundamental assumption 

of this theory is that people are motivated by self-interest (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959).  In 

other words, exchange theory assumes that individuals want to maximize their personal 

gain while minimizing their losses within relationships.  A related assumption that has 

been met with some criticism is that human beings are completely rational.  By this 

assumption, exchange theory suggests that humans have the ability to accurately calculate 

rewards and costs as well as process alternatives.   

The fundamental exchange in this theory is that of rewards and costs.  Rewards 

are the pleasurable things that a person experiences within a relationship.  “Rewards are 

the pleasures, satisfactions, and gratifications that a person enjoys as a consequence of 

involvement” (Rusbult, 1983). These can be tangible items, social interactions, or 

psychological experiences.  The opposite of rewards are the costs of a relationship.  Costs 

are the unpleasurable experiences in a relationship.  Costs can be classified as direct, 

things that are given up in order to be in a relationship (e.g. money, time, etc.), or 

indirect, rewards that are foregone as a result of the relationship.  A comparison between 

the rewards and costs in a relationship can determine one’s outcome.  If one’s rewards 

exceed the costs they are said to be profitable.  In order to determine one’s satisfaction, 

one further piece of information is needed.  The comparison level (CL) is one’s 

evaluation of their profits against what they feel they deserve.  In order to establish a CL, 

individuals compare their current relationships to past relationships, others that might be 

in similar situations, and other relationships that one might currently be in.  If one 
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determines that their outcome is higher than their comparison level then they should be 

satisfied.   

 Once a person’s level of satisfaction is determined it can be compared to the 

alternatives that might be available outside the relationship.  The comparison level for 

alternatives (CLalt) is a subjective analysis of the alternative situations or relationships 

that might be available.  This subjective analysis can come in the form of other romantic 

partners, dating, or even remaining single (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959).  Taken together, if 

an individual’s satisfaction level is higher than the level that they perceive available to 

them among any alternative, they should remain in the relationship.  If they perceive that 

there are other more satisfying alternatives, however, that individual is likely to leave the 

relationship.   

The last major assumption of exchange theory, which is the foundation for 

interdependence theory, is that relationships are necessarily interdependent (Kelley, 

1979).  Interdependence theory is based on the idea that interdependence between 

partners is the central characteristic of relationships.  This theory posits that the outcomes 

of each partner are derived from the unique interaction between partners.  Specifically, 

the behaviors or decisions made by one partner are influenced by and have a profound 

effect on the other.  Although couched in the exchange tradition, interdependence theory 

goes beyond the simple notion of hedonistic decisions.  Instead, consideration of 

relationship outcomes plays a more important role in the decision making process.  

Although not directly assessed in the current research, an illustrative example of this 

relational consideration is known as transformation of motivation, which suggests that 

individuals may act in a way that would benefit the relationship rather than their own 
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self-interests.  Through this transformation process, individuals are rewarded through the 

vicarious experience of reward that they receive from benefiting their partners.  

 In the context of relationship maintenance, interdependence theory has been used 

as the starting point for the investment model of commitment, which is one of the 

primary theories about how and why relationships are maintained.  The investment model 

is built upon the basic assumption that commitment represents an individual’s intention to 

stay in a relationship (Rusbult, 1983; Rusbult & Buunk, 1993).  According to this model, 

commitment is based upon three constructs: satisfaction, the perceived level of 

alternatives, and the relative investment in the relationship.  Specifically, higher levels of 

satisfaction, lower available alternatives, and higher investment predict higher levels of 

commitment.  When commitment is achieved, individuals are more likely to enact 

relationship maintaining behaviors.   

Interdependence theory is also useful when examining the association between 

relationship maintenance and conflict.  Braiker and Kelley (1979) suggest that conflict in 

close relationships is hierarchical by nature.  The top of the hierarchy consists of conflicts 

regarding general relationships or attitude issues.  The second level holds conflicts about 

specific values and roles, whereas the third level includes specific behaviors.  As a 

function of the hierarchical structure, conflicts on the higher levels tend to move 

downward and affect the relational processes at the lower levels in a process that is 

termed “particularizing.”  When couples engage in conflict that pertains to their 

relationship (level 1), they may begin to minimize positive feelings toward their partner 

(level 2), which may result in individuals distancing themselves from their partners and 

putting less time into the direct maintenance of their relationships (level 3).  If individuals 
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distance themselves from the relationship they may be less able to accurately perceive 

their partners’ maintenance attempts.  A decrease in maintenance behaviors may diminish 

positive sentiment and create further ground for conflict to continue and allow negative 

feelings to pervade the relationship.  Alternatively, conflict that enters the particularizing 

process may also have positive effects of relationships.  Specifically, if couples are able 

to identify the presence of a relationship conflict and use it as a platform for changing and 

enhancing their relationship, it may result in positive or less negative outcomes.   

Empirical evidence for both positive and negative effects of conflict has been 

found in past research.  Rusbult (1980) found support for the negative effects of conflict 

in that a decreased rate of maintenance behaviors has a highly detrimental effect on 

overall relational functioning because a decrease in these behaviors communicates a lack 

of desire to work on the relationship to one’s partner.  The presence of such conflict, and 

the inability to move conflicts toward resolution, indicates not only a lack of desire to 

work on the relationship, but also an inability to do so, which may produce a blockage 

that keeps individuals unmotivated to actively maintain their relationships.  In support of 

the positive effects of conflicts, Gottman and Levenson (1992) found that expectations of 

conflict resolution are more predictive of relationship outcomes than the simple presence 

of conflicts.  In other words, couples who are able to effectively resolve their conflicts or 

expect to do so may enhance rather than hinder their relationships through the resolution 

process.   

Methodological Considerations 

The first manuscript represents an attempt to summarize the literature on 

relationship maintenance.  Approximately 250 studies were reviewed.  Given the 
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variability of effect sizes across studies, a meta-analysis will allow for a better 

understanding of the overall relationship between maintenance and important relational 

correlates.  Further, there have been some contradictory findings in the maintenance 

literature with respect to gender differences.  Stafford and Canary (1991) found that men, 

when compared to women, were perceived by their partners as using more maintenance 

strategies.  Contrasting results suggest that women actually employ more maintenance 

strategies than men (Dainton & Stafford, 1993).  Additionally, Ayres (1983) found no 

gender differences in maintenance strategies that couples employ in relationships.  Given 

these conflicting results, the first manuscript will allow for a clearer understanding of 

how maintenance operates in close relationships. 

A unique feature of manuscripts two and three is the use of a daily diary.  To date, 

no previous study has examined these associations on a daily basis.  The daily diary 

approach is a particularly powerful tool in relationship research for several reasons.  First, 

the daily diary approach limits the effects of recall.  Each emotion and behavior can be 

captured in close proximity to when it is happening rather than days later.  Secondly, this 

method allows for the examination of day-to-day effects, which permits the study of 

within-person and within-couple effects and avoids problems associated with aggregated 

data.  Lastly, daily data can capture couple dynamics that would otherwise appear static 

and facilitates the in-depth exploration of relational processes that would be otherwise 

limited in one-time measures.   

The daily analysis of relationship maintenance and its related constructs is 

extremely important due to the nature of the association between these variables.  For 

example, relationship maintenance behaviors fluctuate on a daily basis with some days 
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having more or less than others.  Additionally, different kinds of maintenance behaviors 

are enacted on different days.  In fact, the definition discussed above mentions the 

dynamic properties of relationship maintenance (Canary & Stafford, 1993).  Further, 

other variables including commitment and satisfaction generally display many upward 

and downward turning points (Huston, Surra, Fitzgerald, & Cate, 1981; Johnson, 1991).  

Lastly, conflict in relationships has also been shown to change as a function of interaction 

patterns, mood, and relationship stage (Braiker & Kelley, 1979).  Given the dynamic 

properties of relationships, the following manuscripts represent a unique and important 

contribution to the existing literature.   

In addition to the measurement strengths, the second and third manuscripts also 

sample an understudied population, gay and lesbian couples.  Although research on gay 

and lesbian couples is becoming more prevalent, current knowledge on relationship 

maintenance and other relational variables comes primarily from heterosexual couples.  

Although these findings may generalize to all couple types, without directly studying 

same-sex couples it is impossible to make assumptions about the nature of these 

relationships.  This lack of research on same-sex maintenance provides ample rationale 

for research focusing on these couples and represents another unique contribution to the 

literature.   
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CHAPTER II. MANUSCRIPT ONE. 

A META-ANALYTIC REVIEW OF RELATIONSHIP MAINTENANCE AND 

ITS CORRELATES 

Introduction 

Since the early 1990s, research on relationship maintenance has become quite 

prevalent (Weigel & Ballard-Reisch, 1999).  Nevertheless, disagreement still exists 

regarding the definition of relationship maintenance and its association with relational 

outcomes.  The current manuscript focuses on clarifying the construct of relationship 

maintenance by identifying both its components and its correlates. 

Relationship Maintenance 

In general terms, relationship maintenance has been described as a dynamic 

process including cognitive, affective, and behavioral dynamics that assist in preserving a 

relationship (Dindia, 2000).  Several other definitions of relationship maintenance have 

been proposed in past research.  These definitions include relational continuity 

(existence), relationships maintained at a stable or satisfactory level, and relationships 

kept in repair (Dindia & Canary, 1993).  Additional definitions of relationship 

maintenance include relationship satisfaction as well as combinations of previously 

mentioned concepts (Canary & Stafford, 1994).     

Beyond definitional distinctions, maintenance behaviors have also been classified 

into two groups: routine and strategic (Dainton & Stafford, 1993).  Routine maintenance 

behaviors generally occur without the intent of relationship maintenance and consist of 

everyday interactions that serve the implicit function of maintenance.  Strategic 

maintenance behaviors, however, are done with the explicit intent of maintaining a 
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relationship (Dainton & Stafford, 1993).  Researchers have primarily focused on strategic 

maintenance, however more attention has been paid to routine maintenance in recent 

years (Dindia & Emmers-Sommer, 2006).   

Consistent with the many definitions of relationship maintenance, numerous 

measures of relationship maintenance have been proposed.  Using social exchange theory 

(Thibaut & Kelley, 1959) as a foundation, Braiker and Kelley (1979) were the first to 

examine maintenance behaviors.  They developed a measure that consists of 

communication behaviors within couples that maximized rewards and minimized costs.  

Following this measure, several other conceptualizations of maintenance behaviors have 

been used.   

Ayres (1983) proposed three categories of strategies to maintain relationship 

stability.  These categories were avoidance (resisting relationship change), balance 

(keeping support levels equitable), and directness (overtly indicating desire for stability). 

Dindia and Baxter (1987) conceptualized maintenance behaviors in terms of both 

maintenance and repair.  They operationalized maintenance with 11 factors including 

communication, antisocial strategies, prosocial strategies, togetherness, changes in the 

external environment, metacommunication, avoiding metacommunication, ceremonies, 

spontaneity, autonomy, and seeking outside help.   

Bell, Daly, and Gonzalez (1987) examined relationship maintenance with a 

specific focus on liking and affinity within marital relationships.  Their conceptualization 

included 28 strategies gleaned from participant responses.  The most commonly used 

measure in the maintenance literature is the Relational Maintenance Strategy Measure 

(RMSM; Stafford & Canary, 1991).  The RMSM includes five strategies that were 
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generated through responses to an open-ended questionnaire within married and dating 

couples.  These five strategies are positivity, openness, assurances, social networks, and 

sharing tasks (Stafford & Canary, 1991).  According to Stafford and Canary (1991), the 

“positivity” factor refers to the degree to which one’s partner has been cheerful and 

positive.  The “openness” factor refers to self-disclosure and conversation within a 

relationship.  The “assurances” factor includes behaviors that focus on commitment, love 

and faithfulness.  The “social networks” factor measures the use of friends and 

affiliations to maintain a relationship.  Lastly, the “sharing tasks” factor examines the 

equality of tasks that a couple might face (Stafford & Canary, 1991).   This measure has 

been the most widely used primarily because it relies on the most commonly used 

definition of relationship maintenance, and is not limited to only one relational 

characteristic (Dindia, 2000).   

Following the creation of the RMSM, Canary et al. (1993) examined relational 

maintenance in multiple relational contexts including family relationships, romantic 

relationships, and friendships.  A total of ten categories of maintenance were reported in 

this study.  In addition to the five original strategies, five new strategies emerged.  These 

were mediated communication, joint activities, avoidance, antisocial behaviors, and 

humor. 

Given the focus on strategic maintenance, Dainton and Stafford (1993) attempted 

to develop a typology of routine maintenance by modifying the Stafford and Canary 

(1991) measure and asking participants to mention routine behaviors specifically.  In 

addition to the ten strategies from the Canary et al. (1993) study, two additional behaviors 

were added.  These were affection and focus on self.   
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As a result of the myriad typologies that have been proposed, relationship 

maintenance has been linked to a number of important relational variables.  Relationship 

satisfaction is among the most commonly explored relationship variables and has been 

studied in reference to relationship maintenance behaviors.  Using an interdependence 

framework, individuals should be satisfied to the degree to which they perceive 

proportional rewards and costs in their relationships.  Relationship maintenance 

behaviors represent one possible form of reward that can be exchanged within 

relationships and should therefore be predictive of higher satisfaction.  Empirical 

evidence of a positive association between relationship maintenance and satisfaction has 

been demonstrated in past research (Bell et al., 1987; Stafford & Canary, 1991).   

Another important variable to explore in intimate relationships is commitment.  

Commitment has largely been studied through the use of the investment model (Rusbult, 

1980, 1983), which posits that commitment is a function of high satisfaction and 

investments and few alternatives.  Performing pro relationship behaviors (maintenance) 

that are costly is the vehicle by which individuals communicate their commitment to their 

partners (Rusbult, 1983).  Several studies have found support for this positive association 

between commitment and maintenance (Rusbult & Buunk, 1993; Rusbult, Drigotas, & 

Verette, 1994; Stafford & Canary, 1991).   

Beyond satisfaction and commitment, both love and liking one’s partner should 

be positively associated with the performance of relationship maintenance behaviors.  

Liking and love represent fundamental features of relationships. The absence of either of 

these features represents a high likelihood of relationship dissolution or dissatisfaction.  

Further, the presence of liking and loving one’s partner is contingent upon the 



28

interpretation of their relationship-enhancing behaviors (Stafford & Canary, 1991).  

Empirical support for this positive association has been demonstrated across several 

studies (Canary & Stafford, 1992; Canary, Stafford, & Semic, 2002; Dainton, Stafford, & 

Canary, 1994; Stafford & Canary, 1991).   

Mutuality has also been hypothesized as a correlate of relationship maintenance.  

Mutuality represents the respective agreement regarding the decision-making structure 

within the relationship.  In other words, mutuality indicates which partner is expected to 

make decisions within a relationship.  Interdependence theorists posit that those 

relationships with the clearest agreements are likely to be the most satisfied because their 

expectations are formed a priori and met (Kelley, 1979).  Further, partners in highly 

mutual relationships are expected to be more perceptive of maintenance attempts by their 

partners.  Past research has demonstrated a strong association between mutuality and 

relationship maintenance (Canary & Stafford, 1992; 1993; Canary, Stafford, & Semic, 

2002; Stafford & Canary, 1991).       

A final relationship outcome that is of importance to the current study is 

relationship duration.  Correlates of relationship duration help to promote healthy 

relationship development as well as explain the fate of relationships.  Unlike the 

correlates explored above, relationship duration has been shown to be negatively related 

to relationship maintenance behaviors.  Couples who have been together longer may not 

need to employ a high quantity of maintenance behaviors because their relational patterns 

may already be established.  Some support for this contention has been found in past 

research although the effect has been quite small (Canary & Stafford, 1994; Weigel & 

Ballard-Reisch, 1999). 
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Given the plethora of studies focusing on relationship maintenance and its 

correlates, the goal of the current study is to summarize this literature in three ways.  

First, past research has reported varying results regarding the magnitude of the 

association between the components of relationship maintenance.  The magnitude of 

these interrelations is important because it provides necessary information regarding 

whether to measure relationship maintenance as a global construct that encompasses each 

of several factors or whether each factor should be modeled independently.  To this end, 

the current study will explore the correlations between each of the factors of relationship 

maintenance.  The factors of interest are those specified in the RMSM measure (Stafford 

& Canary, 1991).  Second, the literature reviewed above represents the majority of the 

correlates of relationship maintenance that have been explored.  The strength of the 

associations between relationship maintenance and these correlates, however, varies 

across studies.  The second goal is to calculate the average effect across these studies for 

each of the interrelations.  Lastly, the current literature has reported conflicting results 

regarding gender differences in relationship maintenance among heterosexual couples 

(Dainton, Stafford, & Canary, 1994; Weigel & Ballard-Reisch, 1999).  Some studies have 

indicated that men perform more maintenance than women (Stafford & Canary, 1991), 

whereas others have shown that women outperform men (Dainton & Stafford, 1993).  

The current study will attempt to synthesize these results in order to help clarify the 

relationship between relationship maintenance and gender. 
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Method 

Sample of Studies 

 To obtain the relevant published journal articles, a computerized, literature search 

of the PsycINFO and Social Science Citation Index databases was done.  Keywords 

“relationship maintenance,” “maintenance behaviors,” “maintenance strategies,” “routine 

maintenance,” “positivity,” “openness,” “shared tasks,” “social networks,” and 

“assurances,” were used.  Then, each of the previous nine terms were individually paired 

with each of the following terms:  “commitment,” “satisfaction,” “stability,” “duration,” 

“quality,” “mutuality,” “liking,” and “love” (e.g. “relationship maintenance AND 

commitment; positivity AND commitment, etc.).  Additionally, the reference list of each 

of the articles produced by the computer database search was examined.  A total of 250 

journal articles (n = 186), dissertations (n = 21), and book chapters (n = 43) were 

reviewed. 

Inclusion Criteria 

 To be included in this analysis, studies needed to present data indicating the 

intercorrelations between the various dimensions of relationship maintenance as specified 

in the RMSM measure (e.g. positivity, openness, assurances, sharing tasks, or social 

networks) or the relationship between relationship maintenance and at least one of the 

following relational correlates of interest: commitment, satisfaction, liking, love, 

mutuality, relationship duration, or gender.  Using these criteria, a total of 32 studies were 

included.  These samples contained a total of 9977 participants in several types of 

relationships (cross-sex, same-sex, marriages, cohabiting relationships, dating 
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relationships, and friendships).  Studies that were included in analyses are marked with 

an asterisk in the reference section.   

Data Coding 

 Several procedures were used to account for sample independence issues.  If 

articles presented multiple studies in a single manuscript, each independent sample was 

used.  If the same sample was used for multiple identical analyses, the study with the 

most complete dataset was used.  In over time analyses, the time one analysis was 

selected.  For each of the studies that were included, mean age, sample size, couple type, 

gender, length of relationship (months), relationship maintenance factor, relational 

correlate, reporter (self or partner), and effect size were coded.  Effect sizes were coded 

using the correlations between each of factors of relationship maintenance as well as 

between each of the maintenance factors and each of the relationship correlates.   

Analysis 

 Effect sizes were primarily reported as Pearson correlations (r).  Effect sizes 

reported in other metrics were transformed to a Pearson correlation using standard 

procedures (see Rosenthal, 1991).  Effect sizes that were reported as nonsignificant were 

given an r-value of zero, which is a conservative procedure that may result in an 

underestimation of the average effect sizes.  After extracting the correlations from each 

study, they were transformed to Fisher’s Zr. The Zr scores were then weighted by an 

inverse variance weight and averaged across studies to produce an average weighted 

effect size using the following formula: 

 ww r Σ/ΖΣ=Zr Zr,

where  w = N -3.   
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Average Zrs were then backtransformed into r for reporting and a 95% confidence 

interval (CI) was computed around each r (Rosenthal, 1991).  Finally, an analysis of 

heterogeneity of variance was conducted to determine if the effect sizes that made up the 

average effect size estimated the same population.  To do this, a Q-statistic was 

calculated using the following formula: 

 wwZwZQ rr ΣΣ−Σ= /)()( 22 .

The Q-statistic is distributed as a chi-square with k-1 degrees of freedom (k = number of 

studies).  If the Q exceeds the critical chi-square value, the null hypothesis assuming 

homogeneity of variance is rejected implying that the effect sizes that make up the 

average effect size are heterogeneous and may represent different populations (Rosenthal, 

1991).   

Results 

Correlations Among Relationship Maintenance Factors 

 Across the studies that examined the correlations between relationship 

maintenance factors, the average weighted correlations were medium to large in size ( r =

.29 - .58) using Cohen’s (1977) criteria (see Table 1).  Positivity was highly related to 

both openness ( r = .43) and assurances ( r = .52) across 15 studies and moderately high 

to social networks ( r = .35) and sharing tasks ( r = .44) across 14 studies.  Openness 

was highly related to assurances ( r = .58) across 14 studies and moderately to social 

networks ( r = .29) and sharing tasks ( r = .33) in 13 studies.  Across 14 studies, the 

assurances factor was moderately correlated with social networks ( r = .32) and sharing 

tasks ( r = .40).  Lastly, the social networks factor was moderately correlated with 

sharing tasks ( r = .29) across 14 studies.  All of the above correlations were significant 
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at p < .05 (e.g. Z > 1.96).  To test for heterogeneity of effect sizes, Q-statistics were 

calculated for each of the correlations between maintenance factors.  Across all ten 

interrelations, the test of heterogeneity indicated that there was heterogeneity across 

effect sizes (see Table 1).  

Gender Differences in Relationship Maintenance 

 Table 2 displays the effects of participant gender on each of the relationship 

maintenance factors.  Across all maintenance factors, gender had a small effect such that 

women reported slightly higher levels of maintenance behaviors than did men.  Across 

ten studies, positivity had an average weighted correlation with gender of r = .09, and 

across 11 studies, openness was also correlated at r = .09.  Eight studies reported the 

effects of gender on both assurances and social networks and the average weighted 

correlations were r = .06 and r = .13 respectively.  Across twelve studies, sharing tasks 

was correlated with gender at r = .11. The tests of heterogeneity for the effects of 

positivity, openness, social networks, and sharing tasks were all significant indicating 

heterogeneity across study variances.  The test of heterogeneity of effect sizes for 

assurances, however, was not significant indicating that the eight studies that were 

included in the analysis had similar effect sizes.   

Correlations Between Relationship Maintenance Factors and Relational Correlates 

 Relationship maintenance and satisfaction. All five of the relationship 

maintenance factors were positively correlated with satisfaction (see Table 3).  Both the 

positivity ( r = .40) and assurances ( r = .49) factors showed large effects across studies 

(k = 20, and 19 respectively).  Openness ( r = .33), social networks ( r = .32), and 

sharing tasks ( r = .29) all had moderate correlations with satisfaction across studies (k =
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21, 17, and 18 respectively).  All five effects had significant heterogeneity tests indicating 

heterogeneity in study variances.   

 Relationship maintenance and commitment.  Across maintenance factors, all 

correlations with commitment were significant and positive (see Table 3).  Positivity ( r

= .31), openness ( r = .28), social networks ( r = .30), and sharing tasks ( r = .31) had 

correlations with commitment that were moderate in magnitude (k = 17, 17, 13, and 14 

respectively).  Additionally, across 16 studies, the correlation between the assurances 

factor and commitment ( r = .53) was large in magnitude.  All of the correlations between 

relationship maintenance and commitment showed heterogeneity of variance with the 

exception of the correlation between social networks and commitment which had a 

nonsignificant heterogeneity test illustrating similarity of effect sizes across studies. 

 Relationship maintenance and mutuality. Mutuality was positively correlated 

with all of the relationship maintenance factors (see Table 3).  Positivity ( r = .62), 

openness ( r =.45), assurances ( r = .58), and sharing tasks ( r = .46) all had effects sizes 

that were large in magnitude across studies (k = 6, 5, 5, and 5 respectively).  The social 

networks-mutuality correlation was moderate in size ( r = .39) across six studies.  Four of 

the five correlations illustrated heterogeneity of effect sizes across studies whereas the 

openness-mutuality correlation demonstrated similarity in effect sizes across studies.   

 Relationship maintenance and relationship duration.  Unlike the other relational 

correlates, the effect of relationship duration varied considerably across relationship 

maintenance factors (see Table 4).  Relationship duration was negatively related to 

positivity ( r = -.10), openness ( r = -.09), and assurances ( r = -.11) across four studies 

indicating that as relationships progress, individuals use less of these three maintenance 
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factors.  The correlation between social networks and relationship duration was positive 

( r = .10) across four studies indicating that as couples are together longer they use their 

social networks to maintain their relationship more.  Lastly, there was no effect of 

relationship duration on the sharing tasks factor across four studies.  All five correlations 

showed heterogeneity in effect sizes across studies.   

 Relationship maintenance and liking.  Liking was positively correlated with each 

of the five relationship maintenance factors (see Table 4).  Positivity ( r = .53) and 

assurances ( r = .52) had effect sizes that were large in magnitude across eight studies.  

The correlations between liking and openness ( r = .38), social networks ( r = .40), and 

sharing tasks ( r = .42) were all moderate in size across studies (k = 7, 8, and 7 

respectively).  The correlations between liking and four of the five maintenance factors 

had heterogeneous effect sizes across studies whereas the openness-liking correlation had 

similar effect sizes across studies.   

 Relationship maintenance and love.  All five relationship maintenance factors 

were positively correlated with love (see Table 4).  The positivity-love ( r = .55) and 

assurances-love ( r = .56) effects were both large in magnitude across five studies.  The 

correlations between love and openness ( r = .39), social networks ( r = .40), and sharing 

tasks ( r =.42) were all moderate in size across five studies.  The positivity-love, 

openness-love, and assurances-love correlations each had heterogeneous effect sizes 

across studies whereas the social networks-love and sharing tasks-love effect sizes were 

similar across studies. 



36

Discussion 

 The goals of the current study were to examine and synthesize the existing 

literature examining the interrelations between relationship maintenance factors and to 

examine how those factors are related to a number of relational correlates.  Additionally, 

gender differences in relationship maintenance were examined.  A total of 32 studies 

were reviewed consisting of 9977 participants.   

Correlations Among Relationship Maintenance Factors 

 Relationship maintenance has been conceptualized and measured in a number of 

different ways resulting in a variety of measurement techniques creating a lack of clarity 

as to how to appropriately treat the relationship maintenance variable in research.  For 

example, it may be reasonable to examine the distinct factors that make up a general 

relationship maintenance construct.  To the contrary, a better strategy might be to 

combine the factors that make up relationship maintenance and simply use the general 

maintenance construct. 

 In the current study, a moderate to high correlation existed between each of the 

relationship maintenance factors.  Although the differences between each of the 

interrelations were not statistically tested, the magnitudes of these correlations illustrate 

that the relationship maintenance factors are clearly distinct from one another.  However, 

because moderate to high interrelations were found, there is also clear evidence of a 

similar underlying maintenance construct.  Given these interrelations between 

maintenance factors, it appears to be justifiable for researchers to both explore the unique 

contributions of each of the factors separately as well as to explore the overall effect of 

relationship maintenance as a global construct.   
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Gender Differences in Relationship Maintenance 

 Across all five relationship maintenance factors, gender differences were 

detected.  In all cases, women performed higher levels of relationship maintenance than 

did men.  The magnitude of these effects, however, was quite small.  The reason for the 

small effect size across studies is likely a function of the fact that the gender differences 

in the extant literature have been largely contradictory.  Past results have shown that male 

partners were perceived as using more maintenance strategies than female partners 

(Stafford & Canary, 1991), women employ more maintenance strategies that men 

(Dainton & Stafford,1993), and the relative frequency of maintenance performance does 

not differ across genders (Ayres, 1983).  To explain this pattern of results, considerable 

speculation on the topic has occurred.  One explanation of the finding that men were 

perceived as employing more maintenance strategies is that women are better perceivers 

of maintenance efforts than are men (Stafford & Canary, 1991).  This argument suggests 

that rather than men actually using more maintenance strategies, their partners were more 

perceptive of these behaviors.  Dindia (2000) adds that women are “relationship 

specialists,” in that both men and women perceive women to be more relationally 

oriented.  For this reason, women are more responsible for relationship maintenance, do it 

more often, and are better at it.  Using this explanation, it would suggest that in addition 

to gender differences in relational maintenance, there are perceptual differences as well.  

Perhaps women do in fact use more relationship maintenance behaviors as well as 

perceive maintenance at higher levels.  Despite these inconsistent findings, the current 

study illustrates that the average results across studies have found gender differences 
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supporting the contention that women outperform men as shown by the significant 

average correlation. 

Correlations Between Relationship Maintenance Factors and Relational Correlates 

 Satisfaction. As noted previously, one of the most commonly used relational 

correlates is relationship satisfaction because of the implications that it has for the 

success and future of relationships.  The current study found satisfaction to have a high 

correlation with both positivity and assurances and a moderate correlation with openness, 

social networks, and sharing tasks.  These findings are consistent with the suppositions of 

the investment model (Rusbult, 1980, 1983) in that individuals should be satisfied to the 

degree to which they perceive their relationships as rewarding.  Rewards may take the 

form of general positive interactions (positivity) or more specific interactions that 

communicate one’s desire to remain in a relationship (assurances).  To a lesser degree, 

individuals may be rewarded through mutual task completion or the networks that one’s 

partner may facilitate.  Although the current study did not examine differences in the 

relative magnitude of the correlations between the relationship maintenance factors and 

satisfaction, the values of the positivity-satisfaction and positivity-assurances correlations 

were higher than the other three.  Thus, the theoretical rationale offered by the investment 

model seems to be supported. 

 Commitment.  Commitment is another relational correlate that has considerable 

implications for the future of relationships because commitment represents one’s 

intentions to remain in a relationship.  This creates a heightened importance for 

understanding the variables that are related to commitment.  Across all five factors, 

relationship maintenance behaviors were related to commitment.  Four of the five 
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correlations were moderate in magnitude whereas the assurances-commitment correlation 

was large.  To explain these effects, the investment model is once again important.  

Commitment to a relationship is a function of the investment that one has in the 

relationship among other things.  As individuals become more invested in their 

relationships, they begin to engage in transformations of motivation such that they begin 

to establish positive feelings by rewarding their partners (Kelley, 1979; Rusbult, 1983).  

Relationship maintenance behaviors are the manifestation of these transformations of 

motivation in that maintenance behaviors represent potentially costly exchanges that may 

communicate commitment across partners.  Specifically, assurances represent a robust 

predictor of commitment due to the fact that they represent communication from one 

partner to another that they perceive their relationships in a positive way and in turn 

intend to remain in them.  This communicative process facilitates feelings of 

commitment.   

 Mutuality.  Mutuality represents a reciprocal understanding of the decision-

making power structure within relationships.  Mutuality was highly correlated with four 

of the five relationship maintenance factors and moderately correlated with the social 

networks factor.  This correlation is consistent with the idea that those in mutual 

relationships are better able to perceive relationship maintenance attempts than those in 

the absence of mutuality.  According to interdependence theory, individuals who have 

clearly communicated what they expect in their relationships are more likely to be 

satisfied with their relationships and to spend more time maintaining them.   

 Love and liking.   Both love and liking are among the fundamental positive 

relationship processes.  Both love and liking were highly related to positivity and 
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assurances and moderately related to openness, sharing tasks, and social networks.  

Consistent with past research, love and liking are contingent upon the perceptions of 

positive, relationship-enhancing behaviors (Canary & Stafford, 1992; Canary, Stafford, & 

Semic, 2002; Dainton, Stafford, & Canary, 1994; Stafford & Canary, 1991).  In other 

words, if partners are able to experience and interpret pro relationship behaviors, they are 

more likely to then experience positive feelings toward their partners. 

 Relationship duration.  Relationship duration represents the relative time 

investment that partners have made to their relationships.  Unlike the other correlates, 

existing research has largely found a negative correlation between relationship 

maintenance and duration (Canary & Stafford, 1994; Weigel & Ballard-Reisch, 1999). 

Consistent with this past research, positivity, openness, and assurances were all 

negatively related to relationship duration.  The social networks factor, however, was 

positively correlated with relationship duration whereas the sharing tasks factor was 

unrelated.  This pattern of results supports the contention that as couples enter advanced 

phases of their relationships, they become more efficient at communicatively maintaining 

their relationships.  In other words, the quantity of communication maintenance 

behaviors (positivity, openness, and assurances) that are necessary to keep relationships 

under repair decreases.  The exposure and development of more social networks, 

however, becomes increasingly important because as couples establish themselves and 

stay together for a longer period of time, they begin to expand their social networks and 

spend more time in them.  Lastly, the sharing tasks factor represents the engagement in 

mutual tasks.  Over time, these tasks may become mundane and diminish or even go 

unnoticed as an important indicator of relationship maintenance.   
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Limitations and Conclusions 

 The current meta-analysis has several limitations.  First, most of the effects that 

were calculated had significantly heterogeneous variances, which suggests that those 

effect sizes may have been representative of multiple underlying populations.  For this 

reason, future research should examine the potential sources of variation using either 

multiple moderator analyses to explore demographic or study-related variables that might 

explain this variation or an analysis of random-effects to model the random sources of 

variation.  Secondly, the current analysis constrained the inclusion of studies to only 

those using the RMSM measure of relationship maintenance.  Future studies should 

explore and compare this measure to other measures of relationship maintenance.  Third, 

all of the intercorrelations that were meta-analyzed were concurrent.  For this reason, it is 

not possible to make inferences about the direction of these associations.  Future research 

should examine these interrelations longitudinally in order to test possible causal 

interferences between study constructs.  Fourth, the current research did not test for 

differences in effect size magnitude, which limits the ability to compare effect sizes 

across maintenance factors and correlates.  Future research should statistically compare 

the effect sizes across each of the maintenance factors in order to allow for clearer 

conclusions regarding similarities and differences among them.  Lastly, although this 

analysis included relationship maintenance in many different contexts, very few studies 

included same-sex relationships or friendships.  The analysis of differential relational 

contexts would be informative as to the generalizability of the current findings.  

 Despite the limitations of the current study, several important substantive, 

conceptual and methodological contributions were made.  Conceptually, the moderate 
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intercorrelations between the five dimensions of relationships maintenance suggest that 

maintenance is important as both a global as well as a multi-faceted construct.  

Methodologically, the presence of these moderate interrelations supports a theoretical 

rationale for measuring each of the factors of relationship maintenance separately or as a 

global representation of the construct.  Substantively two significant contributions were 

made.  First, more clarity is present regarding the effect of gender on relationship 

maintenance.  It appears as though women may perform slightly more maintenance 

behaviors than men, although this effect is quite small.  Further attention should be paid 

to the conditions under which gender affects relationship maintenance.  The effect of 

gender may in fact operate differently among different types of relationships.  An 

analysis of same-sex couples as well as couples in various stages of the courtship 

continuum would illuminate these distinctions.  Finally, the relative magnitude of the 

associations between relationship maintenance and several relational outcomes is now 

evident.  With the exception of relationship duration, all other correlates that were 

examined had a positive association with relationship maintenance.  This pattern of 

positive correlations is supported by the theoretical suppositions of social exchange 

theory.  Namely, relationship maintenance appears to serve a number of rewarding 

functions in the context of relationships.  Maintenance can communicate commitment to 

one’s partner, promote satisfaction, love, and liking through the exchange of pro-

relationship behaviors, and establish mutuality through the creation of clear expectations.     

Taken together, these findings provide considerable clarity in the conceptualization and 

measurement of relationship maintenance and illuminate several possible directions that 

can continue to enhance the state of relationship maintenance research.     
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Table 1 

Average weighted correlations among relationship maintenance factors 

 
Maintenance Factors
 

P O A SN ST 

Positivity (P) -     

Openness (O) r = .43 
CI [.44,.50] 
Z = 30.57*** 
k = 15
Q = 207.74*** 
 

-

Assurances (A) r = .52 
CI [.48,.55] 
Z = 35.97*** 
k = 15
Q = 152.13*** 
 

r = .58
CI [.55,.62] 
Z = 39.70***
k = 14 
Q = 112.43***

-

Social Networks (SN) r = .35 
CI [.32,.39] 
Z = 22.97*** 
k = 14
Q = 106.64*** 
 

r = .29
CI [.26,.32] 
Z = 17.44***
k = 13 
Q = 60.69***

r = .32
CI [.29,.35] 
Z = 20.58*** 
k = 14
Q = 54.32***

-

Sharing Tasks (ST) r = .44 
CI [.41-.47] 
Z = 29.01*** 
k = 14
Q = 124.49*** 
 

r = .33
CI [.30,.37] 
Z = 20.19***
k = 13 
Q = 84.37***

r = .40
CI [.37,.44] 
Z = 26.55*** 
k = 14
Q = 87.97***

r = .29
CI [.26,.32] 
Z = 18.45*** 
k = 14
Q = 105.41*** 
 

-

Note. CI is a 95% confidence interval around the average weighted effect size. 

Z-values greater than 1.96 indicate significance at p < .05.

*** p < .001. 
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Table 2  

Average weighted correlations between relationship maintenance factors and gender 

 
Maintenance Factors
 Gender 

Positivity (P) r = .09
CI [.06,.13] 
Z = 5.29***

k = 10
Q = 17.79*

Openness (O) r = .09
CI [.06,.13] 
Z = 4.97***

k = 11
Q = 26.91**

Assurances (A) r = .06
CI [.02,.10] 
Z = 2.73**

k = 8
Q = 6.45

Social Networks (SN) r = .13
CI [.09,.17] 
Z = 6.41***

k = 8
Q = 26.75***

Sharing Tasks (ST) r = .11
CI [.07,.14] 
Z = 6.35***

k = 12
Q = 24.22*

Note. Positive effect sizes indicate higher female maintenance. 

CI is a 95% confidence interval around the average weighted effect size. 

Z-values greater than 1.96 indicate significance at p < .05.

*** p < .001. ** p < .01. * p < .05. 
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Table 3 

Average weighted correlations of relationship maintenance factors with satisfaction, 

commitment and mutuality 

 
Maintenance Factors
 

Satisfaction Commitment Mutuality 

Positivity (P) r = .40 
CI [.38,.43] 
Z = 37.43*** 
k = 20
Q = 312.28*** 
 

r = .31
CI [.29,.34] 
Z = 24.81***
k = 17 
Q = 88.86***

r = .62
CI [.58,.66] 
Z = 35.73*** 
k = 6
Q = 177.14***

Openness (O) r = .33 
CI [.31,.36] 
Z = 29.98*** 
k = 21
Q = 251.19*** 
 

r = .28
CI [.25,.30] 
Z = 22.65***
k = 17 
Q = 182.11***

r = .45
CI [.40,.50] 
Z = 21.42*** 
k = 5
Q = 1.82

Assurances (A) r =.49 
CI [.47,.51]
Z = 43.47*** 
k = 19
Q = 310.27*** 
 

r = .53
CI [.50,.55] 
Z = 43.61***
k = 16 
Q = 167.98***

r = .58
CI [.54,.63] 
Z = 29.45*** 
k = 5
Q = 13.25*

Social Networks (SN) r = .32 
CI [.29,.34] 
Z = 26.14*** 
k = 17
Q = 110.42*** 
 

r = .30
CI [.27,.33] 
Z = 21.47***
k = 13 
Q = 15.15

r = .39
CI [.35,.43] 
Z = 20.37*** 
k = 6
Q = 49.64***

Sharing Tasks (ST) r = .29 
CI [.27,.32] 
Z = 23.87*** 
k = 18
Q = 302.48*** 
 

r = .31
CI [.28,.33] 
Z = 22.71***
k = 14 
Q = 66.42***

r = .46
CI [.41,.50] 
Z = 21.95*** 
k = 5
Q = 74.24***

Note. CI is a 95% confidence interval around the average weighted effect size. 

Z-values greater than 1.96 indicate significance at p < .05.

*** p < .001. ** p < .01. * p < .05. 
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Table 4 

Average weighted correlations of relationship maintenance factors with relationship 

duration, liking, and love 

 
Maintenance Factors
 

Duration Liking Love 

Positivity (P) r = -.10 
CI [-.16,-.03] 
Z = -2.96** 
k = 4
Q = 19.05*** 
 

r = .53
CI [.49,.57] 
Z = 31.21***
k = 8
Q = 177.96***

r = .55
CI [.48,.62] 
Z = 17.30*** 
k = 5
Q = 13.12*

Openness (O) r = -.09 
CI [-.16,-.03] 
Z = -2.77** 
k = 4
Q = 18.58*** 
 

r = .38
CI [.34,.42] 
Z = 19.63***
k = 7
Q = 11.69

r = .39
CI [.32,.46] 
Z = 11.49*** 
k = 5
Q = 10.49*

Assurances (A) r =-.11 
CI [-.18,-.04] 
Z = -3.39*** 
k = 4
Q = 26.63*** 
 

r = .52
CI [.49,.56] 
Z = 30.68***
k = 8
Q = 77.06***

r = .56
CI [.49,.63] 
Z = 17.80*** 
k = 5
Q = 16.20**

Social Networks (SN) r = .10 
CI [.04,.17] 
Z = 3.13*** 
k = 4
Q = 32.53*** 
 

r = .40
CI [.36,.44] 
Z = 22.31***
k = 8
Q = 71.89***

r = .40
CI [.33,.47] 
Z = 11.82*** 
k = 5
Q = 2.43

Sharing Tasks (ST) r = -.05 
CI [-.11,.02] 
Z = -1.35ns 
k = 4
Q = 9.76* 
 

r = .42
CI [.38,.46] 
Z = 21.82***
k = 7
Q = 81.38***

r = .42
CI [.35,.50] 
Z = 12.59*** 
k = 5
Q = 6.56

Note. CI is a 95% confidence interval around the average weighted effect size. 

Z-values greater than 1.96 indicate significance at p < .05.

*** p < .001. ** p < .01. * p < .05. 
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CHAPTER III. MANUSCRIPT TWO. 

IDENTIFYING THE CHICKEN AND THE EGG: 

DECONSTRUCTING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN COMMITMENT 

AND RELATIONSHIP MAINTENANCE 

Introduction 

Relationship researchers have long been interested in understanding the 

development and enhancement of commitment in intimate relationships.  To facilitate an 

understanding of commitment, theory and empirical work has focused on the role of 

relationship maintenance behaviors in this process.  Most of the speculation regarding the 

association between commitment and relationship maintenance, however, has occurred 

primarily at the theoretical level (Johnson, 1991, 1999; Rusbult, 1980, 1983).  Although 

most research supports a positive association between these two constructs, to date, no 

study has examined the direction of this relationship.  The current study seeks to examine 

the direction of this association using a cross-lagged daily model. 

Commitment 

Commitment has been conceptualized in many different ways but is 

fundamentally about the continuation of a relationship in which the individuals become 

dependent and interdependent on each other for need fulfillment. One of the early 

conceptualizations of commitment came from social exchange theory (Thibaut & Kelley, 

1959).  Social exchange theory posits that the interaction between partners serves as the 

foundation of close relationships.  These interactions come in the form of rewards and 

costs.  Individuals seek to maximize rewards and minimize costs in order to reap the most 

benefits from their relationships (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959).  If individuals rely heavily on 
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their relationships for obtaining good outcomes, and the fulfillment of needs, those 

individuals may become dependent on their relationship (Rusbult & Buunk, 1993).  From 

this idea, Rusbult (1980) posited that this feeling of dependence could be best represented 

as commitment.   

According to the investment model, commitment in a relationship represents a 

“long-term orientation,” which includes a partner’s desire to maintain relationships for 

better or for worse (Rusbult, 1980).  According to this model, commitment is a function 

of satisfaction with a relationship, availability of alternatives, and the investment size 

(Rusbult, 1980).  More specifically, commitment increases with increases in satisfaction, 

poor quality of available alternatives, and higher investments in the relationship (Rusbult, 

1980).  As individuals become more committed in a relationship, they tend to show more 

pro relationship (maintenance) behaviors.   

In addition to the investment model of commitment, Johnson (1991) developed a 

commitment framework, which divides commitment into three separate experiences.  

Johnson’s commitment framework suggests that commitment to a relationship is a 

function of personal commitment, moral commitment, and structural commitment.  

Personal commitment reflects one’s desire to continue the relationship.  Moral 

commitment reflects a feeling that one ought to continue the relationship.  Structural 

commitment reflects a feeling that one has to continue the relationship (Johnson, 1991).   

Personal commitment is comprised of three components: attraction to the 

relationship, attraction to the partner, and relational identity (Johnson, 1991).  Attraction 

to the relationship has been conceptualized as relationship satisfaction, and attraction to 

the partner has been conceptualized as love (Johnson, 1991).  The current study will 
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focus solely on the dimension of personal commitment as it has been argued that if 

personal commitment is high, relationship maintenance behaviors would be enacted 

regardless of moral or structural commitment levels (Johnson, 1999).   

Relationship Maintenance 

 Relationship maintenance has been described as a dynamic process that assists in 

preserving a relationship (Dindia, 2000).  Several other definitions of relationship 

maintenance have been proposed in past research.  These definitions include behaviors 

that promote relational continuity (existence), relationships maintained at a satisfactory 

level, and relationships kept in repair (Dindia & Canary, 1993).  Consistent with the 

many definitions of relationship maintenance, numerous conceptualizations of 

relationship maintenance have been proposed.  Using social exchange theory (Thibaut & 

Kelley, 1959) as a foundation, Braiker and Kelley (1979) were the first to examine 

maintenance behaviors. They conceptualized maintenance behaviors as communication 

between partners that maximizes rewards and minimizes costs.  Several other 

conceptualizations of maintenance behaviors have been used.   

The most commonly used measure in the maintenance literature is the Relational 

Maintenance Strategy Measure (RMSM; Stafford & Canary, 1991).  The RMSM 

revolves around five strategies that were generated through responses to an open-ended 

questionnaire within married and dating couples.  The two largest factors that emerged 

were positivity and openness.  According to Stafford and Canary (1991), the “positivity” 

factor refers to the degree to which one’s partner has been cheerful and positive.  The 

“openness” factor refers to self-disclosure and conversation within a relationship.  The 
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current study focuses on the two communication factors (positivity and openness) from 

the extant literature. 

Conceptual Link Between Commitment and Relationship Maintenance 

 The existing literature on maintenance and commitment has illustrated a circular 

relationship between these two constructs.  Johnson’s (1991) framework posits that an 

individual’s commitment level is related to his or her motivation to maintain the 

relationship.  Specifically, if an individual is experiencing high levels of commitment, 

this commitment was likely preceded by the presence of maintenance.  Further, as 

commitment increases, the number of maintenance behaviors for that individual should 

also increase, which in turn will promote higher commitment.  Additionally, he suggests 

that one’s experience of personal commitment leads to a motivation to maintain or 

dissolve the relationship, which leads to the development of a relational action plan, 

which determines the actions that will be taken toward the outcome of choice.  This 

action plan might include performing maintenance behaviors in order to facilitate feelings 

of commitment (Johnson, 1999).   

 In addition to Johnson’s model, Rusbult’s (1980) investment model of 

commitment also posits a link between relationship maintenance and commitment.  The 

investment model posits that by enacting maintenance behaviors that are personally 

costly, individuals communicate their commitment to their partners.  These behaviors 

represent the willingness of one partner to sacrifice their own interests to accommodate 

those of their partner (Rusbult, 1980).  In other words, commitment in a relationship 

facilitates maintenance behaviors because those individuals with high commitment have a 

higher investment in the relationship and want to make sure that it continues in a 
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satisfactory way (Rusbult, 1980).  In order for maintenance to affect commitment, 

however, individuals must accurately perceive their partners’ maintenance attempts as 

relationship-enhancing (Rusbult & Buunk, 1993). Thus, maintenance is fundamentally 

about what one partner perceives the other partner is doing to enhance the relationship.  

As a result, it is important to examine the effects that these variables have on individuals 

and their partners.  Taken together, these models illustrate circularity in the relationship 

between commitment and relationship maintenance.  Therefore, it is important to 

disentangle this relationship in order to determine which of these variables drives the 

other or if they are in fact reciprocally influencing. Consistent with this goal, this 

manuscript will use a cross-lagged design to attempt to identify the direction of the 

relationship between commitment and relationship maintenance. 

RQ1a: Do the daily reports of commitment in individuals and their partners predict 

relationship maintenance on subsequent days? 

RQ1b: Do the daily reports of maintenance behaviors in individuals and their partners 

predict commitment on subsequent days? 

The Daily Diary Approach 

 A unique feature of the current study is the measurement of relationship 

maintenance and commitment through the use of a daily diary.  To date, no previous 

study has examined the association between relationship maintenance and commitment in 

gay and lesbian couples on a daily basis.  The daily diary approach is a particularly 

powerful tool in relationship research for several reasons.  First, the daily diary approach 

minimizes the effects of recall.  Each emotion and behavior can be captured when it is 

happening rather than days later.  Secondly, this method allows for the examination of 
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day-to-day effects.  This permits the study of within person and within couple effects and 

avoids problems associated with aggregated data.  Lastly, daily data can capture couple 

dynamics that would otherwise appear static, which facilitates the in-depth exploration of 

relational processes that would be otherwise limited in one-time measures.  The current 

study attempts to focus on the uniqueness and strengths of its sample and daily diary 

methods to provide a clearer picture of the direction of the association between 

relationship maintenance and commitment. 

The daily analysis of commitment and maintenance is extremely important due to 

the nature of the association between these constructs.  The commitment process 

generally displays many upward and downward turning points indicating a dynamic 

quality of these constructs (Huston, Surra, Fitzgerald, & Cate, 1981; Johnson, 1991).  

Relationship maintenance behaviors also fluctuate on a daily basis with some days having 

more or less than others.  Additionally, different kinds of maintenance behaviors could be 

enacted on different days (Canary & Stafford, 1994).  If there is indeed an association 

between maintenance and commitment, and both commitment and maintenance 

behaviors fluctuate from day to day, it suggests that the relationship between 

maintenance behaviors and commitment should also vary on a daily basis.   

Same-Sex Couples 

 Much of the literature and theory regarding commitment and relationship 

maintenance has been developed using heterosexual couples.  Most of the research on 

satisfaction, commitment, relationship maintenance, and other relational outcomes, 

however, indicates that similarities across couple types are more prevalent than 

differences (Diamond, 2006).  For this reason it is important to determine if results that 
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apply to heterosexual couples relative to relationship maintenance and commitment also 

apply to same-sex couples.  The current study makes such an attempt by advancing the 

understanding of commitment and relationship maintenance using a sample of same-sex 

couples. 

Method 

Sample 

The sample for this study included 98 gay and lesbian couples (196 individuals). 

A total of 214 individuals completed the questionnaires. However, 18 of those 

participants were not included in the analyses because they did not participate as a 

couple.  These excluded individuals did not significantly differ from the sample on any of 

the demographic factors (e.g., age, relationship length, and education).  Thirty-nine of the 

couples were male and 59 of the couples were female.  The average age of the individuals 

was approximately 33 years (M = 33.10, SD = 12.68), and the majority (83%) of the 

sample was Caucasian.  Most couples (96%) endorsed the item indicating that they 

characterized their relationship as serious.  The sample was highly educated with 94% 

having at least some college education.  Couples in the study had been in relationships 

with one another for approximately five years (M = 5.17, SD = 7.97).  

Procedure 

Couples were recruited via email from various organizations nationwide that 

represent gay and lesbian individuals.  Organizations included but were not limited to 

support groups, campus clubs, electronic list services, online newsletters, and social 

groups.  Those organizations that were not directly online posted fliers indicating the 

nature of the study.  The instructions for the participants indicated that they should email 
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the study’s website if they were interested in participating, which allowed virtual 

anonymity and privacy for the participants.  In order to meet eligibility criteria, 

participants needed to be at least 18 years of age and in a dating relationship.  When a 

subject inquired about the study, they were asked to provide their partner’s email address 

at which time the instructions and their personal ID numbers were emailed to them.    

All data for this study were collected via an Internet-based system.  To access the 

website, participants needed to enter their unique ID number and password that was given 

to them by the study’s personnel.  Each individual in the couple was instructed to 

complete all parts of the survey individually.  When logged onto the system, each 

participant filled out an initial questionnaire consisting of demographic information and 

several personal and relationship scales.  Upon completion of the initial questionnaire, the 

data were submitted by the participant to a database and were no longer accessible to 

them.  Following the completion of the initial questionnaire, participants were instructed 

to log on to a website at the same time for each of 14 consecutive days to complete a 

daily measures questionnaire.  The daily measures were the same each day and consisted 

of a series of emotion and behavior measures designed to capture the events that took 

place within the last 24 hours.  The completion rate for the daily diary was 90%.  Upon 

completion, each subject was paid 20 dollars for their participation. 

Measures 

 Daily relationship maintenance behaviors. To examine daily positivity and 

openness maintenance behaviors, a 29-item scale was designed for this study using the 

content of the items in the extant literature (Dindia & Baxter, 1987; Stafford & Canary, 

1991).  Each participant was asked to assess the degree to which their partner engaged in 
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each of the behaviors.  Participants completed this scale each day indicating whether their 

partner had engaged in any of the maintenance activities (0 = no, 1 = yes). 

The factor structures of the existing measures of relationship maintenance were 

designed using heterosexual college students.  To examine the structure of the 

maintenance items in the current sample of gay and lesbian couples, all items were 

aggregated over the 14 days and a principal axis factor analysis with an oblique (promax) 

rotation was done to allow for correlated factors.  Given the sample size, factors with 

eigenvalues above one and items with factor loadings over .60 were used to create each 

of the maintenance subscales (Stevens, 2002; see Table 1).  Using these criteria, two 

factors emerged.  The first factor, “positivity,” contained 12 items that assessed 

perceptions that one’s partner had been positive (e.g. “My partner did things that I wanted 

him/her to do”).  The second factor, “openness,” included seven items that assessed open 

communication regarding relationship issues (e.g. “My partner asked questions in an 

effort to understand me and my desires”).  The items from the positivity and openness 

subscales were summed to create a daily relationship maintenance score for each day 

because of the high correlation between them (r = .62).  Ten items were not included in 

the subscales because they did not meet the retention criteria (see Appendix).   

 Daily global commitment. To examine daily commitment, the mean of two items 

was used.  The first question read, “In the last 24 hours, to what extent were you 

committed to maintaining your relationship?”  The second read, “In the last 24 hours, 

how much did you want the relationship with your partner to continue?”  For these 

questions, participants responded on a seven point Likert-type scale (1 = not at all, 7 = a

great deal; α = .87).  Item one represents Rusbult’s investment model of commitment 
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whereas item two captures Johnson’s concept of personal commitment (Johnson, 1991; 

Rusbult, 1980).  

Analysis 

The Cross-Lagged, Actor-Partner Interdependence Model 

 Figure 1 illustrates the cross-lagged, actor-partner interdependence model that 

was used for analysis.  Cross-lagged models represent a longitudinal data analysis 

approach that allows for the best estimate of potential causal effects between variables 

when not using an experimental design.  A cross-lagged effect represents the unique 

effect of one variable at a previous time point (t-1) on another variable at the current time 

(t).  In a daily diary design, a cross-lagged effect is the effect of the independent variable 

yesterday (time t-1) on the dependent variable today (time t).  For example, when 

predicting relationship maintenance at time t, the cross-lagged effect would be the effect 

of commitment at time t-1.  To capture the unique cross-lagged effect, however, two 

additional variables must be added.  First, the concurrent effect of the independent 

variable on the dependent variable or the effect of commitment at time t on relationship 

maintenance at time t must be included to control for the same-day effects of 

commitment on relationship maintenance.  Secondly, the stability of the dependent 

variable from time t-1 to time t or the effect of relationship maintenance at time t-1 on 

relationship maintenance at time t must be included in order to control for any residual 

effect of relationship maintenance across days.  In Figure 1, the variables marked “time t-

1” represent cross-lagged effects whereas those marked “time t” are concurrent effects.       

 The actor-partner interdependence model (APIM) is designed to account for 

nonindependence between dyad members (Kenny, 1996; Kenny & Cook, 1999).  The 
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dependent variable reported by one member of a dyad is influenced by both the effect of 

their own reports of the independent variable and the report of their partner on the same 

variable.  As illustrated in the current analysis, the actor’s report of relationship 

maintenance on a given day can be predicted from both their own (actor effect) and their 

partner’s (partner effect) reports of commitment.  In Figure 1, the “a” paths represent the 

actor effects, whereas the “p” paths represent the partner effects.    

Results 

 Table 1 displays the descriptive statistics and intraclass correlations for each of 

the variables of interest.  For all of the following analyses, hierarchical linear modeling 

(HLM) was used (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992).  The following analyses are three-level 

models with days, nested within individuals, nested within couples.  The first step of the 

analysis examines relationship maintenance as an outcome (RQ1).  The level 1 equation 

for the first model can be expressed as: 

Level 1: Actor Relationship Maintenancet = π0ij + π 1ij(Actor Maintenancet-1ij) +

π 2ij(Actor Commitmenttij) + π 3ij(Actor Commitmentt-1ij) +

π 4ij(Partner Maintenancetij) + π 5ij(Partner Maintenancet-1ij) +

π 6ij(Partner Commitmenttij) + π 7ij(Partner Commitmentt-1ij) + etij (1)  

where an actor’s relationship maintenance on a given day t for individual i in couple j is a 

function of the initial level of relationship maintenance for individual ij, (π0ij), plus the  

effect of that individual’s maintenance on day t-1, (π 1ij), plus the effect of that 

individual’s commitment on day t, (π 2ij), plus the effect of that individual’s commitment 

on day t-1, (π 3ij), plus the effect of their partner’s relationship maintenance on day t,

(π4ij),  plus the effect of their partner’s relationship maintenance on day t-1, (π5ij), plus the 
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effect of their partner’s commitment on day t, (π6ij), plus the effect of their partner’s 

commitment on day t-1, (π7ij), and the extent to which that individual deviates from the 

prediction line, (etij). 

The level 2 equations for the model can be expressed as: 

Level 2: π0ij = β00j + r0ij,       (2) 

π 1ij = β10j + r1ij, (3) 

π 2ij = β20j + r2ij, (4) 

π 3ij = β30j + r3ij, (5) 

π 4ij = β40j + r4ij, (6) 

π 5ij = β50j + r5ij, (7) 

π 6ij = β60j + r6ij, (8) 

π 7ij = β70j + r7ij, (9) 

 

where the initial level of relationship maintenance for individual ij, (π0ij), is a function of 

the mean level of that outcome within couple j, (β00j), and the extent to which person ij 

varies from that mean, (r0ij). The individual’s slope for their own relationship 

maintenance on day t-1, (π 1ij), is a function of the mean slope within couple j, (β10j), and 

the extent to which person ij varies from that mean slope, (r1ij).  The individual’s slope 

for their own commitment on day t, (π2ij), is a function of the mean slope within couple j,

(β20j), and the extent to which person ij varies from that mean slope, (r2ij).  The 

individual’s slope for their own commitment on day t-1, (π 3ij), is a function of the mean 

slope within couple j, (β30j), and the extent to which person ij varies from that mean 

slope, (r3ij).  The individual’s slope for their partner’s relationship maintenance on day t,
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(π 4ij), is a function of the mean slope within couple j, (β40j), and the extent to which 

person ij varies from that mean slope, (r4ij).  The individual’s slope for their partner’s 

relationship maintenance on day t-1, (π 5ij), is a function of the mean slope within couple 

j, (β50j), and the extent to which person ij varies from that mean slope, (r5ij).  The 

individual’s slope for their partner’s commitment on day t, (π 6ij), is a function of the 

mean slope within couple j, (β60j), and the extent to which person ij varies from that mean 

slope, (r6ij).  The individual’s slope for their partner’s commitment on day t-1, (π 7ij), is a 

function of the mean slope within couple j, (β70j), and the extent to which person ij varies 

from that mean slope, (r7ij).                 

The level 3 equations for the model can be expressed as:   

Level 3: β00j = γ000 + u00j,      (10) 

β10j = γ100, (11) 

β20j = γ200, (12) 

β30j = γ300,  (13) 

β40j = γ400,  (14) 

β50j = γ500,  (15) 

β60j = γ600,  (16) 

β70j = γ700,  (17) 

where the mean level of relationship maintenance within couple j, (β00j), is a function of 

the overall grand mean level of that outcome across all couples, (γ000), and the extent to 

which couple j varies from the overall grand mean, (u00j).  The mean actor, cross-lagged 

relationship maintenance slope within couple j, (β10j), is a function of the overall mean 

actor, cross-lagged slope of relationship maintenance across all couples, (γ100). The mean 
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actor commitment slope within couple j, (β20j), is a function of the overall mean actor 

commitment slope across all couples, (γ200).  The mean cross-lagged, actor commitment 

slope within couple j, (β30j), is a function of the overall mean cross-lagged, actor slope 

across all couples, (γ300).  The mean partner relationship maintenance slope within couple 

j, (β40j), is a function of the overall mean partner relationship maintenance slope across all 

couples, (γ400).  The mean partner, cross-lagged relationship maintenance slope within 

couple j, (β50j), is a function of the overall mean partner, cross-lagged relationship 

maintenance slope across all couples, (γ500).  The mean partner commitment slope within 

couple j, (β60j), is a function of the overall mean partner commitment slope across all 

couples, (γ600).  The mean partner, cross-lagged commitment slope within couple j, (β70j), 

is a function of the overall mean partner, cross-lagged relationship maintenance slope 

across all couples, (γ700).  This model was run to test research question 1a.  The same 

model was run using actor commitment at time t as the outcome whereas actor 

relationship maintenance at time t was used as a predictor to test research question 1b.   

 Table 3 shows the results of the model examining relationship maintenance as an 

outcome.  All three of the actor effects were significant.  The first actor effect illustrates 

the stability of relationship maintenance across days suggesting that the level of 

relationship maintenance on previous days is predictive of the amount of relationship 

maintenance on subsequent days.  The second actor effect illustrates the concurrent effect 

of commitment on relationship maintenance.  Specifically, days with higher commitment 

are predictive of higher relationship maintenance though given the concurrent nature of 

this finding, it is not possible to determine the causal direction of this relationship.  The 

third actor effect, however, does provide preliminary evidence of a causal direction.  This 
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cross-lagged commitment slope indicates that commitment on previous days is predictive 

of relationship maintenance on subsequent days.  In addition to the actor effects, two of 

the partner effects were significant.  Only concurrent relationship maintenance and cross-

lagged commitment were significant predictors of relationship maintenance.  This pattern 

of results suggests that the relationship maintenance of one’s partner is predictive of the 

actor’s maintenance on the same day, but the commitment of the partner predicts the 

actor’s maintenance on subsequent days.  The latter finding provides further evidence 

that commitment may play a causal role in the performance of relationship maintenance.       

 Table 4 shows the results of the model exploring commitment as an outcome.  

These results illustrate a much different pattern than those above.  Only the first two actor 

effects were significant.  The first effect represents the stability of commitment across 

days.  The significant concurrent effect indicates that commitment reported on previous 

days is predictive of commitment on subsequent days.  The second significant actor effect 

shows a strong concurrent association between relationship maintenance and 

commitment.  This effect is consistent with the results in line two of Table 3 that showed 

a significant concurrent association between commitment and relationship maintenance.  

Unlike the previous set of results, however, the cross-lagged actor effect was not 

significant.  This pattern of results suggests that relationship maintenance does not 

causally predict commitment.  None of the partner effects significantly predicted 

commitment. 

Discussion 

 The purpose of this study was to deconstruct the association between relationship 

maintenance and commitment paying specific attention to the causal direction of this 
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association.  Past research has shown a strong concurrent relationship between these two 

constructs (Johnson, 1999; Rusbult, 1983).  However, the direction of this association has 

been hypothesized both ways, but has not previously been tested.  The current study used 

a cross-lagged design to examine this causal direction.   

 Across both sets of analyses, two commonalities emerged.  First, both relationship 

maintenance and commitment showed considerable stability across days.  Cross-lagged 

actor reports of both maintenance and commitment were predictive of reports of the same 

variable on subsequent days.  This stability suggests that individuals reflect upon their 

own levels of maintenance and commitment variables in order to establish a personal 

baseline.  This base may then serve as a reference point around which an individual can 

fluctuate.  Additionally, controlling for an individual’s stability within constructs over 

time removes the effects of the dependent variable from previous days making cross-

lagged effects more interpretable. 

 The second consistent pattern across the two sets of results was the concurrent 

association between actor reports of relationship maintenance and commitment.  Both 

sets of results showed a strong relationship between these two constructs within days.  

This finding is consistent with past research that has shown that relationship maintenance 

and commitment are highly associated when using single reports (Canary & Stafford, 

1993).  However, as noted previously, the past research is limited in the ability to discuss 

the direction of the effect between relationship maintenance and commitment.   

 Research question 1a examined the effects of actor and partner commitment on 

relationship maintenance.  Evidence from the current study suggests that commitment 

may cause relationship maintenance whereas the reverse is not true.  Results indicated a 
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cross-lagged effect showing that commitment on previous days predicts relationship 

maintenance on subsequent days for both actor and partner reports of commitment.  

Additionally, the cross-lagged effect of relationship maintenance predicting commitment 

was not significant for either the actor or the partner reports.  Taken together, these 

results provide some clarity to the direction of influence.  Commitment appears to be the 

driving force moving these relationships toward positive relationship behaviors that can 

then result in healthy development.  Much of the clinical literature regarding relationship 

enhancement suggests that increases in pro relationship behaviors will drive couples 

toward healthy development (Baucom, Epstein, & Stanton, 2006).  However, the results 

in the present study suggest that couples may not feel any more committed to their 

relationships as a function of increased relationship maintenance.  Rather, if couples are 

to continue to maintain their relationships at a satisfactory level they need to first feel as 

though they are committed.  Therefore, interventions focusing on commitment-enhancing 

cognitions may in fact result in positive relationship outcomes.  To achieve these 

commitment-enhancing cognitions, the investment model contributes two important 

suggestions (Rusbult, 1980, 1983).  First, commitment should increase as individuals 

work on increasing transformations of motivation in their relationships whereby they feel 

satisfied as a function of their partner’s satisfaction level.  Secondly, individuals can 

increase the derogation of available alternatives to their relationship as a way to increase 

the attractiveness of their current situation (Rusbult 1980, 1983).  Individuals who 

increase their transformations of motivation and/or derogate alternatives should increase 

their commitment and motivate them to enhance the enactment of relationship 

maintenance behaviors. 
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Another set of striking findings are the cross-partner effects predicting 

relationship maintenance.  The partner reports of relationship maintenance predicted the 

actor’s maintenance concurrently, but the cross-lagged effects were not significant.  

These results suggest that the cross-partner effects of relationship maintenance are salient 

for only a short time period.  This result supports the idea that relationship maintenance 

may be in part a function of routine.  Therefore, as specific relationship maintenance 

behaviors are done repetitively from day to day, partners begin to form expectations 

about their occurrence.  Individuals may then expect their partners to perform certain 

behaviors and respond to them by performing further maintenance behaviors in return.  

Therefore, it may be that couple-specific maintenance behaviors need to occur each day 

to remain effective because partners may not focus on behaviors that occurred on 

previous days.   

 In contrast, the partner reports of commitment showed a cross-lagged effect 

whereas the concurrent effect was not significant.  This suggests that unlike a partner’s 

relationship maintenance performance, a partner’s commitment takes time to play a role 

in the relationship maintenance process.  Commitment represents an internal evaluation 

of one’s desire to remain in a relationship (Johnson, 1999).  Due to this internal nature, 

changes in commitment may not become evident to one’s partner immediately or even 

within the same day.  Instead, changes in commitment may occur as the result of some 

relational event or turning point and may be processed individually by each of the 

partners.  A manifestation of this change may emerge on a subsequent day and begin to 

have an effect on the performance of relationship maintenance behaviors.    
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When predicting commitment, none of the partner effects were significant.  As 

noted earlier, commitment represents a largely internal process by which individuals 

desire to continue their relationships.  This internal process may not be as susceptible to 

change by a partner’s use of maintenance behaviors.  The behaviors that are performed 

by one’s partner on a daily basis may not lead individuals to significantly change their 

level of commitment.  This is not to say that individuals in relationships are unable to 

affect each other’s commitment, rather it may take considerably more time for this 

process to occur.   

 The results presented in this manuscript should be considered preliminary due to 

the analytic strategy that was employed.  Despite the prevalence of useful methods for 

studying dyadic data over time in distinguishable dyads (e.g., heterosexual couples; see 

Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006), currently no published method exists for studying dyads 

that are indistinguishable (e.g., same-sex couples).  The three level hierarchical linear 

models reported in the current research are designed to account for nonindependence 

across partners, but also have two limitations.  First, the level one variation in time is not 

directly nested within level two units, but rather crossed between levels two and three.  In 

other words, time varies at the same rate at the individual level (two) and the couple level 

(three).  Due to this constraint, daily fluctuations across partners are estimated 

independently from one another, which does not allow for direct assessment of within 

partner fluctuations.  Second, level three (couple) estimates become saturated because the 

variance in each individual within each couple is estimated at level two.  Given that 

estimates for each individual are made, no unexplained couple level variance remains in 

the third level to explain.  Therefore, random effects cannot be made at level three.  
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Despite these limitations, three level models still remain useful given the dearth of other 

methods for examining indistinguishable dyads overtime.       

 The results presented here represent three important contributions to the current 

literature.  First, the current study makes use of both actor and partner reports of 

relationship maintenance and commitment.  By doing so, specific cross-partner effects 

were uncovered that have not previously been examined.  Secondly, a sample of same-

sex couples was used.  Very little is known about the association between relationship 

maintenance and commitment within gay and lesbian couples.  The current study 

provided some further insight into this association in order to provide a foundation for 

further research examining same-sex maintenance and commitment.  Lastly, the cross-

lagged daily design allowed for an exploration of the direction of causal influence 

between relationship maintenance and commitment.  Findings illustrated that both actor 

and partner reports of commitment may in fact drive individuals to perform higher levels 

of maintenance behaviors.  The reverse direction was not supported.  Although 

significant cross-lagged models cannot definitively prove causality, nonsignificant 

models can disprove it.  These results provide support for Johnson’s (1999) model that 

illustrates commitment as a process that facilitates a relational action plan that drives 

relationship maintenance attempts and calls into question the notion of circularity 

between these constructs. 
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Table 1   

Primary factor loadings of maintenance items 

Item      Loading 
 
Factor 1 (positivity) 
My partner...       
1. did "little things" to make my life better       .72     
2. did things that I wanted him/her to do.       .77    
9. showed me that he/she loved me.        .98 
11. listened carefully to what I had to say       .91    
12. shared some of his/her daily experiences with me     .95   
14. was not critical of what or how I said things.     .82 
19. understood my point of view.         .85 
21. went places and did things with me today.      .79 
25. made me laugh.          .85    
26. made interaction enjoyable.       1.05     
27. was fun to be with.          1.03     
28. was optimistic and cheerful.         .87   
 

Factor 2 (openness) 
My partner… 
5. praised me for something I did.        .85     
6. encouraged me to do something today that would make me feel good.   .85     
13. encouraged me to say what was on my mind.      .89 
15. pointed out things that I am not seeing clearly  
 without making me feel defensive       .89 
18. asked questions in an effort to understand me and my desires.    .90 
20. talked openly about what he/she wanted from me.      .84 
 

Note. Numbers in the left margin represent the order in the original questionnaire.  Items 

not reported failed to meet the criteria are listed in the text.   

Alpha reliabilities for each of the scales are as follows:  

Positivity, α = .83, Openness, α = .80.
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Table 2 

Descriptive statistics, intercorrelations, and intraclass correlations (ICC) for 

commitment, and relationship maintenance  

 
Variables   M SD ICC 1 2  

Commitment  5.56 0.93 .62 -  -    

Relationship Maintenance  15.34 4.57 .34 .48** -    

Note. ** p < .01. 
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Table 3 

Multilevel model of the actor and partner concurrent and cross-lagged effects of daily 

commitment predicting relationship maintenance behaviors at time t 

 
Fixed Effect  Coefficient SE t Ratio 
 

Intercept: 10.90 0.20 53.92***

Actor Effects:

Cross-lagged maintenance slope, π1i 0.08 0.03 2.85**  
Concurrent commitment slope, π2i 1.60 0.10 15.57*** 
Cross-lagged commitment slope, π3i 0.42 0.11 3.99*** 
 

Partner Effects:

Concurrent maintenance slope, π4i 0.31 0.03 12.07***  
Cross-lagged maintenance slope, π5i -0.08 0.03 -0.31 
Concurrent commitment slope, π6i 0.03 0.11 0.29 
Cross-lagged commitment slope, π7i 0.22 0.11 2.05* 

Note. Concurrent slopes indicate the effect of the independent variable at time t on the 

dependent variable at time t.   

Cross-lagged slopes represent the effect of the independent variable at time t-1 on the 

dependent variable at time t.  

*** p < .001. ** p < .01. * p < .05. 
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Table 4 

Multilevel model of the actor and partner concurrent and cross-lagged effects of daily 

maintenance behaviors predicting commitment at time t 

 
Fixed Effect  Coefficient SE t Ratio 
 

Intercept: 5.51 0.08 65.71***

Actor Effects:

Cross-lagged commitment slope, π1i 0.10 0.03 3.82**  
Concurrent maintenance slope, π2i 0.09 0.01 15.57*** 
Cross-lagged maintenance slope, π3i 0.00 0.01 0.24 
 

Partner Effects:

Concurrent maintenance slope, π4i 0.01 0.01 1.94  
Cross-lagged maintenance slope, π5i 0.00 0.01 0.30 
Concurrent commitment slope, π6i -0.05 0.03 -0.59 
Cross-lagged commitment slope, π7i -0.05 0.03 -1.82 

Note. Concurrent slopes indicate the effect of the independent variable at time t on the 

dependent variable at time t.   

Cross-lagged slopes represent the effect of the independent variable at time t-1 on the 

dependent variable at time t.  

*** p < .001. ** p < .01. * p < .05. 
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Figure 1   

The cross-lagged, actor-partner model testing the daily association between commitment 

and relationship maintenance 
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Appendix 

Relationship maintenance behaviors scale 
 
Listed below are some items that you and your partner may or may not have done today. 
Indicate for each activity if your partner did or did not do the each activity. 
 
My partner...       
1. did "little things" to make my life better       Yes   No  
2. did things that I wanted him/her to do.       Yes   No  
3. said things that he/she likes about me       Yes   No 
4. made a positive comment about my physical attractiveness.    Yes No  
5. praised me for something I did.        Yes   No  
6. encouraged me to do something today that would make me feel good.   Yes   No  
7. made me feel smart when I was with him/her.      Yes   No  
8. was romantic toward me.         Yes   No  
9. showed me that he/she loved me.        Yes  No  
10. reaffirmed his/her faithfulness to me.       Yes   No  
 
My partner...      
11. listened carefully to what I had to say       Yes  No  
12. shared some of his/her daily experiences with me     Yes   No  
13. encouraged me to say what was on my mind.      Yes  No  
14. was not critical of what or how I said things.     Yes   No  
15. pointed out things that I am not seeing clearly  
 without making me feel defensive       Yes   No  
16. asked me how my day had gone        Yes   No  
17. talked about doing things with our friends or family     Yes   No  
18. asked questions in an effort to understand me and my desires.    Yes   No  
19. understood my point of view.         Yes   No  
20. talked openly about what he/she wanted from me.      Yes   No  
 
My partner...      
21. went places and did things with me today.      Yes   No  
22. discussed things that needed to be talked about.     Yes   No 
23. initiated sexual activity with me        Yes   No  
24. responded positively to my initiation of sex.       Yes   No  
 
My partner...      
25. made me laugh.          Yes   No  
26. made interaction enjoyable.       Yes   No  
27. was fun to be with.          Yes   No  
28. was optimistic and cheerful.         Yes   No  
29. Engaged in other notable behaviors        Yes  No  
 
If yes, please list. 
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CHAPTER IV. MANUSCRIPT THREE. 
 

DAILY CONFLICT AND RELATIONSHIP MAINTENANCE IN GAY AND 

LESBIAN COUPLES 

Introduction 

 Research has consistently reported that maintenance behaviors are important in 

order to facilitate commitment, satisfaction and love in relationships (Johnson, 1999; 

Ogolsky & Ridley, 2006; Rusbult, 1983).  However, research has not systematically 

examined the possible interferences involved in the maintenance process.  Relational 

conflict, particularly unresolved relational conflict, may be one such interference (Planalp 

& Honeycutt, 1985).  It is important to note that although most of the research on conflict 

interactions has been done with heterosexual couples, a growing body of literature 

studying conflict in gay and lesbian relationships is emerging (Kurdek, 2005).  Among 

gay and lesbian couples, conflict occurs less frequently and is more effectively resolved 

than in heterosexual couples (Kurdek, 2005).  The effects of conflict are especially 

relevant in same-sex couples because of the decreased level of social support that they 

may receive.  Social support has been shown to buffer the negative effects of conflict and 

other deleterious relational issues by providing an additional barrier to relationship 

dissolution (Bradbury, Fincham, & Beach, 2000).  Due to the decreased social support 

that same-sex couples receive, they may be at a higher risk for the potential damaging 

effects of conflict and other relational issues if conflicts remain unresolved.  

Consequently, a limited knowledge about both relationship maintenance and conflict 

exists, and no study to date has explored the association between conflict and 

maintenance among gay and lesbian couples.  Beyond the association between conflict 
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and relationship maintenance, it is also important to explore the moderators of this 

relationship to understand the conditions under which this association might vary.  For 

example, conflict has been shown to have a negative effect on the performance of 

relationship maintenance (Bippus & Rollin, 2003).  If conflict is constructively managed 

or resolved, however, it may no longer deteriorate relational maintenance attempts.  The 

purpose of the current study is to explore the association between conflict and 

relationship maintenance and the possible moderating role of conflict management styles 

on this association.   

Interpersonal Conflict   

Broadly defined, interpersonal conflict occurs when two individuals have 

discrepant preferences.  In the hierarchical model of conflict, Braiker and Kelley (1979), 

term these discrepant preferences “structural interpersonal conflicts,” and argue that they 

can best be understood as conflicts of interest or disagreements.  These conflicts can 

occur at multiple levels within the hierarchy.  At the higher level, conflicts are about 

global relationship issues including norms, roles, or personal attitudes.  At the lower 

level, conflicts are about specific behaviors within a relationship.  Within this model, 

there are two important issues regarding this hierarchy.  First, conflicts that occur at the 

higher level can affect the behaviors at the lower levels. Second, conflicts at the lower 

level produce more diversity in potential outcomes.  Specifically, these conflicts can 

result in relationship-enhancing attributions such as positivity or relationship-impairing 

attributions such as negativity or ambivalence (Braiker & Kelley, 1979). 

Conflict in relationships has been linked to a number of negative relational 

outcomes including low satisfaction, quality, and happiness, as well as relationship 
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dissolution (Honeycutt, Woods, & Fontenot, 1993).  Many researchers have noted, 

however, that the presence of conflict is likely necessary to sustain positive relationship 

development because it can promote relationship-enhancing change (Braiker & Kelley, 

1979; Gottman & Levenson, 1992).  Given the fact that conflict has both positive and 

negative outcomes, it is important to explore how various outcomes are associated with 

conflict in order to promote healthy relationship development.  

Relationship Maintenance 

 Relationship maintenance has been described as a dynamic process that assists in 

preserving a relationship (Dindia, 2000).  Several other definitions of relationship 

maintenance have been proposed in past research including behaviors that promote 

relational continuity, relationships maintained at a satisfactory level, and relationships 

kept in repair (Dindia & Canary, 1993).  Relationship maintenance behaviors are 

increasingly important in relationships because they represent the specific behavioral 

contributions that occur within the relational context, which often goes unmeasured when 

studying relationship appraisal outcomes such as satisfaction or happiness.  Consistent 

with the many definitions of relationship maintenance, numerous conceptualizations of 

relationship maintenance have been proposed.  From a social exchange perspective 

(Thibaut & Kelley, 1959), Braiker and Kelley (1979) were the first to examine 

maintenance behaviors. They conceptualized maintenance behaviors as communication 

between partners that maximizes rewards and minimizes costs.  Additionally, several 

other conceptualizations of relationship maintenance are helpful in the current study.   

Following from the many typologies of relationship maintenance, Stafford and 

Canary (1991) designed a measure of relationship maintenance that both included 
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maintenance items from existing scales and added new items through the use of an open-

ended survey known as the Relationship Maintenance Strategy Measure (RMSM).  The 

RMSM revolves around five factors of which the two largest were positivity and 

openness.  According to Stafford and Canary (1991), the “positivity” factor refers to the 

degree to which one’s partner has been cheerful and positive.  The “openness” factor 

refers to a general environment of casual self-disclosure and conversation within a 

relationship.  The current study focuses on these two communication factors from the 

existing literature on relationship maintenance (positivity and openness). 

Conceptual Link Between Conflict and Relationship Maintenance 

As noted above, Braiker and Kelley (1979) argue that the context of conflict is 

hierarchically organized within close relationships.  Given this hierarchical structure, 

conflicts that arise on the higher levels tend to move downward, thus affecting the 

relational processes at the lower levels.  Therefore, when couples engage in relationship-

specific conflict (level 1), they may begin to develop less positive (or negative) feelings 

toward their partner (level 2).  This process may then result in individuals distancing 

themselves from their relationships and putting less time directly into the maintenance of 

their relationships (level 3).  If individuals distance themselves from their relationships, 

they will also be less likely to perceive their partners’ maintenance attempts.  As 

maintenance behaviors decrease, positive sentiment is likely to decrease creating further 

ground for conflict to continue and allowing negative sentiment to pervade the 

relationship.  Consistent with this argument, Rusbult (1980) found that a decreased rate 

of maintenance behaviors is highly detrimental to overall relational functioning because a 

decrease in these behaviors indicates to our partner a lack of desire to work on the 
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relationship.  The presence of conflict, and the inability or unwillingness to move these 

conflicts toward resolution, can convey not only a lack of desire to work on the 

relationship, but also an inability to do so. This may produce a blockage that keeps 

individuals unmotivated to actively maintain their relationships. 

Alternatively, the presence of conflict could be beneficial to relationships as it 

may provide opportunities for relationships to evolve and change through the process of 

resolution.  Braiker and Kelley (1979) suggest that through the process of conflict, 

partners are able to negotiate their desires and reconstruct their relational norms and roles 

to mutually benefit each other.  This process of negotiation allows partners to be open 

and positive in interaction, and to create a “joint conceptualization” of their relationship 

(Braiker & Kelley, 1979).  In support of the positive effects of conflicts, Gottman and 

Levenson (1992) showed that expectations of successful conflict outcomes are more 

predictive of relationship outcomes than the simple presence of conflicts.  In other words, 

couples who are able to effectively resolve their conflicts or expect to do so may enhance 

rather than hinder their relationships through the resolution process.    

Given the variation in the effects of conflict, no specific hypothesis was made.  

RQ1:  On days when conflict is reported, does daily relationship maintenance increase or 

decrease? 

Conflict Management Style as a Moderator 

The outcomes of relational conflict depend in part on whether or not the conflict 

is resolved or progress is made toward conflict resolution as well as the relational barriers 

that keep individuals active in their relationships (Braiker & Kelley, 1979).  Conflict is a 

signal that something in the relationship is not occurring as expected or desired.  Conflict 
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may not represent a barrier to expectation fulfillment when it moves toward resolution or 

is actually resolved.  For this reason, it is important to understand why conflict might 

have a negative effect on relationship maintenance for some and not others.  One 

possibility is the role of conflict management styles.  

A number of different conflict management styles have been identified in past 

literature.  The two most common are constructive and destructive communication 

(Christensen, 1988).  Of particular note is the prevalent destructive communication style 

known as demand-withdraw.  The demand-withdraw interaction takes place when one 

partner takes control of an interaction in a demanding way, which results in the other 

partner backing-off or withdrawing.  Much research has linked the demand-withdraw 

interaction to negative relationship outcomes including relationship distress (Christensen, 

1988; Klinekob & Smith, 1996).  To the contrary, constructive problem solving has been 

linked to positive relationship outcomes and has been widely accepted as a necessary 

component of relationships (Gottman & Levenson, 1992).  Given this pattern of findings, 

it is likely that when conflict occurs, constructive communicators will have more positive 

outcomes than those who engage in demand-withdraw communication.  Constructive 

communicators may use the presence of conflict as a platform to actively reshape their 

relationships by enhancing relationship maintenance as a part of the resolution process.  

To the contrary, destructive communicators may respond to conflict by withdrawing the 

amount of effort that they put into maintaining the relationship. 

H1:  The relationship between daily conflict and relationship maintenance will be 

moderated by each individual’s conflict management style (constructive or destructive) 

within each couple. 
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Same-Sex Couples 

 The social and cultural context is important for how conflict and relationship 

maintenance behaviors are connected and moderated by conflict management styles.  

When the cultural context is less supportive for establishing and maintaining satisfying 

close relationships, partners need to turn to each other for support in handling the 

fluctuations of relational processes.  Same-sex couples are likely to be in such a position 

because they may not be supported by their families of origin or others.  Instead, they 

may turn to their peers or partners for social support (Kurdek, 1991).  Thus, the way that 

their closest relationships function becomes very salient.  It is in this context that conflict 

has its greatest power to disrupt these relationships.  For this reason, it is important to 

explore the effects of conflict on the relationship maintenance process in same-sex 

couples. 

Strengths of the Daily Diary Approach 

A unique feature of the current study is the measurement of conflict and 

relationship maintenance through the use of a daily diary.  To date, no previous study has 

examined the association between conflict and relationship maintenance in gay and 

lesbian couples on a daily basis.  The daily diary approach is a particularly powerful tool 

in relationship research for several reasons.  First, the daily diary approach limits the 

effects of recall.  Each emotion and behavior can be captured when it is happening rather 

than days later.  Secondly, this method allows for the examination of day-to-day effects.  

This permits the study of within person and within couple effects and avoids problems 

associated with aggregated data.  Lastly, daily data can capture couple dynamics that 
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would otherwise appear static.  This facilitates the in-depth exploration of relational 

processes that would be otherwise limited in one-time measures.   

The current study attempts to focus on the uniqueness and strengths of its sample 

and daily diary methods to provide a clearer picture of the association between conflict 

and relationship maintenance.  The daily analysis of conflict and maintenance is 

extremely important due to the nature of the association between these constructs.  

Relationship conflicts occur on a daily basis and may be catalysts for subsequent feelings 

or behaviors.  Likewise, relationship maintenance behaviors also fluctuate on a daily 

basis with some days having more or less than others.  Additionally, different kinds of 

maintenance behaviors might be enacted on different days (Canary & Stafford, 1993).  If 

there is indeed a link between conflict and maintenance, and both conflict and 

maintenance behaviors fluctuate from day to day, the relationship between conflict and 

maintenance should also vary on a daily basis.   

Method 

Sample 

The sample for this study included 98 gay and lesbian couples (196 individuals). 

A total of 214 individuals completed the questionnaires. However, 18 of those 

participants were not included in the analyses because they did not participate as a 

couple.  These excluded individuals did not significantly differ from the sample on any of 

the demographic factors (e.g. age, relationship length, and education).  Thirty-nine of the 

couples were male and 59 of the couples were female.  The individuals ranged in age 

from 18 to 60 with the average age of the individuals being approximately 33 years (M =

33.10, SD = 12.68). The majority (83%) of the sample was Caucasian.  Most couples 
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(96%) endorsed the item indicating that they characterized their relationship as serious.  

The sample was highly educated with 94% having at least some college education.  

Length of relationships ranged from one to thirty years with the average relationship 

length being approximately five years (M = 5.17, SD = 7.97).  

Procedure 

Couples were recruited via email from various organizations nationwide that 

represent gay and lesbian individuals.  Organizations included but were not limited to 

support groups, campus clubs, electronic list services, online newsletters, and social 

groups.  Those organizations that were not directly online posted fliers indicating the 

nature of the study.  The instructions for the participants indicated that they should email 

the study’s website if they were interested in participating.  This allowed virtual 

anonymity and privacy for the participants.  In order to meet eligibility criteria, 

participants needed to be at least 18 years of age and in a relationship.  When a subject 

inquired about the study, they were asked to provide their partner’s email address at 

which time the instructions and their personal ID numbers were emailed to them.    

All data for this study were collected via an Internet-based system.  To access the 

website, participants needed to enter their unique ID number and password that was given 

to them by the study’s personnel.  Each individual in the couple was instructed to 

complete all parts of the survey individually.  When logged onto the system, each 

participant filled out an initial questionnaire consisting of demographic information and 

several personal and relationship scales.  Upon completion of the initial questionnaire, the 

data were submitted by the participant to a database and were no longer accessible to 

them.  Following the completion of the initial questionnaire, participants were instructed 
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to log on to a website at the same time for each of 14 consecutive days to complete a 

daily measures questionnaire.  The daily measures were the same each day and consisted 

of a series of emotion and behavior measures designed to capture the events that took 

place within the last 24 hours.  The completion rate for the daily diary was 90%.  Upon 

completion, each subject was paid 20 dollars for their participation. 

Measures 

 Daily relationship maintenance behaviors. To examine daily positivity and 

openness maintenance behaviors, a 29-item scale was designed for this study using the 

content of the items in the extant literature (Dindia & Baxter, 1987; Stafford & Canary, 

1991).  Each participant was asked to assess the degree to which their partner did each of 

the behaviors.  Participants completed this scale each day indicating whether their partner 

had engaged in each of the listed maintenance activities (0 = no, 1 = yes). 

The factor structures of the existing measures of relationship maintenance were 

designed using heterosexual college students (Stafford & Canary, 1991).  To examine the 

structure of the maintenance items in the current sample of gay and lesbian couples, all 

items were aggregated over the 14 days and a principal axis factor analysis with an 

oblique (promax) rotation was done to allow for correlated factors (Tabachnick & Fidell, 

2007).  Factors with Eigenvalues greater than one and items with factor loadings over .60 

were used to create each of the maintenance subscales (see Table 1).    Using these 

criteria, two factors emerged.  The first factor, “positivity,” contained twelve items that 

assessed perceptions that one’s partner had been positive (e.g. “My partner did things that 

I wanted him/her to do”).  The second factor, “openness,” included seven items that 

assessed open communication regarding relationship issues (e.g. “My partner asked 
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questions in an effort to understand me and my desires”).  The items within each subscale 

were summed to create a total daily score for each of the factors for each day.  Ten items 

were not included in the subscales because they did not meet the retention criteria.   

 Daily conflict.  To assess daily conflict, the first stem question from the Daily 

Inventory of Stressful Events (DISE) was used (Almeida, Wethington, & Kessler, 2002).  

The DISE is a semi-structured interview that contains seven stem questions regarding the 

occurrence of stressful events within various relational contexts.  For the current study, 

the first question was adapted to capture relationship specific conflict and read, “In the 

past 24 hours, did you have an argument or disagreement with your partner?”  

Participants completed this question each day by indicating whether or not a conflict with 

their partner had occurred (0 = no, 1 = yes).  

 Conflict management styles.   To measure conflict management styles, the 

Communication Patterns Questionnaire (CPQ) was used (Christensen & Sullaway, 1984).  

The CPQ is a 35-item measure that assesses communication styles among dyads during 

three stages of conflict: when a conflict arises, during an argument or discussion of a 

relationship problem, and after an argument or discussion of a relationship problem.  In 

the existing literature, two primary styles have been derived: Constructive 

communication and Demand-Withdraw communication (Christensen, 1988).  The 

constructive communication subscale is constructed by subtracting the three verbal 

aggression items (blame, threat, and aggression) from the three mutual problem-solving 

items (discussion, expression, and negotiation).  Two destructive styles were created each 

consisting of three items assessing demand-withdraw when starting a conversation, 

during a conversation, and a criticism/defense interaction (Christensen, 1988).  The first 
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style, “demand-withdraw” was indicative of relationships in which the reporter demands 

while the partner withdraws (e.g. “During an argument or discussion of some relationship 

problem, I demand while my partner withdraws, becomes silent, or refuses to further 

discuss”).  The second style, “withdraw-demand” was indicative of relationships in which 

the reporting partner withdraws after the other partner demands (e.g. “During an 

argument or discussion of some relationship problem, my partner demands while I 

withdraw, become silent, or refuse to further discuss”).  The participants completed the 

CPQ only once, as a part of the initial questionnaire because conflict management style is 

a stable (rather than dynamic) measure of the way in which a person deals with conflict 

(Christensen, 1988).   

Results 

For all of the following analyses, hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) was used 

(Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992).  The following analyses are three-level models with days 

(level 1), nested within individuals (level 2), nested within couples (level 3).  

Daily Conflict and Relationship Maintenance 

 The first step of the analysis examines the effects of daily conflict on relationship 

maintenance (RQ1).  The level 1 equation for the first model can be expressed as:  

Level 1: Relationship Maintenancetij = π0ij + π 1ij(Conflicttij)+ etij (1)  

where relationship maintenance on a given day t for individual i in couple j is a function 

of the initial level of relationship maintenance for individual ij, (π0ij), plus the effect of 

conflict, (π 1ij), and the extent to which that individual deviates from the prediction line, 

(etij). 

The level 2 equations for the model can be expressed as: 
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Level 2: π0ij = β00j + r0ij,       (2) 

π 1ij = β10j + r1ij, (3) 

where the initial level of relationship maintenance for individual ij, (π0ij), is a function of 

the mean level of relationship maintenance within couple j, (β00j), and the extent to which 

person ij varies from that mean, (r0ij). The individual’s slope for conflict, (π 1ij), is a 

function of the mean slope within couple j, (β10j), and the extent to which person ij varies 

from that mean slope, (r1ij).   

The level 3 equations for the model can be expressed as:   

Level 3: β00j = γ000 + u00j,      (4) 

β10j = γ100, (5) 

where the mean level of relationship maintenance within couple j, (β00j), is a function of 

the overall grand mean level of relationship maintenance across all couples, (γ000), and 

the extent to which couple j varies from the overall grand mean, (u00j).  The mean slope 

within couple j, (β10j), is a function of the overall mean slope of conflict across all 

couples, (γ100).  Two separate models were run to test the effect of conflict on each of the 

dimensions of relationship maintenance (positivity and openness).   

 The analyses in Table 2 show the results of the models testing the effects of 

conflict on both of the maintenance outcomes (positivity and openness).  The presence of 

conflict significantly predicted lower levels of the positivity and openness dimensions of 

relationship maintenance.  On days when couples engaged in conflict, they reported 

lower levels of positivity and openness.   
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Conflict Management Style as a Moderator of Conflict and Relationship Maintenance 

The final step of the analysis examines the effects of conflict management styles 

(H1) on the association between conflict and each of the maintenance dimensions.  To 

test for moderation, each of the conflict management styles was entered into each of the 

level 2 equations, which yields in a cross-level interaction effect.  The within-person or 

level 1 equation for the model can be expressed as:  

Level 1: Relationship Maintenancetij = π0ij + π 1ij(Conflicttij)+ etij (6)   

where relationship maintenance on a given day t for individual i in couple j is a function 

of the initial level of relationship maintenance for individual ij, (π0ij), plus the effect of 

conflict, (π 1ij), and the extent to which that individual deviates from the prediction line, 

(etij). 

The level 2 equations for the model can be expressed as: 

Level 2: π0ij = β00j + β01j (Constructivenessij) + β02j (Demand/Withdraw) +  

 β03j (Withdraw/Demand) + r0ij,    (7) 

π1ij = β10j + β11j (Constructivenessij) + β12j (Demand/Withdraw) +  

 β13j (Withdraw/Demand) + r1ij, (8) 

where the initial level of relationship maintenance for individual ij, (π0ij), is a function of 

the mean level of relationship maintenance within couple j, (β00j), the main effect of each 

conflict management style of person ij, (β01, β02, β03j), and the extent to which person ij 

varies from that mean, (r0ij). The individual’s slope for conflict, (π 1ij), is a function of the 

mean slope within couple j, (β10j), the moderating (cross-level interaction) effect of each 

conflict management style of person ij, (β11, β12j, β13j), and the extent to which person ij 

varies from that mean slope, (r1ij).   
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The level 3 equations for the model can be expressed as:   

Level 3: β00j = γ000 + u00j,      (9) 

Β01j = γ010, (10) 

Β02j = γ020, (11) 

Β03j = γ030, (12) 

β10j = γ100 + u10j, (13) 

β11j = γ110, (14) 

Β12j = γ120, (15) 

Β13j = γ130,  (16) 

where the mean level of relationship maintenance within couple j, (β00j), is a function of 

the overall grand mean level of relationship maintenance across all couples, (γ000), and 

the extent to which couple j varies from the overall grand mean, (u00j).  The main effect 

of each conflict management style of person ij, (β01, Β02j, Β03j), is a function of the average 

of that conflict management style across couples, (γ010, γ020, γ030). The mean slope within 

couple j, (β10j), is a function of the overall mean slope of conflict across all couples, 

(γ100), and the extent to which couple j varies from the overall mean slope (u10j).  The 

moderating effect of each conflict management style of person ij, (β11, Β12j,, Β13j), is a 

function of the average for that conflict management style across couples, (γ110, γ120, γ130).

The analyses in Table 3 show the results of the models testing the moderating 

effects of each of the conflict management styles (constructive, demand-withdraw, and 

withdraw-demand) on the association between conflict and the positivity maintenance 

dimension.  To interpret significant interactions, the estimated effects of conflict on 

change in each relationship maintenance factor for three values of the moderator, one 



98

standard deviation above the mean, the mean, and one standard deviation below the mean 

were plotted (see Preacher, Curran, & Bauer, 2006).  Each of the three conflict 

management styles significantly moderated the relationship between conflict and 

positivity.  As hypothesized, those who reported high levels of constructive 

communication significantly decreased the negative effect of conflict on both positivity 

and openness as compared to those with low levels of constructiveness (see Figures 1 and 

2).  The findings for the two destructive styles, however, yielded results in opposing 

directions.  Those who reported high levels of demand-withdraw communication also 

decreased the negative effect of conflict on daily positivity as compared to those who 

reported low levels (see Figure 3).  To the contrary, those who reported higher levels of 

withdraw-demand communication increased the negative effect of conflict on daily 

positivity as compared to those who reported low levels (see Figure 4).  Neither of the 

destructive conflict management styles (demand-withdraw, withdraw-demand) 

moderated the association between conflict and openness.   

Discussion 

 This study examined the effects of conflict on relationship maintenance and the 

role of conflict management styles as a moderator of this association.  Based upon the 

ideas of interdependence theory, individuals are motivated to maintain their relationships 

to the degree to which they feel that they are mutually rewarding (Kelley & Thibaut, 

1978).  Situations of high commitment and satisfaction have been shown to facilitate the 

maintenance process.  However, it is also important to understand what happens to 

relationships when they become conflictual.  Braiker and Kelley (1979) argue that 

relationship conflict often arises as a result of discrepant goals or interests between 
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partners.  When these conflicts of interest occur, they present a potential barrier for 

couples such that they can allow the conflicts to prevent optimal relationship functioning 

or they can use the conflicts as a way to enhance their relationships.   

 The relationship between conflict and relationship maintenance was examined in 

the first set of analyses.  Results indicated that the presence of daily conflict predicted a 

decrease in both daily positivity and openness.  These results support the notion that the 

onset of conflict may be perceived by the couples as an interference to their desired level 

of functioning rather than an opportunity to enhance their relationships.  Positive effects 

of conflict may take longer to emerge than was observed in these data.  Daily conflict had 

a negative effect on the enactment of relationship maintenance on the same day, but 

perhaps the resolution and renegotiation of relationship roles may take longer to emerge.  

Perhaps an analysis of relationship development longitudinally would allow for the 

emergence of positive outcomes. 

 The association between conflict and relationship maintenance was tested on a 

variety of couples, with a diverse array of conflict management styles in the second set of 

analyses.  After a conflictual event, some individuals desire to distance themselves from 

the relationship or even allow some time to pass in order to deescalate the situation.  

Alternatively, some individuals immediately attempt to repair their relationships in order 

to bring them back to their previous level of functioning (Braiker & Kelley, 1979).  Past 

research has identified a number of conflict management styles that serve to facilitate the 

repair attempts that couples make following conflicts (Christensen, 1988).  Constructive 

communication styles reflect the proportion of positive problem solving behaviors that 

couples engage in relative to the amount of aggressive efforts.  In other words, 
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constructive problem solvers attempt to mutually understand the beliefs and concerns of 

each other without using aggression.  This conflict management style generally reflects 

positive relational outcomes.  To the contrary, destructive communication styles have 

largely been shown to have a negative impact on relational events and outcomes.  The 

second analysis examined the moderating effects of three conflict management styles on 

the association between conflict and relationship maintenance.   

 Results indicated a significant moderating effect of constructive communication 

on the association between daily conflict and both positivity and openness such that the 

negative effect of conflict on maintenance decreased for those couples that had higher 

levels of constructive communication.  The direction of the effect illuminates the 

importance of constructive communication as a relationship-enhancing tool for couples.  

The presence of constructive communication enables couples to enter into conflict with 

an expectation of a satisfactory resolution and allows individuals and their partners to 

better interact with a decreased risk of negative outcomes.   

 In the examination of the two destructive styles, an unexpected set of results 

emerged.  When predicting positivity, the demand-withdraw style in which the actor 

(reporter) demands while their partner withdraws showed a significant moderational 

effect in the same direction as the constructive style.  However, the withdraw-demand 

style in which the actor (reporter) withdraws when their partner demands showed a 

significant moderational effect in the opposite direction.  When examining openness, 

neither of these styles significantly moderated its association with conflict. 

 Existing literature on demand-withdraw interaction suggests that this style plays a 

negative role in relationship processes (Klinekob & Smith, 1996).  The results from the 
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current study, however, indicate the possibility that it is more about the role that 

individuals occupy in conflict than the actual style.  Those individuals who report being 

the demander in the relationship show a pattern of positivity that is similar to those who 

constructively or mutually resolve their problems.  When individuals report being the 

withdrawer during conflict, however, this style of interaction actually increases the 

negative effect of conflict resulting in even less positivity.  Perhaps individuals view the 

demanding position as rewarding in that their view point is likely to be heard whereas the 

withdrawing position is viewed as quite costly because their position goes unheard.  

Given this attribution, individuals who demand are apt to continue the use of positive 

maintenance behaviors because they perceive that the relationship is beneficial to them.  

Withdrawing individuals are unlikely to view the relationship as beneficial, and are 

therefore less likely to continue to engage in positive behaviors.  Taken together, this 

explanation suggests that in order to remain positive, individuals must identify the 

conflictual situation as one in which they will get their perspective heard either through 

constructive, mutually supportive communication or by simply imposing their view on 

their partner.  Whereas this explanation may illuminate the results for positivity, it may 

not hold true for openness.   

 Although constructive communication affects the association between conflict 

and openness in the same way that it did with positivity, the destructive interaction style 

did not.  The presence of demand-withdraw interaction does not affect the magnitude of 

the association between conflict and openness.  Openness is about perceiving one’s 

partner as being encouraging and supportive of personally fulfilling activities.  It is 

possible to feel supported when the approach to conflict is constructive, but when the 
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approach is demanding or withdrawing, conflict continues to suppress supportiveness.  If 

a couple engages in demand-withdraw interaction, it is likely that they may reduce 

supportiveness as a reaction to their partner.  The partner may then be perceived as a 

generally positive person, but not necessarily as supportive.  The results suggest that 

there is no added cost or benefit to having a destructive conflict style on the association 

between conflict and maintenance.   

Implications, Limitations, and Future Directions 

 The results presented in this manuscript should be considered preliminary due to 

the analytic strategy that was employed.  Despite the prevalence of useful methods for 

studying dyadic data over time in distinguishable dyads (e.g., heterosexual couples; see 

Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006), currently no published method exists for studying dyads 

that are indistinguishable (e.g., same-sex couples).  The three level hierarchical linear 

models reported in the current research are designed to account for nonindependence 

across partners, but also have two limitations.  First, the level one variation in time is not 

directly nested within level two units, but rather crossed between levels two and three.  In 

other words, time varies at the same rate at the individual level (two) and the couple level 

(three).  Due to this constraint, daily fluctuations across partners are estimated 

independently from one another, which does not allow for direct assessment of within 

partner fluctuations.  Second, level three (couple) estimates become saturated because the 

variance in each individual within each couple is estimated at level two.  Given that 

estimates for each individual are made, no unexplained couple level variance remains in 

the third level to explain.  Therefore, random effects cannot be made at level three.  
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Despite these limitations, three level models still remain useful given the dearth of other 

methods for examining indistinguishable dyads overtime.      

 The results of the current study have some important implications for 

relationships.  The importance of constructive communication as a moderator of the 

association between conflict and relationship maintenance is illuminated.  Past research 

has indicated that conflict has both positive and negative effects on relationships (Braiker 

& Kelley, 1979; Gottman & Levenson, 1992).  However, it is not always clear when 

conflict will yield positive outcomes and when it will produce negative outcomes.  The 

results reported in the current research indicate that although the presence of conflict may 

on the surface appear to be detrimental to the overall maintenance of relationships, the 

magnitude of this effect depends upon conflict management styles.  The practical 

implication of these findings supports the notion that conflict can serve a relationship-

enhancing role if it occurs in the context of constructive communication.  The 

conclusions are not as clear when the conflict management style is less positive.  In 

general, destructive conflict styles enhance the negative effect of conflict on relationship 

maintenance behaviors.   

 One potential limitation of the current study is that it used a nonclinical sample of 

couples who had relatively average levels of conflict in their relationships.  In the future, 

it is important to consider the effects of daily conflict and conflict management styles in 

both clinically distressed couples and nonclinical couples who have high levels of 

relationship stress (e.g., couples entering the transition to parenthood).  Examining 

distressed couples may shed some more light on the potential benefits of constructive 

communication and further illuminate the detrimental effects of destructive 
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communication.  Additionally, the current study was relatively short-term in length.  In 

order to detect the longevity of these processes, future research should examine daily 

conflict and relationship maintenance using a longitudinal design.  This design will allow 

for a clearer understanding of how these processes vary as a function of relational stage.  

Additionally, the possible positive outcomes of conflict may emerge as couples have time 

to renegotiate their roles and values and come to a collective reconceptualization of their 

relationships (Braiker & Kelley, 1979).   

 Based upon the results presented in the current study, it is now clear how to 

reduce the negative impact of conflict on relationship maintenance processes.  Couples 

can be trained through education or other intervention approaches to deal with conflict in 

nonconfrontational ways.  When couples know how to work together in managing 

conflict, it can continue to be present in relationships, but without negative implications 

for the health of the relationship.  Further, if the demand function of demand-withdraw 

interaction helps to manage the negative effects of conflict, then both members of the 

couple can be taught to be more overt and straightforward in making their preferences 

and desires known in the conflict process.   
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Table 1   

Primary factor loadings of maintenance items 

Item      Loading 
 
Factor 1 (positivity) 
My partner...       
1. did "little things" to make my life better       .72     
2. did things that I wanted him/her to do.       .77   
9. showed me that he/she loved me.        .98 
11. listened carefully to what I had to say       .91    
12. shared some of his/her daily experiences with me     .95   
14. was not critical of what or how I said things.     .82 
19. understood my point of view.         .85 
21. went places and did things with me today.      .79 
25. made me laugh.          .85    
26. made interaction enjoyable.       1.05     
27. was fun to be with.          1.04     
28. was optimistic and cheerful.         .87   
 

Factor 2 (openness) 
My partner… 
5. praised me for something I did.        .85     
6. encouraged me to do something today that would make me feel good.   .85     
13. encouraged me to say what was on my mind.      .89 
15. pointed out things that I am not seeing clearly  
 without making me feel defensive       .89 
18. asked questions in an effort to understand me and my desires.    .90 
20. talked openly about what he/she wanted from me.      .83 
 

Note. Numbers in the left margin represent the order in the original questionnaire.  Items 

not reported failed to meet the criteria are listed in the text.   

Alpha reliabilities for each of the scales are as follows:  

Positivity, α = .83, Openness, α = .80.
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Table 2 

Multilevel model of the effects of daily conflict on positivity and openness maintenance 

behaviors 

 
Fixed Effect Coefficient SE t Ratio 
 

Positivity:

Initial level, π0i 11.27 0.15 74.53***  
Conflict slope, π1i -1.50 0.22 -6.81*** 
 

Openness:

Initial level, π0i 4.55 0.15 30.34***
Conflict slope, π1i -0.45 0.14 -3.28** 
 
Note. *** p < .001. ** p < .01.
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Table 3 

Multilevel model of the moderational effects of conflict management styles on the 

association between daily conflict and positivity and openness maintenance behaviors 

 
Fixed Effect Coefficient SE t Ratio 
 

Positivity:

Initial level, π 0i 11.27 0.15 74.78***  
Conflict slope, π 1i -2.27 0.62 -3.65** 
Constructive Style, β11   0.05  0.03  2.08* 
Demand-Withdraw Style, β12   0.09  0.04  2.44* 
Withdraw-Demand Style, β13  -0.08 0.03   -2.21* 
 
Openness:

Initial level, π 0i 4.55 0.15 30.36***  
Conflict slope, π 1i -1.05 0.33 -3.18** 
Constructive Style, β11   0.03  0.01  2.55* 
Demand-Withdraw Style, β12   0.02  0.02  1.01 
Withdraw-Demand Style, β13  0.00 0.01   0.16 
 
Note.*** p < .001. ** p < .01. * p < .05. 
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Figure 1   

Graphical representation of the moderational effect of constructive communication on 

the association between conflict and positivity 
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Figure 2 

Graphical representation of the moderational effect of constructive communication on 

the association between conflict and openness 
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Figure 3 

Graphical representation of the moderational effect of demand-withdraw communication 

on the association between conflict and positivity 
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Figure 4 

Graphical representation of the moderational effect of withdraw-demand communication 

on the association between conflict and positivity 
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Appendix  

Relationship maintenance behaviors scale 
 
Listed below are some items that you and your partner may or may not have done today. 
Indicate for each activity if your partner did or did not do the each activity. 
 
My partner...       
1. did "little things" to make my life better       Yes   No  
2. did things that I wanted him/her to do.       Yes   No  
3. said things that he/she likes about me       Yes   No 
4. made a positive comment about my physical attractiveness.    Yes No  
5. praised me for something I did.        Yes   No  
6. encouraged me to do something today that would make me feel good.   Yes   No  
7. made me feel smart when I was with him/her.      Yes   No  
8. was romantic toward me.         Yes   No  
9. showed me that he/she loved me.        Yes  No  
10. reaffirmed his/her faithfulness to me.       Yes   No  
 
My partner...      
11. listened carefully to what I had to say       Yes  No  
12. shared some of his/her daily experiences with me     Yes   No  
13. encouraged me to say what was on my mind.      Yes  No  
14. was not critical of what or how I said things.     Yes   No  
15. pointed out things that I am not seeing clearly  
 without making me feel defensive       Yes   No  
16. asked me how my day had gone        Yes   No  
17. talked about doing things with our friends or family     Yes   No  
18. asked questions in an effort to understand me and my desires.    Yes   No  
19. understood my point of view.         Yes   No  
20. talked openly about what he/she wanted from me.      Yes   No  
 
My partner...      
21. went places and did things with me today.      Yes   No  
22. discussed things that needed to be talked about.     Yes   No 
23. initiated sexual activity with me        Yes   No  
24. responded positively to my initiation of sex.       Yes   No  
 
My partner...      
25. made me laugh.          Yes   No  
26. made interaction enjoyable.       Yes   No  
27. was fun to be with.          Yes   No  
28. was optimistic and cheerful.         Yes   No  
29. Engaged in other notable behaviors        Yes  No  
 
If yes, please list. 
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CHAPTER V. CONCLUSIONS 

Summary of Results 

 The three preceding manuscripts revolve around the theme of relationship 

maintenance.  Much like satisfaction or commitment, relationship maintenance represents 

an important construct to examine because of its implications in the relational process.  

The first manuscript was designed to summarize the current state of research on 

relationship maintenance and its correlations whereas the second and third manuscripts 

explored the processes that enhance and prevent successful relationship maintenance 

respectively.    

 The first manuscript was a meta-analytic review of relationship maintenance and 

its correlates.  Findings from this study showed that relationship maintenance is a 

construct that is made up of five distinct yet overlapping factors.  These factors were 

positivity, openness, assurances, social networks, and sharing tasks.  Each of these five 

factors had considerable associations with one another indicating the presence of a 

general construct of relationship maintenance, but supporting the importance of 

examining these factors individually as well.  Further, each of the five factors had 

significant positive associations with relationship satisfaction, commitment, mutuality, 

love, and liking.  These associations suggest that relationship maintenance is highly 

important in the development of intimate relationships.  Additionally, a significant 

association existed between relationship duration and maintenance that showed that the 

use of communicative maintenance behaviors decreases throughout the course of 

relationships while the presence of shared social networks increases.  Such a finding 

creates an important need for the exploration of the differential effects of relationship 
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maintenance across relationship stages.  Lastly, an analysis of gender differences in 

relationship maintenance illustrated a small effect indicating that women perform slightly 

more maintenance behaviors than men.  This finding provides some clarity to the 

otherwise conflicting results regarding gender differences in maintenance. 

 Manuscript two continued the exploration of the association between relationship 

maintenance and positive relationship correlates.  The association between commitment 

and relationship maintenance was examined.  To explore this relationship, a cross-lagged, 

actor-partner model was used in order to test competing causal pathways as well as to 

account for potential cross-partner effects.  Findings from this study suggest that 

commitment may cause the enactment of relationship maintenance behaviors rather than 

the alternative.  Both the actor and partner cross-lagged effects of commitment predicting 

relationship maintenance were significant.  When the competing model was tested, 

neither of the cross-lagged paths was significant. 

 The causal pathway from commitment to relationship maintenance indicates the 

importance of commitment from a relationship intervention perspective.  When couples 

are in distress and failing to develop in healthy ways, it is imperative that the 

commitment and relationship maintenance processes are intact.  If in fact commitment 

has a causal influence on relationship maintenance, it suggests that it is the commitment 

process rather than relationship maintenance that may need further attention.  To this end, 

increasing commitment levels within relationships may serve to restart the relationship 

maintenance process and promote healthy development. 

 The third manuscript explored relationship conflict as a barrier or turning point to 

successful maintenance as well as the moderational effects of conflict management styles.  
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Results from this manuscript suggest that the presence of relational conflicts decrease the 

enactment of relationship maintenance on a daily basis.  An important moderational 

effect, however, was also found.  The presence of constructive communication may serve 

to buffer the negative effects of relationship conflict.  Further, the presence of the actor-

demand partner-withdraw pattern also decreased the harmful effects of relationship 

conflict on the enactment of positivity but had no effect on openness.  The other 

destructive communication style, partner-demand actor-withdraw actually increased the 

detrimental effect of relationship conflict on the enactment of positivity and had no effect 

on openness.  

 Findings from this study may also inform relationship intervention.  Given that 

relational conflicts commonly occur in relationships, it is important to understand the 

effects that they can have.  Upon first look, the negative association between conflict and 

maintenance may suggest that conflicts should be avoided in order to avoid decreases in 

maintenance behaviors.  These findings suggest, however, that how couples handle their 

conflicts is more important than whether or not they occur.  Interventions may focus on 

minimizing aggressive conflict resolution in favor of rationale problem solving.  Such a 

shift from a problematic to a constructive resolution style may greatly reduce the 

detrimental effect of conflict on relationship maintenance. 

Contributions and Implications 

 This collection of manuscripts represents a number of important contributions to 

the literature on relationship maintenance.  Collectively, these manuscripts provide a 

coherent picture of the relationship maintenance constructs both methodologically and 

theoretically.   
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At the methodological level there were several important contributions made.  

First, relationship maintenance has been conceptualized and measured as both a global 

and a multifaceted construct.  The first manuscript provided evidence to support both of 

these uses of relationship maintenance.  Each of the five factors had moderate 

associations with each other suggesting that they are both independently important as 

well as conceptually related.  Second, relationship maintenance and its correlates are 

dynamic in nature in that they fluctuate daily.  No known study, however, has examined 

these behaviors using daily methods.  Both manuscripts two and three use a daily diary 

analysis of important predictors of relationship maintenance and find compelling 

evidence supporting the utility of such an approach.  The cross-lagged actor-partner 

model presented in manuscript two uncovered an important mechanism of healthy 

relationship development that could not have been shown using one-time measurement.  

Likewise, manuscript three illustrates that impact that daily conflict can have on the 

relationship maintenance process.  Both conflict and maintenance vary across days so 

measurement at any one time point may not capture the true dynamics of a couple’s 

conflict patterns.  Third, the important dyadic nature of these variables was explored.  

Dyadic data analyses are becoming more prevalent and important in the relationship 

literature because of the interdependence of partners.  In support of this notion, the APIM 

has become an important tool in understanding the mutual influence of intimate partners 

(Kenny, 1996).  The second manuscript used an adapted version of the APIM and found 

support for the prevalence of cross-partner effects in research on relationship 

maintenance.  Lastly, an important sampling contribution was made to the existing 

literature.  Most of the current literature examining relationship maintenance processes 
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uses heterosexual couples.  The result of this is that little is known about the mechanisms 

of relationship development in same-sex couples.  The development of relationship 

models and theory is equally important in both same and opposite-sex couples.  Both 

manuscripts two and three used a sample of same-sex couples to explore the processes 

that enhance and restrict relationship maintenance.  A series of very compelling and 

informative findings emerged that reinforce the importance of studying these couples.   

 In addition to the methodological strengths of this collection of manuscripts, a 

series of theoretical contributions was made as well.  Each of these manuscripts was 

guided by the logic of the social exchange and interdependence theories (Kelley, 1979; 

Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959).  The association between commitment 

and relationship maintenance that was previously only theoretical was empirically tested 

in manuscript two. Two important models of commitment emerged from the exchange 

and interdependence traditions.  The investment model posits an association between 

commitment and relationship maintenance whereby the enactment of relationship 

maintenance behaviors serves to communicate one’s commitment to their partner 

(Kelley, 1979; Rusbult, 1980, 1983).  A contradictory model argues the opposite 

association between commitment and relationship maintenance whereby individuals who 

feel committed develop a motivation to remain in their relationships.  Following this 

motivation, they develop an action plan to continue experiencing these feelings of 

commitment resulting in the enactment of relationship maintenance behaviors (Johnson, 

1999).  Despite emerging from a similar theoretical background, these two models of 

commitment illustrate an unanswered question.  The results presented in the second 

manuscript provide some empirical support for Johnson’s (1999) model of commitment.  
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The support for the causal pathway from commitment to relationship maintenance 

indicates that commitment may be the driving force in healthy relationship development 

as is posited in Johnson’s model (Johnson, 1999).  Additionally, independence theory 

argues that behavior in relationships is a function of the mutual influence of both 

partners.  Further support of this contention was found in the second manuscript as 

several of the cross-partner effects were significant.  In addition to the applications of 

interdependence theory to commitment, conflict was also explored using this framework.  

Braiker and Kelley (1979) posited a hierarchical model of conflict whereby relational 

conflicts occur on a higher or more general level and specific behavioral conflicts occur 

at a lower level.  Using the hierarchical model, relational conflicts should theoretically 

have an adverse effect on specific behavioral outcomes.  Results from the third 

manuscript supported this contention by showing that daily conflicts predicted decreases 

in relationship maintenance behaviors.  Taken together, this collection of manuscripts 

illustrates the importance of interdependence theory and its related models. 

Limitations and Future Directions 

 Several important limitations of this collection of manuscripts warrant mention 

and yield important future directions for research on relationship maintenance.  First, the 

meta-analysis uncovered considerable heterogeneity in the variances across studies.  The 

heterogeneity indicates that there are important differences between the studies that were 

included.  Future research should examine these sources of heterogeneity paying specific 

attention to relationship factors such as relationship type, duration, and composition that 

could uncover important information about the maintenance process.  Second, despite the 

importance of the diary approach to relationship maintenance, the duration of the diaries 
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used in manuscripts two and three were relatively short in length.  Given this short 

duration, it is unlikely that large relationship events occurred.  Future research should 

employ daily diaries at multiple time points longitudinally in order to increase the 

likelihood of observing diverse relational events.  Following couples over time would 

allow for predictors of relationship dissolution and problematic developmental outcomes 

to be elucidated.  Lastly, although it is not a weakness, manuscripts two and three use a 

sample of same-sex couples exclusively.  In order to demonstrate generalizability across 

couple types, future research should replicate the models presented in these manuscripts 

in multiple relational contexts.  Despite these limitations, these manuscripts represent 

considerable advances in the understanding of the antecedents and consequences of 

relationship maintenance in intimate relationships.   
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