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Abstract
Negative and positive conflict communication predicts long-term relationship satisfac-
tion. However, some studies show harmful effects and others show beneficial effects of
negative conflict communication on long-term relationship satisfaction. One reason for
the heterogeneous results might be that most studies focused on aggregated behaviors
across a conflict interaction but neglected the temporal dynamics within such an
interaction. This study examined whether individual initial levels and temporal trajec-
tories of negative and positive communications predict long-term relationship satisfac-
tion, and whether self-efficacy beliefs about clarity of other’s feelings (CoF) alter initial
levels and temporal trajectories of negative and positive communications. Negative and
positive communications were measured based on sequentially coded conflict discus-
sions of 365 couples; self-efficacy beliefs about CoF and relationship satisfaction were
measured by self-report questionnaires at baseline and at four annual follow-up
assessments. Results revealed that women’s initial positive communication predicted
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Email: lorena.leuchtmann@psychologie.uzh.ch

Journal of Social and
Personal Relationships

2019, Vol. 36(9) 2937–2960
ª The Author(s) 2018

Article reuse guidelines:
sagepub.com/journals-permissions
DOI: 10.1177/0265407518806582

journals.sagepub.com/home/spr

J S P R

Konstanzer Online-Publikations-System (KOPS) 
URL: http://nbn-resolving.de/urn:nbn:de:bsz:352-2-phn0uygfmee60

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1432-9133
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1432-9133
mailto:lorena.leuchtmann@psychologie.uzh.ch
https://sagepub.com/journals-permissions
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407518806582
http://journals.sagepub.com/home/spr
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1177%2F0265407518806582&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2018-10-25


higher intercepts of both partners’ relationship satisfaction, and stronger decreases in
women’s negative communication predicted a higher intercept of relationship satisfac-
tion in women. Additionally, less steep decreases in women’s trajectories of negative
communication predicted greater maintenance in women’s relationship satisfaction over
time. Additionally, men’s self-efficacy beliefs about CoF predicted decreases in men’s
negative communication, increases in women’s negative communication, and higher
initial levels of women’s positive communication. The current study highlights the
relevance of dynamic aspects of partners’ communication behaviors.

Keywords
Conflict communication, empathy, intimate relationships, relationship satisfaction, self-
efficacy beliefs, temporal dynamics

How couples settle their conflicts is a strong predictor of relationship functioning.

Behaviors observed in conflict interactions are robustly associated with relationship

satisfaction (Johnson et al., 2005; Markman, Rhoades, Stanley, Ragan, & Whitton, 2010;

Woodin, 2011) and predict long-term relationship stability (Lavner & Bradbury, 2012).

Many studies suggest that more negativity and less positivity are associated with worse

relationship outcomes (Johnson et al., 2005; Lavner & Bradbury, 2012; Woodin, 2011).

However, recent studies indicate that negative communication in conflict discussions

can also be beneficial in the long run (Karney & Bradbury, 1997; McNulty & Russell,

2010; Overall, Fletcher, Simpson, & Sibley, 2009). One reason for these heterogeneous

results might be that, to date, most studies have focused on aggregated behaviors across a

conflict interaction (Johnson et al., 2005; Markman et al., 2010) and widely neglected its

temporal dynamics. Negative and positive behaviors are, however, most likely not

equally distributed during the course of one conflict interaction but unfold over time

(Gottman, 1994) and couples differ in these temporal dynamics (Bloch, Haase, &

Levenson, 2014; Carstensen, Gottman, & Levenson, 1995; Gottman, Coan, Carrere, &

Swanson, 1998). The current study aims to target the variability in the initial levels and

temporal trajectories of negative and positive behavior in couples’ conflict discussion

and investigates (1) whether this variability has consequences for couples’ long-term

relationship satisfaction and (2) whether individual characteristics can predict this

variability. We propose that empathic competencies, more specifically self-efficacy

beliefs about clarity of other’s feelings (CoF), might play a crucial role.

Temporal dynamics of communication behaviors in conflict discussions

A key feature of conflict discussions in couples is the temporal dynamics of negative and

positive communication behaviors, over and above their general average level; that is,

regardless of the sheer aggregated level of negativity and positivity, some couples might

differ in how negativity and positivity start and unfold over time. According to Gottman

(1994), conflict interactions can be divided into three phases: The first phase represents

the agenda-building phase in which couples set up the topic and present their points of
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view and feelings. In the second phase, the arguing phase, partners start trying to per-

suade one another by criticizing each other or defending their own position. The arguing

phase is, for some couples, accompanied with negative emotions. Nevertheless, partners

can try to reduce negativity in the course of the arguing phase by de-escalating strategies

such as humor, distraction, or becoming aware of common ground. In the third phase, the

negotiation phase, couples ideally try to compromise and to find a solution or, if not

possible, continue their argument with counterproposals. Hence, according to this model,

negative and positive communications are likely to start at a certain level and unfold over

time and the initial levels and the temporal trajectories of negativity and positivity may

vary between couples.

Temporal dynamics of communication behaviors and relationship satisfaction

The average level of communication behaviors in conflict discussions has been shown to

predict long-term relationship satisfaction (Johnson et al., 2005), but the initial level and

the temporal trajectory of communication behaviors are also likely to be significant

predictors. While the average of communication behaviors captures the overall nega-

tivity across a whole conflict discussion (commonly operationalized by the sum of

positive (negative) behaviors during the conversation), the initial level (intercept) and

the temporal trajectory (slope) indicate how communication starts in the beginning and

unfolds across a given conflict discussion. Using the initial level and temporal trajectory

of communication behaviors as measures in couple research allows for the possibility

that the effect of communication behaviors differs depending on how the conflict dis-

cussion starts and develops. For instance, if negative communication primarily appears

in the beginning of a conflict discussion but fades out toward the end, while positive

communication increases during the interaction, the partners experience that they are

able to downregulate their conflicts and find a solution. In the long run, this may foster

the partners’ perceptions of relationship satisfaction. On the other hand, if negative

communication starts on a high level and remains stable during the entire conflict dis-

cussion or even increases toward the end, accompanied by permanently low levels of or

decreasing positive communication, the couple likely feels insufficiently capable in

solving their conflicts. They probably break up their argument unresolved with high

negativity and low positivity.

There are a few previous studies investigating the temporal dynamics of communi-

cation behaviors in couple discussions. Early studies showed that enduring cascades of

negative behavior are associated with lower concurrent relationship satisfaction (Car-

stensen et al., 1995) and de-escalation of negativity in conflict interactions predicts long-

term relationship stability (Gottman et al., 1998). A more recent study suggests that a

greater ability to interrupt cascades of negative behavior predicts long-term relationship

satisfaction (Bloch et al., 2014). However, these studies did not differentiate if the

downregulation of negativity took place in the beginning or in the end of a conflict

interaction. Given that other studies suggest that satisfied couples have intensive neg-

ative conflicts (Gottman, 1993), too, and negative communication can be beneficial for

long-term relationship functioning (Karney & Bradbury, 1997; McNulty & Russell,

2010; Overall et al., 2009), downregulation of negativity might not be important in the

Leuchtmann et al. 2939



beginning of an argument but gets more important across the course of a conflict dis-

cussion. That is, couples with higher long-term relationship satisfaction might initially

show equal levels of negative communication compared to couples with lower long-term

relationship satisfaction, but they might be better able to downregulate their negativity in

the course of the argument. In sum, there are several reasons why it might be particularly

couple’s capability of decreasing negativity rather than avoiding conflicts at the outset

that is crucial for maintaining high relationship satisfaction over time: (1) Patterns of

high negativity in the beginning or middle of a conflict discussion followed by lower

levels of negativity in the end have been shown to be characteristic for couples with high

relationship stability (Gottman, 1993); (2) avoidance of conflicts can be detrimental for

long-term relationship satisfaction (McNulty & Russell, 2010); and (3) de-escalation of

negative communication predicts long-term relationship outcomes (Bloch et al., 2014;

Gottman et al., 1998).

Regarding positive behavior in conflict discussions, research targeting temporal

dynamics is scarcer. More satisfied couples seem, on average, to communicate more

positively (Woodin, 2011) and positivity has been shown to be associated with long-term

relationship satisfaction and stability (Gottman et al., 1998). Thus, either high initial

level of positivity and/or increases in positivity is likely to be predictive of long-term

relationship satisfaction.

Predictors of temporal dynamics of couple communication

Couples vary in their initial levels and temporal trajectories of communication behaviors

in conflict discussion (Gottman, 1994) but little is known about individual characteristics

that account for this variability. A recent study showed that people with less avoidance

orientation toward goals within their romantic relationship showed a stronger decline in

their likelihood of negative communication during the course of a conflict discussion

(Kuster et al., 2015). However, besides this study, findings on which individual char-

acteristics alter initial levels and temporal trajectories of negative communication are

rare. Given that previous studies suggest that temporal dynamics of communication

behaviors are associated with relationship satisfaction (Bloch et al., 2014; Carstensen

et al., 1995), it seems important to continue this line of research. We propose that self-

efficacy beliefs about CoF may play a central role.

CoF is the emotional competency of knowing how other people feel and naming these

feelings (Lischetzke, Eid, & Diener, 2012). It can be classified as a cognitive component

of empathy and is conceptualized as a trait (Lischetzke, Eid, Wittig, & Trierweiler,

2001). As CoF focuses on the cognitive understanding of other people’s feelings, it is

distinct from other cognitive components of empathy such as perspective taking as

defined by Davis (1983) who captures the behavioral tendency to adopt the perspective

of others (Lischetzke et al., 2001). CoF was adapted from the analogous construct clarity

of one’s own feelings which is a specific facet of broader constructs capturing emotional

trait competencies concerning one’s own feelings (e.g., emotional intelligence; Salovey,

Mayer, Goldman, Turvey, & Palfai, 1995). Hence, CoF delineates a link between

interpersonal and intrapersonal emotional trait competency constructs.
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CoF can be assessed either as an ability or as a self-efficacy belief about this ability

and the current study focuses on the latter exclusively (Keefer, 2014; Lischetzke

et al., 2012). Self-efficacy beliefs are measured by self-report and capture an indi-

vidual’s perception of his/her own ability of identifying other people’s feelings

(Keefer, 2014). Self-efficacy beliefs about emotional competencies have shown to be

distinct from the actual abilities (Brackett, Rivers, Shiffman, Lerner, & Salovey,

2006; Keefer, 2014); however, they are at least equally important as actual abilities,

since self-efficacy beliefs are predictors of relevant individual and relationship out-

comes (Keefer, 2014; Leuchtmann et al., 2018; Lischetzke et al., 2012; Zeidner,

Kloda, & Matthews, 2013).

Past research examining closely related constructs suggests that self-efficacy beliefs

about CoF might affect a partner’s ability to alter the temporal dynamics of communi-

cation behaviors in conflict discussions in a de-escalating manner. A more accurate

understanding of one’s partner’s feelings within a specific conversation (i.e., empathic

accuracy) was found to be associated with less destructive and aggressive (Cohen,

Schulz, Liu, Halassa, & Waldinger, 2015) but more constructive and conciliatory

reactions to destructive partner behavior (Kilpatrick, Bissonnette, & Rusbult, 2002).

Moreover, the dispositional behavioral tendency to adopt the other person’s perspective

(i.e., perspective taking) goes along with a more yielding and less fighting conflict style

(Rizkalla, Wertheim, & Hodgson, 2008). Thus, cognitive components of empathy seem

to covary with more positivity and less negativity in conflict interactions (Cohen et al.,

2015; Rizkalla et al., 2008) and may also be linked to more de-escalating and more

constructive temporal trajectories of conflict interactions (Kilpatrick et al., 2002). This

assumption is supported by previous findings showing that self-efficacy beliefs predicted

similar outcomes as abilities in various contexts (Bandura, 1997; Zeidner et al., 2013)

and have been shown to be important predictors of adaptive behaviors in emotional

intense social interactions (see Keefer, 2014). More specifically, partners’ self-efficacy

beliefs about CoF may contribute to lower initial negativity and higher initial positivity

in couple conflicts and may predict stronger decreases in negativity and lower decreases

in positivity across the conflict interaction.

The current study

In the current study, we examined the variability in the temporal dynamics of negative

and positive communications in conflict discussions of couples. We capture the temporal

dynamics with the intercept (i.e., initial levels) and slope (i.e., trajectory) of commu-

nication behavior and tested the following hypotheses.

H1a: The temporal trajectory (slope) of negative communication (i.e., stronger

decreases) predicts less decrease in relationship satisfaction across 4 years,

whereas the initial level (intercept) of negative communication is not significant

predictor.

H1b: The initial level of positive communication and/or the trajectory (i.e., lower

decreases) of positive communication across the course of a conflict discussion

predicts less decrease in relationship satisfaction across 4 years.
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H2a: Partners’ self-efficacy beliefs about CoF predict a lower initial level of

negative communication and stronger declines in negative communication across

the conflict discussion.

H2b: Partners’ self-efficacy beliefs about CoF predict higher initial level of pos-

itive communication and lower decreases in positive communication across the

conflict discussion.

Method

Participants

The current study used data from a larger research project investigating the impact of

stress on intimate relationships. Couples were recruited by advertisements in newspapers

and on the radio. To be eligible, couples had to be in their current relationship for at least

1 year. The sample initially consisted of 368 heterosexual Swiss couples at the first

occasion of measurement. From three couples, we did not have observational data (one

couple refused to participate in the interaction task, one couple wanted to delete their

video after the task, and one video was missing due to technical problems). Thus, the

final sample consisted of 365 couples at the first assessment. Couples were between

20 years and 80 years old with a mean age of M¼ 47.2 years for women (SD¼ 18.3) and

M ¼ 49.3 years for men (SD ¼ 18.3). On average, they were in their current relationship

for M ¼ 21.2 years (SD ¼ 18.1, range: 1–60). Sixty-six percent of the couples were

married, 85% lived together, and 65% had children. Participant’s level of education and

income indicates that the current sample is a Swiss middle-class sample (Federal Sta-

tistical Office, 2015; for detailed sample description see Kuster et al., 2015).

Of the sample of 365 couples at time 1 (T1), 298 couples participated at time 2 (T2),

248 couples at time 3 (T3), 223 couples at time 4 (T4), and 218 couples at time 5 (T5).

Couples dropped out because of separation/divorce (41 couples), widowhood (6 couples)

or because they did not want to or were not able to participate anymore (100 couples).

Couples who dropped out differed from couples who still participated at T5 with respect

to the occurrence rate of negative communication in the conflict discussion at T1;

dropouts showed higher rates of negative communication (women: t(363) ¼ –2.18, p ¼
.030; men: t(363) ¼ –2.25, p ¼ .025). Additionally, dropouts had a lower education than

couples that still participated at T5 (women: U ¼ –2.79, p ¼ .005; men: U ¼ –2.11, p ¼
.035), the probability to dropout was almost twice as high for not married couples

compared to married couples (w2 (1) ¼ 9.44, p ¼ .002, odds ratio ¼ 1.98), and women

who still participated at T5 had a lower income at T1 (U ¼ –2.34, p ¼ .019). Dropouts

did not differ from couples who still participated at T5 in any other target variables,

control variables, age, or relationship duration at T1. This study was approved by the

local ethics committee. The current data set has already been used in other publications

(e.g., Kuster et al., 2015). The present article is the only one that targets long-term

effects of conflict communication on relationship satisfaction and the effect of CoF on

conflict communication. Consequently, the current results do not overlap with the

previous results reported.
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Procedure

Participants were invited to the laboratory, informed about the procedure, and provided

informed consent. Afterward, they completed questionnaires in separate rooms and

participated in three videotaped interaction tasks of 8-min duration each, (i.e., at first, in

a conflict discussion, afterward in two support interactions that are not relevant for the

present research question). At the end of T1, participants were reimbursed with 100 CHF

(approximately US$105). Participants were invited to the laboratory again annually

across the next 4 years (T2, T3, T4, and T5). At the following measurement points, the

same procedure took place as at T1, but reimbursement increased by 10 CHF

(approximately 11 USD) each year.

Measures

Relationship satisfaction. Relationship satisfaction was measured by the German version of

the Relationship Assessment Scale (Hendrick, 1988; Sander & Boecker, 1993). Both

partners rated 7 items on a 5-point scale with various verbal anchors depending on the

content of the items (e.g., “How often do you wish you had not gotten into this

relationship?” (reversely coded)). In the current study, we used data measured at T1, T2,

T3, T4, and T5; internal consistencies for men and women at all five measurement points

were acceptable, ranging from Cronbach’s a¼ .84 to a¼ .89. Strong factorial invariance

across measurement points and gender can be assumed, for details see the Online

Supplemental Material.

Communication behavior. In order to assess couples’ negative and positive communication

behavior, we relied on the videotaped conflict interaction task from T1. In this conflict

task, the two partners first rated the topic severity of 13 potential problem domains

(e.g., communication, finances, children, and sexuality) within their relationship

(Problem Areas Questionnaire (PAQ) A; Heavey, Christensen, & Malamuth, 1995) on

a 4-point scale (1 ¼ undemanding to 4 ¼ very demanding). They could also name

additional topics. Afterward, the two partners agreed upon the topic to be discussed

during the following 8 min while being videotaped. The most frequently discussed

topic was communication problems with the partner (n ¼ 54, 14.7%), followed by

annoying habits of the partner (n ¼ 43, 11.7%), and finances (n ¼ 38, 10.4%). The

average topic severity of the selected topic was M ¼ 2.63 (SD ¼ 0.70).

The negative and positive communication behavior partners displayed during this

conversation was coded based on an adapted version of the Specific Affective Coding

System (Bodenmann, 2011; Gottman, 1994). This coding system consists of different

categories regarding verbal negative communication (i.e., criticism, defensiveness,

domineering, stonewalling, interruption, contempt, and belligerence) and verbal positive

communication (i.e., interest/curiosity, validation, and caring). We used sequence cod-

ing cutting the videotaped interactions into 48 sequences, intervals of 10 s each. In each

sequence, research assistants coded if a negative or positive behavior, respectively,

occurred (¼ 1) or not (¼ 0). If negative and positive behaviors were present in the same

10-s interval, only negative behavior was coded. As the occurrence rates of the different
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subcategories of negative and positive communications were too low to be examined

separately (average occurrence rates ranged between 0.03 and 2.94 sequences for

negative communication and between 0.08 and 7.41 sequences for positive commu-

nication), we built a composite score combining all negative and positive sub-

categories, respectively. Given that the occurrence rate of negative and positive

communications in the first sequence was remarkably lower (negative communication:

5.5%; positive communication: 25.8%) compared to all other sequences (negative

communication ranging between 12.9% and 22.5%; positive communication ranging

between 29.1% and 39.0%) and the video visualization depicted that many couples

were not talking yet about their conflict topic but got accustomed to the situation, we

excluded the first sequence.

Assuring high standard behavioral coding, two research assistants were trained in

coding the observed negative communication behavior (at least 60 hr practice).

Throughout the training session, the two research assistants always coded together,

discussed inconsistencies, and had regular meetings with the coding instructor in which

they discussed questions and the coding instructor gave feedback on their coding. At the

end of the training period, interrater reliability was computed based on the coding of one

video, which was selected by the coding instructor based on the criterion that it contains

high variability in the coding categories. Interrater reliability was satisfactory with

Cohen’s k¼ .90. Subsequently, the two research assistants coded all videotaped conflict

interactions simultaneously, one focusing on the man and the other focusing on the

woman. The two research assistants coded all videos simultaneously to ensure that they

can discuss insecurities in coding and to ensure that they maintain high consistency in

coding. Data used in the current study were only based on coding after the training

session and reliability check.

Self-efficacy beliefs about CoF. Self-efficacy beliefs about CoF were measured by a

questionnaire of Lischetzke, Eid, Wittig, and Trierweiler (2001) containing 6 items such

as “I know what other people feel,” rated on a 4-point frequency scale (1¼ almost never,

4 ¼ almost always). Past studies have shown high reliability and validity of this

measure in different samples (Lischetzke et al., 2012, 2001). Internal consistencies

were .79–.82 in a German sample (Lischetzke et al., 2001) and .50–.82 in a study based

on 42 nations using a shortened version of the questionnaire (Lischetzke et al., 2012).

In the current study, we used data collected at T1. Internal consistencies were a ¼ .81

for women and a ¼ .88 for men, respectively.

Statistical analyses

In our first hypotheses (H1a and H1b), we were interested in whether the initial level and

temporal trajectory of negative and positive communications during a conflict discussion

predict long-term relationship satisfaction. To measure the initial level and temporal

trajectory of each partner’s negative and positive communications, we examined the

effect of time on the probability of showing negative and positive communication

behavior, respectively, within each sequence measured at T1 (probability of negative or

positive communication in the remainder of the manuscript). The data set of the
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observational data theoretically consisted of 365 (couples) � 2 (partners) � 47

(sequences) ¼ 34,310 data points with 153 data points missing (0.45%) resulting in a

final data set consisting of 34,157 data points. To take the nested and dyadic structure of

the data into account, we used a multilevel model for dyadic data that treat the three

levels of our data (sequences nested within partners nested within couples) as two levels

(for more details, see Laurenceau & Bolger, 2005; Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). Level 1

represents variability due to within person repeated measures and Level 2 represents

variability between couples. As negative and positive communications were coded as a

binary variable (0 ¼ no negative/positive communication present, 1 ¼ negative/positive

communication present), we used a generalized mixed linear model with a logit link

function, using the adaptive Gauss–Hermite quadrature approximation with an optimi-

zation of the random and fixed-effects coefficients in the penalized iteratively

reweighted least squares step (see Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). The initial levels and

temporal trajectories of negative and positive communications were estimated in sepa-

rate models. For making the statistical analysis more interpretable (Bolger & Laur-

enceau, 2013), the time variable was centered such that Time ¼ 0 represents the

beginning of the investigated part of the conversation (i.e., second sequence). Following

the recommendations of Barr, Levy, Scheepers, and Tily (2013), we included random

intercepts and random slopes for time.

We tested for linear and quadratic time trends. As the quadratic time trends were not

significant for negative communication (men: b ¼ .0002, SE ¼ .0003, p ¼ .518,

women: b ¼ �.0003, SE ¼ .0002, p ¼ .176) and positive communication (men: b ¼
�.0019, SE ¼ .0067, p ¼ .781; women: b ¼�.0018, SE ¼ .0068, p ¼ .791), we did not

include them in the analyses of negative and positive communications. We used the

lme4 (Bates, Maechler, Bolker, & Walker, 2015) package for multilevel modeling in R

(R Core Team, 2014). See the Online Supplemental Material for the equations and

results of the estimated models.

In both models (i.e., the models estimating the probability of negative and positive

communications, respectively), we extracted the individual intercepts and individual

slopes of time representing an individual’s initial level and temporal trajectory of his/her

own negative and positive communications, respectively. We then estimated a latent-

growth curve model incorporating dyadic data analysis procedures to account for the

interdependency between the partners of a couple (Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006),

predicting each partner’s individual intercept and slope of relationship satisfaction across

the five measurement points by both partners’ intercepts and slopes of negative and

positive communications within the conflict discussion (see Figure 1; Preacher, Wich-

man, MacCallum, & Briggs, 2008). We included relationship duration as a control

variable to consider the fact that the current sample was quite heterogeneous with regard

to relationship duration.1 Model estimations were conducted using Mplus 7 (Muthén &

Muthén, 1998–2015).

In our second hypotheses (H2a and H2b), we were interested in whether self-efficacy

beliefs about CoF account for variability in the initial levels and temporal trajectories of

negative and positive communications. Thus, we used the same multilevel model as

described earlier but included the effects of Time, CoF, and the cross-level interaction of

Time � CoF as predictors on the probability of negative and positive communications,
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respectively, within a specific sequence. Given the dyadic nature of our data, we

examined actor and partner effects of CoF and Time � CoF (actor effects: effects of

women’s [men’s] CoF on women’s [men’s] communication behavior; partner effects:

effects of women’s CoF on men’s communication behavior and vice versa). Separate

models were estimated for negative and positive communications. To rule out that the

effects of CoF were driven by relationship satisfaction, relationship duration, or topic

severity, we additionally included their main effects and their interaction effects with

Time.2 Before running the analyses, we adapted the predictor variables as follows: Time

was centered as described earlier, and CoF was grand-mean centered separately for men

Figure 1. Latent growth curve model: Intercept (I) and slope (S) of men’s and women’s negative
(NegCom) and positive (PosCom) communication in the conflict discussion at T1 predicting
individual intercepts and slopes of relationship satisfaction across five measurement points (T1, T2,
T3, T4, and T5). F ¼ females; M ¼ males; RS ¼ relationship satisfaction. Residuals of the latent
intercepts and slopes of men and women, and residuals of men and women’s RS at T1 through RS
T5, respectively, were allowed to correlate within measurement occasion. These correlations are
not displayed for the sake of clarity of presentation. For the same reason, the control variable,
relationship duration, is not depicted.
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and women by subtracting the mean of CoF across men (or women, respectively) from

each male (or female) partner’s raw score (Bolger & Laurenceau, 2013; Raudenbush &

Bryk, 2002).

Results

Descriptive statistics

Descriptive statistics and correlations of all study variables are presented in Table 1. In

women, relationship satisfaction of all measurement points was negatively associated

with the number of sequences with negative communication and positively associated

with the number of sequences with positive communication. In men, negative com-

munication was negatively associated with relationship satisfaction at T1 and T2 and the

number of sequences with positive communication was positively associated with

relationship satisfaction at T1. The significant correlations between men and women in

all study variables indicated that the interdependency within a couple had to be taken into

account in all further analyses.

Temporal dynamics of communication behavior and long-term relationship
satisfaction

In H1a and H1b, we proposed that greater downregulation of negative communication

across the course of the conflict discussion and the initial level of positive communi-

cation and/or the trajectory of positive communication would predict change in rela-

tionship satisfaction over time in men and women. The estimated latent-growth curve

model (see Figure 1) provided excellent fit to the data (w2(90) ¼ 120.18, p ¼ .019; root

mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) ¼ .030; comparative fit index (CFI) ¼
.987), and parameter estimates are presented in Table 2.

Higher decreases in women’s trajectory of negative communication within the con-

flict discussion at T1 predicted a higher intercept of women’s relationship satisfaction.

The effect of women’s trajectory of negative communication on men’s intercept of

relationship satisfaction showed the same trend and was marginally significant (p ¼
.055). Additionally, higher initial levels of women’s positive communication within a

conflict discussion at T1 predicted higher intercepts of both partners’ relationship

satisfaction. Thus, couples who started the conflict discussion with higher levels of

positivity of the women or were able to downregulate the women’s negativity throughout

the conflict conversation were those couples who also reported higher relationship

satisfaction at T1.

Women’s trajectory of negative communication within the conflict discussion at T1

predicted change in women’s relationship satisfaction over 4 years such that less

decreases in women’s negative communication predicted less decreases in women’s

relationship satisfaction over time.
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Table 2. Negative and positive communications predicting relationship satisfaction over time:
Parameter estimates of the latent growth curve model.

Unstandardized
estimate SE p 95% CI

Standardized
estimate

Latent variables
Intercept RSF 4.317 0.118 <0.001 [4.014, 4.548] 9.41
Intercept RSM 4.384 0.110 <0.001 [4.168, 4.599] 10.14
Slope RSF –0.059 0.034 0.086 [–0.126, 0.008] –0.73
Slope RSM –0.023 0.030 0.438 [–0.082, 0.035] –0.33

Path coefficients
Predicting intercept RSF

I_NegComF –0.040 0.039 0.302 [–0.116, 0.036] –0.10
I_NegComM –0.022 0.032 0.499 [–0.085, 0.042] –0.07
S_NegComF –7.220 1.789 <0.001 [–10.726, –3.714] –0.33
S_NegComM 2.101 1.740 0.227 [–1.309, 5.511] –0.10
I_PosComF 0.098 0.039 0.011 [0.022, 0.174] 0.15
I_PosComM 0.017 0.033 0.607 [–0.048, 0.082] 0.03
S_PosComF 1.129 1.725 0.513 [–2.252, 4.511] 0.04
S_PosComM 0.104 1.729 0.952 [–3.285, 3.492] 0.00
RelDur 0.000 0.001 0.989 [–0.003, 0.003] 0.00

Predicting intercept RSM

I_NegComF –0.003 0.036 0.930 [–0.074, 0.068] �0.01
I_NegComM –0.033 0.030 0.267 [–0.093, 0.026] �0.11
S_NegComF –3.192 1.667 0.055 [–6.458, 0.075] �0.16
S_NegComM –1.012 1.621 0.532 [–4.189, 2.164] �0.05
I_PosComF 0.085 0.036 0.019 [0.014, 0.156] 0.14
I_PosComM 0.044 0.031 0.154 [–0.016, 0.104] 0.09
S_PosComF 2.383 1.610 0.139 [–0.772, 5.539] 0.09
S_PosComM 1.116 1.613 0.489 [–2.046, 4.279] 0.05
RelDur 0.004 0.001 0.001 [0.002, 0.007] 0.18

Predicting slope RSF

I_NegComF –0.011 0.011 0.338 [–0.033, 0.011] �0.15
I_NegComM 0.004 0.009 0.702 [–0.015, 0.022] 0.06
S_NegComF 1.228 0.512 0.016 [0.225, 2.232] 0.33
S_NegComM –0.773 0.529 0.144 [–1.811, 0.264] �0.21
I_PosComF 0.004 0.011 0.706 [–0.017, 0.026] 0.04
I_PosComM –0.010 0.010 0.303 [–0.029, 0.009] �0.11
S_PosComF 0.558 0.495 0.260 [–0.413, 1.528] 0.11
S_PosComM 0.142 0.505 0.779 [–0.849, 1.132] 0.03
RelDur 0.001 0.000 0.007 [0.000, 0.002] 0.25

Predicting Slope RSM

I_NegComF –0.005 0.010 0.595 [–0.025, 0.014] �0.08
I_NegComM 0.008 0.008 0.329 [–0.008, 0.024] 0.16
S_NegComF –0.425 0.443 0.338 [–1.294, 0.444] �0.13
S_NegComM 0.540 0.457 0.237 [–0.355, 1.436] 0.17
I_PosComF 0.003 0.010 0.761 [–0.016, 0.022] 0.03
I_PosComM –0.008 0.008 0.341 [–0.025, 0.009] �0.10

(continued)
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Self-efficacy beliefs about CoF altering the temporal dynamics of communication
behavior

In H2a and H2b, we proposed that partners with higher self-efficacy beliefs about CoF

show lower initial levels and a stronger decrease in negative communication across the

conflict discussion and higher initial levels and lower decreases in positive communi-

cation than partners with lower self-efficacy beliefs about CoF. The estimated model

parameters are presented in Table 3 and were controlled for the effects of relationship

duration, relationship satisfaction, and topic severity and its respective interaction effects

with time.

In the model predicting the probability of negative communication, the actor and

partner effect of the interaction CoFMen � Time was significant and is illustrated in

Figure 2. The actor effect is depicted in the upper part of Figure 2 and shows that the

probability for men’s negative communication in men higher in CoF decreases from

10.0% to 6.7% in the course of the conflict discussion while it increases for men lower in

CoF from 8.8% to 14.5%. The partner effect of CoFMen� Time is illustrated in the lower

part of Figure 2 and shows the opposite pattern. The probability for women’s negative

Table 2. (continued)

Unstandardized
estimate SE p 95% CI

Standardized
estimate

S_PosComF 0.164 0.433 0.704 [–0.684, 1.013] 0.04
S_PosComM –0.036 0.440 0.934 [–0.899, 0.827] �0.01
RelDur 0.001 0.000 0.017 [0.000, 0.002] 0.22

Residual covariances
Intercept RSM$ Slope
RSM

–0.003 0.003 0.315 [–0.009, 0.003] –0.12

Intercept RSF $ Slope
RSF

0.003 0.004 0.362 [–0.004, 0.010] 0.11

Intercept RSF $
Intercept RSM

0.107 0.012 <0.001 [0.083, 0.131] 0.64

Slope RSF $ Slope RSM 0.002 0.001 0.007 [0.001, 0.004] 0.48
Intercept RSF $ Slope
RSM

0.004 0.003 0.200 [–0.002, 0.010] 0.14

Intercept RSM$ Slope
RSF

0.001 0.003 0.657 [–0.005, 0.008] 0.05

Explained Variance R2 SE p
Intercept RSF 0.16 0.04 <0.001
Intercept RSM 0.16 0.04 <0.001
Slope RSF 0.13 0.06 0.032
Slope RSM 0.10 0.05 0.070

Note. I_NegCom ¼ intercept of negative communication; S_NegCom ¼ slope of negative communication;
I_PosCom ¼ intercept of positive communication; S_PosCom ¼ slope of positive communication; RS ¼
relationship satisfaction; RelDur ¼ relationship duration; F ¼ females; M ¼ males. Significant values are given
in italics.
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communication with partners displaying high CoF increases from 10.0% to 13.3%,

whereas it decreases from 11.4% to 9.7% in couples with men low in CoF.

In the model predicting the probability of positive communication, the partner effect

of men’s CoF on women’s positive communication was significant. Thus, when men

reported higher CoF, their female partner showed higher initial levels of positivity in the

conflict discussion.

Discussion

The current study targeted the variability of temporal dynamics (initial levels and

temporal trajectories) of negative and positive communications within an 8-min conflict

Figure 2. Temporal trajectory of the likelihood of men’s (upper part) and women’s (lower part)
negative communication depending on men’s self-efficacy belief about clarity of other’s feelings
(men’s CoF). CoF: clarity of other’s feelings.
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discussion and tested (1) whether these temporal dynamics of partners’ negative and

positive communications within the conflict interaction can predict long-term relation-

ship satisfaction and (2) whether variability in those temporal dynamics can be predicted

by partner’s self-efficacy beliefs about CoF. Our results revealed that women of more

satisfied couples started their conflict discussion with higher positive communication

and were better able to downregulate their negative communication during the course of

the conflict conversation. This finding is in line with previous cross-sectional studies

showing that more satisfied couples communicate less negatively and more positively

(Woodin, 2011). Moreover, the current study goes beyond these previous studies by

showing that it seems to be the level of positive communication and the trajectory of

negative communication that are most strongly associated with relationship satisfaction.

Hence, it seems important to differentiate initial levels of a communication behavior

from temporal trajectories.

The trajectory of women’s negative communication did predict change in relationship

satisfaction across 4 years: Less decreases in women’s negative communication pre-

dicted greater maintenance of high levels of women’s relationship satisfaction across

time. This result yields the opposite pattern of our prediction and it is also in contrast to

the findings of Bloch, Haase, and Levenson (2014) showing that greater downregulation

of negative communication predicted increases in relationship satisfaction across time.

However, the current finding is in line with previous studies indicating that more neg-

ative communication can be beneficial for long-term relationship satisfaction under

certain circumstances (Karney & Bradbury, 1997; McNulty & Russell, 2010; Overall

et al., 2009). Given that only women’s trajectory of negativity but not the initial level of

negativity was predictive for long-term relationship satisfaction, it seems to be the tra-

jectory that actually matters. In line with explanations suggested by McNulty and Russell

(2010), the current findings may be interpreted as support for the notion that the

avoidance of negativity in conflicts can be detrimental for long-term relationship

satisfaction. More specifically, the current findings may indicate that it is important to

carry out conflicts even when associated with enduring negativity within a conflict

discussion in order to maintain long-term relationship satisfaction, although associated

with lower momentary relationship satisfaction. In sum, however, the current study

reveals that the interplay of positivity and negativity in conflict interaction with long-

term relationship satisfaction is extremely complex and that to date no clear pattern of

homogeneous findings emerges. The impact of positivity and negativity during a conflict

task reflects the climate of the conflict, yet, increases or decreases of these behaviors do

not imply that a conflict is actually solved, that a negative behavior is no longer present

but hidden for the sake of the interaction climate, or that enduring negativity within one

conflict interaction actually contributes to a solution of the conflict. In future studies, it

may be worth considering if the same conflict occurs repeatedly over time and how

positivity and negativity during this conflict influence relationship satisfaction, how

these behaviors influence relationship satisfaction if conflicts are solved after the dis-

cussion, and which temporal dynamics of behaviors within a conflict discussion con-

tribute to a more successful development of the conflict issue over time.

Neither initial negative communication nor initial positive communication or tra-

jectories of positive communication predicted changes in long-term relationship
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satisfaction. Some of the effects may have been nonsignificant due to the fact that

this study examined couples being in a long-term relationship who typically show

less variability in changes in relationship satisfaction compared to newlyweds. Thus,

more research is needed to disentangle which aspects of communication behavior

influence long-term relationship satisfaction. The current results suggest that the

investigation of temporal trajectories of communication behavior is a promising

subject of further scrutiny.

The current study suggests that negative communication behavior may have different

effects on relationship satisfaction in the short or long run. In the short run, consistently

with a considerable number of previous cross-sectional studies (Woodin, 2011), neg-

ative communication was negatively associated with relationship satisfaction. In the

long run, however, our data indicate that some aspects of negative communication may

contribute to greater maintenance of relationship satisfaction; a finding that is in line

with some prior studies (Karney & Bradbury, 1997; McNulty & Russell, 2010; Overall

et al., 2009) but not with others (Bloch et al., 2014). Further research is needed to

clarify which aspects of negative communication and under which circumstances

negative communication can be beneficial for long-term relationship satisfaction.

Findings of this study and past research showing positive long-term effects of negative

communication need to be replicated and new insights need to be provided to resolve

the current heterogeneity.

Results of the current study examined actor and partner effects of self-efficacy beliefs

about CoF on negative and positive communications and revealed that self-efficacy

beliefs about CoF altered the temporal trajectory of negative communication and the

initial level of positive communication within a conflict discussion. First and in line with

our hypothesis, men who reported to know other people’s feelings well showed a

stronger decrease in negative communication (actor effect) suggesting that they down-

regulated their own negative behavior within the temporal course of the conflict dis-

cussion more effectively. This finding is in line with previous studies examining other

aspects of cognitive empathy showing that men’s cognitive empathy covaries with less

negativity (Cohen et al., 2015; Rizkalla et al., 2008) and with more de-escalating conflict

communication (Kilpatrick et al., 2002). Thus, the current results confirm the robustness

of the actor effect of cognitive empathy on constructive conflict styles.

Second, men’s self-efficacy beliefs about CoF predicted stronger increases in

women’s negative communication and higher levels in women’s initial positive com-

munication (partner effects), which may be interpreted as a more engaged conflict

communication behavior (more negativity and positivity). In contrast to the best of our

knowledge, the only other study examining partner effects of cognitive empathy on

conflict communication (Kilpatrick et al., 2002) showed that one partner’s cognitive

empathy was associated with more constructive and conciliatory reactions on

destructive partner behavior in the other partner indicating a more de-escalating

conflict communication. The divergent results may be explained by the fact that the

previous study examined a different aspect of cognitive empathy (i.e., empathic

accuracy) and examined self-reported conflict communication whereas the current

study used behavioral observations. More research is needed to clarify partner effects

of different aspects of cognitive empathy on conflict communication.
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Women’s self-efficacy beliefs about CoF did not predict either negative or positive

communication behavior. One reason for the nonsignificant findings in women may be

that most of the women had relatively high levels of CoF, resulting in potential ceiling

effects and making it less likely for the effect to reach statistical significance.

Strengths and limitations

Major strengths of the current study are its longitudinal design, the inclusion of

observational data, and the investigation of the temporal trajectories of negative and

positive communications. The longitudinal design allowed us to assess associations

with long-term relationship satisfaction and to test for effects on changes in rela-

tionship satisfaction. The inclusion of observational data limits the vulnerability of the

results for being inflated by shared method variance. And by investigating the temporal

trajectories of negative and positive communications, this study expands on previous

results by taking aspects of the temporal dynamics of conflict discussions into account.

Nevertheless, several limitations have to be mentioned. First, we were not able to

disentangle the distinct effects of different negative communication behaviors, as the

incidence rates of the single behaviors were too low. As the effects of negative com-

munication on relationship satisfaction might differ depending on the specific type of

negative communication (e.g., whether the negative communication is direct or indirect;

Overall et al., 2009), future studies with higher incidence rates of negative behaviors

should target this possibility.

Second, the coding procedure had some weaknesses. Cohen’s k was calculated based

on one video only, which increases the likelihood that the reported interrater reliability is

not representative for all videos. However, the coding instructor carefully selected the

video such that it contains high variability in the different coding categories. Addi-

tionally, the provided Cohen’s k is a conservative estimator as it was based on different

subcategories of positivity and negativity whereas in the current study we did not dif-

ferentiate the subcategories but only used the coding positivity, negativity, and neutral.

Thus, the interrater reliability on the level of these three superordinate categories may be

even higher. However, no continued reliability assessments were conducted throughout

the coding process, which heightens the likelihood of coding shifts (Harris & Lahey,

1982). Albeit we do not have statistical proof, the procedure that the two research

assistants coded all videos together throughout the whole coding process and were

instructed to discuss ambiguous sequences likely enhanced the equality of coding

between the two coders throughout the coding process. Moreover, as one research

assistant always coded the male partner and the other research assistant always coded the

female partner, coders were confounded with gender, which may have influenced the

gender-specific results in the current study.

Third, self-efficacy beliefs about CoF did not specifically capture self-efficacy beliefs

about clarity of feelings of one’s partner but assessed self-efficacy beliefs about clarity of

feelings of other people in general. Given that self-efficacy beliefs about CoF can vary

across interaction partners, this might have influenced the results. As the current study

investigated the effect of self-efficacy beliefs about CoF (unspecific to one’s partner) on
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negative communication (relationship-specific variable), the current study might even

underestimate the strength of the effect.

Fourth, we measured self-efficacy beliefs about CoF unspecific to the type of feel-

ings, but the effect of self-efficacy beliefs about CoF on conflict communication may

depend on what type of feeling one is clear about (Cohen et al., 2015). It might be

particularly beneficial, for example, to be clear about one’s partner’s soft emotions, such

as sadness or feeling hurt (vs. hard emotions such as anger; Sanford, 2007). Future

studies could benefit from disentangling the distinct effects of self-efficacy beliefs about

CoF regarding specific feelings.

Fifth, the effects of self-efficacy beliefs about CoF on negative and positive com-

munications are based on cross-sectional data. Thus, no conclusion about the direction of

effect can be drawn. Conflict communication skills might also foster self-efficacy beliefs

about CoF. Most likely, the effects are bidirectional: self-efficacy beliefs about CoF alter

conflict communication and experiences in conflict discussions influence self-efficacy

beliefs about CoF in the long run.

Practical implications

The current results suggest that momentary relationship satisfaction is associated with

higher initial positive communication and stronger decreases in negative communi-

cation of women. Additionally, less decrease in women’s negative communication was

associated with better maintenance of relationship satisfaction across time. Thus,

initial levels at the start of a conversation and temporal trajectories of communication

behaviors seem to have distinct effects on relationship satisfaction. These results

demonstrate the importance of taking temporal dynamics of communication behavior

into account in future studies as using sum-scores of communication behavior

important information may be missed.

The effect that less decrease in women’s trajectory of negative communication was

accompanied with greater maintenance of relationship satisfaction in the long run may

suggest that couples should be encouraged to carry out their conflicts in order to maintain

long-term relationship satisfaction, although it is associated with lower momentary

relationship satisfaction. However, based on the findings of previous studies, this advice

may need to be adjusted to the individual characteristics of the couple. Couples may

especially benefit from carrying out their conflicts even when accompanied with high

negativity when the problem at stake is severe (McNulty & Russell, 2010), when their

negative communication is direct rather than indirect (Overall et al., 2009), and when

partners experience few depressive symptoms (Baker & McNulty, 2015).

For changing a couple’s conflict communication, besides other well-known couple

interventions (see, e.g., Baucom & Epstein, 1990; Johnson & Greenberg, 1995), the

current results suggest that it may also be a promising staring point to target men’s self-

efficacy beliefs about CoF. Whether it may be also worth strengthening women’s self-

efficacy beliefs about CoF cannot be decided based on the current results as effects of

women’s CoF were not significant, which, however, may also be due to ceiling effects in

women’s CoF. Future research is needed to further clarify the gender effects.

Strengthening self-efficacy beliefs about CoF could be implemented by encouraging
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partners to explicitly express their understanding of the other partner’s feelings and to

provide positive feedback to each other whenever they felt understood.
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Notes

1. We tested whether marriage (being married vs. being not married) had an impact on the effects

by including marriage as an additional control variable. However, as marriage did not substan-

tially alter the results, we did not include it as a control variable in the final models.

2. We tested whether marriage (being married vs. being not married) had an impact on the effects

by including its main effects and its interaction effects with Time. However, as these predictors

did not substantially alter the results, we did not include them in the final models.

References

Baker, L. R., & McNulty, J. K. (2015). Adding insult to injury: partner depression moderates the

association between partner-regulation attempts and partners’ motivation to resolve interper-

sonal problems. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 41(6), 839–852. doi:10.1177/

0146167215580777

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. New York, NY: Freeman.

Barr, D. J., Levy, R., Scheepers, C., & Tily, H. J. (2013). Random effects structure for confirma-

tory hypothesis testing: Keep it maximal. Journal of Memory and Language, 68, 255–278. doi:

10.1016/j.jml.2012.11.001

Bates, D., Maechler, M., Bolker, B., & Walker, S. (2015). Fitting linear mixed-effects models

using lme4. Journal of Statistical Software, 67, 1–48. doi:10.18637/jss.v067.i01

Baucom, D. H., & Epstein, N. (1990). Cognitive-behavioral marital therapy. New York, NY:

Brunner/Mazel.

Bloch, L., Haase, C. M., & Levenson, R. W. (2014). Emotion regulation predicts marital satisfac-

tion: More than a wives’ tale. Emotion, 14, 130–144. doi:10.1037/a0034272

Bodenmann, G. (2011). Kodiersystem zur Erfassung der dyadischen Kommunikation bei Paaren.

[Coding System to Assess the Dyadic Communication in Couples]. Unpublished Manual,

University of Zurich, Zurich, Switzerland.

Leuchtmann et al. 2957

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1432-9133
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1432-9133
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1432-9133
mailto:guy.bodenmann@uzh.ch


Bolger, N., & Laurenceau, J. P. (2013). Intensive longitudinal methods: an introduction to diary

and experience sampling research. New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Brackett, M. A., Rivers, S. E., Shiffman, S., Lerner, N., & Salovey, P. (2006). Relating emotional

abilities to social functioning: A comparison of self-report and performance measures of

emotional intelligence. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 91, 780–795. doi:10.

1037/0022-3514.91.4.780

Carstensen, L. L., Gottman, J. M., & Levenson, R. W. (1995). Emotional behavior in long-term

marriage. Psychology and Aging, 10, 140–149. doi:10.1037/0882-7974.10.1.140

Cohen, S., Schulz, M. S., Liu, S. R., Halassa, M., & Waldinger, R. J. (2015). Empathic accuracy

and aggression in couples: Individual and dyadic links. Journal of Marriage and Family, 77,

697–711. doi:10.1111/jomf.12184

Davis, M. H. (1983). Measuring individual differences in empathy: Evidence for a multidimen-

sional approach. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 44, 113–126. doi:10.1037/

0022-3514.44.1.113

Federal Statistical Office (2015). Monatlicher Bruttolohn nach Grossregionen [Monthly

brutto-income depending on larger regions]. Neuchâtel, Switzerland: Federal Statistical Office.

Gottman, J. M. (1993). The roles of conflict engagement, escalation, and avoidance in marital

interaction: A longitudinal view of five types of couples. Journal of Consulting and Clinical

Psychology, 61, 6–15. doi:10.1037/0022-006X.61.1.6

Gottman, J. M. (1994). What predicts divorce? Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Gottman, J. M., Coan, J., Carrere, S., & Swanson, C. (1998). Predicting marital happiness and

stability from newlywed interactions. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 60, 5. doi:10.2307/

353438

Harris, F. C., & Lahey, B. B. (1982). Recording system bias in direct observational methodology.

Clinical Psychology Review, 2, 539–556. doi:10.1016/0272-7358(82)90029-0

Heavey, C. L., Christensen, A., & Malamuth, N. M. (1995). The longitudinal impact of demand

and withdrawal during marital conflict. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 63,

797–801. doi:10.1037/0022-006X.63.5.797

Hendrick, S. S. (1988). A generic measure of relationship satisfaction. Journal of Marriage and the

Family, 50, 93–98. doi:10.2307/352430

Johnson, M. D., Cohan, C. L., Davila, J., Lawrence, E., Rogge, R. D., Karney, B. R., . . . Bradbury,

T. N. (2005). Problem-solving skills and affective expressions as predictors of change in

marital satisfaction. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 73, 15–27. doi:10.1037/

0022-006X.73.1.15

Johnson, S. M., & Greenberg, L. S. (1995). The emotionally focused approach to problems in adult

attachment. In N. S. Jacobson & A. S. Gurman (Eds.), Clinical handbook of couple therapy, pp.

121–141. New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Karney, B. R., & Bradbury, T. N. (1997). Neuroticism, marital interaction, and the trajectory of

marital satisfaction. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 72, 1075–1092. doi:10.

1037/0022-3514.72.5.1075

Keefer, K. V. (2014). Self-report assessments of emotional competencies: A critical look at

methods and meanings. Journal of Psychoeducational Assessment, 33, 3–23. doi:10.1177/

0734282914550381

Kenny, D. A., Kashy, D. A., & Cook, W. L. (2006). Dyadic data analysis. New York, NY:

Guilford Press.

2958 Journal of Social and Personal Relationships 36(9)



Kilpatrick, S. D., Bissonnette, V. L., & Rusbult, C. E. (2002). Empathic accuracy and accommo-

dative behavior among newly married couples. Personal Relationships, 9, 369–393. doi:10.

1111/1475-6811.09402

Kuster, M., Bernecker, K., Backes, S., Brandstätter, V., Nussbeck, F. W., Bradbury, T. N., . . .

Bodenmann, G. (2015). Avoidance orientation and the escalation of negative communication in

intimate relationships. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 109, 262–275. doi:10.

1037/pspi0000025

Laurenceau, J. P., & Bolger, N. (2005). Using diary methods to study marital and family processes.

Journal of Family Psychology, 19, 86–97. doi:10.1037/0893-3200.19.1.86

Lavner, J. A., & Bradbury, T. N. (2012). Why do even satisfied newlyweds eventually go on to

divorce? Journal of Family Psychology, 26, 1–10. doi:10.1037/a0025966

Leuchtmann, L., Zemp, M., Milek, A., Nussbeck, F. W., Brandstätter, V., & Bodenmann, G.

(2018). Role of clarity of other’s feelings for dyadic coping. Personal Relationships, 25,

38–49. doi:10.1111/pere.12226

Lischetzke, T., Eid, M., & Diener, E. (2012). Perceiving one’s own and others’ feelings around

the world: the relations of attention to and clarity of feelings with subjective well-being

across nations. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 43, 1249–1267. doi:10.1177/

0022022111429717

Lischetzke, T., Eid, M., Wittig, F., & Trierweiler, L. (2001). Die Wahrnehmung eigener und

fremder Gefühle: Konstruktion und Validierung von Skalen zur Erfassung der emotionalen

Selbst- und Fremdaufmerksamkeit sowie der Klarheit über Gefühle [Perceiving the feelings of

oneself and others: Construction and validation of scales assessing the attention to and the

clarity of feelings]. Diagnostica, 47, 167–177. doi:10.1026//0012-1924.47.4.167

Markman, H. J., Rhoades, G. K., Stanley, S. M., Ragan, E. P., & Whitton, S. W. (2010). The

premarital communication roots of marital distress and divorce: The first five years of

marriage. Journal of Family Psychology, 24, 289–298. doi:10.1037/a0019481

McNulty, J. K., & Russell, V. M. (2010). When “negative” behaviors are positive: A contextual

analysis of the long-term effects of problem-solving behaviors on changes in relationship

satisfaction. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 98, 587–604. doi:10.1037/

a0017479

Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. O. (1998). Mplus user’s guide (7th ed.). Los Angeles, CA: Muthén &

Muthén.

Overall, N. C., Fletcher, G. J. O., Simpson, J. A., & Sibley, C. G. (2009). Regulating partners in

intimate relationships: The costs and benefits of different communication strategies. Journal of

Personality and Social Psychology, 96, 620–639. doi:10.1037/a0012961

Preacher, K. J., Wichman, A. L., MacCallum, R. C., & Briggs, N. E. (2008). Latent growth curve

modeling. Los Angeles, CA: Sage.

R Core Team. (2014). R: A language and environment for statistical computing. Vienna, Austria:

R Foundation for Statistical Computing. Retrieved, from http://www.R-project.org

Raudenbush, S. W., & Bryk, A. S. (2002). Hierarchical linear models: applications and data

analysis methods (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Rizkalla, L., Wertheim, E. H., & Hodgson, L. K. (2008). The roles of emotion management and

perspective taking in individuals’ conflict management styles and disposition to forgive.

Journal of Research in Personality, 42, 1594–1601. doi:10.1016/j.jrp.2008.07.014

Leuchtmann et al. 2959

http://www.R-project.org


Salovey, P., Mayer, J. D., Goldman, S. L., Turvey, C., & Palfai, T. P. (1995). Emotional attention,

clarity, and repair: Exploring emotional intelligence using the trait meta-mood scale. In J. W.

Pennebaker (Ed.), Emotion, disclosure, and health (pp. 125–154). Washington, DC: American

Psychological Association.

Sander, J., & Boecker, S. (1993). Die deutsche Form der Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS):

Eine kurze Skala zur Messung der Zufriedenheit in einer Partnerschaft [The German version of

the Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS): A short scale for measuring satisfaction in a dyadic

relationship]. Diagnostica, 39, 55–62.

Sanford, K. (2007). Hard and soft emotion during conflict: Investigating married couples and other

relationships. Personal Relationships, 14, 65–90. doi:10.1111/j.1475-6811.2006.00142.x

Woodin, E. M. (2011). A two-dimensional approach to relationship conflict: Meta-analytic

findings. Journal of Family Psychology, 25, 325–335. doi:10.1037/a0023791

Zeidner, M., Kloda, I., & Matthews, G. (2013). Does dyadic coping mediate the relationship

between emotional intelligence (EI) and marital quality? Journal of Family Psychology, 27,

795–805. doi:10.1037/a0034009

2960 Journal of Social and Personal Relationships 36(9)



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 266
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 175
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 266
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 175
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 900
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 175
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 9
      /MarksWeight 0.125000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [288 288]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




