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This thesis examined student-participants' self-

reported use of romantic relational maintenance strategies 

and their partners' reports of relational satisfaction. 

Additionally, individuals outside the romantic relationship 

reported on student-participants' general communicator 

style. The research proposed that general style reports 

would be predictive of relational maintenance strategy usage 

and of romantic partners' relational satisfaction. The 

study found that general style behaviors may not be 

indicative of relational maintenance strategy usage or 

romantic partners' relational satisfaction. Tests of sex 

differences revealed that females' expression of various 

relational maintenance strategies and style behaviors are 

associated with male partners' relational satisfaction; 

however, no results were obtained indicating specific 

behaviors expressed by males result in female partners' 

relational satisfaction. 
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CHAPTER 1 

RESEARCH PROBLEM 

Introduction 

This chapter presents the purpose of the study. Key-

terms involved in the research are defined and the 

significance of the study is discussed. The pragmatical 

base of the study is also offered. 

Purpose of the Study 

This study sought to investigate relationships between 

one's use of relational maintenance strategies and one's 

general communicator style in heterosexual, romantic 

relationships. Furthermore, this investigation sought to 

create a better understanding of the relationship of one's 

general communicator style and/or one's use of relational 

maintenance strategies to romantic relational satisfaction. 

Past research has investigated the relational 

maintenance strategies used in interpersonal relationships 

and the relationship of these strategies to individuals' 

satisfaction within relationships (e.g., Ayres, 1983; Bell, 

Daly, & Gonzalez, 1987; Canary, Stafford, Hause, & Wallace, 

1993; Dainton, Stafford, & Canary, 1994; Dindia & Baxter, 

1987; Shea & Pearson, 1986; Stafford & Canary, 1991). 

Researchers have examined such factors as relationship type, 

gender, partner intent, and relational characteristics as 
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related to relational maintenance strategy usage (e.g., 

Ayres, 1983; Canary Stafford, Hause, & Wallace, 1993; Shea & 

Pearson, 1986; Stafford & Canary, 1991). No studies, to 

date, have researched the possibility of communicator style 

as a "predictor" of maintenance strategy usage in romantic 

relationships. 

Various general communicator style dimensions, based on 

Norton's (1983) Communicator Style Measure, appear to be 

similar to behaviors exhibited in relational maintenance 

strategies. For instance, Norton's friendly dimension 

consists of confirming, affectionate, positive, supportive 

behaviors which are similar to the nice, courteous, 

cheerful, polite behaviors exhibited within the relational 

maintenance strategy termed positivity (Stafford & Canary, 

1991; Norton, 1983). Therefore, this study sought to 

investigate if one's style of communicating with others in 

general may be predictive of one's romantic relational 

communication. That is, is the way one communicates with 

others outside their romantic relationship indicative of the 

way one communicates with their romantic relational partner? 

More specifically, this study investigated if one's general 

style predicts one's use of relational maintenance 

strategies within romantic relationships. 

Norton's (1983) definition of communicator style and 

the results of the Wheeless and Parsons (1995) study provide 

additional support for the notion that one's style of 



communicating in general may reflect one's style of 

communicating in romantic relationships. Norton defined 

communicator style as the "relatively enduring pattern of 

human interaction associated with an individual" (p. 19). 

One's style of communicating is, therefore, perceived as 

relatively consistent regardless of context, situation, and 

interactants. Thus, the way one communicates with others 

outside the romantic relationship may be indicative of the 

way she/he communicates with her/his romantic relational 

partner. Therefore, one's general communicator style may be 

predictive of one's romantic relational communication. 

Wheeless and Parsons (1995) researched a similar notion 

in regard to sexual communication. The researchers 

investigated a relationship between communication 

apprehension and sexual communication satisfaction. 

Wheeless and Parsons found that how comfortable one felt 

about communicating with others in general appeared to be 

directly related with one's level of sexual communication 

satisfaction. That is, the more comfortable people were 

communicating with others in general, the more comfortable 

people were communicating with their sexual partners about 

sex. 

Wheeless and Parsons (1995) reported that the quality 

of the sexual communication is reflective of the quality of 

the sexual relationship between partners. They stated that 

"what you feel is what you might get" (p. 39). That is, 
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those who are apprehensive about communicating with others 

in general may also be apprehensive about discussing sex 

with their sexual partners. This apprehension may translate 

into lowered satisfaction with one's own sexual 

relationships, consequently, "what they feel is what they 

get" . 

Therefore, based on Norton's (1983) conceptualization 

of communicator style and on the Wheeless and Parsons (1995) 

finding, it may be argued that what you see is what you get. 

That is, individuals outside of a romantic relationship may 

be able to infer one's style of communicating within 

romantic relationships. Consequently, one's general 

communicator style may be indicative of one's relational 

communication, including one's use of romantic relational 

maintenance strategies. If it is found that those outside a 

romantic relationship cannot infer ones' style of romantic 

relational communication, the implication may be that 

individuals cannot predict what they are getting in a 

romantic relational partner until they already have the 

partner. 

Furthermore, the romantic relational maintenance 

strategies one utilizes may be predicted by one's style of 

communicating with others in general as both style and 

relational maintenance are aspects of relational 



communication. Watzlawick, Beavin, and Jackson (1967) 

reported that all messages contain a content and a command 

level. The content level refers to the information conveyed 

whereas the command level refers to "what sort of a message 

it is to be taken as, and, therefore, ultimately to the 

relationship between the communicants" (p. 52). Thus, the 

command level of messages may be referred to as relational 

communication or metacommunication as it is communication 

about the communication (Parks, 1977, p. 372). 

Norton (1983) conceptualized communicator style as "the 

way one verbally, nonverbally, and paraverbally interacts to 

signal how literal meaning should be taken, interpreted, 

filtered, or understood" (p. 19). Norton's 

conceptualization is very similar to Watzlawick's et al. 

(1967) designation of the command level of messages as 

Norton states that communicator style involves the sender 

signalling the receiver as to how the message should be 

understood. The signals sent to the receiver comment on the 

type of relationship the two share. Therefore, one's 

communicator style is communication about the relationship 

between the sender and receiver. 

Relational maintenance strategies are also utilized to 

signify the type of relationship the interactants share. 

Relational maintenance strategies refer to the communicative 

behaviors used to "sustain desired relational definitions" 

(Canary & Stafford, 1994, p. 6). Thus, the 



conceptualizations for both relational maintenance and 

communicator style reflect that of relational communication. 

Due to this conceptual similarity, it may be that one is 

predictive of the other. This study investigated if it may 

be possible to predict the relational maintenance strategies 

one uses in romantic relationships based on one's general 

communicator style. 

In addition, researchers have linked relational 

maintenance strategy usage with relational satisfaction 

(e.g., Dainton, Stafford, & Canary, 1994). Other 

researchers have shown communicator style to impact 

relational satisfaction (e.g., Honeycutt, Wilson, & Parker, 

1982; Stohl, 1981; Wheeless, Frymier, & Thompson, 1992). 

Relational satisfaction refers to how happy or good one 

feels a specific relationship is as a whole (Norton, 1983, 

p. 143). 

How happy or satisfied one is with their relationships 

may depend on such relational communication factors as 

communicator style and/or relational maintenance strategy 

usage within relationships. If a sender's signals as to how 

to interpret messages is not perceived in accordance with 

the receiver's definition of their relationship, it is 

probable the receiver will become dissatisfied with that 

relationship. Therefore, the above mentioned studies which 

link relational maintenance strategy usage and relational 

satisfaction, and those studies linking communicator style 



and relational satisfaction provided the groundwork for this 

investigation of the relationships among communicator style, 

relational maintenance strategy usage, and romantic 

relational satisfaction. 

It may be that a certain combination of communicator 

style dimensions and/or relational maintenance strategies 

best predict relational satisfaction. The present study 

sought to investigate, first, if others' reports of one's 

communicator style dimensions and one's self-reported use of 

relational maintenance strategies share a correlation and, 

if so, which combinations of style and relational 

maintenance strategies best relate to one's romantic 

partner's report of relational satisfaction. Second, the 

study sought to investigate if communicator style or 

relational maintenance strategies is more predictive of 

partner's satisfaction in romantic relationships. This 

study also investigated any sex differences relating to 

whether style or relational maintenance strategies best 

predict individuals' satisfaction within romantic 

relationships. It may be that communicator style and 

relational maintenance strategy usage and preference differs 

for females and males. If it is 

found that one or the other is more predictive of relational 

satisfaction, then the focus of future study may be more 

direct in identifying the means with which to help 

individuals enjoy more satisfying romantic relationships. 
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Definitions of terms 

Relational Maintenance Strategies. Canary and Stafford 

(1994) describe relational maintenance strategies as the 

"actions and activities used to sustain desired relational 

definitions" (p. 6). Relational definitions refer to 

particular characteristics of specific relationships (Canary-

Si: Stafford). For instance, included among the 

characteristics of romantic relationships may be mutual 

attraction. Therefore, relational maintenance strategies in 

romantic relationships would include the actions and 

activities used in order to sustain relational partners' 

attraction to one other. 

Several typologies of relational maintenance strategies 

have been developed (e.g., Ayres, 1983; Bell, Daly, & 

Gonzalez, 1987; Canary, Stafford, Hause, & Wallace, 1993; 

Dindia & Baxter, 1987; Stafford & Canary, 1991). The 

typology identified by Stafford and Canary (1991) was 

utilized in this study's assessment of relational 

maintenance strategies. Stafford's and Canary's typology is 

the one used most prevalently in relational maintenance 

research (see Canary & Stafford, 1992; Canary, Stafford, 

Hause, & Wallace, 1993; Dainton, Stafford, & Canary, 1994; 

Stafford & Canary, 1991). 

Communicator Style. As previously mentioned, Norton 

(1983) defined communicator style as "the way one verbally, 

nonverbally, and paraverbally interacts to signal how 
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literal meaning should be taken, interpreted, filtered, or 

understood" (p. 19). Based on Norton's definition and on 

the previously mentioned relational communication 

definition, it may be asserted that one's communicator style 

is communication about the relationship between the sender 

and receiver. That is, one's style of relaying information 

indicates how the sender perceives the receiver of the 

information and indicates the relationship between the 

sender and receiver. Apparently, the more valued the 

receiver and the relationship between the two, the more the 

sender will exhibit a relatively positive communicator 

style. 

Interesting to note is that the strategies used in 

order to maintain relationships, both those relationships 

that are deemed satisfying and those that are deemed 

dissatisfying, may necessitate using an appropriate style of 

communication so that the sender's intentions regarding the 

relationship will be understood by the receiver. Once again 

the notion is presented that communicator style and 

relational maintenance strategies share some degree of 

isomorphism as they both indicate relational communication. 

Furthermore, both communicator style and relational 

maintenance strategies have been shown to impact perceptions 

of satisfaction within interpersonal relationships (see 

Baxter & Simon, 1993; Bell, Daly, & Gonzalez, 1987; Dainton, 

Stafford, & Canary 1994; Dindia & Baxter, 1987; Honeycutt, 
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Wilson, & Parker, 1982; Norton, 1983; Norton & Pettegrew, 

1977; Stafford & Canary, 1991; Stohl, 1981; Wheeless, 

Erymier, & Thompson, 1992; Wheeless, & Reichel, 1990). 

Significance of the Study 

Stafford and Canary (1991) state the importance of 

studying romantic relational maintenance "due to the 

commonly noted findings that functional romantic 

relationships are generally associated with individual 

benefits such as health, lowered stress, longevity and 

overall increased life satisfaction" (p. 221). Therefore, 

the argument is made that the identification of the 

relational maintenance strategies that best predict romantic 

relational satisfaction may allow individuals to sustain and 

enjoy more satisfying, successful romantic relationships. 

Moreover, the suggestion that communicator style is 

indicative of behaviors within romantic relationships may 

also benefit individuals. The identification of the 

communicator style behaviors that best predict romantic 

relational satisfaction may also lead individuals to 

experience more satisfying, successful romantic 

relationships. Therefore, a study of the relationships 

among communicator style, romantic relational maintenance 

strategies, and relational satisfaction may result in 

finding keys to understanding the processes underlying 

satisfying, successfully maintained romantic relationships. 

Consequently, individuals may enjoy such benefits as 
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"health, lowered stress, longevity and overall increased 

life satisfaction" (Stafford & Canary, 1991, p. 221) . 

Pragmatics' Base 

As described previously, both relational maintenance 

strategies and communicator style adhere to the definition 

of relational communication (see Canary & Stafford, 1994; 

Norton, 1983; Watzlawick, Beavin, & Jackson, 1967; Parks, 

1977). Because both relational maintenance strategies and 

communicator style share some degree of isomorphism, it may 

be that one is predictive of the other. Particularly, this 

study investigated the notion that communicator style is 

predictive of relational maintenance strategy usage. 

Furthermore, due to the pragmatically based similarity 

of communicator style and relational maintenance strategies, 

this study assessed if one or the other is more predictive 

of romantic relational satisfaction. This research also 

investigated any sex differences regarding whether general 

communicator style or relational maintenance strategies is 

more predictive of romantic relational satisfaction. It may 

be that the communication behaviors predicting romantic 

relational satisfaction differ for females and males. As 

formerly mentioned, if general communicator style or 

relational maintenance strategies is found to be more 

predictive of romantic relational satisfaction, then future 

study may be more direct in identifying means of achieving 

more satisfying romantic relationships. 
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Summary 

This chapter introduced the purpose of the study, 

defined key terms involved in the research, and discussed 

the significance and pragmatical base of the study. The 

next chapter will review the literature concerning 

relational maintenance strategies and communicator style. 

Each of the hypotheses and research questions will then be 

introduced. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Introduction 

The previous chapter discussed the purpose of the 

study. The definitions of the terms involved in the 

research and the significance and pragmatical base of the 

study were presented. This chapter offers a review of the 

literature concerning relational maintenance and 

communicator style. Relational satisfaction literature 

relevant to this study is also reviewed. Specific 

hypotheses and research questions are then presented 

concerning relational maintenance strategy usage, 

communicator style, and relational satisfaction. 

Relational Maintenance Strategies 

An emerging area of research in interpersonal 

communication is that of relationship maintenance. While 

much study has been conducted on relationship initiation and 

disengagement, researchers are presently determining the 

communicative strategies evoked in order to sustain 

relationships, for as Canary and Stafford (1994) state, "all 

relationships require maintenance behaviors or else they 

deteriorate" (p. 7). 

Relational maintenance strategy research utilizes 

social exchange and equity theory as a theoretical framework 

13 
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on which to base investigations (see Canary and Stafford, 

1992, 1994; Guerrero, Eloy, & Wabnik, 1993; Stafford & 

Canary, 1991). These theories posit that individuals remain 

in relationships they find rewarding and equitable in terms 

of investments and rewards. Therefore, individuals find 

rewarding and equitable relationships most satisfying. 

This study sought to investigate romantic relational 

maintenance strategy usage only. However, so as to be 

exhaustive in this review of the literature concerning 

relational maintenance, it should be mentioned that much 

study has been conducted on the relational maintenance 

strategies used by organizational members (see Kaplan, 1978; 

Lee, 1995; Lee & Jablin, 1995; Waldron, 1991; Waldron & 

Hunt, 1992; Waldron, Hunt, & Dsilva, 1993). Because this 

study is not interested in the relational maintenance of 

organizational members, those studies which focus on 

organizational dyads need only be noted. 

Additionally, it should be stated that some research on 

relational maintenance has focused on friendship-type 

relationships (see Canary, Hause, & Messman, 1993; Messman, 

Canary, & Hause, 1994). Again, because this study was only 

interested in the relational maintenance strategies used in 

romantic-type relationships, those studies focusing on 

friendships will not be discussed further. 

Although Ayres (1983) did not investigate romantic 

relational maintenance strategies specifically, it is 
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necessary to review Ayres study as it was the initial 

research as to the means by which people strive to maintain 

interpersonal relationships. Ayres stated that the purpose 

of his study was to "identify communication strategies 

people feel they use to keep stable relationships stable and 

to determine if these strategies were related to 

relationship type, intent, or biological sex" (p. 63). 

Ayres assumed that once relationships developed to a point 

of mutual satisfaction, they become stable. He 

conceptualized stability as occurring when "the basic 

patterns of exchange in the relationship are established and 

accepted" (p. 62). 

Ayres (1983) distinguished relationship type between 

that of acquaintance, friend, teacher/student, and co-

worker. Ayres stated that relationship intent may affect 

relationships in that, for instance, one partner may intend 

to keep the relationship stable while the intent of the 

other partner may be stability, escalation or de-escalation. 

Finally, the Ayres study sought to determine if same sex and 

opposite sex relationships utilized similar or different 

strategies in order to maintain the stability of their 

relationships. 

Results of the Ayres (1983) study include the 

identification of three strategies used by individuals to 

maintain stability in relationships. These strategies were 

termed avoidance, balance, and directness. The avoidance 
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strategy consists of such behaviors as "ignoring things 

another might do to change a relationship or avoiding doing 

things that might alter the relationship trajectory "(p. 

64). The balance strategy is concerned with keeping 

emotional support levels constant and trying to understand 

and compensate for the partner's moods when needed (p. 64). 

Directness strategies involve directly stating that one 

wishes to keep the relationship the way it is (p. 65). 

Ayres (1983) found that one's choice of stability or 

maintenance strategies is dependent on relational partner 

intent, e.g., persons who perceive their partner as wanting 

to de-escalate the relationship are likely to employ balance 

strategies whereas persons who perceive their partner as 

wanting to escalate the relationship are likely to use 

directness and avoidance strategies (p. 66). Ayres did not 

find any significant differences in strategy usage based on 

relationship type or sex of partners. Again, the Ayres 

(1983) study, although it did not investigate romantic 

relationships, affected this study as it was the seminal 

research in identifying a relational maintenance strategy 

typology. 

Shea and Pearson (1986) conducted a replicate study of 

Ayres (1983) where they sought to determine that 

relationship type and perceptions of partner's intent affect 

choice of communication strategies selected to stabilize and 

maintain the relationship. Additionally, Shea and Pearson 
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researched the impact of gender on types of strategies 

selected to stabilize and maintain relationships. 

Shea and Pearson (1986) based their study on Ayres 

(1983) maintenance strategies of avoidance, balance, and 

directness. Relationship type in the Shea and Pearson study 

consisted of friend and acquaintance only. Partner intent 

consisted of the desire to deteriorate, stabilize, or 

escalate the relationship (p. 355). 

Shea and Pearson (1986) concluded that relationship 

type does not affect strategies chosen to stabilize and 

maintain relationships. Partner intent did affect 

maintenance strategy selection, in particular with females 

who responded using more directness strategies to stabilize 

and maintain relationships. According to Shea and Parson, 

gender plays a significant role in the selection of 

maintenance strategies, specifically in that "female 

respondents were more likely to use directness strategies in 

relationships where a male acquaintance desired escalation 

than where a female acquaintance desired escalation " (p. 

361) . 

Dindia and Baxter (1987) were one of the first groups 

of researchers to assess a relationship between maintenance 

strategies and relationship satisfaction. Dindia and Baxter 

studied marital relationships and among the things they 

wished to determine were: what strategies do marital 

partners use to maintain and repair their relationships; is 
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relationship satisfaction related to reported maintenance 

and repair strategies; and does gender affect strategy 

usage. They conceptualized maintenance strategies as 

actions or behaviors one engages in when "they think the 

relationship is good the way it is and he/she wants to 

prevent the relationship from going downhill" (p. 147-148). 

Through deductive and inductive analysis, Dindia and 

Baxter (1987) arrived at an eleven strategy typology for 

relationship maintenance and repair. Dindia and Baxter's 

typology consists of: Changing External Environments (e.g., 

creating a romantic atmosphere); Communication Strategies 

(e.g., openness and honesty); Metacommunication (e.g., talk 

about problems); Avoid Metacommunication; Anti-social 

Strategies (e.g., argumentativeness, insolence); Prosocial 

Strategies (e.g., cheerfulness, imply relationship has 

future); Ceremonies (e.g., commemorative celebrations, 

expressions of affection); Anti-rituals or Spontaneity; 

Togetherness (e.g., time together, spending time jointly 

with other social network members); Seeking or Allowing 

Autonomy; and finally, Seeking Outside Help. 

Results of the Dindia and Baxter (1987) study conclude 

that there is no relationship between maintenance strategies 

and marital satisfaction and that gender does not affect 

maintenance strategy usage. This 1987 study was 

important to this study because it connects relational 

maintenance strategy usage and relational satisfaction. 
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It should be noted that this study used a modified 

version of Norton's (1983) Quality Marriage Index to assess 

romantic partners' relational satisfaction. The Quality 

Marriage Index was modified so that it would apply to 

romantic, nonmarital relationships. It should also be 

mentioned that the Dindia and Baxter (1987) study used the 

Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment Scale (Locke & Wallace, 

1959, as cited in Dindia & Baxter, 1987) to assess 

relational satisfaction as they investigated married couples 

only. This study was not limited to marital relationships. 

Bell, Daly, and Gonzalez (1987) researched the 

relationship of affinity-maintenance and women's marital 

satisfaction. Bell et al. stated that married couples 

engage in behaviors, which the authors termed "affinity-

maintenance strategies", to maintain and enhance the 

affinity in their marriage (p. 446). Affinity-seeking 

behaviors are those which facilitate liking, thereby 

increasing attraction. Thus, affinity-maintenance 

strategies would be those behaviors evoked in order to 

maintain and enhance attraction within relationships 

(specifically, for Bell et al, within marital 

relationships). 

Bell et al. (1987) identified twenty-eight affinity-

maintenance strategies with nine emerging as most important 

regarding frequency of use and marital quality. These nine 

consist of: honesty, listening, openness, physical and 
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verbal affection, physical attractiveness, self-concept 

confirmation, sensitivity, and supportiveness. Bell et al. 

sought to determine what strategies spouses consider most 

important to the relationship; however, the authors only 

surveyed wives. Thus, results may have determined the 

strategies wives consider most important but only determined 

wives perceptions of what husbands consider most important. 

Results of the Bell et al. (1987) investigation found 

that wives believe their husbands most want wives to utilize 

faithful, honest, physically affectionate and attractive, 

and sensitive affinity-maintenance strategies (p. 447). 

Wives most want their husbands to use faithful, honest, 

physically attractive, sensitive, and confirming of the 

self-concept affinity-maintenance strategies (p. 447). 

Regarding strategy importance to both self and husband, 

wives reported honesty, inclusion of other, influence 

perceptions of closeness, listening, openness, physical and 

verbal affection, sensitivity, and shared spirituality as 

most influential to relationship satisfaction. Regarding 

frequency of usage, wives report use of openness, 

sensitivity, and verbal affection affinity-maintenance 

strategies as most significant to relationship satisfaction. 

Bell et al. (1987) assessed relational satisfaction by 

using the Marital Relationship Inventory (Locke & Wallace, 

1959, as cited in Bell et al.). Again, it should be noted 

that the Bell et al. study explored marital relationships 
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only and the present study was not limited to married 

couples. Furthermore, Bell et al. found only a low 

relationship between marital satisfaction and affinity-

maintenance strategies. 

Baxter and Dindia (1990) investigated marital partners' 

perceptions of similarities in maintenance strategies. 

Respondents were asked to sort 50 maintenance strategies 

previously identified by Dindia and Baxter (1987). The 

researchers sought to supplement the set of maintenance 

strategies proposed by Dindia and Baxter in which 

maintenance strategies were identified from a dialectical 

perspective. Baxter and Dindia found that both husbands and 

wives organized the maintenance strategies along three 

alternative dimensions: constructive versus destructive 

communication styles, ambivalence-based versus satiation-

based conditional use, and proactivity versus passivity (p. 

204). It should be noted that the Dindia and Baxter (1987) 

and the Baxter and Dindia (1990) studies identified 

relational maintenance behaviors based on an investigation 

of married couples only. Again, this study was not limited 

to researching married couples only. 

Stafford and Canary (1991) investigated a relationship 

between relational maintenance strategies and romantic 

relationship type, gender, and relational characteristics. 

The relational characteristics were identified as control 

mutuality, commitment, liking, and satisfaction (p. 219). 
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Stafford and Canary defined maintenance behaviors as 

"efforts expended to maintain the nature of the relationship 

to the actor's satisfaction" (p. 220). The authors focused 

on romantic relationships, specifically married, engaged, 

seriously dating, and dating couples. The same 

categorization of romantic relationships used by Stafford 

and Canary (1991) was used in this study. Stafford and 

Canary state that it is important to study romantic 

relationships due to the individual benefits they produce 

such as "health, lowered stress, longevity, and overall 

increased life satisfaction" (p. 221). 

Stafford and Canary (1991) identified a relational 

maintenance typology consisting of five strategies termed: 

1) positivity, 2) openness, 3) assurances, 4) social 

networks, and 5) sharing tasks. The positivity strategy is 

exhibited through cheerful, courteous, polite and 

affectionate behaviors. The openness strategy is expressed 

when partners directly discuss the nature of the 

relationship, its history, any relational conflict, and 

listen empathetically to one another. 

The strategy termed assurances is exhibited through 

supportive, comforting behaviors and through overt 

expressions of affection. The social networks strategy 

consists of partners interacting with each other's family 

and friends and relying on them to support the relationship. 

Finally, the sharing tasks strategy consists of such 
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behaviors as sharing the routine tasks and chores, such as 

housecleaning, grocery shopping, laundry, etc. 

Results of the Stafford and Canary (1991) study found 

that perceptions of maintenance strategy usage differs based 

upon romantic relationship type. Specifically, engaged and 

seriously dating couples perceive more use of assurances and 

sharing tasks than dating couples. Similarly, married 

couples perceive more use of social networks to maintain the 

relationship (p. 234). 

Regarding gender, results of the Stafford and Canary 

(1991) study found that males use more positivity, 

assurances and social networks than females. Regarding 

relational characteristics, the positivity maintenance 

strategy was found to be most predictive of control 

mutuality and liking. The relational maintenance strategy 

of assurances was found to be most predictive of the 

relational characteristics of commitment and satisfaction 

(p. 236). 

It is interesting to note that the openness strategy 

was found, in the Stafford and Canary (1991) study, to be 

least predictive of relational characteristics. The authors 

suggest that this may be due to the partialling out of the 

effects of positivity and assurances strategies in order to 

assess openness. It may be that in the absence of 

positivity and assurance behaviors, openness may result in 

neutral or negative discussions which are most likely 
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negatively associated with relationship satisfaction (p. 

237, see also Dainton, Stafford, & Canary, 1994, p. 95). 

The Stafford and Canary (1991) study is particularly 

salient to this study as this used the typology of 

relational maintenance strategies identified by Stafford and 

Canary. This typology appears to be conceptually similar to 

those maintenance strategies identified in previous 

research. For instance, the Dindia and Baxter (1987) 

typology is similar in that the strategies of communication 

and metacommunication involve the same behaviors as those of 

the openness strategy. Dindia's and Baxter's prosocial and 

ceremonies strategies reflect those identified by Stafford 

and Canary as positivity and assurances behaviors. Dindia's 

and Baxter's togetherness and social networks strategies 

share some degree of overlap with Stafford's and Canary's 

social networks relational maintenance strategy. 

Additionally, the affinity-maintenance strategies 

identified by Bell, Daly, and Gonzalez (1987) seem similar 

to those relational maintenance strategies identified by 

Stafford and Canary (1991). Recall Bell's et al. nine 

relational affinity-maintenance strategies of: honesty, 

listening, openness, physical and verbal affection, physical 

attractiveness, self-concept confirmation, sensitivity, and 

supportiveness. Intuitively, the honesty, listening, 

openness, and sensitivity strategies are similar to 

Stafford's and Canary's openness strategy. 
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Furthermore, Bell's et al. (1987) relational 

maintenance strategies of physical affection, verbal 

affection, self-concept confirmation, sensitivity and 

supportiveness share a degree of overlap with Stafford's and 

Canary's (1991) assurances strategy. Finally, Stafford's 

and Canary's positivity strategy is reflected in the 

behaviors exhibited in Bell's et al. physical and verbal 

affection relational maintenance strategies. The only 

strategy by Bell et al. that is not reflected in the 

Stafford and Canary typology is that of physical 

attractiveness which consist of such behaviors as trying to 

be as attractive as possible to the relational partner. 

Due to the conceptual overlap of relational maintenance 

strategy typologies identified in past research with 

Stafford and Canary's (1991) typology and to the conciseness 

of the 1991 typology, this study utilized Stafford's and 

Canary's typology as a means of assessing relational 

maintenance behaviors in romantic couples. Moreover, the 

Stafford & Canary (1991) study presented the most prevalent 

typology used in interpersonal research on relationship 

maintenance (see Baxter & Simon, 1993; Canary & Stafford, 

1992; Canary, Stafford, Hause, & Wallace, 1993; Dainton & 

Stafford, 1993; Dainton, Stafford, & Canary, 1994; Guerrero, 

Eloy & Wabnik, 1993, Simon & Baxter, 1993). Therefore, this 

study also used the typology identified by Stafford and 

Canary. 
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Canary and Stafford (1992) conducted an extension of 

the Stafford and Canary (1991) study. Using the relational 

maintenance strategy typology identified in their 1991 

investigation, the authors researched marital partners' 

perceptions of their own and their partners' use of 

maintenance strategies and equity as relating to the 

relational characteristics of control mutuality, liking, and 

commitment. 

Results of the Canary and Stafford (1992) study found 

that partners in nonequitable relationships enact fewer 

maintenance strategies. Additionally, Canary and Stafford 

found that "except for sharing tasks, both husband and wife 

correlations between self-rated maintenance strategies and 

perceptions of partners' maintenance strategies were strong" 

(p. 251). This finding is important to the present study as 

this investigation used a self-report measure to assess 

maintenance strategy usage. Based on results from the 

Canary and Stafford study, it appears that it is not 

necessary to assess partners' perceptions of maintenance 

strategy usage. Furthermore, the Canary and Stafford study 

impacted this investigation as the authors revised the 

relational maintenance measure used in their 1991 study so 

as to improve reliabilities. This study used the same scale 

Canary and Stafford used in their 1992 investigation. 

Guerrero, Eloy, and Wabnik (1993) researched relational 

maintenance strategy usage and relationship development. 
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Using Stafford's and Canary's (1991) typology, Guerrero et 

al. found that perceptions of openness and assurances 

increase in escalating relationships and that perceptions of 

positivity, assurances, and sharing tasks decrease in de-

escalating relationships. The Guerrero et al. study was 

important to this study as it provided additional evidence 

of the utility of Stafford's and Canary's relational 

maintenance strategy typology. 

Baxter and Simon (1993) researched relational 

maintenance strategies from a dialectical perspective. The 

authors investigated marital and romantic couples as to 

their own use and perceptions of their partners' use of 

relational maintenance strategies and asked respondents to 

indicate their level of satisfaction in the relationship. 

The maintenance strategies used by Baxter and Simon 

consisted of Stafford's and Canary's (1991) typology and of 

items from Baxter and Dindia (1990) and Dindia and Baxter 

(1987). Baxter and Simon used a modified version Norton's 

(1983) Quality Marriage Index in order to assess relational 

satisfaction. 

The Baxter and Simon (1993) study impacted this study 

in two ways. First, it provided evidence as to the 

prevalence and utility of the Stafford and Canary (1991) 

relational maintenance typology. Second, Baxter's and 

Simon's use of a revised version of Norton's (1983) Quality 

Marriage Index indicated that the measurement is an 
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acceptable and valid form of romantic relational 

satisfaction assessment. 

Simon and Baxter (1993) extended their previous study-

so as to assess attachment-style differences as linked to 

relationship maintenance strategy usage. Simon and Baxter 

used the same assessment measures for maintenance strategies 

and relational satisfaction in their 1993 study as they used 

in the previous Baxter and Simon (1993) study. Although 

this study did not investigate attachment-styles in relation 

to maintenance strategies, the Simon and Baxter study did 

lend support to this study as it indicated the prevalence of 

the Stafford and Canary (1991) typology and the use of 

Norton's (1983) Quality Marriage Index in relational 

maintenance research. 

Canary, Stafford, Hause, & Wallace (1993) extended 

Stafford and Canary's (1991) typology to include five more 

relational maintenance strategies. These strategies consist 

of Joint Activities, which involves sharing time and events 

together both routinely, ritually, and anti-ritually (e.g., 

hanging out, church, surprise trips, etc.). A 

Cards/Letters/Calls strategy which consists of utilizing 

various channels of communication was included in the 

typology. The Avoidance strategy involves avoiding each 

other, or certain topics, or planning separate activities. 

An Anti-social maintenance strategy was included which is 

exhibited through rude behaviors. Finally, a Humor strategy 
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was included which involves using jokes and sarcasm as a 

means of maintaining relational definitions (Canary, 

Stafford et al . , 1993; Canary & Stafford, 1994, p. 15-16). 

Canary, Stafford et al. (1993) found that openness 

strategies are used most frequently to maintain 

relationships, then assurances, with joint activities, 

positivity, cards/letters/calls, avoidance, sharing tasks, 

anti-social behaviors, social networks, and humor following 

respectively (p. 12). It should be noted that the Canary, 

Stafford et al. study was not limited to assessing the 

relational maintenance strategy usage of romantic couples 

only. Canary, Stafford et al. found that positivity, 

openness, assurances, sharing tasks, and cards/letters/calls 

vary according to relationship type and that romantic 

partners and family members use these strategies more than 

friends use them (p. 12). 

Although the Canary, Stafford et al. (1993) study 

attempted to derive an exhaustive list of relational 

maintenance strategies, it appears that their typology 

consists of things other than strategies (i.e., 

cards/calls/letters represent communication channels, not 

necessarily communication strategies). Additionally, the 

Canary, Stafford et al. typology has not been as widely used 

as the Stafford and Canary (1991) typology. Because this 

study was limited to romantic couples only and due to the 

prevalence of the Stafford and Canary typology in relational 
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maintenance research, this study used the Stafford and 

Canary typology of only five relational maintenance 

strategies. 

Dainton and Stafford (1993) investigated relational 

maintenance in an effort to distinguish strategic and 

routine behaviors. The authors studied married and dating 

couples based on an extended version of Stafford's and 

Canary's (1991) relational maintenance strategy typology. 

Results of this 1993 study, which found sharing tasks to be 

the most frequently reported maintenance behavior, indicate 

that sharing tasks may be more of a routine rather than a 

strategic relational maintenance behavior. 

The Dainton and Stafford (1993) study is unique in that 

it differentiates strategic from routine relational 

maintenance behaviors. Although this study was interested 

in expanding the research on strategic relational 

maintenance behaviors, the Dainton and Stafford study does 

provide the notion that not all of the accepted relational 

maintenance strategies are strategies. Perhaps the 

distinction between strategic and routine relational 

maintenance should be investigated further in the future. 

Dainton, Stafford, and Canary (1994) assessed the 

relationship of Stafford and Canary's (1991) relational 

maintenance strategies and physical affection as predictors 

of love, liking, and satisfaction in marital relationships. 

Results of Dainton's et al. study found that perceptions of 
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partner's use of assurances and positivity strategies were 

predictive of feelings of love (p. 94). The positivity 

strategy was found to be the primary predictor of liking (p. 

95) . 

Additionally, the Dainton et al. (1994) study results 

supported the previously mentioned notion that openness, 

void of positivity and assurances, may be negatively related 

to satisfaction and liking (p. 95). Finally, the assurances 

and positivity maintenance strategies were found to be the 

best predictors of relationship satisfaction in the Dainton 

et al. study, which was measured utilizing Norton's (1983) 

Quality Marriage Index. 

The Dainton et al. (1994) study affected this study in 

that it, too, is indicative of the utility of Stafford's and 

Canary's (1991) relational maintenance typology and Norton's 

(1983) Quality Marriage Index in researching relational 

maintenance. 

Although Burleson and Samter (1994) did not 

specifically mention a typology of relational maintenance 

strategies, it is necessary to review their writing as it 

provided a foundation for the notion that communicator style 

and relationship maintenance may be related. Burleson and 

Samter offered the proposition that "maintaining satisfying 

relationships is an ability at which individuals may be 

differently skilled" (p. 62) . Some people may be more 

effective at maintaining relationships due to their ability 
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to perform certain behavioral or communicative skills. 

Burleson and Samter posited that individuals with more 

developed skills would be more successful at relationship 

maintenance (p. 62). 

Burleson and Samter (1994) define relationship 

maintenance as "that which occurs whenever persons enact 

behaviors that service the particular tasks or functions 

defining a particular relationship" (p. 66). For instance, 

the communication skills of providing self-esteem 

confirmation, emotional comfort, affection and support 

appear vital to the maintenance of romantic relationships 

because "these skills are the vehicles through which core 

tasks inherent in the (romantic) relationship get addressed" 

(Burleson & Samter, 1994, p. 75). 

Intuitively, it would seem that one's style of 

communicating is indicative of one's communication skills. 

That is, if one has a prevailing dominant style of 

communicating then one would typically behave in a less-

compliant, forceful, competitive, and conceited manner 

(Norton, 1983, p. 65). Therefore, a person who has a 

prevailing dominant communicator style would probably be 

deficient in the skills necessary to provide self-esteem 

confirmation, emotional comfort, and support which have been 

identified as vital to the maintenance of romantic 

relationships. However, if one has a predominantly 

friendly, attentive, or open communicator style, they 
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probably would be able to maintain romantic relationships as 

these styles are exhibited through confirming, affectionate 

supportive, empathetic, talkative behaviors (Norton, 1983, 

p. 71). Thus, it may be that romantic relationship 

maintenance can be dependent upon one's communicator style. 

Communicator Style 

As stated in chapter 1, Norton (1983) defined 

communicator style as "the way one verbally, nonverbally, 

and paraverbally interacts to signal how literal meaning 

should be taken, interpreted, filtered, or understood" (p. 

19). Norton determined nine independent and one dependent 

variable of communicator style. The nine independent 

variables, or dimensions, of communicator style include: 

dominant, dramatic, contentious, animated, impression 

leaving, relaxed, attentive, open, and friendly behaviors. 

The tenth dimension of communicator image is dependent on 

the preceding nine dimensions. 

Norton (1983) stated that a dominant communicator style 

is expressed through such behaviors as loudness, less-

compliance, confidence, forcefulness, competitiveness, 

activeness, conceit, and businesslike directness (p. 65). 

The dramatic dimension of communicator style involves such 

behaviors as voice inflection, exaggerations, sarcasm, 

satire, and humor. In addition, Norton stated that 

"dramatizing influences popularity, status, self-esteem, and 

attraction" (p. 67). 
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Norton's (1983) contentious style equates to 

argumentativeness, while the animated style consists of 

nonverbal behaviors such as eye contact, and many facial 

expressions and gestures. The dimension of impression 

leaving concerns whether a person is remembered or not based 

on their communicative behaviors. Impression leaving 

consists of such behaviors as affiliative expressiveness, 

similarities between persons, liking, and information 

seeking (p. 68). 

Norton's (1983) relaxed dimension consists of not 

anxious or tense but calm behaviors. Attentiveness entails 

such behaviors as empathy and listening. The open style is 

characterized by talkativeness, gregariousness, 

extroversion, approachability, and candidness. In addition, 

Norton stated that open communication is positively related 

to perceptions of attractiveness and trustworthiness (p. 

71) . 

The friendly style dimension (Norton, 1983) consists of 

confirming, positive, affectionate, supportive, stroking 

behaviors. Finally, Norton defined the dependent dimension 

of communicator image as "the person's perception of whether 

the self is a good communicator" (p. 72). 

Several researchers have reduced Norton's (1983) nine 

into fewer dimensions. For instance, Jablin (1985) loaded 

the open, friendly, relaxed, attentive and impression 

leaving dimensions into one Receptive Responsive style. The 
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animated, dominant, dramatic, and contentious dimensions 

were loaded into an Active style. Similarly, Buller and 

Buller (1987) divided the dimensions into an Affiliative and 

a Dominant/Active style. Finally, McDonald (1987, as cited 

in Wheeless, Wheeless, & Riffle, 1989) and Wheeless et al. 

(1989) reduced the nine styles into Assertiveness, 

Responsiveness, and Impression Leaving categories. Although 

some researchers have reduced Norton's (1983) communicator 

style dimensions, this study investigated the relationships 

among the nine communicator style dimensions, five 

maintenance strategies, and relational satisfaction. 

Recall from chapter 1 that both relational maintenance 

strategies and communicator style appear to share a degree 

of similarity as they both adhere to the definition of 

relational communication (see Parks, 1977; Watzlawick, 

Beavin, & Jackson, 1967). Furthermore, researchers have 

linked both relational maintenance strategies and 

communicator style to such relationship factors as 

satisfaction (e.g., Dainton, Stafford, & Canary, 1994; 

Honeycutt, Wilson, & Parker, 1982; Stohl, 1981; Wheeless, 

Frymier, & Thompson, 1992). 

This study further investigated a connection between 

relational maintenance, communicator style, and relational 

satisfaction. The previously reviewed relational 

maintenance strategy literature noted relational effects of 

maintenance strategy usage. Following is a review of the 
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literature noting the relational impacts of communicator 

style; more specifically, the impact of communicator style 

on relational satisfaction. 

Honeycutt, Wilson and Parker (1982) investigated the 

impact of sex and relational satisfaction on perceived 

communication styles in and out of marital relationships. 

Results of their study found that impression leaving, 

dominant, relaxed, and attentive styles predict a good 

communicator in and out of marital relationships, whereas 

friendly, attentive, and expressive styles best predict a 

good communicator within marital relationships. The happiest 

of the married couples surveyed reported using more relaxed, 

friendly, open, dramatic, and attentive styles more often 

than other couples (p. 400-401). 

Regarding sex differences in the Honeycutt et al. 

(1982) study, results implied that the more happily married 

females rated friendly as the style predictive of a good 

communicator within the marital relationship and dominance 

as the style preferred outside marriage (p. 400). Males in 

the more happily married couples rated expressiveness, 

openness, and precision as predictive of a good communicator 

outside the marriage, with dominance and openness indicative 

of a good communicator within the marriage (p. 400). 

It should be noted that the Honeycutt et al. (1982) 

study used a modified version of the Locke-Wallace Marital 

Adjustment Scale (1959, as cited in Honeycutt et al.) to 
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assess marital happiness. Although this study used a 

different measure to assess romantic relational 

satisfaction, the Honeycutt et al. investigation did provide 

evidence of a relationship between communicator style and 

relational satisfaction. 

Wheeless, Frymier and Thompson (1992) researched the 

relationship of verbal output (which is conceptually similar 

to the communicator style dimensions of dominance, animated, 

dramatic, and contentious) and receptivity (conceptually 

similar to the open, friendly, relaxed, attentive, and 

impression leaving style dimensions) to attraction and 

communication satisfaction in interpersonal relationships. 

These researchers concluded that verbal output and 

behavioral receptivity are related to dimensions of 

attraction and communication satisfaction and that verbal 

output and behavioral receptivity are not linearly 

negatively related. 

Specifically, results of the Wheeless et al. (1992) 

study indicated that moderate, rather than high, levels of 

verbal output more positively predicted attraction and 

communication satisfaction. High levels of receptivity, 

rather than moderate and low levels, more positively 

affected attraction and communication satisfaction; 

however, moderate levels rather than low levels of 

receptivity were positively associated with communication 

satisfaction and attraction. 
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The Wheeless et al. (1992) study impacted this study in 

that it illuminated the notion of attraction as a factor 

related to communicator style. Recall that Norton (1983) 

reported that several of the communicator style dimensions 

enhance one's attractiveness (e.g., dramatizing, openness). 

Furthermore, Berscheid and Walster (1969) argued that 

attraction is a large determinant of relationship 

satisfaction. That is, if an individual is perceived as 

unattractive, then their romantic partners' level of 

relational satisfaction will probably be much lower than if 

the partner perceives the individual as attractive. 

Consequently, attraction appears to be a determinant of 

communicator style. Additionally, both communicator style 

and the attraction variable have been related to relational 

satisfaction, as has relational maintenance strategies. 

Therefore, additional groundwork seems to have been provided 

which links the three constructs of relational maintenance 

strategies, communicator style, and relational satisfaction. 

Additional research supports the notion of attraction 

as an effect of one's communicator style. Norton and 

Pettegrew (1977) determined that "communicator style is an 

important effect determinant of attraction" (p. 257). The 

authors used Byrne's (1971, as cited in Norton & Pettegrew, 

1977) Interpersonal Judgement Scale to determine attraction, 

which assessed the likability and desirability of a work 

partner. 
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Norton and Pettegrew (1977) performed a regression 

analysis to determine which dimensions of communicator style 

are more predictive of attractiveness. Results conclude 

that friendly is the best overall style predictor of 

attraction, with attentive and relaxed following 

respectively (p. 271). The authors also state that people 

who are perceived as dramatic, animated, relaxed, open, and 

attentive are perceived as more attractive than those who 

are perceived as exhibiting other dimensions of style. 

It should be noted that this study investigated 

romantic relationships while the Norton and Pettegrew (1977) 

study viewed working relationships. These differing types 

of relationships may entail different types of attraction 

(or perhaps, different levels of task and/or physical 

attraction). However, the Norton and Pettegrew study does 

apply to the present study in that the authors found that 

one who communicates in a dominant/open style is perceived 

as more physically attractive than others. Intuitively, 

physical attraction is a factor of romantic relationships. 

Stohl (1981) investigated the impact of children's 

communicator style on their social attractiveness to peers 

as well as their social attractiveness to teachers. Her 

results support Norton and Pettegrew's (1977) in that she 

determined that "children who are more attractive to peers 

communicate in a more contentious, impression-leaving, 

dramatic, open, and animated manner; children who are more 
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attractive to teachers have a style of communication that is 

more friendly, attentive, and relaxed" (p. 373). 

Stohl (1981) offered suggestions as to why the 

contentious style appeared as attractive to children; 

however, it should be noted that friendly, attentive and 

relaxed styles remain the strongest predictors of attraction 

for the teacher to child relationship (p. 373) . Because 

this study investigated adult romantic relationships, it 

seemed likely that the friendly, attentive and relaxed 

styles of communicating would impact results more than the 

other style dimensions. 

Staley and Cohen (1988) studied the relationship 

between communicator style (using Norton's Communicator 

Style Measure) and social style (using the Social Style 

Profile) as a means of comparing and contrasting the sexes. 

Specifically, the researchers had males and females respond 

to self-report measures of social and communicator style. 

Results suggested that few differences exist between males 

and females self-perceptions of their own communicative 

behavior. Staley and Cohen's finding implies that there are 

no, or at most little, differences between the sexes in 

perceived communication style. 

Staley's and Cohen's finding is interesting in that 

some research suggests differences do exist between females' 

and males' style of communication (e.g., Pearson, West, & 

Turner, 1995; Wheeless & Lashbrook, 1987). For instance, 
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Wheeless & Lashbrook report that those of a feminine gender, 

typically females, express a more responsive/affiliative 

style of communication whereas those of a masculine gender, 

typically males, express a more instrumental/agency style 

(p. 252). This notion is supported in Pearson's et al. 

review of gender variations in communication. Consequently, 

this study investigated sex differences in regard to 

relationships among general communicator style, relational 

maintenance strategy usage, and romantic partners' 

relational satisfaction. 

It should be noted that a limitation of the Staley and 

Cohen (1988) study may be that self-report measures were 

used. This study ascertained one's communicator style based 

upon the perceptions of others. Other-reports appear to be 

more accurate than self-reports in assessing behavior. 

Finally, in an effort to provide an exhaustive review 

of the literature concerning communicator style, it should 

be noted that communicator style has often been researched 

in organizational and physician-client settings (see Buller 

& Buller, 1987; Cardello, Ray, & Pettey, 1995; Edge & 

Williams, 1994; Kipnis, 1980; Street & Wiemann, 1987; 

Wheeless, Wheeless, & Riffle, 1989;)- Due to the specific 

nature of physician-client relationships and other 

organizational dyads (i.e. superior-subordinate, 

subordinate-subordinate, etc.), studies of these 

interpersonal relationships do not reflect interactions of 
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romantic relationships, and therefore will not be discussed 

further in this review. 

Relational Satisfaction 

Recall from chapter 1 that relational satisfaction 

refers to how happy or good one feels a specific 

relationship is as a whole (Norton, 1983, p. 143). Studies 

have shown that individuals who are highly satisfied with 

their romantic relationships benefit in such ways as "health 

...and overall increased life satisfaction" (Stafford & 

Canary, 1991, p. 221). 

The relational satisfaction literature which is 

relevant to this study has been integrated with the 

relational maintenance and the communicator style literature 

reviews. Although a repeat of the previously mentioned 

studies is not needed, those studies which investigated 

relational satisfaction as a variable will be cited (see 

Baxter & Simon, 1993; Bell, Daly, & Gonzalez, 1987; 

Berscheid & Walster, 1969; Burleson & Samter, 1994; Dainton, 

Stafford, & Canary, 1994; Dindia & Baxter, 1987; Honeycutt, 

Wilson, & Parker, 1982; Norton, 1983; Simon & Baxter, 1993; 

Stafford & Canary, 1991). 

It appears obvious that past research has illustrated a 

connection between relational satisfaction and relational 

maintenance strategy usage, and between relational 

satisfaction and communicator style. Recall from chapter 1 

that both communicator style and relational maintenance 
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strategies appear to be relational communication. That is, 

they both appear to be part of the same construct. 

Therefore, it may be that one can "predict" the other. 

Furthermore, there seems to be some similarity in 

Norton's (1983) nine style behaviors and the behaviors 

necessary to engage in relational maintenance. For 

instance, according to Stafford and Canary (1991), the 

relational maintenance strategy of positivity is exhibited 

through cheerful, courteous, polite and affectionate 

behaviors. In addition, positivity has been found to be 

positively related to relational satisfaction (Stafford & 

Canary, 1991; Dainton, Stafford & Canary, 1994). 

Similarly, the communicator style dimensions of 

dramatic, friendly and animated have all been determined to 

increase one's attractiveness (Norton, 1983; Norton & 

Pettegrew, 1977; Stohl, 1981) . Furthermore, based on equity 

theory and attraction research (Bell, Daly, & Gonzalez, 

1987; Berscheid & Walster, 1969), a measure of relational 

satisfaction may be equal to a measure of 

relationship/partner attractiveness. 

Recall that the dramatic, friendly, and animated styles 

involve voice inflection, positive behavior, and 

expressiveness (respectively) which seem to reflect the 

behaviors identified in the relational maintenance strategy 

of positivity. Thus, it seems that dramatic, friendly and 

animated styles may share a relationship with the 
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maintenance strategy of positivity based upon their 

similarity in behaviors and their link with relational 

satisfaction. 

In addition, the behaviors indicative of the relational 

maintenance strategy termed openness seem to reflect the 

behaviors indicative of dominant, open, contentious, and 

attentive communicator styles. Recall that a dominant style 

involves forcefulness and less-compliance which may be 

similar to the behaviors involved in the direct approach to 

relational conflict found in the openness relational 

maintenance strategy. 

Furthermore, the open communicator style involves 

candidness which may also be indicative of the openness 

relational maintenance strategy. A contentious style of 

communicating equates to argumentativeness which, again, may 

be similar to the direct relational conflict aspect of the 

openness relational maintenance strategy. In addition, the 

attentive communicator style is characterized by empathy and 

listening which also characterizes the openness relational 

maintenance strategy (see Canary & Stafford, 1994; Norton, 

1983) . 

There appears to be similarity in the behaviors which 

comprise the open and friendly communicator styles and the 

relational maintenance strategy termed assurances. Recall 

that assurances is exhibited through supportive behaviors 

and overt expressions of affection. Overt expressions of 
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affection appear similar to the behaviors identified in the 

open style of communicating as do the supportive behaviors 

of the friendly style. 

Finally, the impression leaving communicator style 

seems similar to the relational maintenance strategies of 

social networks and sharing tasks as impression leaving 

involves affiliative expressiveness and similarities between 

persons. Social networks involves being a member of the 

relational partners' friends and family which appears 

similar to affiliative expressiveness. Sharing tasks 

involves both relational partners performing similar, equal 

tasks as a means of maintaining the relationship. 

Furthermore, it is important to note that there is 

substantial stability in the enduring pattern associated 

with an individuals' communicator style (Norton, 1983, p. 

19). That is, individuals appear to be somewhat consistent 

in their communicator style expression across various 

situations and relationships. The same process is most 

probably true of the relational maintenance strategies. 

While individuals adapt to specific relationships, there is 

most likely an enduring pattern in individuals' maintenance 

strategy use. Again, it may be that individuals' 

maintenance strategy usage is dependent upon their 

communicator style abilities. 

Consequently, due to the apparent similarity in 

behaviors which comprise both the relational maintenance 
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strategies and the communicator style dimensions and based 

on the notion that both appear to be aspects of a larger 

construct (i.e., relational communication), it was 

hypothesized that: 

Hi: A linear combination of communicator style 

dimensions will correlate with a linear 

combination of romantic relational maintenance 

strategies. 

Because the descriptions of the behaviors of specific 

communicator style dimensions appeared similar to the 

behaviors indicative of specific relational maintenance 

strategies, the following research question was asked: 

RQ1: Do specific combinations of communicator style 

dimensions correlate with specific combinations 

of relational maintenance strategies? 

Furthermore, although past research has linked 

communicator style dimensions with relational satisfaction 

constructs, this research was limited to married couples 

only. Honeycutt, Wilson, and Parker (1982) found the 

communicator style dimensions of friendly, dramatic, 

attentive, relaxed and open to be most predictive of marital 

happiness. Other research has identified the style 

dimensions which most enhance attractiveness (which, again, 

is an aspect of relational satisfaction) (see Norton, 1983; 

Norton & Pettegrew, 1977; Stohl, 1981; Wheeless, Frymier, & 

Thompson, 1992). Due to the fact that various measures were 
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used to assess satisfaction in these studies and that some 

of the results may not be generalizable to all romantic 

couples, it was important to investigate further the 

relationship between communicator style and relational 

satisfaction. 

In addition, this study was interested in exploring 

relationships between one's general communicator style and 

one's romantic partner's relational satisfaction. Because 

communicator style appears to be somewhat consistent across 

situations and relationships, it seemed fruitful to 

investigate any impacts that one's general communicator 

style (that is, one's style of communicating with others 

outside the romantic relationship) may have had on 

individuals' romantic partners' relational satisfaction. 

Based on past research which supports the notion that 

communicator style and relational satisfaction are related 

(e.g., Honeycutt et al., 1982; Norton & Pettegrew, 1977), 

the following hypothesis was posited: 

H2: A combination of general communicator style 

dimensions will correlate significantly with 

romantic partners' relational satisfaction. 

Based upon: the pragmatical notion that communicator 

style and relational maintenance strategies both are factors 

of a larger construct; the past research which has noted a 

relationship between communicator style dimensions 

and relational satisfaction (Honeycutt, Wilson, and Parker 
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1982; Norton, 1983; Norton & Pettegrew, 1977; Stohl, 1981; 

Wheeless, Frymier, & Thompson, 1992); and, the past research 

which has noted a relationship between relational 

maintenance strategy usage and relational satisfaction 

(Baxter & Simon, 1993; Bell, Daly, & Gonzalez, 1987; 

Burleson & Samter, 1994; Dainton, Stafford, & Canary, 1994; 

Dindia & Baxter, 1987; Simon & Baxter, 1993; Stafford & 

Canary, 1991), this study questioned if communicator style 

dimensions or relational maintenance strategy usage 

was more predictive of relational satisfaction in romantic 

relationships. Thus, the following research question was 

investigated: 

RQ2: Are general communicator style dimensions or 

relational maintenance strategies more 

predictive of relational satisfaction in romantic 

relationships? 

An additional research question was asked concerning 

a relationship between communicator style, relational 

maintenance strategies, and relational satisfaction. It 

seemed interesting to investigate what combination of 

communicator style dimensions and relational maintenance 

strategies most efficiently predict romantic relational 

satisfaction. That is, what is the combination of minimum 

style dimensions and relational maintenance strategies that 

predict romantic partners' relational satisfaction? Thus, 

the following research question was explored: 
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RQ3: What combination of general communicator style 

dimensions and relational maintenance strategies 

most efficiently predict romantic partners' 

relational satisfaction? 

Finally, this research was interested in investigating 

any differences between females and males regarding the 

impacts of general communicator style behaviors and 

relational maintenance strategy usage on romantic partners' 

relational satisfaction. Differences were expected in this 

study due to the various manner of communicating associated 

with females and males. More specifically, recall that 

research has shown females' typically communicate in a more 

expressive, responsive style whereas males express a more 

instrumental, dominating style (Montgomery & Norton, 1981, 

Pearson, West, & Turner, 1995; Wheeless & Lashbrook, 1987; 

Wood, 1995). 

It was expected that sex of individuals would impact 

results such that varying style and/or relational 

maintenance behaviors would appear as most indicative of 

romantic partners' relational satisfaction for female and 

male romantic partners. For instance, it may be that 

females' expression of the more expressive, responsive 

behaviors predict male romantic partners' relational 

satisfaction more so than females' expression of the more 

dominating behaviors. Likewise, it may be that different 

types of communication behaviors expressed by males predict 
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female romantic partners' relational satisfaction. 

Consequently, the following research question was 

investigated: 

RQ4: Do the results for hypothesis two, research 

question two, and research question three vary 

for females and males? 

Summary 

This chapter reviewed the literature concerning 

relational maintenance strategies, communicator style, and 

relational satisfaction. The hypotheses and research 

questions for the study were also provided. Chapter 3 

discusses the procedure used to obtain the sample, the 

measurements employed in order to gather the research data, 

and the method used in order to analyze each hypothesis and 

research question. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

The previous chapter provided a review of the 

literature concerning relational maintenance strategies and 

communicator style. The hypotheses and research questions 

were also presented. This chapter discusses the procedures 

used to obtain the sample, the measurements used to collect 

the necessary data, and the methods employed for the 

analyses related to the hypotheses and research questions. 

Sample and Procedure 

A total of 689 undergraduate students enrolled in an 

introductory communication course at the University of North 

Texas served as the potential pool of participants. A large 

number of students was needed due to the criteria that 

participants had to meet. 

First, approval was obtained for the use of human 

subjects from the University of North Texas Institutional 

Review Board (see Appendix N). The researcher then met with 

the introductory communication course instructors one week 

before data collection began to provide oral and written 

directions for the administration of the questionnaires. 

Course instructors were asked to distribute a set of 

three packets of questionnaires labeled Form A, Form B, and 
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Form C to students. Form A was to be completed by the 

eligible students in class and consisted of the following: 

a participation consent form, directions for the students 

participating, ten demographic questions, twenty-nine 

relational maintenance strategy questions, and six 

relational satisfaction questions (see Appendices B, C, D, 

E, & M) . 

The researcher asked course instructors to read orally 

the written instructions (labeled Recitation Leader 

Instructions) to their students immediately after 

distributing the questionnaire packets (see Appendix A). 

These instructions asked the course instructors to inform 

students that they must be involved in a romantic 

relationship in order to participate in the study. Students 

who believed they met the criteria and wished to participate 

were then asked to read, sign, date, and tear off the first 

sheet of Form A which constituted the participation consent 

form (refer to Appendix B). This sheet was turned in to the 

instructors immediately and separately from all other 

portions of the questionnaire packets. 

Instructors were asked to explain to students that the 

consent forms, which contained the students' names, 

were not going to be associated with any of the data 

contained in the questionnaires so that the anonymity of 

their responses was ensured. Instructors were directed to 

state to their students that it was necessary to have the 
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students' names so that discovery learning course credit 

could be awarded for participation in the study. Students 

were informed that their participation was voluntary as 

other opportunities to earn course credit existed and that 

all responses were anonymously coded. 

The Recitation Leader Instruction sheet then directed 

instructors to have the students write their first name, 

last name, and recitation number in the space provided on 

the one envelope attached to Form B and on the four 

envelopes attached to the Form C questionnaires. The 

addition of participating students' names and recitation 

number allowed course credit to be awarded for full 

participation. Course instructors were asked to inform the 

students that the envelopes were to be discarded immediately 

upon return and that their names were not associated with 

any of the survey responses. Form A was then completed in 

class (refer to Appendices B, C, D, E, & M) . 

Student-participants were allowed to complete Form A in 

class which took approximately 20 minutes. Completed Form 

A's were returned to the course instructors. Course 

instructors were contacted following the administration of 

the surveys so as to retrieve all returned questionnaires. 

After completion of Form A, student-participants were 

asked to distribute Form B to their romantic relational 

partners to be completed outside of class. Form B consisted 

of the following: directions for the student-participant, 
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directions for the relational partner who would complete the 

questionnaire, three demographic questions, six relational 

satisfaction items, and an envelope (see Appendices F, G, H, 

E, & M). Because Form B was completed outside of class, it 

was coded to correspond with Form A. 

The relational partner who completed Form B was 

instructed to fill it out away from the student-participant. 

Due to the potentially sensitive nature of Form B responses, 

the envelope was provided in which the completed 

questionnaire was to be sealed. An adhesive seal was 

affixed to the envelope flap so as to give relational 

partners a sense of confidence in the confidentiality of 

their responses. Three means of returning the questionnaire 

were provided to the partners for their convenience. Form B 

may have been returned either by mailing in the self-

addressed envelope (a stamp was also attached for their 

convenience); by dropping the sealed questionnaire in a 

secure drop box located in the University of North Texas 

Communication Studies Department Office, Terrill Hall #235; 

or by handing the sealed envelope containing the 

questionnaire back to the student-participant who was 

instructed to return the envelopes to course instructors at 

the next class meeting. 

Form C was to be completed outside of class by four 

specified types of individuals and consisted of the 

following: directions for the student-participant, 
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directions for the individual who would complete the 

questionnaire, three demographic questions, thirty-six 

communicator style questions, and an envelope (see 

Appendices I, J, K, L, & M). Form C was completed in 

approximately ten minutes. Because Form C was completed 

outside of class, it was coded to correspond with Form A and 

Form B. Four duplicates of the Form C questionnaire were 

provided in each survey packet: student-participants were 

asked to distribute copies of Form C to two good friends, a 

classmate or a work mate, and a casual acquaintance. These 

individuals were described further in the directions for the 

student-participant (see Appendix I). 

A "casual acquaintance" was described as someone with 

whom the student interacts occasionally but whom the student 

does not consider to be a good friend. A "classmate" was 

specified as someone with whom the student has worked or 

studied. A "work mate" was designated as someone with whom 

the student has worked on a task. A "good friend" was 

specified as a nonromantic (platonic) good friend. No 

further specification was provided as good friends may be 

perceived differently by various individuals. 

Form C respondents were asked to answer the 

questionnaire away from the student-participant. 

Respondents were asked to seal the completed questionnaire 

in the envelope provided and either to drop the sealed 

envelope in the secure drop box located in the University of 
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North Texas Communication Studies Department Office, Terrill 

Hall #235, or to hand the sealed envelope back to the 

student-participant. Student-participants were instructed 

to return all envelopes to their course instructors. The 

researcher contacted course instructors routinely over the 

three week data collection period so as to retrieve all 

returned questionnaires. Three weeks were designated for 

the data collection so as to allow time for the mailing and 

returning of Form B questionnaires for any student-

participants in long distance romantic relationships. 

Because Form C required outside participants, it was 

difficult to obtain complete units of analysis. While it 

was desired to use all four Form C questionnaires contained 

in each packet for data analysis, this was not possible due 

to attrition in the return of the forms. As a result, it 

was necessary to drop to a common number of returned Form C 

questionnaires. The decision was made to drop to the common 

number returned so as to maximize the number of participants 

in the study and to avoid Type II statistical error. 

The number of Form C questionnaires analyzed was 

dropped to two. The criteria required for inclusion was 

that one questionnaire must have been returned from a good 

friend and another from either a classmate, work mate, or 

casual acquaintance. Returned Form C questionnaires from 

the two different categories (good friend and one of the 

other specified types) were used for statistical analysis. 
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Each unit of data analysis consisted of one Form C 

questionnaire returned from a good friend and then one 

returned from any of the other designated individuals. The 

researcher ordered the raw data by hand in stacks for data 

entry such that a Form C from a good friend was on top. If 

two Form C questionnaires were returned on a student-

participant from good friends, the researcher looked over 

both to see if fully completed, only those answered 

completely were chosen for data entry. If both Form C 

questionnaires returned by good friends were completed 

appropriately, the one chosen for data entry was selected 

arbitrarily (i.e. the one in the researcher's right hand was 

chosen). 

After the Form C returned by a good friend, the 

researcher ordered the raw data by hand such that a Form C 

returned by a classmate was included on a student-

participant, the next student-participant's data contained a 

returned questionnaire from a work mate, the next student-

participant's data contained a Form C from a casual 

acquaintance, and so on. Unfortunately, an uneven number of 

usable Form C questionnaires were returned per student-

participant from a classmate, a work mate, and a casual 

acquaintance. 

Consequently, in order to maximize the sample size, the 

researcher entered the data from a good friend and then 

whichever other Form C was returned on particular student-
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participants was entered. When possible, the researcher 

utilized a systematic randomization method such as the one 

mentioned previously where one unit of analysis contained a 

good friend Form C and a classmate Form C, the next 

contained good friend and work mate, the next contained good 

friend and casual acquaintance, etc. Such a procedure was 

used in an effort to equalize the number of Form C 

questionnaires analyzed from each category. However, the 

final count for Form C assessment resulted in the following 

totals analyzed per student-participant: good friend, 100%, 

classmate, 50%; work mate 38%; and casual acquaintance, 22%. 

A total of 689 questionnaire packets were distributed 

to course instructors. Of those distributed, 356 were 

returned unusable as potential student-participants did not 

meet the criteria of present involvement in a romantic 

relationship. An additional 23 were not usable as 

respondents indicated they were not married and at least one 

member in the relational dyad reported that they did not 

perceive the relationship to be of a romantic nature. Six 

more were not used as respondents indicated they shared a 

homosexual relationship. Furthermore, 124 questionnaire 

packets were deemed not usable as they were returned 

incomplete. The final sample consisted of 180. 

Seventy-one of the student-participants in the sample 

were males and 109 were females. Regarding Form A, the 

questionnaire the student-participant completed in class, 
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98.2% were returned via course instructors, 1.2% via the 

secure drop box, and .6% by mail. Regarding Form B, 66% 

were returned via instructors, 11% via the drop box, and 23% 

by mail. Lastly, 89% of Form C questionnaires were returned 

by instructors, 10% via the drop box, and 1% by mail. 

Measurements 

' Form A of the survey contained ten demographic 

questions, twenty-nine relational maintenance strategy 

items, and six relational satisfaction items. The 

demographic questions asked students for such information 

as: their sex, their partner's sex, their own year in 

school, their own age, the type of relationship they share 

with their partner (e.g., married, engaged, seriously or 

exclusively dating, or dating), if they consider this 

relationship to be of a romantic nature, if they are 

sexually intimate with their partner, and if they and their 

partner live together. The last two demographic items 

assessed whether they and their partner have a long distance 

relationship or not (see Appendices B, C, D, E, & M) . 

The relational maintenance strategies were measured 

using a 1 to 7 Likert-type format with the anchors: Strongly 

Agree = 7, Agree = 6, Moderately Agree = 5, Are Undecided = 

4, Moderately Disagree = 3, Disagree = 2, and Strongly 

Disagree = 1. Respondents were asked to indicate the degree 

to which they agreed or disagreed with the twenty-nine items 

referencing methods described to maintain romantic 
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relationships (Stafford & Canary, 1992). The methods 

described were derived from the typology of five sub-scales 

of maintenance strategies identified by Stafford and Canary 

(1991). Recall from chapter 2 that this typology consists 

of the five relational maintenance strategies termed 

Positivity, Openness, Assurances, Social Networks, and 

Sharing Tasks. 

The Canary and Stafford (1992) relational maintenance 

strategy measure consists of ten items assessing the 

strategy termed Positivity, six items assessing Openness, 

four items assessing Assurances, four items assessing Social 

Networks, and five items assessing Sharing Tasks. The 

reliabilities reported by Canary and Stafford per sub-scale 

are as follows: Positivity = .89, Openness = .86, 

Assurances = .76, Social Networks = .82, and Sharing Tasks = 

.87 (p. 249). Due to overall higher reliabilities, the 

Canary and Stafford (1992) scale was used in this study 

rather than the Stafford and Canary (1991) scale (see 

Appendices D & M). 

Previously, Stafford and Canary (1991) reported 

reliabilities for their typology as follows: Positivity = 

.89, Openness = .84, Assurances = .84, Sharing Tasks = .71, 

and Social Networks = .76 (p. 227) . This typology has been 

altered and used in most of the research on relationship 

maintenance (e.g., Baxter & Simon, 1993; Canary & Stafford, 

1992; Guerrero, Eloy, & Wabnik, 1993). 
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Canary's and Stafford's (1992) scale has been used in 

other studies of relational maintenance such as Dainton, 

Stafford, and Canary (1994). Previous studies used the 

measure as an other-report whereas this study utilized the 

measurement as a self-report. 

Reliabilities in the Dainton et al. (1994) study for 

husbands' perceptions of wives' use of the maintenance 

strategies are reported as follows: Positivity = .91, 

Openness = .86, Assurances = .77, Social Networks = .73, and 

Sharing Tasks = .91. Reported reliabilities for the scale 

in measuring wives' perceptions of husbands' maintenance 

strategies are reported as follows: Positivity = .90, 

Openness = .86, Assurances = .81, Social Networks = .80, and 

Sharing Tasks = .90 (Dainton et al., 1994, p. 92). This 

study found Cronbachs' alphas for the romantic relational 

maintenance strategies to be as follows: Positivity = .81, 

Openness = .86, Assurances = .83, Social Networks = .82, and 

Sharing Tasks = .85. These reliabilities are similar to the 

previous reports. 

Relational satisfaction was assessed using a revised 

version of Norton's (1983) Quality Marriage Index 

(Appendices E & M). This study used the same procedure of 

revision that Baxter and Bullis used in their 1986 study. 

Three of the six items in the original Quality Marriage 

Index were reworded so that the measure would apply to 

romantic nonmarital relationships. Likewise, the wording of 
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the measure was revised in this study such that the word 

"relationship" replaced the word "marriage" in all the 

applicable items. 

The relational satisfaction scale used a 1 to 7 Likert-

type format with the anchors: Strongly Agree = 7, Agree = 

6, Moderately Agree = 5, Are Undecided = 4, Moderately 

Disagree = 3, Disagree = 2, and Strongly Disagree = 1. The 

respondents were asked to indicate the degree to which they 

agreed or disagreed with statements describing their 

feelings about their romantic relationship. One question 

asked the respondent to rate their level of happiness in 

their romantic relationship on a 10-point response scale 

ranging from very unhappy (1) to perfectly happy (10). 

Although Norton (1983) did not provide reliability 

information concerning the Quality Marriage Index (see also 

Rubin, Palmgreen & Sypher, 1994, p. 302), reliabilities have 

been reported at .96 by Dainton, Stafford, and Canary who 

used it in a 1994 study (p. 92). Simon and Baxter (1993) 

used the same scale and report a reliability of .92 (p. 

422). Baxter and Bullis (1986), who modified the Quality 

Marriage Index so that it would apply to all romantic 

relationships, reported a reliability of .88. Stafford and 

Canary (1991) also used a revised version of the Quality 

Marriage Index and reported a reliability of .96 (p. 229). 

Because this study included the measure of relational 

satisfaction in both the student-participant's questionnaire 
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packet (Form A) and in the romantic relational partner's 

questionnaire packet (Form B), Chronbachs' alphas are 

reported for each. The relational satisfaction scale 

completed by student-participants produced an alpha at .94. 

An alpha of .89 was obtained for the measure based on the 

romantic relational partners' assessment of relational 

satisfaction. This study used the relational partners' 

satisfaction as related to the student-participants self-

reported use of relational maintenance strategies and 

others' perceptions of the student-participants' general 

communicator style; therefore, only the relational 

satisfaction scale completed in Form B was utilized. 

In addition to the six relational satisfaction items, 

three demographic questions were asked on the Form B 

measurement (see Appendices H & M). The demographic items 

asked the respondent's sex, asked if the respondent 

considered the relationship with the student-participant to 

be of a romantic nature, and asked the respondent to 

indicate the type of relationship she/he shared with the 

student-participant (e.g., married, engaged, seriously or 

exclusively dating, or dating). Because the final sample 

had to consist of individuals who met the criteria of 

current involvement in a romantic relationship, the 

researcher inspected the specific questions on Form A and 

Form B which assessed whether both respondents (the student-

participant and her/his relational partner) perceive the 
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relationship to be of a romantic nature or not. Both 

respondents had to either perceive the relationship to be 

romantic or be married in order for their data to be 

included in the analysis. 

Finally, Form C of the questionnaire packet sought to 

assess others' perceptions of student-participants' 

communicator style. As stated previously, Form C 

questionnaires were to be distributed by student-

participants to two of their good friends, to a classmate or 

work mate, and to a casual acquaintance. Three demographic 

questions were asked of Form C respondents (see Appendices K 

& M). These items assessed the respondent's sex, the type 

of relationship the respondent shared with the student-

participant (e.g., good friend, classmate, work mate, casual 

acquaintance), and how often the respondent interacted with 

the student-participant in a week. 

Recall that student-participants were asked to 

distribute Form C surveys to each of four specified 

individuals and were provided with a description of these 

individuals. In order to assess the nature of the student-

participants' relationship with these respondents, the 

researcher used the respondents' classification. Because 

Form C assessed the respondents' perceptions of the student-

participants' communicator style, it was the respondents' 

perceptions of the type of relationship shared that was most 

critical to the data analysis. 
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Additionally, the Form C surveys consisted of a version 

of Norton's (1983) Communicator Style Measure (see 

Appendices L & M). Recall from chapter 2 that Norton's 

(1983) Communicator Style Measure assesses the nine 

communicator style dimensions of friendly, animated, 

attentive, contentious, dramatic, impression leaving, open, 

relaxed, and dominant. Also included in Norton's 

Communicator Style Measure is an assessment of one's 

communicator image, which is dependent on the previously 

identified style dimensions (Norton, 1983; Rubin, Palmgreen, 

& Sypher, 1994). 

The measure was modified in this study so as to reflect 

a report on another, rather than a self-report. In the 

directions on Form C, respondents were reminded of the 

student who gave them the questionnaire and were asked to 

"keep this person firmly in mind when answering the 

following questions". All items on the scale were reworded 

such that "he/she" replaced "I". This same type of 

modification was used by Talley and Richmond in their 1980 

study. 

Furthermore, the revised version of Norton's (1983) 

Communicator Style Measure consisted of four items each 

assessing each of following communicator style 

dimensions: friendly, impression leaving, relaxed, 

contentious, attentive, animated, dramatic, open, and 

dominant. The revised version was reduced from Norton's 
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original fifty-one items to thirty-six items by: 

eliminating the six items identified as filler items; 

eliminating the four items assessing the style dimension of 

precise as there is inconsistency to its usage in past 

research (refer to Norton, 1978, 1983); and, by eliminating 

the five items assessing communicator image as this 

dimension is an anchor variable dependent on the other nine 

and is not a style dimension (see Rubin, Palmgreen, & 

Sypher, 1994, p. 140). 

The scale used a 1 to 5 Likert-type format with which 

respondents were asked to indicate the degree to which they 

agreed or disagreed with the 36-items describing the 

student-participant's style of communicating. Anchors for 

the Likert-type scale were as follows: Strongly Agree = 5, 

Agree = 4, Are Undecided = 3, Disagree = 2, Strongly 

Disagree = 1. 

Norton's original fifty-one item version of the 

Communicator Style Measure reported the following internal 

reliabilities: friendly = .37, animated = .56, attentive = 

.57, contentious = .65, dramatic = .68, impression leaving = 

.69, open = .69, relaxed = .71, dominant = .82, and 

communicator image = .72 (Norton, 1978, p. 106). Norton's 

original Communicator Style Measure has been modified and 

used in many studies (i.e., Buller & Buller, 1987; 

Cardello, Ray, & Pettey, 1995; Edge & Williams, 1994; 

Hansford & Hattie, 1987; Honeycutt, Wilson, & Parker, 1982; 
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Jablin, 1985; Montgomery & Norton, 1981; Staley & Cohen, 

1988; Stohl, 1981; Street & Wiemann, 1987; Talley & 

Richmond, 1980; Wheeless, Wheeless, & Riffle, 1989) . 

In Staley's and Cohen's (1988) study, a forty-five item 

version of Norton's Communicator Style Measure was used. 

The researchers deleted the filler items. Reliabilities for 

the Staley and Cohen study were reported as follows: 

friendly = .512, animated = .571, attentive = .629, 

contentious = .677, dramatic = .436, impression leaving = 

.673, open = .641, relaxed = .694, dominant = .620, precise 

= .679, and communicator image = .723 (p. 198). 

Additionally, Talley and Richmond (1980) revised 

Norton's Communicator Style Measure from a self-report to an 

other-report by altering the wording of the statements using 

the same method employed in this study which was mentioned 

previously. Talley and Richmond report the following 

reliabilities: friendly = .68, animated = .81, attentive = 

.70, contentious = .84, dramatic = .83, impression leaving = 

.81, open = .67, relaxed = .74, and dominant = .89 (p. 330). 

Communicator image was not assessed in Talley's and 

Richmond's study. 

This study found Chronbachs' alpha reliabilities by 

combining all items assessing each style dimension. Recall 

that two others (a good friend and either a classmate, work 

mate, or casual acquaintance) reported on each student-

participant; therefore, the four items on each dimension 
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for both respondents were combined. Thus, in this study 

each of the nine style dimensions consisted of eight items. 

This study found the following reliabilities on each 

combined style dimension: friendly = .72, animated = .67, 

attentive = .65, contentious = .79, dramatic = .69, 

impression leaving = .73, open = .72, relaxed = .75, and 

dominant = .81. 

Method of Analysis 

Measurement 

Cronbach's alpha was computed for all measures utilized 

in the study in order to provide the estimates of all 

internal reliabilities. Each of these reliability estimates 

were reported previously in the methods section of the 

thesis. 

Hypotheses Testing 

To test the first hypothesis, canonical correlation 

between communicator style dimensions and the relational 

maintenance strategies was utilized. The nine communicator 

style factors served as the "predictor" variables and the 

five relational maintenance strategies served as the 

"criteria" variables. The .05 level of significance (two-

tailed) for Wilks' F-ratio test of Rc was required. To 

examine the first research question, orthogonal rotations 

producing sequential canonical correlations were examined 

for statistical significance and variables loading on the 

canonical variates. A Pearson product moment correlation 
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matrix was also examined. The correlation matrix was used 

to aid in interpretation. 

The second hypothesis was tested with multiple 

regression utilizing the nine communicator style dimensions 

as "predictor" variables and relational satisfaction as the 

"criterion" variable. "Predictor" variables were 

entered in the hierarchical regression in the order of the 

magnitude of their correlations with the "criterion" 

variable. Hierarchical regression was chosen in order to 

include all predictor variables in the regression model. 

The .05 level of statistical significance (two-tailed) was 

required for the overall regression model. 

Research question two was planned to be examined with a 

t.-ratio testing the significance of the difference between 

two correlation coefficients for correlated samples 

(Ferguson, 1971, p. 171). R's were derived from two 

multiple correlations: 1) the correlation of communicator 

style dimensions with relational satisfaction and 2) the 

correlation of relational maintenance strategies with 

relational satisfaction. A third correlation coefficient 

necessary in the test was derived from a multiple 

correlation of all "predictor" variables (communicator style 

dimensions and relational maintenance strategies) with 

relational satisfaction. Adjusted multiple R's were planned 

to be used in the _t-test. Hierarchical regressions 

including all potential predictor variables were chosen as 
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the basis for deriving the multiple R's to be used in the 

planned tests. The .05 level of statistical significance 

(two-tailed) was established for this test. 

In order to examine the third research question, 

communicator style variables and relational maintenance 

strategies were entered into a stepwise multiple regression 

(MaxR-SAS) predicting relationship satisfaction. Stepwise 

multiple regression was chosen in order to deal with the 

known multicolinearity among many of the predictor variables 

and to reduce the previous multiple regression models to an 

interpretable model with potentially fewer variables. The 

stepwise procedure was halted with the last 

significant overall model where all variables in this model 

were also significant. The .05 level of statistical 

significance (two-tailed) was required in this analysis. 

In order to examine the fourth research question, 

responses were separated by sex and the same methods 

employed to assess hypothesis two, research question two, 

and research question three were used. This procedure 

resulted in: (a) examining reports on males' communicator 

style and self-reports of males' relational maintenance 

strategy usage as related to female romantic relational 

partner satisfaction; and (b) examining reports on females' 

style and self-reports of females' relational maintenance 

strategy usage as related to male romantic relational 

partner satisfaction. 
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Summary 

Chapter 3 has described the sample and the procedure 

used to obtain the data for the study. The measurements and 

the methods of analysis employed were also explained in this 

chapter. The next chapter will report the results of the 

analyses on each hypotheses and each research question. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

Introduction 

The previous chapter described the sample and 

procedures used to collect the data for the study. The 

method used to analyze the data was also explained. This 

chapter reports the results of the analysis. Included are 

findings observed for each hypothesis and the results 

produced from the examination of each research question. 

Results for First Hypothesis 

Hypothesis one, which proposed that a combination of 

communicator style dimensions will correlate with a linear 

combination of romantic relational maintenance strategies, 

was not supported. The canonical correlation between nine 

communicator style dimensions and the five relational 

maintenance strategies produced nonsignificant results [F. 

(45/745.61) = 1.23, n = .1484]. 

Post hoc analysis canonical correlation using the 36 

style items and the 29 maintenance strategy items produced a 

significant canonical correlation [F (1,044/2780.10) = 1.14, 

jo = .0045] of .80. However, the highest style item loading 

was .29 (range .01 - .29); the highest maintenance strategy 

loading was .45 (range .01 - .45). These results indicated 

that this canonical correlation failed to produce 
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satisfactory composites (roots) of predictor and criterion 

variables. The canonical correlation, therefore, was not 

meaningful. 

Results for First Research Question 

The first research question asked if specific 

combinations of communicator style dimensions correlate with 

specific combinations of romantic relational maintenance 

strategies. To answer this question, the canonical 

correlation testing hypothesis one, the post hoc canonical 

correlation, and the correlation matrix of style dimensions 

and relational maintenance strategies were examined. The 

canonical correlation testing hypothesis one was not 

significant; therefore, no information was obtained 

regarding research question one. The post hoc canonical 

correlation did not provide meaningful results. 

However, the correlation matrix of style dimensions and 

relational maintenance strategies indicated that specific 

style dimensions did correlate with specific maintenance 

strategies at slight and low levels (see Table 1). The 

friendly dimension of communicator style correlated with the 

relational maintenance strategies of positivity (r. = .22, 

p. = .0037) and social networks (r = .21, jd = .0044) . The 

attentive dimension of communicator style correlated with 

the relational maintenance strategies of positivity (r = 

.15, p. = .0490) and sharing tasks (r =.20, jd = .0074) . 

Finally, the dramatic dimension of communicator style 
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Table 1 

Correlations of Communicator Style Dimensions with Romantic 

Relational Maintenance Strategies 

Style 
Dimensions 

Maintenance 
Strategies 

Positivity Openness Assurances Social 
Networks 

Sharing 
Tasks 

Friendly .22* .00 .07 .21* .10 

Impression 
leaving .01 -.02 .00 .01 .04 

Relaxed .07 .09 .H .11 .06 

Contentious -.11 -.05 -.06 -.01 .11 

Attentive .15* .15 .13 .14 .20* 

Animated -.01 .01 .00 .15 .09 

Dramatic .07 .03 .02 .17* .13 

Open .03 .12 .12 .03 .07 

Dominant -.02 .01 -.05 .04 .10 

* indicates significance, £ < .05 
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correlated with the relational maintenance strategy of 

social networks (r =.17, £ = .0214). 

Results for Second Hypothesis and Fourth Research Question 

Hypothesis two, which proposed that a combination of 

general communicator style dimensions correlates 

significantly with romantic partners' relational 

satisfaction, was not supported. The hierarchical multiple 

regression with the nine communicator style dimensions and 

relational satisfaction produced nonsignificant results [F 

(9/170) = 1.31, £ = .2341). 

Post hoc examination of the Pearson product moment 

correlations revealed that two style dimensions were 

significantly correlated with relational satisfaction (see 

Table 2). The impression leaving dimension of communicator 

style was significantly correlated with relational 

satisfaction (r = .15, £ = .0481). The attentive dimension 

of communicator style was significantly correlated with 

relational satisfaction (r = .16, £ = .0317). 

Research question four, which asked if the results for 

this hypothesis vary for women and men, produced 

nonsignificant results. The relation of reports on males' 

communicator style to females' self-reported relational 

satisfaction produced nonsignificant results [F (9/61) = 

0.68, £ = .7241]. Reports on the relation of females' 

communicator style to males' relational satisfaction 

produced nonsignificant results [F (9/99) = 1.05, £ = .4098]. 
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Table 2 

Romantic Relational Satisfaction 

Style Relational 
Dimensions Satisfaction 

Friendly .10 

Impression 
leaving .15* 

Relaxed .10 

Contentious .06 

Attentive .16* 

Animated .02 

Dramatic -.02 

Open -.05 

Dominant .01 

* indicates significance, £ < .05 
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Post hoc examination of the correlations for males' 

style to females' relational satisfaction produced 

nonsignificant results (r's range .01 - .15). Examination 

of the correlations for females' style to males' relational 

satisfaction produced nonsignificant results (r's range .00-

.18) . 

Results for Second and Fourth Research Questions 

Research question two asked if communicator style 

dimensions or relational maintenance strategies were more 

predictive of relational satisfaction in romantic 

relationships. To answer this question, the multiple 

correlation of communicator style dimensions with relational 

satisfaction and the multiple correlation of relational 

maintenance strategies with relational satisfaction were 

observed. 

Recall from reports on hypothesis two that 

nonsignificant results were produced in the multiple 

correlation of communicator style dimensions with relational 

satisfaction [F (9/170) = 1.31, ]D = .2341). Nonsignificant 

results were found in the multiple correlation of relational 

maintenance strategies with relational satisfaction [F, 

(5/174) = 1.58, ^ = .1668). Because the R's for the 

correlations of communicator style dimensions and 

relational maintenance strategies with relational 

satisfaction were nonsignificant, the planned _t-test between 

the R's was not possible. 
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Post hoc examination of the Pearson product moment 

correlations revealed that one relational maintenance 

strategy significantly correlated with romantic relational 

satisfaction (see Table 3). The assurances relational 

maintenance strategy significantly correlated with 

relational satisfaction (r = .18, p. = .0149). No 

communicator style dimensions were significantly correlated 

with relational satisfaction. 

Research question four, which asked if the results for 

research question two vary for women and men produced 

significant results for female maintenance strategy usage 

and male relational satisfaction only. Relational 

maintenance strategies were more predictive of relational 

satisfaction than communicator style dimensions only for 

females' use of maintenance strategies and related males' 

satisfaction. Recall from above that no significance was 

obtained between male or female communicator style 

dimensions and romantic partners' relational satisfaction. 

Likewise, the relation of reports on males' self-reported 

use of relational maintenance strategies to females' 

relational satisfaction produced nonsignificant results [F. 

(5/65) = 0.60, p. = .6997]. However, the relation of reports 

on females' use of relational maintenance strategies to 

males' relational satisfaction produced significant results 

[F (5/103) = 2.75, £ = .0225]. The multiple R of .34 

accounted for 12% shared variance (R2 = .12) . 
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Table 3 

Correlations of Relational Maintenance Strategies with 

Romantic Relational Satisfaction 

Maintenance Relational 
Strategies Satisfaction 

Assurances .18* 

Positivity .14 

Sharing Tasks .14 

Openness .13 

Social Networks .10 

* indicates significance, JD < .05 
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The hierarchical model revealed two significant 

predictors in two-tailed tests and an additional significant 

predictor in a one-tailed test. Females' use of the 

assurances relational maintenance strategy to males' 

relational satisfaction produced a significant correlation 

[F (1/103) = 4.27, £ = .0413, two-tailed). Females' use of 

the positivity relational maintenance strategy to males' 

relational satisfaction produced a significant correlation 

[F (1/103) = 5.11, p. = .0258, two-tailed). Female's use of 

the sharing tasks relational maintenance strategy to males' 

relational satisfaction produced a significant correlation 

[F (1/103)= 3.01, £ = .0855, one tailed). 

Post hoc examination of the correlations for males' use 

of relational maintenance strategies to females' self-

reported relational satisfaction produced nonsignificant 

results (r's range .00 - .15); however, correlations for 

females' use of relational maintenance strategies to males' 

relational satisfaction produced significance (see Table 4). 

Females' use of the assurances relational maintenance 

strategy was significantly correlated with males' self-

reported relational satisfaction (r = .19, £ = .0464). 

Females' use of the positivity relational maintenance 

strategy was significantly correlated with males' reported 

relational satisfaction (r. = .25, £ = .0085). Females' use 

of the sharing tasks relational maintenance strategy was 
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Table 4 

Correlations of Females' Relational Maintenance Strategy 

Usage with Males' Relational Satisfaction 

Maintenance Relational 
Strategies Satisfaction 

Assurances .19* 

Positivity .25* 

Sharing Tasks .22* 

Openness .06 

Social Networks .08 

* indicates significance, jd < .05 
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significantly correlated with males' reported relational 

satisfaction (r = .22, £ = .0210). 

Results for Third and Fourth Research Questions 

The third research question asked what combination of 

communicator style dimensions and relational maintenance 

strategies most efficiently predict romantic relational 

satisfaction. The stepwise multiple regression (MaxR) 

revealed a significant three variable model (with all three 

variables significant) most efficiently predicted romantic 

relational satisfaction [F (3/176) = 4.87, p. = .0028]. The 

multiple R of .28 accounted for 8% shared variance (R2 = 

.08). The assurances relational maintenance strategy 

(entering the model first) was significant [F (1/176) = 

7.52, £ = .0067], accounting for 4% partial variance (Type 

II SS) . The impression leaving dimension of communicator 

style (entered next) was significant [F (1/176) = 7.47, £ = 

.0069], accounting for 4% partial variance (Type II SS). 

Finally, the open dimension of communicator style (entered 

next) was significant [F (1/176) = 4.21, £ = .0416], 

accounting for 2% partial variance (Type II SS). 

The fourth research question asked if the results for 

research question three vary for women and men. Results of 

the stepwise multiple regression (MaxR) of combined males' 

communicator style and use of relational maintenance 

strategies with females' romantic relational satisfaction 

produced nonsignificant results [F (1/69) = 1.57, £ =.2150], 
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Results of the stepwise multiple regression (MaxR) of 

combined females' communicator style and females' use of 

relational maintenance strategies with males' self-reported 

romantic relational satisfaction produced a significant four 

variable model (with all four variables significant) [I? 

(4/104) = 5.11, £ = .0009] . The multiple R of .41 accounted 

for 16% shared variance (R2 = .16). The impression leaving 

dimension of communicator style (entering the model first) 

was significant [F (1/104) = 5.63, p. = .0195], accounting 

for 5% partial variance (Type II SS). The positivity 

relational maintenance strategy (entered next) was 

significant [F (1/104) = 7.76, £ = .0064], accounting for 6% 

partial variance (Type II SS). The sharing tasks relational 

maintenance strategy (entered next) was significant [F̂  

(1/104) = 5.84, £ = .0174], accounting for 5% partial 

variance (Type II SS). Finally, the dramatic dimension of 

communicator style (entered next) was significant [F (1/104) 

= 5.47, £ = .0213], accounting for 4% partial variance (Type 

II SS). 

A power analysis was conducted in order to account for 

Type II error. The procedure used for the analysis was that 

described by Welkowitz, Ewen, and Cohen (1976, pp. 201-203), 

and by Cohen (1988). Results of this analysis produced an 

average power of .21 for a small effect size, .89 for a 

medium effect size, and .99 for a large effect size (see 

Table 5). These results are similar to other studies 
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published in communication journals and represent sufficient 

power (Garrison & Andersen, 1979). 

Summary 

This chapter reported the results of the statistical 

analyses performed on each hypothesis and research question. 

The next chapter will summarize and further interpret these 

results. 
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Table 5 

Results of Power Analysis Accounting for Type II Error 

Small 
Effect 

Medium 
Effect 

Large 
Effect 

Hypothesis 1 .26 

Hypothesis 2 .26 

Hypothesis 2 
female student-
participant sample .17 

Hypothesis 2 
male student-
participant sample .13 

Averages .21 

.98 

.98 

.87 

.71 

.89 

>.995 

>.995 

>.995 

.98 

.99 



CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

Introduction 

The previous chapter reported the results of the 

hypothesized tests and the examination of the research 

questions. This chapter provides a summary of the study. 

This chapter also presents an interpretation of the results 

of the study, discusses limitations in the study, and 

addresses implications for future research. 

Summary of the Study 

This research explored the relationships among persons' 

use of romantic relational maintenance strategies, their 

communicator style, and their romantic partners' relational 

satisfaction. This study was interested in investigating 

any similarities between one's use of romantic relational 

maintenance strategies and one's general communicator style, 

that is, one's style of communicating with others outside 

the romantic relationship. 

Additionally, this study researched the impact of one's 

relational maintenance strategy usage and one's general 

communicator style on romantic partners' relational 

satisfaction. Lastly, this investigation was interested in 

any differences between females and males regarding their 

romantic relational maintenance strategy usage, their 
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communicator style, and the relation these had to their 

romantic partners' relational satisfaction. 

Specific predictions were made which hypothesized that 

some dimensions of communicator style and some romantic 

relational maintenance strategies would correlate with one 

another. A prediction was also hypothesized that 

individuals' styles of communicating with others outside 

their romantic relationship would be related to their 

romantic partners' level of relational satisfaction. 

Furthermore, previous research had shown that usage of 

romantic relational maintenance strategies is associated 

with relational satisfaction (e.g., Baxter & Simon, 1993; 

Bell, Daly, & Gonzalez, 1987; Canary & Stafford, 1992; 

Dainton, Stafford, & Canary, 1994; Dindia & Baxter, 1987; 

Simon & Baxter, 1993; Stafford & Canary, 1991). 

Consequently, this study questioned which dimensions of 

relational maintenance strategies and/or communicator style 

have the strongest association with romantic partner's 

relational satisfaction. Finally, the study investigated 

any differences between females and males relating to one's 

general communicator style (one's style of communicating 

with others outside their romantic relationship) and one's 

usage of relational maintenance strategies in relation to 

one's romantic partner's relational satisfaction. 

Questionnaire packets were distributed to a potential 

pool of 689 undergraduate students at the University of 
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North Texas. Each packet consisted of three types of 

surveys, labeled Form A, Form B, and Form C. The Form A 

survey was completed by students inside the classroom. 

These student-participants were asked several demographic 

questions in order to assess if they were currently involved 

in a heterosexual romantic relationship. Next, the student-

participants used 7-point Likert-type scales to indicate the 

strategies they use to maintain their romantic 

relationships. Student-participants were then asked to take 

the Form B survey, referencing relational satisfaction, to 

their romantic partner. 

Form B was completed by students' romantic partners. 

These romantic partners used a six item 7-point Likert-type 

scale to indicate their level of satisfaction with their 

romantic relationship. Additionally, these respondents were 

asked to circle the number on a scale ranging from one to 

ten as a means of indicating how happy they felt with the 

relationship (one indicating very unhappy, ten indicating 

perfectly happy). 

Student-participants were asked to take the Form C 

surveys in the questionnaire packet to a friend, a 

classmate or work mate, and an acquaintance. These 

respondents used 5-point Likert-type scales to indicate 

their perceptions of the student-participants' communicator 

styles. It was necessary to have individuals outside the 

romantic relationship complete the Form C surveys so as to 
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examine any correlations between perceptions of one's 

general communicator style and reports from one's romantic 

partner regarding the partner's level of relational 

satisfaction. 

Course credit was offered to students as incentive for 

their participation. In addition, several means of 

returning the Form B and Form C surveys were provided so as 

to ensure the confidentiality and accuracy of responses. 

Completed Form B and Form C surveys could have been mailed 

back to the researcher using the self-addressed envelopes 

attached to the surveys (postal stamps were provided for the 

Form B surveys). 

Furthermore, completed Form B and Form C surveys could 

be placed in a secure drop box located in the Communication 

Studies Department office. Finally, individuals completing 

these surveys could seal the surveys in the provided 

envelopes and hand them back to the student-participants who 

were asked to return them to their classroom instructors. 

From the potential pool of 689 students, a sample of 

180 participants was derived. The sample consisted of 

individuals who were involved in a romantic relationship 

(the student-participants and their romantic partners 

indicated that they were either married or they both 

indicated that the relationship was of a romantic nature) 

and who returned two Form C surveys completed by designated 

individuals outside the romantic relationship. Using this 
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sample, various statistical analyses were performed to test 

each hypothesis and to examine each research question. 

Summary of Research Findings 

The first hypothesis predicted that others' perceptions 

of one's communicator style (as assessed from the Form C 

surveys completed by good friends, classmates, work mates, 

and acquaintances) would correlate with student-participants 

reported use of romantic relational maintenance strategies. 

This hypothesis was not supported. No significant multiple 

regression results were obtained which indicated that any of 

the nine communicator style dimensions corresponded with 

student-participants' self-reported use of the five romantic 

relational maintenance strategies. 

The first research question asked if specific 

combinations of communicator style dimensions correlate with 

specific combinations of relational maintenance strategies. 

Only post hoc analyses found that some style dimensions did 

correlate with relational maintenance strategies; however, 

the results were not as strong as was expected. The 

following correlations occurred at slight and low levels, 

only: (1) the friendly communicator style dimension 

correlated with the relational maintenance strategies of 

positivity and social networks; (2) the attentive 

communicator style dimension correlated with the relational 

maintenance strategies of positivity and sharing tasks; and 

finally, (3) the dramatic communicator style dimension 
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correlated with the relational maintenance strategy of 

social networks. 

The second hypothesis predicted a relationship between 

others' perceptions of one's communicator style and one's 

romantic partner's report of relational satisfaction. That 

is, some style dimensions that others outside the romantic 

relationship perceive as expressed by the student-

participant would be indicative of the student-participants' 

romantic partner's level of relational satisfaction. 

Planned tests provided no support for the hypothesis. Post 

hoc analyses revealed that two style dimensions were 

correlated with partner's reports of relational 

satisfaction; again, however, the results were not as strong 

as had been expected. Both the impression leaving and the 

attentive dimensions of communicator style correlated with 

romantic partner's reports of relational satisfaction. 

The second research question asked if others' reports 

of the student-participants' communicator style or student-

participants ' own reports of their relational maintenance 

strategies were more predictive of romantic partner's 

reports of relational satisfaction. A post hoc examination 

found that only the relational maintenance strategy of 

assurances correlated significantly with romantic partners' 

reports of relational satisfaction. Although the 

correlation was significant, the level of shared variance 

was relatively low. 
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The third research question examined what combination 

of reported communicator style dimensions and relational 

maintenance strategies most efficiently predict romantic 

partner's relational satisfaction. That is, what is the 

combination of minimum style dimensions and relational 

maintenance strategies that statistically predict the 

romantic partner's relational satisfaction? Results 

indicated that the combination of the assurances relational 

maintenance strategy and the communicator style dimensions 

of impression leaving and openness was most efficiently 

associated with romantic partner's reports of relational 

satisfaction. 

The fourth research question examined differences 

between females and males regarding: (1) what combination 

of communicator style dimensions correspond with romantic 

partner's relational satisfaction; (2) if general 

communicator style reports or one's reported use of 

relational maintenance strategies were more indicative of 

romantic partner's relational satisfaction; and (3) what 

combination of communicator style dimensions and relational 

maintenance strategies most efficiently predict romantic 

partner's relational satisfaction. Results for the first 

part of this research question found no significant 

associations from reports on males' communicator style as 

related to female romantic partner relational satisfaction. 

Likewise, no significant results were obtained regarding 
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reports on females' communicator style as related to male 

romantic partner relational satisfaction. 

Regarding the second part of this research question, 

results found that relational maintenance strategies were 

more indicative of partners' relational satisfaction than 

communicator style dimensions only for females' use of 

relational maintenance strategies and related males' 

relational satisfaction. Tests found that females' use of 

the assurances, positivity, and sharing tasks relational 

maintenance strategies were predictive of male's reports of 

relational satisfaction. No significant results were 

obtained regarding males' use of relational maintenance 

strategies on related female partners' relational 

satisfaction. Additionally, no significant results were 

obtained regarding reports on female or male communicator 

style dimensions on related romantic partners' relational 

satisfaction. 

Regarding the third part of this research question, no 

significant effects were found for others' perceptions of 

males' communicator style dimensions and males' self-

reported use of relational maintenance strategies to female 

partners' relational satisfaction. However, reports on 

females' expression of communicator style dimensions and 

relational maintenance strategy usage were found to 

significantly relate to male romantic partners' relational 

satisfaction. 
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Females' expression of the impression leaving 

communicator style dimension, the positivity relational 

maintenance strategy, the sharing tasks relational 

maintenance strategy, and the dramatic communicator style 

dimension were found to most efficiently indicate male 

romantic partners' relational satisfaction. 

Interpretation of Results 

The first hypothesis received no support. It was 

predicted that reports on student-participants' general 

communicator style (as reported by others outside the 

student-participants' romantic relationships) would 

correspond to student-participants' self-reported use of 

romantic relational maintenance strategies. This was 

hypothesized as behaviors constituting relational 

maintenance strategies seem similar to those constituting 

communicator style dimensions. For instance, the friendly 

communicator style dimension consists of positive, 

supportive behaviors, likewise, the positivity relational 

maintenance strategy consists of cheerful, affectionate 

behaviors (Norton, 1983; Stafford & Canary, 1991). 

Therefore, it seems that reports of one's communicator style 

and one's use of romantic relational maintenance strategies 

would be correlated. 

The results of tests of this hypothesis indicated that 

one's style of communicating with others in general and 

one's reported use of romantic relational maintenance 
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strategies may not be correlated. Others' reports of the 

way student-participants' communicate were not found to be 

indicative of student-participants' romantic relational 

communication, which is what romantic relational maintenance 

strategies are. 

Furthermore, it was hypothesized that reports on one's 

general communicator style would correspond to one's reports 

of romantic relational maintenance strategies due to the 

notion that both communicator style and relational 

maintenance strategies adhere to the definition of 

relational communication (Norton, 1983; Watzlawick, Beavin, 

& Jackson, 1967). That is, they both communicate about the 

relationship shared between the sender and the receiver. It 

may be precisely because of the notion that they both are 

indicative of the relationship shared between the sender and 

the receiver that one's communicator style and one's 

relational maintenance strategies did not correlate in this 

study. 

This study had individuals outside the romantic 

relationship report on student-participants' communicator 

style, and the student-participants' themselves reported on 

their own use of romantic relational maintenance strategies. 

Students' reporting on their romantic relational maintenance 

strategy usage were reporting on the unique relationship 

they (the sender) share with their romantic partner (the 

receiver). The individuals outside the romantic 
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relationship who reported their perceptions of the student-

participants' communicator style were reporting on the 

relationship they share with the student-participant, which 

is not of a romantic nature. The findings of this study 

seem to indicate that the way one communicates with others 

outside their romantic relationship may not be reflective of 

the way one communicates with their romantic partner. 

In this study, reports on individuals' general 

communicator style did not correlate with individuals' 

reports of their specific romantic relational maintenance 

strategy usage. Following are several interpretations of 

this finding. 

It may be that individuals develop a style of 

communicating with their romantic partners that is unique to 

that relationship. That is, people may have a romantic 

communication style and a general communication style. 

A study reported by Honeycutt, Wilson, and Parker (1982) is 

relevant to the idea that the way one communicates with 

others may not be indicative of the way one communicates 

with their romantic partner. 

Honeycutt et al. (1982) investigated married couples 

and found that spouses report the communicator style 

dimensions of relaxed, friendly, open, dramatic, and 

attentive to be most beneficial when communicating with 

their marital partner; however, spouses reported the 

communicator style dimensions of impression leaving, 
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dominant, relaxed, and attentive to be most beneficial when 

communicating with others outside their marriage. Although 

this study did not investigate married couples exclusively, 

it did research the unique relational communication 

occurring in romantic couples. Thus, it may be that one's 

general style of communicating is not indicative of their 

romantic relational communication, including one's use 

romantic relational maintenance strategies. 

This study's results indicate that the way individuals' 

communicate with others outside their romantic relationship 

is not reflective of their romantic communication. A 

possible explanation for this finding may be that people 

have greater flexibility in their communication style than 

was expected. 

This apparent flexibility in communication style may 

mean that the "public" persona individuals present is quite 

different from the persona presented in exclusive, romantic 

relationships. This implies that individuals cannot be sure 

of what they are getting in a romantic partner until they've 

already got the partner. In order to further interpret this 

notion, a post hoc analysis was conducted on the 

communicator style surveys (completed on the student-

participant by a good friend and either a classmate, work 

mate, or an acquaintance). 

It was expected that a good friend's report and a 

report from either a classmate, work mate, or acquaintance 
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on a student-participant's communicator style would be 

correlated thereby lending credence to the notion of a 

general communicator style. Results found that others' 

perceptions of student-participants' communicator style did 

correlate significantly in this study; however, most of the 

correlations occurred at low levels (r's range .20 - 44). 

It may be that perceptions of an individual's communicator 

style are fairly unique to the observer. It may be that 

individuals adapt their communicator style based on with 

whom they are interacting. It could be that people are so 

adaptive in their communicator style that there is no 

general style. 

Regarding the correlations of reports on student-

participants' communicator style, it seems interesting to 

note that this study found the style dimensions in the area 

of assertiveness/aggressiveness to be more highly correlated 

between the good friend and the other rater than any of the 

other style dimensions. There seems to be more agreement in 

the observations of behaviors that appear to involve some 

degree of assertiveness (e.g., dominant, contentious, and 

dramatic). 

Another explanation as to why this study may have found 

low correlations regarding student-participants' general 

communicator style may be that this investigation measured 

style using only two raters (a good friend and either a 

classmate, work mate, or acquaintance per student-
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participant). Any two individuals' ratings of one's 

communicator style may not be meaningfully correlated 

(although all correlations in this study were significant). 

Thus, this study may not have adequately assessed general 

style, but rather assessed two individuals' unique 

perceptions of one's communicator style. 

Furthermore, there seems to be no apparent reason to 

expect that one type of respondent used in this study on the 

communicator style measure would consistently rate the 

student-participant higher than the other rater. That is, 

there is no reason to believe that student-participants' 

good friends would always rate the student-participants' 

communicator style higher than the other rater who was 

either a classmate, work mate, or acquaintance of the 

student-participants. 

However, there may be reason to expect more consistency 

in others' reports on a student-participant's communicator 

style if the reports were completed by the same type of 

individuals. That is, there may be more consistency in the 

reports of student-participants' communicator style if both 

reports were made by good friends of the student-

participant . 

It seems possible that there may be a general 

communicator style among good friends. Thus, while there 

may not be an overall general communicator style, there may 

be normative behaviors observable across some interactants. 
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Again, this study may not have adequately assessed 

one's general communicator style, but rather specific 

individuals' unique perceptions of one's communicator style. 

It may be that a more substantial number of raters is needed 

in order to assess the meaningful normative communication 

behaviors, which would be one's general communicator style, 

of individuals. This study, using only two raters reporting 

on a person's communicator style, most likely was deficient 

in observing the individual's normative communication 

behaviors. 

Consequently, it may be that the lack of correlation 

found in this study for reports on one's communicator style 

and report of one's relational maintenance strategy usage 

may be explained by the notion that there is not a general 

style, that people are more adaptive than was previously 

thought, or that this study did not adequately assess 

individuals' general communicator style. 

Another explanation for the lack of correlation found 

in this study between reports on student-participants' 

communicator style and student-participants' reports of 

their use of relational maintenance strategies may be that 

these reports were assessing different things. It would be 

possible for the student-participants' self-reports and the 

good friend and either classmate, work mate or acquaintance 

other-reports to correlate if they are assessing similar 

concepts. The design of this study may have contributed to 
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the difficulty in finding a correlation between relational 

maintenance strategies and communicator style due to the 

self-report assessment of relational maintenance strategy 

usage and the other-report assessment of communicator style. 

If these two had correlated, the implication may have been 

that we can predict (to some degree) how a romantic 

relational partner will behave based on our observations of 

their communicative interactions with others. However, this 

study did not find a correlation, perhaps because the self-

report measure and the other-report measure were assessing 

different concepts. 

The first research question further investigated any 

similarities between the reports on student-participants' 

communicator style and student-participants' use of romantic 

relational maintenance strategies. Reports on some 

communicator style dimensions were found to correlate with 

reports on some romantic relational maintenance strategies; 

however, these correlations were not very strong. It is 

important to note that although some overlap was found 

between reports on one's communicator style and one's self-

reported use of relational maintenance strategies, these 

correlations occurred at such low levels that it may be 

inappropriate to suggest one is meaningfully predictive of 

the other; that is, that one's expression of a communicator 

style dimension is predictive of one's usage of particular 

romantic relational maintenance strategies. 
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The investigation of research question one found that 

the friendly communicator style dimension correlated with 

the romantic relational maintenance strategies of positivity 

and social networks. Additionally, the attentive 

communicator style dimension was found to correlate with the 

romantic relational maintenance strategies of positivity and 

sharing tasks. Finally, the dramatic communicator style 

dimension correlated with the romantic relational 

maintenance strategy of social networks. These correlations 

imply that individuals express some similar communication 

behaviors both to their romantic partner and to others in 

general. Consequently, it may be that some "public" 

behaviors expressed by individuals are also observable in 

individuals' romantic relationships. 

The second hypothesis stated that the outsiders' 

(individuals outside student-participants' romantic 

relationships) reports on student-participants' communicator 

style dimensions would be predictive of student-

participants' romantic partners' reports of relational 

satisfaction. It was expected that some style dimensions 

would predict relational satisfaction based on such past 

studies as Honeycutt et al. (1982). As stated previously, 

the Honeycutt et al. study found that happily married 

couples report exhibiting the communicator style dimensions 

of relaxed, friendly, open, dramatic, and attentive. 

Additionally, Norton (1983) reported that the attentive, 
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friendly, and relaxed communicator style dimensions appeared 

to be most predictive of respondents' relational 

satisfaction (p. 227). 

Contrary to what was expected, the planned test of 

hypothesis two produced nonsignificant results. So as to 

interpret these results, it should be noted that the 

Honeycutt et al. (1982) study used individuals' self-reports 

of communicator style, whereas this study used other's 

reports of one's communicator style. Furthermore, Norton 

(1983) was not assessing specific romantic relational 

satisfaction, as is this study. Thus, the differences 

found in the results of this study and those previously 

mentioned may be due to measurement and methodological 

issues. 

A post hoc investigation of hypothesis two did find the 

communicator style dimensions of impression leaving and 

attentiveness to correlate with romantic partner's reports 

of relational satisfaction. It may be that individuals 

express these positive behaviors both to others outside 

their romantic relationship and to their romantic relational 

partners. That is, there may be some similarities in one's 

communication style outside their romantic relationship and 

one's romantic communication style. 

It should be noted that although the reports of one's 

communicator style may not be indicative of one's romantic 

relational communication as related to relational 
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maintenance strategies (based on the findings of this study 

that reports on one's communicator style did not 

meaningfully correspond with one's reports of relational 

maintenance strategy usage), one's communicator style and 

romantic relational communication most likely are not 

mutually exclusive. Therefore, it may be possible in this 

study for outsiders' reports (individuals outside the 

romantic relationship) of student-participants' communicator 

style to correlate with student-participants' romantic 

partners' reports of relational satisfaction. 

The second research question asked if reports on one's 

communicator style or reports of one's relational 

maintenance strategies were more predictive of romantic 

partner's relational satisfaction. Recall that communicator 

style dimensions were presumed to predict romantic 

relational satisfaction based on previous research results 

(e.g., Honeycutt et al., 1982; Norton, 1983). Additionally, 

previous studies found relational maintenance strategies to 

be predictive of relational satisfaction (e.g., Baxter & 

Simon, 1993; Bell, Daly, & Gonzalez, 1987; Dainton, 

Stafford, & Canary, 1994; Dindia & Baxter, 1987; Simon & 

Baxter 1993; Stafford & Canary, 1991). The results of this 

study found only the relational maintenance strategy of 

assurances to correlate significantly with romantic 

partner's reports of relational satisfaction; thus, 

relational maintenance strategies were found to be more 
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predictive of romantic partners' relational satisfaction. 

It is important to mention that this correlation was not as 

strong as had been expected. 

This study's finding that the relational maintenance 

strategy of assurances is most predictive of reported 

relational satisfaction partially reflects Stafford's and 

Canary's (1991) findings. Likewise, Dainton, Stafford, and 

Canary (1994) found the relational maintenance strategies of 

assurances and positivity to be most predictive of romantic 

relational satisfaction. 

It may be that the assurances relational maintenance 

strategy was found to be most predictive of relational 

satisfaction over other strategies due to some qualities of 

the sample used in this study. Recall that the sample for 

this study consisted of relatively young, college students. 

The mean age of the sample was 22. It seems possible that 

most respondents in the study may feel as if they are in a 

temporary, transitional phase (i.e., college is a temporary, 

transitional experience for most, and in addition, some 22 

year-old individuals may feel uncomfortable as their future 

may seem uncertain); consequently, they may derive the most 

satisfaction from those communicative behaviors that express 

commitment to the relationship and to the relational 

partner, thus providing some sense of stability and comfort. 

The assurances relational maintenance strategy consists of 

such type of behaviors. 
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Research question three investigated combinations of 

reported relational maintenance strategy usage and reported 

communicator style dimensions as related to romantic 

partners' relational satisfaction. Results of the third 

research question found that a combination of the assurances 

relational maintenance strategy and the communicator style 

dimensions of impression leaving and openness most 

efficiently predicted romantic partners' reports of 

relational satisfaction. Again, the assurances relational 

maintenance strategy appears to be most predictive of 

romantic partner's reports of relational satisfaction. 

Similarly, the impression leaving communicator style 

dimension appears to be related to romantic partners' 

reports of relational satisfaction (recall that the results 

from hypothesis two also found the communicator style 

dimension of impression leaving to be related to romantic 

partners' reports of relational satisfaction). 

A possible interpretation of these results may be, 

again, that some behaviors exhibited to others outside the 

romantic relationship may also be exhibited within the 

romantic relationship. Furthermore, it should be noted 

that the behaviors comprising the style dimensions of 

impression leaving and openness are of a positive nature. 

It seems likely that most individuals would express these 

types of positive behaviors to their romantic partners as 

well as to others outside their romantic relationships. 
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Results of research question four found no significant 

sex effects regarding others' reports on student-

participants' communicator style and romantic partners' 

reports of their own relational satisfaction. Again, the 

notion is presented that females' and males' communication 

with others outside their romantic relationship may not be 

substantially indicative of their communication with their 

romantic relational partner. 

Results of research question four also found that 

student-participants' self-reported usage of relational 

maintenance strategies were more predictive of romantic 

partners' relational satisfaction than were reported 

communicator style dimensions for females' use of relational 

maintenance strategies and related males' relational 

satisfaction only. Tests found that females' use of the 

assurances, positivity, and sharing tasks relational 

maintenance strategies were predictive of males' reported 

relational satisfaction. No significant results were 

obtained regarding males' use of relational maintenance 

strategy usage on female romantic partners' relational 

satisfaction. 

Regarding females' use of certain relational 

maintenance strategies relating to males' relational 

satisfaction, it may be that females engage in these 

behaviors naturally as an artifact of socialization. Most 

women may have been socialized to -be somewhat nurturing, 
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supportive, responsive, and relationally-aware (Hocker & 

Wilmot, 1995; Pearson et al., 1995; Wood, 1995). These 

supportive, responsive, and relationally-aware behaviors are 

similar to those constituting the relational maintenance 

strategies of assurances, positivity, and sharing tasks. 

Consequently, females' self-reports of these relational 

maintenance strategies may correlate highly with male 

romantic partners' reports of relational satisfaction. 

Regarding that no significant results were obtained for 

males' use of relational maintenance strategies and related 

females' satisfaction, the notion is presented that the 

relational satisfaction measure may have produced 

artifactual results in this study. Most women in this study 

reported being highly satisfied with their romantic 

relationship perhaps regardless of whether the males 

indicated utilizing the various relational maintenance 

strategies. Consequently, there may be no correlation 

between the males' reported use of relational maintenance 

strategies and females' reported relational satisfaction. 

The final examination of research question four found 

no significant effects for combinations of males' 

communicator style dimensions and relational maintenance 

strategies on female romantic partners' relational 

satisfaction. Conversely, a combination of females' 

expression of the impression leaving communicator style 

dimension, the positivity relational maintenance strategy, 
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the sharing tasks relational maintenance strategy, and the 

dramatic communicator style dimension was found to most 

efficiently indicate male romantic partners' relational 

satisfaction. 

It may be that males expect these types of behaviors 

from females. Again, the behaviors comprising these style 

dimensions and the relational maintenance strategies are of 

a somewhat supportive, relationally-aware nature. It may be 

that males relational satisfaction is based on the degree to 

which their female partner fulfills their expectations of 

exhibiting such behaviors. 

Additionally, it should be noted that in this study, 

most romantic relational partners indicated that they were 

satisfied with the relationship. Consequently, it may be 

that some males' reports of their relational maintenance 

strategy usage indicated that they were not engaging in 

relational maintenance behaviors; however, their female 

relational partners' reported being satisfied with the 

relationship. If this is the case, that would explain why 

no correlation occurred between males' reported relational 

maintenance strategy usage and females' reported relational 

satisfaction. 

Another interpretation of this study's findings may be 

that some women may have reported inaccurate responses on 

the relational satisfaction questionnaire possibly due to 

perceived societal pressure felt by women to be involved in 
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a romantic relationship (Miller & Simpson, 1991). Miller 

and Simpson report that women often stay in unsatisfying 

relationships due to the position of women in society. It 

seems that women are not held in as high regard as most men; 

therefore, a woman may feel the need to be associated with a 

man so as to be perceived as more worthwhile than she may be 

if she is not associated with a man. Consequently, some 

women may have reported relational satisfaction not based on 

male partners' behavior but based on the fact that they have 

a romantic relationship. 

Additionally, it may be that many of the respondents in 

this study may not have ever experienced a truly satisfying 

romantic relationship. Thus, women may have reported being 

relationally satisfied simply because they do not know what 

a satisfying relationship is and because they may think that 

any relationship is better than none at all. 

Furthermore, women in this study may have reported 

relational satisfaction based on the perception that women 

are usually the relationship-managers (Pearson et al., 1995; 

Wood, 1995). Women may feel more responsible for the state 

of romantic relationships than do men. Consequently, some 

women in this study may have felt that reporting an 

unsatisfying relationship equated to admitting being a poor 

relationship-manager; therefore, in an effort to avoid a 

negative personal reflection, they indicated high relational 

satisfaction. 
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In an effort to further interpret this study's 

findings, post hoc analyses were conducted so as to examine 

the possibility of ceiling effects and/or other alternative 

explanations. More specifically, post hoc analyses were 

conducted so as to examine possible reasons why previous 

research found that relational satisfaction may be 

meaningfully predicted by relational maintenance strategy 

usage whereas this study found only low correlations or no 

correlations between romantic partners' reports of 

relational satisfaction and student-participants' reports of 

relational maintenance strategy usage. Additionally, post 

hoc analyses were conducted so as to examine possible 

reasons why significant results were found for male romantic 

partners' relational satisfaction and not for female 

romantic partners' relational satisfaction. 

One possible explanation as to why this study may not 

have found meaningful correlations between student-

participants' reports of relational maintenance strategy 

usage and romantic partners' reports of relational 

satisfaction may be that the sample used for this study 

consisted of only happy couples. Because it was expected 

that all the romantic partners in this study reported being 

relationally satisfied, a post hoc analysis was conducted in 

order to examine the possibility of a ceiling effect. The 

norms of scores reported on the romantic partners' 

relational satisfaction measure were examined. 
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The criterion that was used in order to determine a 

ceiling effect included that the top potential score of the 

measure was within a standard deviation of the observed 

mean. Apparently, a ceiling effect did occur in the 

romantic relational partners' self-reports of relational 

satisfaction for both the females' and males' combined 

reports of relational satisfaction. That is, for all 

participants completing the relational satisfaction measure, 

a ceiling effect may have impacted results. 

The measure of romantic partners' self-reported 

relational satisfaction had a potential range of 6-45 with 

an absolute midpoint of 25.5. The observed mean for all the 

romantic partner participants was 40.45 and the standard 

deviation was 5.11 which indicates, by the criterion, that a 

ceiling effect may have accounted for the lack of relational 

satisfaction predictability found in this study. The same 

ceiling effect occurred when only female romantic partners' 

reports of relational satisfaction were examined (M = 39.91, 

SD = 5.97). Likewise, the same ceiling effect occurred when 

only male romantic partners' reports of relational 

satisfaction were examined (M = 40.80, SD = 4.45). 

Apparently, the observed ceiling effect did not account 

for the differences in results found for female and male 

student-participants regarding their romantic partners' 

self-reports of satisfaction and the student-participant 

reports of relational maintenance strategies and others' 
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reports of student-participants' communicator style. As was 

previously reported, results were found indicating certain 

relational maintenance strategies and style dimensions, when 

expressed by females, seem to be related to their male 

romantic partners' relational satisfaction. No results were 

found indicating that any behaviors by male student-

participants' relate to their female romantic partners' 

relational satisfaction. 

It may have bedn that the satisfaction measure used in 

this study did not account for levels of relational 

satisfaction. That is, it may have been easy for romantic 

partners to appear highly satisfied with their relationship 

as the scale did not appear to measure extremely high 

degrees of satisfaction. It may be that if partners 

indicate satisfaction at all on the measure it may be 

interpreted as high satisfaction rather than slight or 

moderate relational satisfaction. 

For instance, the relational satisfaction measure used 

in this study consisted of such items as "My relationship 

with my partner makes me happy" and "We have a good 

relationship". There are no items on the measure stating 

such things as "My relationship with my partner makes me 

moderately happy" or "My relationship with my partner makes 

me ecstatic", etc. Additionally, there are no items stating 

such things as "We have a good relationship all of time" or 

"We have a good relationship some of the time", etc. 
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Including items such as those mentioned may allow for the 

relational satisfaction measure to account for varying 

levels of satisfaction, especially extremely high levels, 

which may allow more conclusive results to be obtained 

regarding romantic relationships. 

Furthermore, the norms on the measures of relational 

maintenance strategies were also examined for potential 

ceiling effects. The self-reports of relational maintenance 

strategy usage were divided between female and male student-

participant respondents in order to account for any sex 

differences. Only the reported use of the relational 

maintenance strategy of assurances for both female and male 

student-participants produced norms that indicated a ceiling 

effect. 

The assurances relational maintenance strategy measure 

had a potential range of 4-28 with an absolute midpoint of 

16. The potential top score of 28 was within a standard 

deviation of the mean for both female student-participants' 

self-reports (M = 25.34, SD = 3.19) and for male student-

participants' self-reports (M = 23.90, SD = 4.20). 

Consequently, the relationship found in this study between 

student-participants' self-reported use of the assurances 

relational maintenance strategy and their romantic partners' 

self-reported relational satisfaction may have been enhanced 

by the distributions of scores for the assurances relational 

maintenance strategy and romantic partners' relational 
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satisfaction which both reflected a ceiling effect and some 

degree of skewdness. 

Finally, a post hoc analysis of the norms on the 

communicator style measure were also examined. Apparently, 

no ceiling effect (or floor effect) occurred regarding 

others' reports on student-participants' communicator style. 

Limitations 

The survey method used to obtain the data may be a 

limitation of this study. Because certain participants 

completed measures outside the direct observation of the 

researcher, it is possible that the identity of some of the 

respondents may be questioned. Furthermore, the rate of 

attrition associated with the return of the data may be 

considered a limitation of the research. Recall that a 

total of 124 questionnaire packets were deemed unusable as 

they were returned incomplete. 

Additionally, recall that each participant was asked to 

return four Form C questionnaires in an effort to obtain 

perceptions of one's communicator style from various 

individuals; however, in order to maximize the number of 

participants in the study, it was necessary to drop the 

required number of returned Form C questionnaires to two. 

This may have resulted in a limitation of the research as a 

more accurate description of one's general communicator 

style may have been achieved if all four Form C surveys 

could have been used in the analysis of data. 
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Moreover, because some class credit was awarded for 

participation in this study, the accuracy of some of the 

responses may be questioned. That is, some respondents may 

not have met the criteria for involvement in the study; 

however, they may have participated anyway in order to 

achieve the class credit. Also, some respondents may have 

indicated what they believe to be the most desirable 

responses rather than their true response. Thus, some 

inaccurate data may have been received and analyzed. 

Furthermore, the age of this study's sample may be a 

limitation. Recall that the mean age of the sample was 22. 

It may be that individuals at this age are just now learning 

relational maintenance behaviors and/or they may not have 

yet experienced a truly satisfying relationship. It may be 

that results of studies on young, romantic couples may not 

be comparable to results of studies on long-term, more 

mature romantic couples as more mature couples may be more 

adept at relationship maintenance. It may be that 

maintenance behaviors for young, romantic couples are 

different than those for more long-term romantic couples. 

In fact, Stafford & Canary (1991) found that 

perceptions of relational maintenance strategy usage 

differed based on relationship type. Stafford and Canary 

reported that the strategies used to maintain relationships 

differed based on whether the couple was married, engaged, 

seriously dating, or dating. Consequently, a limitation of 
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this study is that the data were not analyzed according to 

specific relationship type. 

An additional limitation of this research is that the 

relational satisfaction measure may have produced somewhat 

biased or skewed results. All items on the relational 

satisfaction measure were positively worded and they did not 

account for varying levels of relational satisfaction which 

may have resulted in a positive response bias or artifactual 

results. 

It should also be mentioned that Norton's (1983) 

measure assessing general communicator style may be a 

limitation of the research. Although the reliabilities of 

appear somewhat low, the measure, at present, is the most 

valid instrument available in order to assess such 

information. 

Implications 

This study explored relationships among reports of 

one's general communicator style, one's reported relational 

maintenance strategy usage, and one's romantic relational 

partner's reported relational satisfaction. Initially, this 

study expected to find such a strong correlation between 

individuals' reports on one's general communicator style and 

self-reports of one's usage of romantic relational 

maintenance strategies that one's general communicator style 

could be predictive of their romantic relational maintenance 

strategy choice and possibly predictive of their romantic 
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partner's level of relational satisfaction. Though the 

results of this study certainly differ from that 

expectation, some insights were gained into areas which 

future research might explore. 

Results of this study indicate that one's style of 

communicating with others outside one's romantic 

relationship may not be very indicative of one's romantic 

relational communication as exhibited through relational 

maintenance strategies. Additional research should be 

conducted on this finding. It is possible that a 

correlation may have occurred between reports on one's 

communicator style and one's self-reported relational 

maintenance strategy usage if the romantic relational 

partner had been the respondent on the communicator style 

measure. If romantic partners were to report on one's 

communicator style, the partners may be indicating one's 

romantic communication style. Future study should 

investigate this notion. 

Additionally, a study in which one's romantic partner 

reports relational satisfaction and reports one's 

communicator style behaviors may identify the specific style 

dimensions which result in satisfying, maintained romantic 

relationships. If it is found that romantic partners' 

reports on one's communicator style predict relational 

satisfaction, future study should also investigate 

differences in relationship type. That is, some style 
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dimensions may be more predictive of relational satisfaction 

in dating couples and others in engaged couples, etc. 

Another salient issue is if romantic partners' 

perceptions of one's communicator style correspond to 

others' perceptions of one's communicator style. If it is 

found that these perceptions do not correspond, then it may 

be that "what we see may not be what we get" (i.e., we 

cannot predict how one will communicate in a romantic 

relationship based on observations of one's style of 

communication with others outside the relationship). If 

romantic partners' perceptions do correspond with those 

outside the romantic relationship, it may be that, to some 

degree, individuals can predict how a romantic partner may 

behave before they actually have the partner. 

Future study should also be conducted using a more 

substantial number of individuals reporting on one's 

communicator style. Recall that this study used only two 

individuals' reports on student-participants' communicator 

style. It may be that using only two individuals' 

perceptions does not assess one's general communicator 

style. Using a more substantial number of reports may 

identify a person's normative communication behavior. 

Future study should also investigate if a person's style 

norms are predictive of their relational maintenance 

strategy usage and if their style norms impact their 

romantic partner's relational satisfaction. 
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This study also found that reports of relational 

maintenance strategy usage were predictive of romantic 

partner's relational satisfaction. This finding is in 

accordance with reports from other studies; however, it may 

be that the relational satisfaction measure used produced a 

positive response bias. Future studies using a similar 

sample may be able to reduce the possibility of a positive 

response bias if a different measure of relational 

satisfaction were to be used. 

Another possible implication of this study's findings 

could be that most young, romantic couples surveyed on a 

college-campus will always report high relational 

satisfaction. It may be that individuals in these unique 

circumstances will consistently be happy in their romantic 

relationships as the opportunity for a new romantic 

relationship seems readily available. If they are not 

satisfied with that relationship they will exit it and find 

one that is satisfying. Future study should investigate 

this notion as it appears that most young, romantic couples 

in these circumstances do not have many barriers hindering 

relational termination. Thus, some individuals in this type 

of sample may not be aware of relational maintenance 

behaviors. Consequently, their relational satisfaction is 

not dependent on relational maintenance strategies. 

These unique circumstances make it difficult to 

generalize the results of such a sample to other 
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populations. It may be interesting for future research to 

explore the relationships among reports of one's 

communicator style, reports of one's relational maintenance 

strategy usage, and reports of one's romantic partner's 

relational satisfaction utilizing a more mature, diversified 

sample. 

Finally, future study should also be conducted 

regarding young, romantic couples perceptions of their own 

use and their partner's perceptions of their use of 

relational maintenance strategies. Canary and Stafford 

(1992) found moderate to strong correlations among spouses 

self-reported maintenance strategy usage and partner's 

perceptions of spouses maintenance behaviors; however, such 

correlations may not exist in unmarried, romantic couples. 

Summary 

This chapter provided a summary of the research results 

and provided a synopsis of the entire research project. 

Possible interpretations of the research results were 

presented as were the limitations involved in the study. 

Finally, the implications of this study's results and ideas 

for future research in this area were discussed. 
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Recitation Leader Instructions 

Read the following orally: 

Each of you are getting three questionnaire packets labeled 
Form A, Form B, and Form C. You must be involved in a 
romantic relationship to participate in this study. If you 
are not involved in a romantic relationship or do not wish to 
participate, return the questionnaire packets to me and sit 
quietly. If you are in a romantic relationship and want to 
participate in this study, this is one of the opportunities 
this semester to receive discovery learning credit noted on 
your Comm 1010 syllabus. 

First, if you choose to participate read and sign the first 
page of the packet (attached to Form A). Tear the page off 
and turn it in to me now. That page must be turned in 
separately from all other parts of the questionnaire so that 
your responses are anonymous. Do this now. 

Now write your full name and recitation number in the space 
provided on the 5 envelopes attached to Form B and Form C. 
This allows us to track full Discovery Learning credit. When 
we receive them, the envelopes will be discarded immediately 
after recording credit. 

Your instructions for Form B and Form C are on the first page 
of these packets. These packets will not be answered by you 
and will be completed outside of class. 

Find Form B. This packet will be completed by your 
relational partner. Read your instructions on the first page 
and tear off the first sheet before giving this packet to 
your partner. There are three ways that the questionnaire 
may be returned: by mail, a secure drop box in the 
Communication Department, or your partner may give the sealed 
envelope to you. Return the sealed envelope to me the next 
class meeting. 

Find Form C. Again, your instructions are on the first page. 
Read this information and tear off the first sheet before 
handing out these packets. There are 2 ways the 
questionnaire may be returned: a secure drop box in the 
Communication Department, or this person may give the sealed 
envelope to you. Return the sealed envelope to me the next 
class meeting. 

Do you have any questions? 

Right now, in class, answer the Form A questions. When you 
have finished, turn in only Form A to me. 
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Dear Possible Participant: 

We are conducting communication research as part of a masters 
thesis by graduate students. We are asking for your help in 
conducting this research. Your participation is completely 
voluntary and your responses will be completely anonymous. 

You must be presently involved in a romantic relationship to 
participate. 

Three questionnaire packets (FORM A, FORM B, FORM C) are 
attached. They must be completed as follows: 

FORM A: By you, now, in class 

FORM B: By your romantic partner outside of class 

FORM C: By 4 specified others outside of class 

SEE DIRECTIONS ON EACH FORM. 

There is a section of Form A that you complete yourself which 
relates to sexually intimate information. You will be asked 
if you are sexually intimate with your romantic partner. If 
so, you are asked to respond to some questions of a sexual 
nature. Your partner's questionnaire does not reference any 
sexually intimate information. 

OPTION ONE: If you choose not to participate or if you are 
not eligible to participate simply return this entire 
questionnaire to your instructor. 

OPTION TWO: If you do choose to participate and want to 
receive Discovery Learning credit, tear-off this page, then 
please sign and date the statement below. 

"1 have read the above information and give my informed 
consent to participate in this study." 

Signature date 

IF YOU CHOOSE TO PARTICIPATE. RETURN THIS SIGNED PAGE 
IMMEDIATELY 

AND SEPARATELY FROM THE QUESTIONNAIRE. 

This project has been reviewed and approved by the UNT 
Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects (817) 565-
3940. The researchers may be reached at (817) 565-3198 
should you have any questions. 
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FORM A 

Directions: Please complete Form A right now, in class, and 
return Form A to your instructor. 

( 04 ) Indicate your sex. Circle: 1 2 
male female 

( 05 ) Indicate your partner's sex. Circle: 1 2 
male female 

( 06 ) Indicate your year in school. Circle: 

1 2 3 4 5 
Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Graduate 

(07-08) Write your age in years (e.g., 2 1). 
years 

( 09 ) Indicate the type of relationship you and your partner 
share. Circle: 

1 2 3 4 
married engaged seriously or dating 

exclusively dating 

5 other: 

specify 

( 10 ) Do you consider your relationship with this person to 
be romantic? Circle: 

1 2 3 
yes no undecided 

( 11 ) Are you and your partner sexually intimate? Circle: 

1 2 
yes no 

( 12 ) Do you and your partner live together? Circle: 

1 2 3 
full-time part-time no 
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( 13 ) Does your partner live far away enough from you that 
it would be difficult or impossible for you to see 
him/her everyday? Circle: 

1 2 
yes no 

( 14 ) Do you perceive that you and your partner have a long 
distance relationship? Circles 

1 2 
yes no 
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The following items concern things people might do to 
maintain their romantic relationships. Please identify the 
degree to which you perceive each of the following statements 
describe your current (over the past 2 weeks, for example) 
methods of maintaining your romantic relationship. 

Please indicate the degree to which you agree-disagree with 
each of the following statements by marking a number in the 
space provided beside each statement. Use the following 
scale: 

1 
Strongly 

Disagree 

2 
Disagree Moderately 

Disagree 

4 
Are 

Undecided 

Moderately 

Agree 

6 
Agree 

7 
Strongly 

Agree 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

I attempt to make our interactions very 
enjoyable. 

I am cooperative in the ways I handle 
disagreements between us. 

I try to build up his/her self-esteem, including 
giving him/her compliments, etc. 

I ask how his/her day has gone. 

I am very nice, courteous, and polite when we 
talk. 

I act cheerful and positive when I am with 
him/her. 

I do not criticize him/her. 

I try to be romantic, fun and interesting with 
him/her. 

I am patient and forgiving of him/her. 

I present myself as cheerful and optimistic. 

I encourage him/her to disclose thoughts and 
feelings to me. 

I simply tell him/her how I feel about our 
relationship. 

I seek to discuss the quality of our 
relationship. 

I disclose what I need or want from our 
relationship. 

I remind him/her about relationship decisions we 
made in the past (for example, to maintain the 
same level of intimacy). 

I like to have periodic talks about our 
relationship. 

I stress my commitment to him/her. 
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1 
Strongly 

Disagree 

2 
Disagree Moderately 

Disagree 

4 
Are 

Undecided 

Moderately 

Agree 

6 
Agree 

7 
Strongly 

Agree 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

I imply that our relationship has a future. 

I show my love for him/her. 

I show myself to be faithful to him/her. 

I like to spend time with our same friends. 

I focus on common friends and affiliations. 

I show that I am willing to do things with 
his/her friends or family. 

I include our friends or family in our 
activities. 

I help equally with tasks that need to be done. 

I share in the joint responsibilities that face 
us. 

I do my fair share of the work we have to do. 

I do not shirk my duties. 

I perform my household responsibilities. 
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Relational Satisfaction Scale 

Please identify how well each of these statements describe 
your feelings about your relationship with your partner. 
Indicate the degree to which you agree-disagree with each of 
the following statements by marking a number in the space 
provided beside each statement. Use the following scale: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly Disagree Moderately Are Moderately Agree Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Agree 

66 ) We have a good relationship. 

67 ) My relationship with my partner is very stable. 

68 ) Our relationship is strong. 

69 ) My relationship with my partner makes me happy. 

70 ) I really feel like part of a team with my 

partner. 

(71-72) Please rate the degree of happiness, everything 
considered, in your relationship by circling the number on 
the scale which indicates how happy you are. 

Very Unhappy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 P e r f e c t l y Happy 
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Form B Instructions: Please give Form B to your romantic 
partner. Your partner may: 

1) mail back Form B 
2) drop Form B in a specified drop box 
3) or ask you to return Form B to your instructor in a 

sealed, unopened envelope. 

Write vour full name in the space provided on the envelope. 
The envelope will be discarded immediately and your name will 
not appear on the questionnaire. 

IMPORTANT; TEAR OFF THIS PAGE AND DISCARD IT BEFORE YOU GIVE 
FORM B TO YOUR ROMANTIC PARTNER. 
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Dear Possible Participant: 

We are conducting communication research as part of a masters 
thesis by graduate students. We are asking for your help in 
conducting this research. Your participation is completely 
voluntary and your responses will be anonymously coded. 

Due to the potentially sensitive nature of your responses, an 
envelope is provided in which you seal the completed 
questionnaire. 

Please fill out the questionnaire away from the person who 
gave it to you. Return the completed questionnaire on the 
same or next day you receive it. Three options for returning 
the questionnaire. so as to guarantee your honest and 
confidential response, are: 

1) Mail the sealed questionnaire back in the self-addressed 
envelope. A stamp and an envelope are provided for your 
convenience. 

2) Drop the sealed questionnaire in the secure drop box 
located in the Communication Department Office, Terrill 
Hall #235. 

3) Seal the completed questionnaire in the envelope and hand 
it back to the person who gave it to you. This person 
has received directions to hand the sealed envelop to 
his/her instructor. 

If you do not mail back the completed questionnaire we ask 
that you please return the stamp in the envelope provided. 
The graduate students conducting this study absorbed the 
expense of the stamps. 

Your participation in this study is greatly appreciated. 
Thank you very much! 
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Directions: Please answer the following questions regarding 
yourself and the person who gave you this questionnaire. 
Keep that person firmly in mind when responding to the 
following statements. 

( 04 ) Indicate your sex. 
Circle: 1 2 

male female 

( 05 ) Do you consider your relationship with this person to 
be romantic? 
Circle: 1 2 3 

yes no undecided 

( 06 ) Indicate the type of relationship you and your partner 
share. 
Circle: 

1 2 3 4 
married engaged seriously or dating 

exclusively dating 

5 other: 
specify 
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FORM C 

Form C Instructions: Please distribute one Form C 
questionnaire to each of 4 different, specified individuals 
described below: 

a) Distribute two of the sets to two different, good 
friends. These should be nonromantic (platonic) 
friendships. 

b) Distribute one set to either a classmate OR a work 
mate. Choose a classmate with whom you have worked 
or studied OR a work mate with whom you have worked 
on a task. 

c) Distribute the final set to a casual acquaintance. 
A casual acquaintance is someone with whom you 
interact occasionally but whom you do not consider 
to be a good friend. 

Those who complete Form C will seal it in the envelope 
provided. They may: 

1) drop Form C in a specified drop box 
2) or ask you to return Form C to your instructor in 

the sealed, unopened envelope. 

Write vour full name in the space provided on the 4 
envelopes. The envelopes will be discarded immediately and 
your name will not appear on the questionnaire. 

IMPORTANT; TEAR OFF THIS PAGE AND DISCARD IT BEFORE YOU GIVE 
FORM C TO THE 4 SPECIFIED INDIVIDUALS. 
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FORM C 

Dear Possible Participant: 

We are conducting communication research as part of a masters 
thesis by graduate students. We are asking for your help in 
conducting this research. Your participation is completely 
voluntary and your responses will be anonymously coded. 

Attached is a questionnaire concerning your perceptions of 
the way the person who gave you this questionnaire 
communicates. An envelope is provided so as to help assure 
the confidentiality of your responses. 

Please fill out the questionnaire away from the person who 
gave it to you. Return the completed questionnaire on the 
same or next day you receive it. Two options for returning 
the questionnaire are: 

1) Seal the completed questionnaire in the envelope and 
hand it back to the person who gave it to you. This 
person has received directions to hand the sealed 
envelope to his/her instructor. 

2) Drop the sealed questionnaire in the secure drop box 
located in the University of North Texas 
Communication Department Office, Terrill Hall #235 

Your participation in this study is greatly appreciated. 
Thank you very much! 
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FORM C 

Directions: Please answer the following questions regarding 
yourself and the person who gave you thip questionnaire. 
Keep this person firmly in mind when answering the following 
questions. 

( 04 ) Indicate your sex. Circle: 1 2 
male female 

( 05 ) Indicate the type of relationship you have with this 
person. Circle one category which best describes 
your relationship: 

1 A good friend 

2 A classmate with whom you have worked or 
studied 

3 A work mate with whom you have worked on a 
task 

4 A casual acquaintance with whom you interact 
occasionally but whom you do not consider to 
be a good friend 

(06-08) Write how many times you interact with this person 
in a given week. 

times 
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The following statements focus on your perceptions of the way 
the person who gave you this questionnaire communicates. 
Again, please keep this person firmly in mind when answering 
the following questions. None of the following items has a 
right or wrong answer. Answer each item as it relates to a 
general face-to-face communication situation - namely, the 
type of communicator you think this person is most often. 

Please indicate the degree to which you agree-disagree with 
each of the following statements by marking a number in the 
space provided beside each statement. Use the following 
scale: 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree 
3 

Are 
Undecided 

4 
Agree 

5 
Strongly 
Agree 

09 ) He/She readily expresses admiration for others. 

10 ) What he/she says usually leaves an impression 
on people. 

11 ) He/She leaves people with an impression of 
him/her which they definitely tend to remember. 

12 ) To be friendly, he/she habitually acknowledges 
verbally other's contributions. 

13 ) He/She has some nervous mannerisms in his/her 
speech. 

14 ) He/She is a very relaxed communicator. 

15 ) When he/she disagrees with somebody he/she is 
very quick to challenge them. 

16 ) He/She can always repeat back to a person 
exactly what was meant. 

17 ) He/She leaves a definite impression on people. 

18 ) The rhythm or flow of his/her speech is 
sometimes affected by his/her nervousness. 

19 ) Under pressure, he/she comes across as a relaxed 
speaker. 

20 ) His/Her eyes reflect exactly what he/she is 
feeling when he/she communicates. 

21 ) He/She dramatizes a lot. 

22 ) Usually, he/she deliberately reacts in such a 
way that people know that he/she is listening 
to them. 

( 23 ) Usually, he/she does not tell people much about 
himself/herself until he/she gets to know them 
well. 
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Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree 
3 

Are 

Undecided 

4 
Agree Strongly 

Agree 

24 ) Regularly he/she tells jokes, anecdotes and 
stories when he/she communicates. 

25 ) He/She tends to constantly gesture when he/she 

communicates. 

26 ) He/She is an extremely open communicator. 

27 ) In most social situations he/she generally 
speaks very frequently. 

28 ) Often, he/she physically and vocally acts out 
what he/she wants to communicate. 

29 ) He/She readily reveals personal things about 

him/her. 

30 ) He/She is dominant in social situations. 

31 ) He/She is very argumentative. 

32 ) Once he/she gets wound up in a heated discussion 
he/she has a hard time stopping himself/herself. 

33 ) He/She is always an extremely friendly 
communicator. 

34 ) He/She really likes to listen very carefully 
to people. 

35 ) He/She tries to take charge of things when 
he/she is with people. 

36 ) It bothers him/her to drop an argument that is 
not resolved. 

37 ) In most social situations he/she tends to come 
on strong. 

38 ) He/She is very expressive nonverbally in social 
situations. 

39 ) The way he/she says something usually leaves 
an impression on people. 

40 ) Whenever he/she communicates, he/she tends to be 
very encouraging to people. 

41 ) He/She actively uses a lot of facial 
expressions when he/she communicates. 

42 ) He/She very frequently verbally exaggerates to 
emphasize a point. 

43 ) He/She is an extremely attentive communicator. 

44 ) As a rule, he/she openly expresses his/her 
feelings and emotions. 
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Dear Possible Participant: 

We are conducting communication research as part of a masters 
thesis by graduate students. We are asking for your help in 
conducting this research. Your participation is completely 
voluntary and your responses will be completely anonymous. 

You must be presently involved in a romantic relationship to 
participate. 

Three questionnaire packets (FORM A, FORM B, FORM C) are 
attached. They must be completed as follows; 

FORM A: By you, now, in class 

FORM B: By vour romantic partner outside of class 

FORM C: By 4 specified others outside of class 

SEE DIRECTIONS ON EACH FORM. 

There is a section of Form A that you complete yourself which 
relates to sexually intimate information. You will be asked 
if you are sexually intimate with your romantic partner. If 
so, you are asked to respond to some questions of a sexual 
nature. Your partner's questionnaire does not reference any 
sexually intimate information. 

OPTION ONE: If you choose not to participate or if you are 
not eligible to participate simply return this entire 
questionnaire to your instructor. 

OPTION TWO: If you do choose to participate and want to 
receive Discovery Learning credit, tear-off this page, then 
please sign and date the statement below. 

"I have read the above information and give my informed 
consent to participate in this study." 

Signature date 

IF YOU CHOOSE TO PARTICIPATE. RETURN THIS SIGNED PAGE 
IMMEDIATELY 

AND SEPARATELY FROM THE QUESTIONNAIRE. 

This project has been reviewed and approved by the UNT 
Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects (817) 565-
3940. The researchers may be reached at (817) 565-3198 
should you have any questions. 
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FORM A 

Directions: Please complete Form A right now, in class, and 
return Form A to your instructor. 

( 04 ) Indicate your sex. Circle: 1 2 
male female 

( 05 ) Indicate your partner's sex. Circle: 1 2 
male female 

( 06 ) Indicate your year in school. Circle: 

1 2 3 4 5 
Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Graduate 

(07-08) Write your age in years (e.g., 2 1). 
years 

( 09 ) Indicate the type of relationship you and your partner 
share. Circle: 

1 2 3 4 
married engaged seriously or dating 

exclusively dating 
5 other: 

specify 
( 10 ) Do you consider your relationship with this person to 

be romantic? Circle: 

1 2 3 
yes no undecided 

( 11 ) Are you and your partner sexually intimate? Circle: 

1 2 
yes no 

( 12 ) Do you and your partner live together? Circle: 

1 2 3 
full-time part-time no 
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( 13 ) Does your partner live far away enough from you that 
it would be difficult or impossible for you to see 
him/her everyday? Circle: 

1 
yes 

2 
no 

( 14 ) Do you perceive that you and your partner have a long 
distance relationship? Circle: 

1 
yes 

2 
no 

The following items concern things people might do to 
maintain their romantic relationships. Please identify the 
degree to which you perceive each of the following statements 
describe your current (over the past 2 weeks, for example) 
methods of maintaining your romantic relationship. 

Please indicate the degree to which you agree-disagree with 
each of the following statements by marking a number in the 
space provided beside each statement. Use the following 
scale: 

1 
Strongly 

Disagree 

2 
Disagree 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Moderately 

Disagree 

4 
Are 

Undecided 

Moderately 

Agree 

6 
Agree 

7 
Strongly 

Agree 

I attempt to make our interactions very 
enjoyable. 

I am cooperative in the ways I handle 
disagreements between us. 

I try to build up his/her self-esteem, including 
giving him/her compliments, etc. 

I ask how his/her day has gone. 

I am very nice, courteous, and polite when we 
talk. 

I act cheerful and positive when I am with 
him/her. 

I do not criticize him/her. 

I try to be romantic, fun and interesting with 
him/her. 

I am patient and forgiving of him/her. 

I present myself as cheerful and optimistic. 

I encourage him/her to disclose thoughts and 
feelings to me. 
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Strongly 

Disagree 

2 
Disagree Moderately 

Disagree 

4 
Are 

Undecided 

Moderately 

Agree 

6 
Agree 

7 
Strongly 

Agree 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

I simply tell him/her how I feel about our 
relationship. 

I seek to discuss the quality of our 
relationship. 

I disclose what I need or want from our 
relationship. 

I remind him/her about relationship decisions we 
made in the past (for example, to maintain the 
same level of intimacy). 

I like to have periodic talks about our 
relationship. 

I stress my commitment to him/her. 

I imply that our relationship has a future. 

I show my love for him/her. 

I show myself to be faithful to him/her. 

I like to spend time with our same friends. 

I focus on common friends and affiliations. 

I show that I am willing to do things with 
his/her friends or family. 

I include our friends or family in our 
activities. 

I help equally with tasks that need to be done. 

I share in the joint responsibilities that face 
us. 

I do my fair share of the work we have to do. 

I do not shirk my duties. 

I perform my household responsibilities. 

Directions: The following statements refer to sexually 
intimate romantic relationships: 

1) If you and your partner are sexually intimate. please 
answer the following statements. 

2) If you and your partner are not sexually intimate. 
please do not answer the following statements and 
skip to the Relational Satisfaction Scale on the next 
page. 
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This questionnaire assesses the communication about sex 
between you and your partner. Please indicate the degree to 
which you agree-disagree with each of the following 
statements by marking a number in the space provided beside 
each statement. Use the following scale: 

1 
Strongly 

Disagree 

2 
Disagree Moderately 

Disagree 

4 
Are 

Undecided 

Moderately 

Agree 

6 
Agree 

7 
Strongly 

Agree 

44 ) I tell my partner when I am especially 
satisfied. 

45 ) My partner has the ability to communicate 
her/his sexual desires to me. 

46 ) I do not let my partner know things that I find 
pleasing during sex. 

47 ) I communicate with my partner in regard to the 
quality of our sexual interactions. 

48 ) I do not hesitate to let my partner know when I 
want to have sex with him/her. 

49 ) I do not tell my partner whether or not I am 
sexually satisfied. 

50 ) My partner and I do not discuss our sexual 
relationship. 

51 ) I am not afraid to show my partner what kind of 
sexual behavior I find satisfying. 

52 ) I would not hesitate to show my partner what is 
a sexual turn-on for me. 

53 ) My partner does not show me when he/she is not 

sexually satisfied. 

54 ) I show my partner what pleases me during sex. 

55 ) My partner and I communicate poorly during sex. 

56 ) My partner does not show me things she/he finds 

pleasing during sex. 

57 ) I show my partner when I am sexually satisfied. 

58 ) My partner does not let me know whether sex has 
been satisfying or not. 

59 ) I do not show my partner when I am sexually 
satisfied. 

60 ) I communicate effectively with my partner about 
sexual matters. 

61 ) My partner shows me by the way she/he touches me 
if he/she is satisfied. 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly Disagree Moderately Are Moderately Agree Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Agree 

( 62 ) My partner does not communicate her/his sexual 
desires to me. 

( 63 ) I have no way of knowing when my partner is 
sexually satisfied. 

( 64 ) I tell my partner that the majority of our 
sexual interactions could be improved. 

( 65 ) My partner and I communicate well with each 
other after sex. 

Relational Satisfaction Scale 

Please identify how well each of these statements describe 
your feelings about your relationship with your partner. 
Indicate the degree to which you agree-disagree with each of 
the following statements by marking a number in the space 
provided beside each statement. Use the following scale: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly Disagree Moderately Are Moderately Agree Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Agree 

66 ) We have a good relationship. 

67 ) My relationship with my partner is very stable. 

68 ) Our relationship is strong. 

69 ) My relationship with my partner makes me happy. 

70 ) I really feel like part of a team with my 

partner. 

(71-72) Please rate the degree of happiness, everything 
considered, in your relationship by circling the number on 
the scale which indicates how happy you are. 

Very Unhappy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 P e r f e c t l y Happy 
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Form B Instructions: Please give Form B to your romantic 
partner. Your partner may: 

1) mail back Form B 
2) drop Form B in a specified drop box 
3) or ask you to return Form B to your instructor in a 

sealed, unopened envelope. 

Write vour full name in the space provided on the envelope. 
The envelope will be discarded immediately and your name will 
not appear on the questionnaire. 

IMPORTANT: TEAR OFF THIS PAGE AND DISCARD IT BEFORE YOU GIVE 
FORM B TO YOUR ROMANTIC PARTNER. 
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Dear Possible Participant: 

We are conducting communication research as part of a masters 
thesis by graduate students. We are asking for your help in 
conducting this research. Your participation is completely 
voluntary and your responses will be anonymously coded. 

Due to the potentially sensitive nature of your responses, an 
envelope is provided in which you seal the completed 
questionnaire. 

Please fill out the questionnaire away from the person who 
gave it to you. Return the completed questionnaire on the 
same or next day you receive it. Three options for returning 
the questionnaire, so as to guarantee your honest and 
confidential response, are: 

1) Mail the sealed questionnaire back in the self-addressed 
envelope. A stamp and an envelope are provided for your 
convenience. 

2) Drop the sealed questionnaire in the secure drop box 
located in the Communication Department Office, Terrill 
Hall #235. 

3) Seal the completed questionnaire in the envelope and hand 
it back to the person who gave it to you. This person 
has received directions to hand the sealed envelop to 
his/her instructor. 

If you do not mail back the completed questionnaire we ask 
that you please return the stamp in the envelope provided. 
The graduate students conducting this study absorbed the 
expense of the stamps. 

Your participation in this study is greatly appreciated. 
Thank you very much! 
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Directions: Please answer the following questions regarding 
yourself and the person who gave you this questionnaire. 
Keep that person firmly in mind when responding to the 
following statements. 

( 04 ) Indicate your sex. 
Circle: 1 2 

male female 

( 05 ) Do you consider your relationship with this person to 
be romantic? 
Circle: 1 2 3 

yes no undecided 

( 06 ) Indicate the type of relationship you and your partner 
share. 
Circle: 

1 2 3 4 
married engaged seriously or dating 

exclusively dating 

5 other: 
specify 

Relational Satisfaction Scale 

Please identify how well each of these statements describe 
your feelings about your relationship with your partner. 
Indicate the degree to which you agree-disagree with each of 
the following statements by marking a number in the space 
provided beside each statement. Use the following scale: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly Disagree Moderately Are Moderately Agree Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Agree 

66 ) We have a good relationship. 

67 ) My relationship with my partner is very stable. 

68 ) Our relationship is strong. 

69 ) My relationship with my partner makes me happy. 

70 ) I really feel like part of a team with my 

partner. 
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(71-72) Please rate the degree of happiness, everything 
considered, in your relationship by circling the number on 
the scale which indicates how happy you are. 

Very Unhappy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 P e r f e c t l y Happy 
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FORM C 

Form C Instructions: Please distribute one Form C 
questionnaire to each of 4 different, specified individuals 
described below: 

a) Distribute two of the sets to two different, good 
friends. These should be nonromantic (platonic) 
friendships. 

b) Distribute one set to either a classmate OR a work 
mate. Choose a classmate with whom you have worked 
or studied OR a work mate with whom you have worked 
on a task. 

c) Distribute the final set to a casual acquaintance. 
A casual acquaintance is someone with whom you 
interact occasionally but whom you do not consider 
to be a good friend. 

Those who complete Form C will seal it in the envelope 
provided. They may: 

1) drop Form C in a specified drop box 
2) or ask you to return Form C to your instructor in 

the sealed, unopened envelope. 

Write vour full name in the space provided on the 4 
envelopes. The envelopes will be discarded immediately and 
your name will not appear on the questionnaire. 

IMPORTANT: TEAR OFF THIS PAGE AND DISCARD IT BEFORE YOU GIVE 
FORM C TO THE 4 SPECIFIED INDIVIDUALS. 
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FORM C 

Dear Possible Participant: 

We are conducting communication research as part of a masters 
thesis by graduate students. We are asking for your help in 
conducting this research. Your participation is completely 
voluntary and your responses will be anonymously coded. 

Attached is a questionnaire concerning your perceptions of 
the way the person who gave you this questionnaire 
communicates. An envelope is provided so as to help assure 
the confidentiality of your responses. 

Please fill out the questionnaire away from the person who 
gave it to you. Return the completed questionnaire on the 
same or next day you receive it. Two options for returning 
the questionnaire are: 

1) Seal the completed questionnaire in the envelope and 
hand it back to the person who gave it to you. This 
person has received directions to hand the sealed 
envelope to his/her instructor. 

2) Drop the sealed questionnaire in the secure drop box 
located in the University of North Texas 
Communication Department Office, Terrill Hall #235 

Your participation in this study is greatly appreciated. 
Thank you very muchI 
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FORM C 

Directions: Please answer the following questions regarding 
yourself and the person who gave you this questionnaire. 
Keep this person firmly in mind when answering the following 
questions. 

( 04 ) Indicate your sex. Circle: 1 2 
male female 

( 05 ) Indicate the type of relationship you have with this 
person. Circle one category which best describes 
your relationship: 

1 A good friend 

2 A classmate with whom you have worked or 
studied 

3 A work mate with whom you have worked on a 
task 

4 A casual acquaintance with whom you interact 
occasionally but whom you do not consider to 
be a good friend 

(06-08) Write how many times you interact with this person 
in a given week. 

times 
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The following statements focus on your perceptions of the way 
the person who gave you this questionnaire communicates. 
Again, please keep this person firmly in mind when answering 
the following questions. None of the following items has a 
right or wrong answer. Answer each item as it relates to a 
general face-to-face communication situation - namely, the 
type of communicator you think this person is most often. 

Please indicate the degree to which you agree-disagree with 
each of the following statements by marking a number in the 
space provided beside each statement. Use the following 
scale: 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree 
3 

Are 
Undecided 

4 
Agree Strongly 

Agree 

09 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

( 23 

He/She readily expresses admiration for others. 

What he/she says usually leaves an impression 
on people. 

He/She leaves people with an impression of 
him/her which they definitely tend to remember. 

To be friendly, he/she habitually acknowledges 
verbally other's contributions. 

He/She has some nervous mannerisms in his/her 
speech. 

He/She is a very relaxed communicator. 

When he/she disagrees with somebody he/she is 
very quick to challenge them. 

He/She can always repeat back to a person 
exactly what was meant. 

He/She leaves a definite impression on people. 

The rhythm or flow of his/her speech is 
sometimes affected by his/her nervousness. 

Under pressure, he/she comes across as a relaxed 
speaker. 

His/Her eyes reflect exactly what he/she is 
feeling when he/she communicates. 

He/She dramatizes a lot. 

Usually, he/she deliberately reacts in such a 
way that people know that he/she is listening 
to them. 

) Usually, he/she does not tell people much about 
himself/herself until he/she gets to know them 
well. 
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Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree 
3 

Are 

Undecided 

4 
Agree Strongly 

Agree 

24 ) Regularly he/she tells jokes, anecdotes and 
stories when he/she communicates. 

25 ) He/She tends to constantly gesture when he/she 

communicates. 

26 ) He/She is an extremely open communicator. 

27 ) In most social situations he/she generally 
speaks very frequently. 

28 ) Often, he/she physically and vocally acts out 
what he/she wants to communicate. 

29 ) He/She readily reveals personal things about 

him/her. 

30 ) He/She is dominant in social situations. 

31 ) He/She is very argumentative. 

32 ) Once he/she gets wound up in a heated discussion 
he/she has a hard time stopping himself/herself. 

33 ) He/She is always an extremely friendly 
communicator. 

34 ) He/She really likes to listen very carefully 
to people. 

35 ) He/She tries to take charge of things when 
he/she is with people. 

36 ) It bothers him/her to drop an argument that is 
not resolved. 

37 ) In most social situations he/she tends to come 
on strong. 

38 ) He/She is very expressive nonverbally in social 
situations. 

39 ) The way he/she says something usually leaves 
an impression on people. 

40 ) Whenever he/she communicates, he/she tends to be 
very encouraging to people. 

41 ) He/She actively uses a lot of facial 
expressions when he/she communicates. 

42 ) He/She very frequently verbally exaggerates to 
emphasize a point. 

43 ) He/She is an extremely attentive communicator. 

44 ) As a rule, he/she openly expresses his/her 
feelings and emotions. 
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l iTtrll 

University of North Texas 
Sponsored Projects Administration 

February 16, 1996 

Ms. Charla Hardin 
1616 W. Oak #202 
Denton, TX 76201 

Re: Human Subjects Application No. 96-026 

Dear Ms. Hardin: 

As permitted by federal law and regulations governing the use of human subjects in research 
projects (45 CFR 46), I have conducted an expedited review of your proposed project titled "A 
Study of the Relationships Among Relational Maintenance Strategy Usage, Communicator Style 
and Romantic Relational Satisfaction." The risks inherent in this research are minimal, and the 
potential benefits to the subjects outweigh those risks. The submitted protocol and informed 
consent form are hereby approved for the use of human subjects on this project. 

If the use of human subjects extends beyond 12 months from this date, U.S. Department of Health 
and Human Services regulations require that the project be re-reviewed yearly. In such a case, 
please submit annual progress reports to the UNT Institutional Review Board. Further, the UNT 
IRB must re-review this project prior to any modifications you make in the approved project. 
Please contact me if you wish to make such changes or need additional information. 

If you have questions, please contact me. 

Sincerely, 

MarR Elder 
Chairman 

Institutional Review Board 

ME: em 

cc. IRB Members 
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