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This thesis examined 199 college students' reported use 

of relational maintenance strategies and their reports of the 

occurrence of sexual communication strategies within the 

relationship with their partners' reported relational 

satisfaction. The research proposed that there would be 

relationships among students' reported use of relational 

maintenance, their reports of the occurrence of sexual 

communication strategies and partner reported relational 

satisfaction. Females' reports of the occurrence of sexual 

communication strategies was significantly related to males' 

reported relational satisfaction. Males' reported use of 

relational maintenance strategies was not significantly 

related to females' reported relational satisfaction as was 

hypothesized. Females' reported use of the relational 

maintenance strategy of assurances was significantly related 

to males' reported relational satisfaction. 
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CHAPTER 1 

RESEARCH PROBLEM 

Introduction 

This chapter will discuss the purpose of the study and 

the definition of the terms involved in the research. In 

addition, the significance of the study and the theoretical 

base of the study will be included. Following, chapter 2 

will be comprised of a review of literature involved in the 

research which leads to a research question and two 

hypotheses. Chapter 3 will discuss the methodology which 

will be used in this study. The results of the study will be 

reported in chapter 4. Finally, chapter 5 will provide a 

summary of the research findings, interpret the results, 

address possible limitations, and note implications for 

future research. 

Purpose of the Study 

This study will attempt to form a better understanding 

of how relational maintenance strategies and sexual 

communication strategies are related to relational 

satisfaction in sexually intimate relationships. Also, this 

study will investigate male-female differences in the use of 

relational maintenance strategies and sexual communication 

strategies as it is related to partners' satisfaction. 



Maintenance can be described as a stage of relational 

development which follows escalation and precedes de-

escalation (Dindia, 1994). According to Knapp and vangelisti 

(1992), maintenance can occur at any stage of relational 

escalation. Maintaining a relationship is a process, where 

the aim for continuing the relationship at this desired level 

exists because most people want stable, long-term and 

satisfying relationships (Canary & Stafford, 1994). 

Furthermore, without maintenance endeavors in interpersonal 

relationships, the preferred characteristics of a 

relationship system will decay due to neglect (Canary & 

Stafford, 1994). In terms of romantic interpersonal 

involvements, partners who successfully maintain their 

relationships are participating in what have been termed 

functional romantic relationships, which lead to positive 

results for both partners, such as good health, less stress, 

longevity and overall higher life satisfaction (Stafford and 

Canary, 1991). 

Most of the relational maintenance strategy literature 

concerns dyads who are romantically involved. In general, 

these studies include dating, engaged, and/or married dyads. 

Although the majority of studies have included romantic 

couples who may be sexually intimate, no studies have 

directly addressed the element of sexuality. Dainton, 

Stafford and Canary (1994) in their study of relational 

maintenance strategies focus on physical affection variables 

which concern "any physical contact that serves the function 

of the communication of positive affect" (Dainton, 1991, p. 

4). Although Dainton (1991) notes the Frequency of Physical 



Affection Scale may be biased toward non-sexual touch and the 

the Physical Affection Satisfaction Scale may be "biased 

toward more sexual behaviors," the sexuality and the 

resultant sexual communication of each member of the romantic 

relationship has not been addressed (p. 10). This study 

focuses on sexually intimate, romantic couples' sexual 

communication strategies, relational maintenance strategies 

and how these strategies relate to the partner's relational 

satisfaction. 

Definition of Terms 

Relational maintenance strategies. 

A way in which relational partners maintain 

relationships is through the use of relational maintenance 

behaviors. Canary & Stafford (1994) defined relational 

maintenance behaviors as "actions and activities used to 

sustain desired relational definitions" (p. 6). Actions and 

activities include the use of strategic and routine 

behaviors, which include both verbal and nonverbal 

communication. Strategies are the general approaches that 

relational partners take in order to achieve specific 

relational goals. Routine behaviors are also ways in which 

partners achieve relational goals; however, those who use 

routine behaviors are less mindful, or aware that they are in 

use. In using strategies and routine behaviors, one's 

behavior can be both interactive and noninteractive with 

their partner (Canary & Stafford, 1994). 

In addition, to further develop the above definition of 

relational maintenance behaviors, the word "sustain" is used 

in the definition to indicate that maintenance behaviors not 



only help preserve the bond between the dyad, but they also 

contribute to keeping the relationship at the desired level 

of development (e.g., to initiate, escalate, maintain, de-

escalate, or terminate). Finally, "desired relational 

definitions" refer to numerous "relational properties [which] 

are universal to all relationships" (Canary & Stafford, 1994, 

p. 5). Various studies involving relational maintenance 

strategies have focused on these universal properties, such 

as control mutuality, trust, liking and commitment (Canary & 

Stafford, 1992; Stafford & Canary, 1991; Dainton, Stafford, & 

Canary, 1994). Other important relational features in the 

study of relational maintenance strategies are satisfaction 

and love (Marston & Hect, 1994; Vangelisti & Huston, 1994). 

Regarding typology development, various studies have 

inductively and deductively derived relational maintenance 

strategy typologies. One typology which is often utilized is 

Stafford and Canary's (1991) five maintenance strategies 

based on a number of previously established typologies (e.g., 

Ayres, 1983; Bell et al., 1987; Dindia & Baxter, 1987; Shea & 

Pearson, 1986). The typology consists of the following five 

strategies: positivity, openness, assurances, social 

networks, and sharing tasks. Positivity includes behaviors 

that make the interactions between the two pleasant and 

cheerful. Openness strategies are behaviors that involve 

direct discussion of the relationship and discussion of 

various issues concerning the relationship. Assurances 

include implications of a future together and commitment to 

one another. The use of social network strategies include 

family and friends in support of the relationship. Finally, 



sharing tasks denotes the partners taking equal 

responsibility in tasks that need to be accomplished. 

Sexual communication strategies. 

Sexual communication strategies will be measured with a 

revised version of Wheeless, Wheeless, and Baus' (1984) 

Sexual Communication Satisfaction Scale. Wheeless et al. 

noted, "sexual communication satisfaction is defined 

conceptually as satisfaction with communication about sexual 

behavior with one's partner, and the satisfaction that sexual 

behavior itself communicates" (p. 221). Furthermore, 

Wheeless et al. defined sexual communication satisfaction as 

containing four subconcepts: "(1) satisfaction with 

communication about sexual behavior; (2) communication about 

what sexual behavior is satisfying; (3) satisfaction derived 

from what is communicated by certain sexual behaviors; and 

(4) willingness and/or ability to communicate about sex with 

one's partner" (p. 223). The focus of sexual communication 

strategies is not the same, precisely, as the notion of 

satisfaction; rather, maintenance strategies involve 

communicative behavior which sustains the relationship. 

Further, as Canary and Stafford (1994) noted, relational 

maintenance strategies are "actions and activities used to 

sustain desired relational definitions" (p. 6). 

Keeping the definitions of sexual communication 

satisfaction and relational maintenance strategies in mind, 

sexual communication strategies are defined as communication 

about sexual behavior with one's partner, and the use of 

sexual behavior itself to communicate. In accord with 

Wheeless et al.'s (1984) definition of sexual communication 



satisfaction, sexual communication strategies are also 

defined with four subconcepts. Partners sustain the desired 

level of relational involvement with the following: (1) 

communication about sexual behavior; (2) communication about 

what sexual behavior is preferred or satisfying; (3) what is 

communicated by certain sexual behaviors; (4) willingness 

and/or ability to communicate about sex with one's partner. 

Significance of the Study 

Relational maintenance researchers have expanded and 

supplemented the established typologies of relational 

maintenance strategies. For instance, many studies have 

inductively derived new relational maintenance behaviors 

and/or have deductively derived relational maintenance 

behaviors based on previous research (e.g., Baxter & Simon, 

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

Stafford, 1993). Some relational maintenance strategy 

research has focused on which specific maintenance 

strategies, or combination thereof, best predicted relational 

variables such as relational satisfaction (e.g., Dainton, et 

al., 1994). Dainton et al. concluded that relational 

maintenance strategies accounted for a greater amount of the 

variance than did physical affection variables in predicting 

relational satisfaction. 

As noted, Dainton et al. (1994) studied the 

contributions of physical affection variables and relational 

maintenance strategies in producing relational satisfaction. 

In general, physical affection may communicate messages in 

various interpersonal relationships, but sexual communication 

involves messages exclusive to sexually intimate 



interpersonal relationships. Due to this added dimension 

found in sexually intimate relationships, the inclusion of 

relational strategies which take sexuality into account are 

warranted. Sexual communication strategies address 

communication behaviors that the current relational 

maintenance strategies do not specifically address. The 

inclusion of sexual communication strategies in the study of 

relational maintenance strategies will further explain the 

relational dynamics of those involved in sexually intimate 

romantic relationships. 

Theoretical Base 

Many studies have used the concept of social exchange 

and equity as a theoretical base in the study of relational 

maintenance strategies (e.g., Ayres, 1983; Canary & Stafford, 

1992; Stafford & Canary, 1991; Guerrero, Eloy, & Wabnik, 

1993). Furthermore, Bell, Daly and Gonzalez (1987) describe 

a "cost-benefit analysis of the relationship" which is not 

explicitly labeled as social exchange, but borrows from 

similar concepts (p. 446). According to Roloff (1981), 

social exchange "is the voluntary transference of some 

object or activity from one person to another in return for 

other objects or activities" (p. 21). According to Foa and 

Foa (1974), objects and activities are resources which are 

commodities, symbolic or material, that can be relayed 

during interpersonal communication. The exchange of these 

resources occurs between relational partners due to each 

relational partner's self-interest, which is defined as the 

"tendency to seek preferred resources from others" (Roloff, 

1981, p. 25). 
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Regarding an interpersonal communication context, Roloff 

(1981) noted "interpersonal communication is a symbolic 

process by which two people, bound together in a 

relationship, provide each other with resources or negotiate 

the exchange of resources" (p. 30). Foa and Foa's (1974) 

list of resources include: love, status, services, goods, 

information, and money. Foa and Foa's resource of love "is 

the communication of affection, warmth, or comfort" while 

status "is the expression of regard, prestige, or esteem" 

(Roloff, p. 22) Services "involve activities related to a 

person's body or belongings" while goods are "tangible 

products, objects, or materials" (p. 22). Finally, 

information is "advice, opinions or instructions" and money 

is "defined as coin, currency or tokens which are endowed 

with a standard unit of value by the social system" (p. 22). 

Sexual communication strategies and relational 

maintenance strategies can be classified under various 

resource categories such as love, status and services. 

According to Roloff, "some resources provide pleasures, 

satisfaction, and gratifications and are referred to as 

rewards" (p. 31). The exchange of these resources, 

therefore, may be related to one's level of relational 

satisfaction, which is the focus of this study. However, 

due to this exchange, there may be different relational 

variables which best predict relational satisfaction for each 

member of the relationship. For instance, one partner may be 

satisfied with the relationship due to their partner's use of 

sexual communication strategies; conversely, the other 

relational partner may be satisfied with the relationship due 



to various relational maintenance strategies used by their 

partner. 

Relational satisfaction may be explained with Waslter, 

Berscheid and Waslter's Equity Theory (1976). According to 

Roloff (1981), a resource is a reward when it provides 

pleasures, gratifications and satisfactions. A resource is a 

cost when the resource is lost or has been denied (p. 31). 

When there is an inequitable distribution of resources, or 

when the costs outweigh the rewards, relational partners find 

themselves in an "inequitable relationship" (Roloff, 1981, p. 

109). Both relational members may be satisfied with the 

relationship through exchange of relational goods which are 

not identical (e.g., love, services, information, status, 

etc.). Although the relational goods may not be the same 

commodities, they may carry a comparable exchange value in 

the relationship in producing relational satisfaction. 

Through this exchange, therefore, there may be a sense of 

equity in the relationship which in turn leads to relational 

satisfaction. Sexual communication strategies and relational 

maintenance strategies may carry different values and may or 

may not lead to relational satisfaction for each partner. 

Summary 

This chapter discussed the purpose of the study, defined 

the key terms involved, and introduced the significance and 

theoretical base of the study. The next chapter reviews 

pertinent literature regarding relational maintenance 

strategies and sexual communication strategies. From this 

literature review, a research question and two hypotheses are 

proposed. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Introduction 

The previous chapter included the purpose of the study, 

definition of the terms involved in the research, 

significance of the study, and the theoretical base of the 

study. The following is a review of the literature regarding 

relational maintenance strategies and sexual communication 

strategies. A synopsis and critical analysis of the numerous 

studies involved is included. Finally, based on the review 

of literature, research questions and hypotheses will be 

offered. 

Relational Maintenance 

Relational maintenance concepts. 

Canary and Stafford's (1992) typology consists of the 

following strategies: positivity, openness, assurances, 

social networks, and sharing tasks. Positivity includes 

behaviors that make the interactions between the two pleasant 

and cheerful (e.g., "I attempt to make our interactions very 

enjoyable," p. 262). Openness strategies are behaviors that 

involve direct discussion of the relationship and discussion 

of various issues concerning the relationship (e.g., "I 

encourage him/her to disclose thoughts and feelings to me," 

10 
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p. 263). Assurances include implications of a future 

together and commitment to one another (e.g., "I stress my 

commitment to him/her," p. 263). The use of social network 

strategies include family and friends in support of the 

relationship (e.g., "I like to spend time with our same 

friends," p. 263). Finally, sharing tasks denotes the 

partners taking equal responsibility in tasks that need to be 

accomplished (e.g., I help equally with tasks that need to be 

done," p. 263). 

Research on relational maintenance strategies. 

The type of interpersonal relationship which has 

received the most attention from scholars in studying 

maintenance strategies are romantic relationships. Some 

work, however, has been done on various relationship types 

such as cross-sex friendships, teachers, superior-subordinate 

affiliations in organizations and familial relationships, 

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

1994; Ayres, 1983; Canary, Stafford, Hause, & Wallace, 1993; 

Waldron, 1991). 

The study of relational maintenance strategies first 

received attention from Ayres (1983). Through the use of 

hypothetical scenarios, this study inductively derived 

strategies that participants felt contributed to the 

stability of various relationship types (acquaintance, 

friend, teacher, or co-worker). Ayres concluded that three 

strategies contributed to maintaining stable relationships. 

The first strategy, avoidance, referred to "ignoring things 

another might do to change a relationship or avoiding doing 

things that might alter the relationship trajectory" (p. 64). 
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The strategy of balance concerned "keeping the number of 

favors the same and keeping the emotion support levels 

constant" (p. 64-65). Finally, a directness strategy 

referred to "directly telling the person in one way or 

another that you prefer the relationship to remain the way it 

is" (p. 65). Ayres' strategies are rather broad but many 

studies have incorporated the above noted strategies in 

creating more detailed typologies. 

In sum, Ayres (1983) determined that the relational type 

(acquaintance, friend, teacher, or co-worker) did not have 

influence as to which strategies were employed. The intent 

(to deteriorate, stabilize, or escalate the relationship) of 

the partner significantly influenced which strategy was 

chosen. For instance, those who perceived that their 

partners wanted the relationship to deteriorate or develop 

were more likely to use direct strategies. Finally, the sex 

of the relational partner had no bearing as to which 

strategies were employed. To make further conclusions about 

gender is not possible because Ayres failed to collect data 

regarding the partner's sex. 

As an extension of Ayres (1983) study, Shea and Pearson 

(1986) also used scenarios where the participants responded 

according to variations of the following independent 

variables: relationship type (acquaintance and friend), 

partner's relationship intent (to deteriorate, stabilize, 

escalate), participant's sex and partner's sex. The 

dependent variables were Ayres' (1983) maintenance strategies 

of avoidance, balance and directness. The authors concluded 

that the relationship type (acquaintance and friend) did not 
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affect which relational maintenance strategies were chosen. 

The authors noted that the context was work-related and may 

have put limitations on responses in terms of relationship 

type. 

Second, Shea and Pearson (1986) determined that females 

were more likely than males to use direct strategies in 

voicing their desire to stabilize the relationship when the 

relationship intent in the dyad differed. This finding could 

be due to the tendency for females to place more importance 

than do males on their interpersonal relationships (Pearson, 

West, & Turner, 1995). Furthermore, it was concluded that 

females utilized direct strategies with male friends who 

wanted to keep the relationship stable than with female 

friends who had the same intent as the males. Maintaining an 

opposite-sex relationship, therefore, may be more important 

for females than males; thus, the directness of females. The 

authors attribute this finding to females being more 

relationally-oriented than are males. 

Bell, Daly and Gonzalez (1987) in the first part of 

their study inductively derived a typology of twenty-eight 

affinity-maintenance strategies that married couples reported 

using in the preservation of their marriages. Although the 

authors chose to name these strategies as 'affinity-

maintenance strategies,' which differs from other literature 

pertaining to relational maintenance strategies, this article 

has been included because it is an early piece which many 

scholars utilize and reference in their work. Bell et al. 

found nine affinity-maintenance strategies to be central: 

honesty, openness, listening, physical and verbal affection, 
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self-concept, physical attractiveness, confirmation, 

sensitivity and supportiveness. This study involved wives' 

self-reported use of maintenance strategies and their 

perceptions of their husbands' use of the strategies. No 

husbands were used as participants in this study. 

According to Bell et al. (1987), wives reported that six 

of the nine strategies were used most by both themselves and 

their husbands, and are as follows: faithfulness, honesty, 

physical attractiveness, self-concept confirmation, 

supportiveness and verbal affection. The authors found, 

however, that wives reported using more of the affinity-

maintenance strategies than they perceived their husbands 

used. The wives, therefore, felt more responsibility for the 

maintenance of their marriage than they perceived their 

husbands felt. In addition, although it was not found to be 

statistically significant, wives reported that their husbands 

used physical affection as a maintenance strategy more often 

than did wives. It may be concluded that according to the 

wives, husbands placed more importance on physical affection 

in maintaining their relationships than did wives. 

Furthermore, Bell et al. (1987) explored marital 

satisfaction measured with the Locke-Wallace Marital 

Adjustment Scale (Locke & Wallace, 1959). The authors 

determined which perceived strategies of the husbands best 

predicted the marital satisfaction of their wives. The 

authors concluded that over half the variance was accounted 

for by the following affinity-maintenance strategies: 

honesty, physical affection, self-inclusion, sensitivity, and 

shared spirituality. Due to the exclusion of responses from 
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husbands, the importance of physical affection for males is 

not considered. Physical aspects of romantic relationships, 

therefore, may be more important for males than females in 

regarding satisfaction with the relationship or marriage. 

Dindia and Baxter (1987) focused on the maintenance and 

repair of marital relationships. Through inductive (open 

questions) and deductive analyses, twelve maintenance 

strategy types were located. Of these twelve types, 

participants reported the most frequent use of the following 

four strategies: prosocial, ceremonial, communication and 

togetherness. Although the participants reported the use of 

the strategies more often for the maintenance of a 

relationship rather than the repair of a relationship, the 

authors concluded that there was limited support in 

distinguishing between relational maintenance strategies and 

repair strategies. 

Furthermore, Dindia and Baxter (1987) explored how the 

number and choice of strategies related to the following: a 

marital enrichment programme [sic], length of marriage and 

relational satisfaction. The participants had at some point 

experienced a marital enrichment programme prior to the 

study. Participation in such programmes did not influence 

the number of strategies reported. The type of strategies 

employed did differ with those who had attended the marital 

programme. These individuals were more likely to seek 

outside help than were those who did not participate in such 

a programme. In terms of marriage length, Dindia and Baxter 

(1987) concluded that longer marriages used fewer strategies. 

The authors note of this finding, however, that over time the 
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strategies may become routine and are not as readily 

noticed. 

Dindia and Baxter (1987) found no relationship between 

the number and type of maintenance and repair strategies and 

marital satisfaction, measured by the Locke-Wallace Marital 

Adjustment Scale (Locke & Wallace, 1959). The authors 

concluded that "the absence of a significant relationship 

between strategy choice and satisfaction suggests that belief 

in communication and togetherness may be a cultural folk 

myth, not actuality" (p. 155). Although this may be the 

case, one particular strategy or a certain number of 

strategies may or may not produce relational satisfaction for 

the relational partners involved. From this finding, one 

may conclude that perhaps relational maintenance strategies 

are more helpful in producing relational satisfaction for 

females than for males. 

Finally, Dindia and Baxter (1987) hypothesized that of 

the maintenance and repair strategies: females would use 

more strategies, they would be more communication oriented, 

and they would be less activity oriented than the relational 

maintenance strategies males would employ. Sex differences 

in number and type of strategies were not detected. The only 

strategy which significantly differed in terms of sex was 

that females were more likely to seek outside help than were 

males. The authors concluded that "the sexes may employ the 

same basic repertoire of strategies but differ instead on the 

frequency with which they employ each strategy type" (p. 

157). Furthermore, the authors offered that males and 

females may perceive their maintenance strategies in a 
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similar way, but their actual behavior may differ. If 

females are considered to be more relationally sensitive, 

then they may behave in ways which denote a higher emphasis 

on the strategies than do their counterparts. Rather than 

emphasizing the importance of each strategy for females and 

males, perhaps there is one factor which is more important 

for each partner in producing relational satisfaction. 

Baxter and Dindia (1990), based on a dialectical 

perspective, used the strategies developed in their previous 

(1987) study to see if males and females viewed the 

categories of maintenance strategies more or less important 

for maintaining their relationships. The authors used the 

this perspective to support the notion that relationships are 

in constant flux. This flux is due to three tensions: 

between the need for independence and autonomy, between the 

need for openness and discretion in disclosure, and between 

the need for predictability and novelty. The goal of 

relationships according to this perspective is to maintain a 

"dynamic equilibrium in their relationship definition and 

satisfaction levels as they cope with the ebb and flow of 

everyday relating"(p. 188). The review of this article, 

which relies upon the dialectical perspective, was included 

even though this study adopted a social exchange perspective 

because of the small literature base regarding relational 

maintenance strategies. 

Three dimensions of maintenance strategies were outlined 

by Baxter and Dindia (1990): constructive verses destructive 

communication maintenance styles, conditional use maintenance 

strategies (used on occasion), and proactive verses passive 
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maintenance strategies. It was determined that husbands and 

wives, analyzed in aggregate groups rather than dyads, 

responded in similar ways in regard to importance of 

strategies. Of greatest importance was the dimension of 

constructive verses destructive communication styles and the 

least important dimension was proactivity-passivity. There 

were, therefore, no sex differences in which strategies were 

utilized more than others. The authors attributed the 

higher importance of strategies involving communication as 

reflecting the culture's emphasis on interpersonal 

communication. Due to no gender differences, the authors 

offered two possible explanations. First, rather than in 

dyads, the responses of the wives and husbands were analyzed 

in aggregate groups; therefore, the perceptual commonalities 

or differences between dyadic partners need to be addressed. 

Second, the study sought strategy similarity rather than 

strategy use and any other circumstance which would influence 

the use of strategies. 

Stafford and Canary (1991) explored romantic 

interpersonal relationships regarding relationship type, 

gender and the perceived partner use of the five maintenance 

strategies. In addition, perceptions of the partners' use of 

maintenance strategies and their affect on relational 

variables such as control mutuality, commitment, liking and 

relational satisfaction (measured with Norton's (1983) 

Marital Quality Index) was measured. As discussed 

previously, this study created a typology of five relational 

maintenance strategies: positivity, openness, assurances, 

social networks, and sharing tasks. 
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As a theoretical base, Stafford and Canary (1991) used * 

the social exchange theory and the concept of equity, both of 

which explain the motivating factor involved in maintaining 

romantic relationships. Regarding social rewards, Stafford 

and Canary noted, "persons continue in relationships that are 

perceived as equitable and rewarding" (p. 219). Furthermore, 

in developing and sustaining relationships, each partner 

invests resources such as time and energy and each wants 

reciprocation of these investments. The authors explained 

that the investment of resources and the growing 

interdependence of the couple encourages both parties to 

maintain their relationship. 

Stafford and Canary (1991) found the choice of 

maintenance strategies varied according to the relationship 

type (married, engaged, seriously dating, or dating). 

Sixteen percent of the variance in perception of maintenance 

strategies was accounted for by relationship type (p. 231). 

Engaged and seriously dating couples reported a greater use 

of positivity and openness than did married and dating 

couples. These differences in strategy use and relationship 

type are logical because it would seem that positivity and 

openness strategies would be utilized to a greater extent in 

encouraging the stability of a relationship which has a 

certain level of commitment and yet is relatively new. 

Married, engaged and seriously dating participants perceived 

a greater use of assurances and sharing tasks than those who 

had just started to date. Again, this is most likely due to 

the familiarity of the partner. In addition, married people 

reported the highest perceptions of partner's use of social 
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networks in relational maintenance. The perceptions of 

strategy use seem to reflect the level of intimacy of the 

relationship. Differences in relationship type may occur 

because the partners are comfortable in expressing themselves 

in those manners. 

In terms of gender, Stafford and Canary's (1991) 

hypothesis that females would be perceived as using more 

relational maintenance strategies than males was not 

supported. In fact, males were perceived as utilizing 

slightly more positive, assuring, and reliance on social 

networks than were females. This finding may be attributed 

to the involvement of perceptions and the notion that females 

are more "relationally sensitive;" thus, the females were 

better able to notice these strategies in the behaviors of 

males than were males able to perceive the behaviors in 

females (p. 235). Despite this conclusion, it is still 

possible that females view maintenance strategies as more 

important in not only maintaining the relationship, but in 

producing a satisfying relationship. 

Stafford and Canary (1991) concluded that positivity was 

the best predictor of control mutuality and liking. A 

somewhat surprising result was that sharing tasks was a 

fairly important means by which to maintain the relationship. 

Perceptions of sharing tasks promoted commitment, control 

mutuality, liking and relational satisfaction. Perceptions 

of partner's assurances best predicted relational 

satisfaction and commitment. The authors offer the 

explanation in differences of strategy choice for the 

relational variables as depending on the focus of the 
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relational partners (e.g., use of assurances in maintaining 

relational satisfaction verses use of positivity to promote 

control mutuality). The authors attempted to determine which 

strategy best promoted various relational variables, such as 

control mutuality, commitment, liking and relational 

satisfaction. It may be beneficial to explore the importance 

of maintenance strategies for each partner in order to 

determine what produces a high level of relational 

satisfaction in romantic relationships. 

As an extension of their previous (1991) study, Canary 

and Stafford (1992) used their typology of five maintenance 

strategies (openness, positivity, assurances, social networks 

and sharing tasks) in order to assess not only the 

perceptions of strategies, but also reported uses of 

strategies from a equity theory basis. In accord with their 

previous work, the dependent variables were commitment, 

control mutuality and liking. Marital satisfaction was 

measured with Sabatelli's (1984) Marital Comparison Level 

Index. The MCLI was used in order to assess which 

relationships were equitable, overbenefited or 

underbenefited. Relational satisfaction was not specifically 

addressed in terms of which strategies were used. 

Canary and Stafford (1992) concluded that in regard to 

equity scores, those in overbenefited relationships (as noted 

by the equity score of the wives) used fewer maintenance 

strategies than those in equitable relationships. In 

addition, highly overbenefited women and highly 

underbenefited women stated they used more openness 

strategies than did their husbands. Slightly underbenefited 
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husbands used less openness strategies than did slightly 

underbenefited wives. Wives in equitable relationships 

indicated a greater use of assurances and positivity, as 

compared to under- and overbenefited wives. The authors 

concluded that wives indicated a higher utilization of 

maintenance behaviors than their husbands. The equity 

differences for the husbands had no affect on differences in 

maintenance behavior usage. The notion that maintenance 

strategies are more important for wives is once again 

supported. The equity of the relationship for wives affected 

which strategies were utilized; however, husbands' use of 

strategies, possibly due to their non reliance on them, was 

not affected. 

Furthermore, in terms of perception, when wives reported 

an equitable relationship, husbands perceived their wives as 

using greater positivity, openness, assurances and use of 

social networks as compared to wives who were in over- and 

underbenefited relationships. Equitable relationships (as 

defined by the wives) led to wives' perceptions of husbands 

using greater positivity and assurances than did over- and 

underbenefited wives. Highly underbenefited husbands were 

less likely than other husbands to perceive wife assurances, 

positivity, or sharing tasks. The authors conclude that 

highly underbenefited husbands perceived the fewest number of 

maintenance behaviors. Finally, wives perceived their 

husbands as utilizing fewer openness and task efforts than 

did husbands perceive their wives as using. 

Canary and Stafford (1992) noted in regard to control 

mutuality, liking and commitment, that the self-reported use 
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of the maintenance behaviors "combine to affect the 

relational characteristics" (p. 256). The self-report of 

positivity was concluded to be the best predictor of control 

mutuality. Perceptions of the partner's use of social 

networks and positivity were the best predictors of both 

husband and wife liking. Husband and wife commitment tended 

to differ in terms of self and other report. The husbands' 

commitment was best predicted by perceptions of the partner's 

sharing tasks, assurances and inequity (overbenefitedness). 

Wives' commitment was best predicted by their self-reported 

assurances and perceptions of sharing tasks. Perhaps both 

sexes put more emphasis on what the female does than what the 

male does in maintaining the relationship. 

Baxter and Simon (1993) studied relational maintenance 

behaviors from a dialectical perspective, much like Baxter 

and Dindia (1990). Three different tensions, autonomy-

connection, openness-closedness and predictability-novelty 

were studied in terms of partners' perceived maintenance 

strategies (contact, romance and avoidance) and how these 

perceptions correlated with participant satisfaction at 

various points of the dialectical contradictions. Because 

this study involves the dialectic perspective rather than the 

social exchange perspective used in this study, a 

comprehensive description will not be included. 

Guerrero, Eloy and Wabnik (1993) conducted a 

longitudinal study where respondents were surveyed once and 

then contacted eight weeks after the initial data gathering. 

Stafford and Canary's (1991) measure of relational 

maintenance strategies was utilized in terms of partner's 
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perceived use and were dependent variables. As an 

independent variable, relational outcomes (escalated, stable, 

de-escalated, terminated) indicated what happened to the 

relationship in those eight weeks. The authors concluded 

that the maintenance strategies (termed proactive/ 

constructive due to their positive nature) was associated 

with escalation or stability. Lower uses of these strategies 

was associated with de-escalation or termination. This study 

supports the notion that the five relational maintenance 

strategies do contribute to escalating or sustaining romantic 

relationships. 

Canary, Stafford, Hause and Wallace (1993) extended 

their previous work and included not only romantically 

involved partners, but also relatives and friends. Through 

an inductive analysis, the authors extended their typology of 

five maintenance strategies (Stafford & Canary, 1991) to 

include ten maintenance strategies (positivity, openness, 

assurances, sharing tasks, social networks, joint activities, 

cards/letters/calls, avoidance, anti-social and humor). The 

focus of their study was to compare the use of these 

strategies among the different types of relationships. 

The authors concluded that there were in fact 

differences among maintenance strategy use and the type of 

relationship. The use of the maintenance strategies of 

positivity, openness, and assurances were used more in 

romantic partnerships than the authors had anticipated, while 

these strategies were used less than anticipated in 

friendships. The following strategies were used by relatives 

more than was anticipated: assurances, sharing tasks, and 
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cards/letters/calls, while they were used by friends less 

than was anticipated. No gender differences were mentioned. 

Dainton and Stafford (1993) focused on routine 

maintenance behaviors in relationships of differing types 

(dating or married), and studied the similarity and the sex 

of the partners. A taxonomy of maintenance behaviors was 

developed based on items inductively derived from open 

questions and items borrowed from Canary et al. (1993). 

Eleven categories (and one miscellaneous category) were 

developed and are as follows: positivity, openness, 

assurances, networks, sharing tasks, joint activities, talk, 

mediated communication, avoidance, antisocial behaviors, and 

affection. 

Dainton and Stafford (1993) concluded that there was 

little difference in maintenance behaviors noted by dating 

verses married couples. The only significant differences 

were in sharing of tasks (married couples reported more) and 

mediated communication (dating couples reported more). These 

results seem to coincide with the nature of dating and 

romantic relationships. Maintenance behaviors reported among 

individual dyads was assessed. It was concluded that 9 of 

the 12 behaviors (networks, sharing tasks, joint activities, 

talk, mediated communication, avoidance, antisocial 

behaviors, affection and focus on self) "were significantly 

more alike between partners than would be expected by 

chance"(p. 264). The partners, therefore, used a similar 

repertoire of strategies in maintaining their relationships. 

In addition, differences in reported maintenance 

behaviors between males and females were assessed. Females 
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reported using more of the following behaviors: positivity, 

openness, talk and antisocial behaviors. Differences in sex 

and relationship type for maintenance behaviors was measured. 

In marriages, females indicated a higher use of the 

following: positivity, openness, talk, avoidance and 

antisocial behaviors. There were no significant differences 

among dating dyads, except that females reported a higher use 

of affection as a maintenance behavior than did the males. 

Thus, males may value physical affection in relationships 

more so than do females. Relational satisfaction, which has 

been related in previous studies to maintenance strategies, 

was not considered in this study. 

Simon and Baxter (1993) adopted an attachment style 

perspective in the study of which maintenance strategies were 

used most by the differing styles. The authors derived 47 

maintenance behaviors from the previous studies: Baxter and 

Dindia (1990), Dindia (1989), Dindia and Baxter (1987), 

Stafford and Canary (1991). The 47 maintenance behaviors 

were condensed to four categories: antisocial, assurances, 

romance and avoidance strategies. The attachment styles 

investigated were secure, preoccupied, fearful and 

dismissing. The independent variables were the four 

attachment styles and dependent variables were the four 

strategies and relational satisfaction (Norton, 1983). 

Simon and Baxter (1993) hypothesized the following: 

"Secure persons will be more likely to enact prosocial 

maintenance strategies and less likely to enact antisocial 

maintenance strategies than will non-Secure persons"(p. 420). 

It was concluded that for both females and males, secure 
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attachment styles indicated a higher use of prosocial 

maintenance strategies of assurances and romance. In 

general, males were more likely to use the avoidance 

strategy. Females were more likely to use assurances and 

romantic strategies. In terms of satisfaction, both sexes 

who reported they possessed secure attachment styles reported 

the highest levels of satisfaction. Although this study 

adopts an attachment style perspective, it has been included 

to provide complete survey of the literature regarding 

relational maintenance strategies. 

Based on Stafford and Canary's (1991) typology of five 

maintenance strategies, Dainton, Stafford and Canary (1994) 

explored the relationship between a total of seven 

independent variables (five maintenance strategies, physical 

affection and physical affection satisfaction) on three 

dependent variables (love, liking and relational 

satisfaction). Love and liking were measured by Rubin's 

(1970) measure of love and liking while satisfaction was 

measured by Norton's (1983) Marital Quality Index. 

The first research question involved which of the 

independent variables, of combination of them, best predicted 

romantic love. The authors concluded that for wives, 

perceptions of the husbands' use of positivity and assurances 

best predicted love. For husbands, perceptions of the wives' 

use of assurances, positivity and sharing of tasks best 

predicted love. There did not seem to be much of a gender 

difference in what predicted love for men and women. The use 

of routine physical affection did not predict feelings of 

love. 
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It seems a possible reason why relational maintenance 

strategies correlate with measures of romantic love in 

Dainton, Stafford and Canary's (1994) study is due to the 

apparent redundancy of the two measures. In examining the 

Romantic Love Scale (Rubin, 1970), it is clear that most of 

these items are redundant with relational maintenance 

strategy types (positivity, openness, assurances, sharing 

tasks and social networks), or are closely related to these 

categories. For instance, according to Canary and Stafford's 

(1992) relational maintenance strategy typology, positivity 

involves being cheerful and upbeat in one's communication 

with his or her partner. Item 1 of Rubin's (1970) measure of 

romantic love ("If my partner were feeling badly, my first 

duty would be to cheer him or her up.") and item 10 ("I feel 

responsible for my partner's well-being.") involve the 

relational maintenance dimension of positivity. 

There is further overlap in the relational maintenance 

strategy and romantic love measure. Item 2 ("I feel that I 

can confide in my partner about virtually everything.") and 

item 12 ("I would greatly enjoy being confided in by my 

partner.") are similar to the relational maintenance strategy 

dimension of openness which involves disclosing thoughts, 

feelings and information about the relationship. According 

to this definition, these items could be included as a 

relational maintenance strategy as well. In addition, item 4 

("I would do almost anything for my partner.") is closely 

related to Canary and Stafford's (1992) category of sharing 

tasks. In sharing tasks relational partners do their fair 

share of the joint responsibilities. Not all relational 
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partners are willing to do their fair share; therefore, if a 

partner 'would do almost anything' for their partner, 

certainly he or she would be likely to share in the 

relational tasks. 

Furthermore, Rubin's (1970) item 9 of the Romantic Love 

Scale ("I would forgive my partner for practically 

anything.") is related to the relational maintenance dynamic 

of commitment. In forgiving a partner for practically 

anything, one is stressing commitment to the partner. This 

notion is very similar to the relational maintenance category 

of assurances. In using assurances one stresses commitment 

to his or her partner and implies that the relationship has a 

future. As demonstrated above, many of the romantic love 

items are quite similar to the relational maintenance 

strategy dimensions. It logically follows, therefore, that 

the two when measured are closely related. 

The second research question in Dainton, Stafford and 

Canary, (1994) explored which of the independent variables of 

the physical affection variables and relational maintenance 

strategies, or combination of them, best predicted liking. 

For wives the perceptions of husbands' use of positivity, 

networks, openness, sharing tasks and the wives own physical 

affection satisfaction best predicted liking (six of the 

seven independent variables). For husbands, perceptions of 

wives' use of positivity, networks and openness best 

predicted liking. 

Finally, the authors investigated which independent 

variables, or combination of them, best predicted relational 

satisfaction. For the wives, the perception of husbands' use 
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of the five maintenance strategies contributed to 

satisfaction while neither of the affection variables 

significantly contributed. For the husbands, the perception 

of the wives' use of assurances, positivity and their own 

physical affection satisfaction best predicted relational 

satisfaction. Again, it seems that the relational 

maintenance strategies contribute to females' relational 

satisfaction. 

Physical Affection Variables 

Previous work by Cupach and Comstock (1990) concluded 

that sexual satisfaction mediated the relationship between 

sexual communication satisfaction and marital adjustment. 

Indeed, some study has taken sexual communication 

satisfaction into account and demonstrates a relationship 

between sexuality and marital adjustment. A possibility for 

future study is to explore the area of sexual communication 

strategies, rather than the focus on satisfaction. 

Recall that in Dainton, Stafford and Canary's (1994) 

study, five relational maintenance strategies and two 

physical affection variables were studied as to which (or 

combination thereof) best predicted love, liking and 

relational satisfaction. They concluded that of the 

predictor variables, physical affection variables were more 

highly correlated with relational satisfaction in comparison 

with the correlations of the physical affection variables 

with love and liking. A possible explanation for this 

finding is that the physical affection variables are not 

satisfaction scales with the act of physical affection 

itself; rather, these scales concentrate on the satisfaction 
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with the amount of physical affection or satisfaction with 

the frequency of physical affection. This distinction is 

important because one could be receiving a high amount of 

physical affection and/or receiving physical affection 

frequently and may or may not be satisfied with this aspect, 

but this does not mean that this individual is necessarily 

satisfied with the physical affection itself. 

The physical affection variables used in Dainton et al. 

(1994) are measured by two scales known as Routine Physical 

Affection and Physical Affection Satisfaction (Dainton, 

1991). In further examination of these two scales, they 

concentrate on satisfaction with the amount of physical 

affection or the frequency of physical affection. For 

instance, the total 17 items of the two scales (11 items in 

the Routine Physical Affection Scale; 6 items in the Physical 

Affection Satisfaction Scale) 15 concern satisfaction with 

the frequency of physical affection or the satisfaction with 

the amount of physical affection, not with satisfaction with 

the act of physical affection itself. A few items from the 

Physical Affection Satisfaction Scale are: "My partner and I 

engage in sexual relations at the frequency I like" and "My 

partner kisses me as often as I like" (p. 31). Clearly, 

these items deal with the frequency of affection, not whether 

or not the respondent is satisfied with physical affection. 

Two items, however, seem to examine satisfaction with 

physical affection. One item of the 17 contains the word 

satisfaction regarding physical affection, not satisfaction 

regarding frequency of physical affection. Finally, one item 

in the Physical Affection Satisfaction Scale may be construed 
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as satisfaction with physical affection (e.g., "My partner 

kisses me the way I prefer to be kissed," p. 31). 

Dainton's (1991) physical affection measures, therefore, 

are focusing on a type of satisfaction. The main focus, 

however, is not on satisfaction with the act or type of 

physical affection; instead, it is on frequency of or amount 

of physical affection. Rather than focusing on satisfaction, 

relational maintenance strategies are concerned with the 

verbal and nonverbal messages relational partners send in 

sustaining their relationships. These strategies, therefore, 

are based on communication. Some type of physical affection 

measure with an emphasis on communication may be helpful in 

the study of relational maintenance strategies. An obvious 

measure is Wheeless, Wheeless and Baus' (1984) Sexual 

Communication Satisfaction Scale. Although this is a 

relational scale concerning sexual communication 

satisfaction, with minor modifications of the wording of 

eight of 22 items, it can be easily converted into a scale 

which measures sexual communication strategies between 

relational partners. Sexual communication strategies are 

defined as communication about sexual behavior with one's 

partner, and the use of sexual behavior itself to 

communicate. 

Recall that Dainton, Stafford and Canary (1994) strived 

to determine which specific maintenance strategies and 

physical affection variables best predicted relational 

satisfaction. The authors concluded that for wives, their 

husbands' use of all five maintenance strategies best 

predicted wives' relational satisfaction. Not only were 
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maintenance strategies important for wives in producing 

relational satisfaction, the physical affection variables did 

not significantly contribute to their relational 

satisfaction. In this case, the physical affection variables 

included the wives' perception of the husbands' use of 

physical affection, measured with Dainton's (1991) Routine 

Physical Affection Scale and the wives' own satisfaction with 

physical affection, measured with Dainton's (1991) Physical 

Affection Satisfaction Scale. Husbands, however, reported 

their wives' use of assurances, positivity and their own 

physical affection satisfaction best predicted husbands' 

relational satisfaction. For husbands, then, some element of 

the physical aspect of a romantic interpersonal relationship 

contributed to husbands' relational satisfaction. 

Dainton et al. (1994) noted that "previous research has 

indicated that physical affection might serve maintenance 

functions (e.g., Baxter & Dindia, 1990; Bell, Daly, & 

Gonzalez, 1987; Dainton, 1991; Dainton & Stafford, 1993)" (p. 

89). The physical element of romantic relationships has been 

somewhat excluded from the study of relational maintenance 

strategies. Dainton et al. (1994) concerning the physical 

affection variables observed that physical affection 

satisfaction measure concerns sexuality even though it is 

"not concerned exclusively with sexual satisfaction" (p. 92). 

Physical affection may be important to relationships in 

general, but sexual communication is something exclusive to 

intimate relationships. Although elements of physical 

affection have been emphasized, the sexual aspects in the 

study of maintenance strategies have been overlooked. 
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Physical affection may communicate messages in various 

interpersonal relationships, but sexual communication 

involves messages exclusive to sexually intimate 

relationships. Sexual communication strategies address 

communication behaviors that the current maintenance 

strategies do not specifically address. Due to this added 

dimension found in sexually intimate relationships, the 

inclusion of strategies which consider sexuality are needed. 

From the above rationale regarding relational 

maintenance strategies and sexual communication strategies, 

the following research question is asked: 

RQls What is the relative importance of maintenance 

strategies and sexual communication strategies on 

relational satisfaction? 

Recall that Dainton et al. (1994) concluded that the 

five relational maintenance strategies best predicted 

relational satisfaction for wives and the physical affection 

variables did not significantly contribute to their 

relational satisfaction. Furthermore, recall that husbands' 

relational satisfaction was determined by wives' use of 

assurances, positivity and their own physical affection 

satisfaction best predicted husbands' relational 

satisfaction. Given the differences in importance of 

maintenance strategies and physical affection variables for 

males and females with regard to relational satisfaction, the 

following is predicted: 

HI: Females' use of sexual communication strategies are 

more highly associated with relational satisfaction 

for males than males' use of sexual communication 
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strategies are associated with relational 

satisfaction for females. 

H2: Males' use of relational maintenance strategies 

are more highly associated with relational 

satisfaction for females than females' use of 

relational maintenance strategies are associated 

with relational satisfaction for males. 

Summary 

This chapter reviewed the literature concerning 

relational maintenance strategies and sexual communication 

strategies. The research question and hypotheses for this 

study were introduced. Chapter 3 will discuss the sample and 

procedure for the study, the measurements which will be used 

to collect necessary data. In addition, the method of 

analysis will also be described. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

The preceding chapter provided a literature review 

concerning relational maintenance strategies and sexual 

communication strategies. The research question and 

hypotheses were also provided. This chapter will outline the 

procedures used to obtain the sample and the measurements 

used to collect the necessary data. Finally, the design for 

analyses of data for the research question and hypotheses 

will be discussed. 

Sample and Procedure 

Six hundred and eighty-nine undergraduate students 

enrolled in an introductory communication course at the 

University of North Texas were the potential pool for this 

study. A large number of students was needed due to the 

criteria the participants needed to meet. 

First, approval for the use of human subjects was 

obtained from the University of North Texas Institutional 

Review Board (see Appendix A). Then, the researcher held two 

separate survey orientation sessions, in order to meet with 

all course instructors, one week prior to survey distribution 

to provide oral and written instructions regarding survey 

36 
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administration. During the meeting, the course instructors 

were asked to distribute the set of two measurement packets 

labeled Form A and Form B to student-participants. Form A 

consisted of the following: participation consent form and 

directions for student participant, 10 demographic questions 

regarding the sex of the participant and partner, participant 

year in school, age, relationship type, romantic relationship 

check, other relational questions, 29 relational maintenance 

strategy items, 22 sexual communication strategy items, and 6 

relational satisfaction items (see Appendices C, D, E, F, G). 

Form B consisted of the following: directions for 

student-participant, directions for relational partner, 3 

demographic questions which included the respondent's sex, 

romantic relationship check, the relationship type, and 6 

relational satisfaction items (see Appendices H, I, J, G). 

Form B instructed the student participants to distribute the 

form to their romantic relational partners. 

On the day of survey administration, instructors read 

the form labeled Recitation Leader Instructions to their 

students (see Appendix B). Instructors were told to 

emphasize to the student-participants that they needed to be 

involved in a romantic relationship in order to participate. 

If the students met the criteria and wished to participate, 

the course instructors had the student-participants read, 

sign, date, tear off the first sheet of Form A (see Appendix 

C), and turn in this sheet immediately and separately from 

the Form A survey. This procedure insured anonymity and was 

a method of awarding discovery learning course credit. In 

addition, instructors were directed to have the student-
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participants write their first and last names and recitation 

section numbers in the space provided on the envelope 

attached to Form B in order to be awarded discovery learning 

course credit for the participation of their romantic 

partners. Instructors were encouraged to emphasize to 

student-participants that the envelopes would be discarded 

immediately and their names would not be associated with the 

survey information. 

The student-participants were allowed approximately 20 

minutes to complete Form A in class. Student-participants 

were instructed to tear off their instructions from Form B 

prior to distribution to their romantic partners. Then, 

course instructors asked student-participants to distribute 

Form B to their romantic partner. The romantic partners were 

asked in their instructions to fill out Form B away from 

their partner. Form B took approximately five minutes to 

complete. Due to the potentially sensitive nature of Form B 

responses, a security envelope was provided in which the 

completed questionnaire was sealed. Affixed to the envelope 

flap was an adhesive seal which covered the seal of the 

envelope. This was done in order to give romantic partners a 

sense of confidence in the confidentiality of their 

responses. 

Three different ways were provided for the the romantic 

partner to return Form B. The partner could return the form 

by: 1) mailing it in the provided self-addressed envelope (a 

stamp was attached for their convenience), 2) dropping the 

sealed survey in a secure drop box located in the University 

of North Texas Communication Studies Department Office, 
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Terrill Hall #235, or 3) handing the sealed questionnaire 

back to the student-participant who was previously directed 

to return the envelope to his or her instructor at the next 

class meeting. The researcher contacted the course 

instructors, monitored the drop box, and retrieved all 

completed measurement questionnaires. 

Of the 689 surveys distributed to course instructors, 

356 were returned because the student-participants did not 

meet the criteria of being involved in a romantic 

relationship or did not wish to participate in the study. 

The final sample consisted of 199 units of analysis who met 

the criteria of being presently involved in a sexually 

intimate romantic relationship. Of the student-

participants who completed Form A, 119 were female and 80 

were male. 

In 23 relationships, the respondents were not married 

and either one or both respondents noted their relationships 

were not romantic. Several married couples indicated their 

relationships were not romantic, but were retained for the 

study. Although one married partner may have indicated the 

relationship was not a romantic one, marriage met the 

criteria of being involved in a romantic relationship. A 

total of 6 units of analysis were not included because 

respondents indicated they were involved in a homosexual 

relationship. Incomplete surveys totaled 105 and were 

therefore not usable for the study. 

For Form A, the questionnaire the student-participant 

completed in class, 98.2% were returned via course 

instructors, 1.2% via the secure drop box, and .6% by mail. 
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Regarding Form B, which was filled out by the relational 

partner of the student-participant, 66% were returned via 

instructors, 11% drop box, and 23% by mail. 

Measurement 

The relational maintenance strategies were measured with 

Canary and Stafford's (1992) questionnaire consisting of five 

sub-scales. This questionnaire is based on the maintenance 

strategy measure developed by Stafford and Canary (1991) (see 

Appendix E). Stafford and Canary's (1991) typology has been 

modified and used in such studies by Baxter and Simon (1993); 

Canary, Stafford, Hause, and Wallace (1993); Dainton and 

Stafford (1993); Guerrero, Eloy and Wabnik, (1993). Because 

this study investigated similar phenomena examined by Canary 

and Stafford (1992) and Dainton, Stafford, and Canary (1994), 

the 1992 typology was used. 

Canary and Stafford's (1992) typology uses a 1 to 7 

Likert-type response format, where 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = 

disagree, 3 = moderately disagree, 4 = are undecided, 5 = 

moderately agree, 6 = agree, and 7 = strongly agree. In 

accord with Canary and Stafford's study, this study used the 

same response format. Respondents answered according to the 

degree to which they agreed or disagreed with items that 

referenced strategies in maintaining their relationship. 

Canary and Stafford's (1992) typology consists of the 

following strategies: positivity, openness, assurances, 

social networks, and sharing tasks. The reliabilities 

reported by Canary and Stafford (1992) per sub-scale are as 

follows: positivity = .89, openness = .86, assurances = .76, 

social networks = .82, and sharing tasks = .87 (p. 249). 
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Other studies have used Canary and Stafford's (1992) 

scale, such as Dainton, Stafford, and Canary (1994). Dainton 

et al. had married couples report the perceptions of their 

partner's use of relational maintenance strategies. 

Reliabilities for wives' perceptions of husbands' maintenance 

strategies are as follows: positivity = .90, openness = .86, 

assurances = .81, social networks = .80, and sharing tasks = 

.90. Husbands' perceptions of wives' maintenance strategies 

are as follows: positivity = .91, openness = .86, assurances 

= .77, social networks = .73, and sharing tasks = .91 

(Dainton et al., 1994, p. 92). 

The alpha coefficients for the 199 participants in this 

study regarding the five relational maintenance strategies 

were as follows: positivity = .82, openness = .84, 

assurances = .82, social networks = .80, and sharing tasks = 

.86. 

The Sexual Communication Strategy measure was based on 

Wheeless, Wheeljess and Baus' (1984) Sexual Communication 

Satisfaction Scale. Wheeless et al.'s measure consists of 22 

items, which are measured on a 7 point Likert-type response 

format, where 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = 

moderately disagree, 4 = are undecided, 5 = moderately agree, 

6 = agree, and 7 = strongly agree. Wheeless et al. reported 

reliability for the Sexual Communication Satisfaction Scale 

as .94 (p. 223). The Sexual Communication Strategy Scale was 

measured with the same number of items and the same Likert-

type scale. Rather than focusing on sexual communication 

satisfaction, however, the Sexual Communication Strategy 

Scale shifted the focus from satisfaction to the way in which 
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the student-participants reported communicating about sexual 

matters with his/her partner. The wording of eight items was 

altered to create the Sexual Communication Strategy Scale. 

Item two was, "I am satisfied with my partner's ability to 

communicate her/his sexual desires to me," and for this study 

was modified to, "My partner has the ability to communicate 

her/his sexual desires to me." Item four was, "I am very 

satisfied with the quality of our sexual interactions," and 

for this study was modified to, "I communicate with my 

partner in regard to the quality of our sexual interactions." 

Item seven read, "I am dissatisfied over the degree to which 

my partner and I discuss our sexual relationship," and for 

this study was modified to, "My partner and I do not discuss 

our sexual relationship." Item twelve read, "I am displeased 

with the manner in which my partner and I communicate with 

each other during sex," and for this study was modified to, 

"My partner and I communicate poorly during sex." Item 

seventeen read, "I am satisfied concerning my ability to 

communicate about sexual matters with my partner," and for 

this study was modified to, "I communicate effectively with 

my partner about sexual matters." Item nineteen read, "I am 

dissatisfied with my partner's ability to communicate her/his 

sexual desires to me," and for this study was modified to, 

"My partner does not communicate her/his sexual desires to 

me." Item twenty-one read, "I am not satisfied in the 

majority of our sexual interactions," and for this study was 

modified to, "I tell my partner that the majority of our 

sexual interactions could be improved." Finally, item 

twenty-two read, "I am pleased with the manner in which my 
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partner and I communicate with each other after sex," and for 

this study was modified to, "My partner and I communicate in 

positive ways with each other after sex" (see Appendix F). 

Factor analysis (see results) produced a 16 item, single-

factor scale with an alpha coefficient of .92. 

Finally, relational satisfaction for sexually intimate, 

romantic partners was assessed with a revised version of 

Norton's (1983) Quality Marriage Index (see Appendix G). The 

wording of the measure was modified slightly in order to 

include various relational types such as dating and engaged 

couples in addition to married couples (for an example of 

this revision, see Hecht, Marston, & Larkey, 1994). 

Consisting of seven items, the first six items used a 7 point 

Likert-type response format, where 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = 

disagree, 3 = moderately disagree, 4 = are undecided, 5 = 

moderately agree, 6 = agree, and 7 = strongly agree. The 

seventh question asked the respondent to rate his/her level 

of happiness in the romantic relationship on a 10-point 

response format ranging from very unhappy to perfectly happy. 

Norton (1983) did not report a reliability for the 

Quality Marriage Index (Rubin, Palmgreen, & Sypher, 1994). 

Reliabilities for Norton's (1983) Quality Marriage Index have 

been reported by Simon and Baxter (1993) as .92 (p. 422). 

Dainton, Stafford, and Canary (1994) reported a reliability 

of .96 (p. 92). Baxter (1990) reported a reliability of .95 

and Perse, Pavitt, and Burggraf (1990) reported a reliability 

of .96 (p. 397). Stafford and Canary (1991) reported a 

reliability of the revised version of the Quality Marriage 

Index as .96 (p. 229). In addition, Baxter and Bullis (1986) 
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and Van Lear (1991) reported reliabilities of .88 and .93 for 

the revised version of the Quality Marriage Index (p. 479; p. 

352). For the 199 relational partners who indicated their 

relationship satisfaction, the alpha coefficient was .90. 

Method of Analysis 

For research question one, three multiple regression 

analyses were run, examined, and the R's were planned to be 

used in a t-test test for the significance of the difference 

between two correlation coefficients for correlated samples 

(Ferguson, 1971, p. 171-172). The first multiple regression 

used relational maintenance strategies as predictor variables 

and relational satisfaction as the criterion variable. The 

next regression used sexual communication strategies as the 

predictor variable and relational satisfaction as the 

criterion variable. The t-ratio was planned to compare 

multiple R's from these two analyses. A third correlation 

coefficient was necessary to perform this t-test which was 

the multiple correlation coefficient derived from a multiple 

regression using all the tested variables used (all 

relational maintenance strategies and the sexual 

communication strategies as predictor variables and 

relational satisfaction as the criterion variable) (Ferguson, 

1971, p. 171). The multiple R's were adjusted before they 

were entered into the t-test. The .05 level of statistical 

significance (two-tailed) was required for the test. Pearson 

product-moment correlations of predictor variables with 

relational satisfaction were reported to aid interpretation. 

For the first hypothesis, z testing the significance of 

the difference between two correlation coefficients for 
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independent samples was planned (Ferguson, 1971, p. 170-171). 

The two correlation coefficients in the test were derived 

from separate regressions for males and females using sexual 

communication strategies as the predictor variable and 

relational satisfaction as the criterion variable. Likewise, 

for the second hypothesis, z testing the significance of the 

difference between two correlation coefficients for 

independent samples was planned (Ferguson, 1971, p. 170-171). 

The two correlation coefficients in the test were derived 

from separate multiple regressions for males and females 

using relational maintenance strategies as the predictor 

variables and relational satisfaction as the criterion 

variable. The multiple R's were adjusted before they were 

entered into the tests. Based on previous research results 

the .05 level of statistical significance (one-tailed) was 

required for these two tests. 

Pearson product-moment correlations for expected results 

will be displayed to aid interpretation. Cronbach's alpha 

was computed to estimate internal reliabilities for all 

measures in the study. The sexual communication strategy 

measure, a modest revision of the Sexual Communication 

Satisfaction Scale (Wheeless, Wheeless, & Baus, 1984), was 

submitted to unrotated principle components analysis with 

iteration. Since the Sexual Communication Strategy Scale is 

unidimensional, a comparable single factor measure of sexual 

communication strategies was expected. Therefore, the 

unrotated first factor was examined and items for the 

single factor measure which load at .55 or higher were 

retained. 
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Summary 

Chapter 3 has described the sample and explained the 

procedure which was used to obtain the data for the study. 

The measurement and method of analysis which were utilized 

were also identified in this chapter. The following chapter 

will report the results of the study from the analysis of the 

research question and the two hypotheses. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

Introduction 

The previous chapter presented the sample and procedures 

used to collect the data for the study. In addition, the 

methods of analyses for the data were described. This 

chapter will report the results of these analyses. 

Unexpected post hoc analyses were conducted and will be 

described in this chapter as well. 

Sexual Communication Strategy Measurement 

A single factor solution for sexual communication 

strategies was obtained. Examination of the preliminary 

unrotated first factor derived from iterated principal factor 

analysis revealed that 16 items had their highest loading in 

the first factor at .55 (see Table 1). Six items did not 

load at the .55 or higher and were withheld (item numbers: 4, 

5, 15, 18, 21, and 22). Subsequent analysis retaining only 

the 16 items replicated the one factor solution (see Table 

1). 

Research Question One 

The planned analysis for the first research question was 

nonproductive. No significant results were obtained (two-

tailed) . The multiple correlation of the student-

47 
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Table 1 

Unrotated Single Factor Solution for Sexual Communication 

Strategies 

Item Number Preliminary Unrotated 
First Factor 

Final Unrotated 
First Factor 

1 .63 .63 

2 .57 .60 

3 .60 .61 

4 .53 — 

5 .45 — 

6 .55 .56 

7 .59 .59 

8 .65 .67 

9 .56 .57 

10 .57 .56 

11 .63 .63 

12 .72 .73 

13 .63 .62 

14 .74 .73 

15 .53 — 

16 .70 .68 

17 .71 .70 

18 .52 — 

19 .70 .71 

20 .63 .59 

21 .11 — 

22 .42 
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participants' reported use of the five maintenance strategies 

with the relational partners' reported level of relational 

satisfaction was not significant [R = .19, F (5,193) = 1.50, 

p = .1902]. In addition, the multiple correlation of the 

student-participants' perception of the occurrence of sexual 

communication strategies with the relational partners' level 

of relational satisfaction was not significant [R = .13, F 

(1,197) = 3.38, p = .0676]. Finally, the seven variable 

model (the reported use of all five relational maintenance 

strategies and report of the occurrence of sexual 

communication strategies with the relational partners' level 

of relational satisfaction) was not significant [R = .20, F 

(6,192) = 1.35, p = .2353]. 

Post Hoc Analyses 

Post hoc analysis revealed some significant 

relationships. The above multiple correlations were derived 

from preplanned regression models utilizing all predictor 

variables within the models. These types of models allowed 

for multicollinearity which could mask individually 

significant predictors. Post hoc analyses utilizing stepwise 

multiple regression (stopped at the step where only 

significant variables were included in the model) would allow 

some individually significant predictors to emerge. A 

stepwise multiple regression using the predictor variables 

revealed only one significant result at the first step. 

Student-participants' reports of their use of assurances were 

significantly associated with the relational partners' 

reports of relational satisfaction [R = .18, F (1, 197) = 

6.74, p = .0101] and accounted for 3% of the variance. 
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Since the total score of the sexual communication 

strategy measure, which is a relational measure, does not 

distinguish separate scores of the relational partner's 

reports of both their own strategy use and their relational 

partner's strategy use, it was determined that it would be 

useful to separate the relational measure. A second post hoc 

factor analysis was able to extract two factors labeled self-

sexual communication strategies and other-sexual 

communication strategies (see Table 2). Self-sexual 

communication strategies are the self-reports by the student-

participants of their own use of these strategies to maintain 

the relationship. Other-sexual communication strategies are 

student-participants' reports of their perceptions of their 

relational partner's use of sexual communication strategies. 

Although the sexual communication strategy measure is 

relational in nature, the factor analysis allowed for 

analysis in terns of self-reported usage of strategies and 

self-reporting of partner's use of strategies. In addition, 

post hoc factor analysis produced a 20 item, two-factor 

solution. The alpha coefficient for self-sexual 

communication strategies was .90 while the alpha coefficient 

for other-sexual communication strategies was .88. 

Correlations 

Pearson product-moment correlations of relational 

satisfaction with the relational maintenance strategies and 

sexual communication strategies were computed (see Table 3). 

Some correlations replicated previous research regarding 

relational maintenance strategies. Correlations were for 

student-participants' self-reports of using relational 
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Table 2 

Post Hoc Oblicme {Promax) Two Factor Solution for Sexual 

Communication Strateaies 

Item Factor 
1 

'Self' 

Factor 
2 

'Other' 

1 .68 .36 

2 .39 .65 

3 .66 .31 

4 .59 .28 

5 .49 .27 

6 _s_55 .40 

7 .61 .39 

8 .74 .34 

9 .63 .28 

10 .32 .77 

11 .69 .33 

12 .62 .65 

13 

CO
 

CO
 • .78 

14 i!4 .50 

15 .31 .69 

16 .68 .46 

17 .70 .52 

18 .44 .47 

19 .46 .85 

20 .47 .65 

Interfactor Correlation ,52 
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Table 3 

Product-Moment Correlations of Romantic Partners' Relational 

Satisfaction with Student-Participant Relational Maintenance 

Strategies and Student-Participant Sexual Communication 

Strategies 

Strategies Romantic Partner 
Relational Satisfaction 

Positivity 

Openness 

.08 

.07 

Assurances .18 * 

Networks .09 

Shared Tasks .10 

Sexual Communication 
Strategies 

.13 * 

Sexual Communication 
Strategies, Self 

.14 * 

Sexual Communication 
Strategies, Other 

.13 * 

* p<.05 
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maintenance strategies and self-reports of the occurrence of 

sexual communication strategies in the relationship with 

their romantic partners' report of relational satisfaction. 

The student-participants' reported use of the maintenance 

strategy of assurances was significantly correlated with 

relational partners' level of relational satisfaction at .18 

(p = .0051). Student-participants' reports of the occurrence 

of sexual communication strategies were significantly 

correlated with relational partners' relational satisfaction 

at .13 (p = .0338). Student-participants' reports of self-

sexual communication strategies were significantly correlated 

with partners' relational satisfaction at .14 (p = .0278). 

Finally, student-participants' reports of the occurrence of 

other-sexual communication strategies were significantly 

correlated with relational partners' level of relational 

satisfaction at .13 (p = .0371). 

Hypothesis One 

The first hypothesis predicted that females' use of 

sexual communication strategies were more highly associated 

with males' relational satisfaction than males' use of sexual 

communication strategies were associated with females' 

relational satisfaction. This hypothesis was supported by 

the results. The R for females' reported use of sexual 

communication strategies and the level of relational 

satisfaction for males was significant [F (1,117) = 4.88, p = 

.0146]. The R of .20 accounted for 4% of shared variance (R2 

= .04). The R for males' report of the occurrence of sexual 

communication strategies and females' account of relational 
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satisfaction was not significant [F (1,78) = 0.16, 2 = 

.3470]. Since the second correlation coefficient was 

nonsignificant the planned z-test between the two correlation 

coefficients was not possible and was unnecessary to test the 

prediction. Females' report of the occurrence of sexual 

communication strategies were observed to be more highly 

associated with males' relational satisfaction than were the 

males' reports of the occurrence of sexual communication 

strategies associated with females' relational satisfaction. 

Hypothesis Two 

The second hypothesis predicted that males' use of 

relational maintenance strategies were more highly associated 

with females' relational satisfaction than females' use of 

relational maintenance strategies were associated with males' 

relational satisfaction. This hypothesis was not supported. 

The R for males reported use of relational maintenance 

strategies and females' reported relational satisfaction 

level was not significant [F (5,74) = 0.78, p = .2820] for 

the best five-variable model nor any other n-variable model 

(maxr). However, the R for females' reported use of 

relational maintenance strategies and males' reported 

relational satisfaction was significant [F (5, 113) = 1.94, p 

= .0463] for the best five variable model. The R of .28 

accounted for 8% shared variance (R2 = .08). For this five-

variable model only the reported use of the relational 

maintenance strategy of assurances was significant [F (1,113) 

= 5.14, p = .0126]. This limited result was opposite of that 

predicted by hypothesis two. 
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The actual variance accounted for by assurances alone 

may have been obscured in the five-variable multiple 

regressions. Post hoc simple regression with reports of the 

use of the relational maintenance strategy of assurances as 

the only predictor was significant [F (1,117) = 5.94, p = 

.0163 (post hoc, two-tailed)]. The R of .22 accounted for 5% 

shared variance (R^ = .05). 

Correlations 

Pearson product-moment correlations were computed for 

males' reported use of relational maintenance strategies and 

males' account of the occurrence of sexual communication 

strategies within the relationship with females' self-

reported relational satisfaction (see Table 4). In addition, 

Pearson product-moment correlations were computed for 

females' reported use of relational maintenance strategies 

and females' report of the extent to which sexual 

communication strategies were used in the relationship with 

males' self-reported relational satisfaction (see Table 4). 

Some correlations relating to males' relational satisfaction 

matched expectations derived from previous research results. 

Females' reported use of positivity as a relational 

maintenance strategy significantly correlated with males' 

self-reported relational satisfaction at .16 (E = .0451). 

Females' reported use of assurances as a relational 

maintenance strategy significantly correlated with males' 

self-reported relational satisfaction at .22 (p = .0082). 

Females' reports of the occurrence of sexual communication 

strategies significantly correlated with males' self-reported 
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Table 4 

Post Hoc Pearson-Product Moment Correlations of Romantic 

Partners' Relational Satisfaction for Males and Females Use 

of Sexual Communication Strategies and Relational Maintenance 

Strategies 

Strategies Female Relational 
Satisfaction, 

Male Strategy Use 

Male Relational 
Satisfaction, 

Female Strategy Use 

Positivity 

Openness 

- . 0 2 

.12 

.16 * 

.02 

Assurances .15 .22 * 

Networks .12 .06 

Sharing Tasks .07 .12 

Sexual Communication 
Strategies 

.04 .20 * 

Sexual Communication 
Strategies, Self 

.07 .18 * 

Sexual Communication 
Strategies, Other 

.03 .25 * 

* p<.05 
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relational satisfaction at .20 (p = .0146). Females' 

reported use of self-sexual communication strategies 

significantly correlated with males' self-reported relational 

satisfaction at .18 (p = .0227). Finally, females' report of 

other-sexual communication strategies used by her partner 

significantly correlated with males' self-reported relational 

satisfaction at .25 (p = .0036). No significant correlations 

were obtained for males' reported use of relational 

maintenance strategies and males' reports of the occurrence 

of sexual communication strategies within the relationship 

with females' self-reported relational satisfaction. 

In order to account for type II error a power analysis 

was conducted (see Table 5). The technique used for the 

analysis was based on Welkowitz, Ewen, & Cohen (1976, pp. 

201-203) and by Cohen (1988, pp. 75-95). The results of the 

power analysis produced an average power of .20 for a small 

effect size, .87 for a medium effect size, and .99 for a 

large effect size. According to Garrison and Andersen 

(1979), these results are similar to other studies conducted 

in the area of communication studies and represent sufficient 

power. 

Summary 

This chapter reported the results for the examination of 

the research question and the two hypotheses. As well, 

results of unplanned post hoc analyses were also reported. 

The following chapter will summarize the findings from this 

chapter. In addition, the next chapter will further 

interpret these findings. 
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Table 5 

Results of Power Analysis Accounting for Type II Error for 

a Research Question. Hypotheses and an Average of the 

Three (Research Question and Two Hypotheses). 

Analysis Small Medium Large 
Effect Size Effect Size Effect Size 

RQ1 .29 .99 >.995 

HI, Female 
Partners 

.15 .77 .99 

HI, Male 
Partners 

.20 .91 >.995 

H2, Female 
Partners 

.15 .77 .99 

H2, Male 
Partners 

.20 .91 >.995 

Average of RQ1 
and Hypotheses 

.20 .87 .993 



CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

Introduction 

The previous chapter reported the examination of the 

research question and the results of the hypothesized tests. 

This chapter presents a summary of both the study and the 

research findings. In addition, this chapter interprets the 

results of the study, discusses limitations of the study, and 

addresses implications for future research. 

Summary of Study 

This study explored the relationships among student-

participants' reports of relational maintenance strategies 

and sexual communication strategies with their relational 

partners' relational satisfaction. The individuals were 

involved in romantic sexually intimate relationships. Also, 

specific predictions were made which hypothesized that 

females' reported accounts of sexual communication strategies 

would be more highly associated with males' relational 

satisfaction than would males' reported accounts of sexual 

communication strategies be associated with females' 

relational satisfaction. As well, it was hypothesized that 

males' reported use of relational maintenance strategies 

would be more highly associated with females' relational 

59 
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satisfaction than would the reported use of females' 

relational maintenance strategies be associated with males' 

relational satisfaction. 

Six hundred and eighty-nine undergraduate students 

enrolled in an introductory communication course at the 

University of North Texas were the potential pool of 

respondents for this study. The course instructors 

distributed questionnaires during class which asked the 

undergraduate students who were involved in a romantic 

relationship to answer questions regarding strategies they 

use in maintaining their relationship. The survey asked 

respondents to rank their use of relational maintenance 

strategies using a 7-point response format to indicate the 

extent to which they used the relational maintenance 

strategies of positivity, openness, assurances, sharing 

tasks, and social networks in sustaining their romantic 

relationship. In addition, the survey asked student-

participants whose romantic relationships involved sexual 

intimacy with their partners to indicate with a 7-point 

response format the extent to which sexual communication 

strategies were used within the relationship. 

The student-participants who filled out the relational 

maintenance strategy and sexual communication strategy 

questionnaires were also asked to distribute a separate 

questionnaire to their relational partner which consisted of 

questions regarding the relational partners' level of 

satisfaction in their relationship with the student-

participant. The relational partners were asked to indicate 

with a 7-point response format the extent to which they were 
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satisfied with their relationship by answering six questions. 

Additionally, relational partners were asked one final 

question using a 10-point response format (ranging from very 

unhappy to perfectly happy) the extent to which they were 

satisfied with their relationship. The relational partners 

were given three means by which to return the sealed, 

completed surveys: first, they could mail the surveys with 

the provided postage stamp; second, they could deposit the 

envelope in a secured drop box located in the University of 

North Texas Communication Studies Department Office; finally, 

they could return the sealed envelope to the student-

participant who had been instructed to return the envelope to 

their course recitation leader. 

Of the initial pool of six hundred and eighty nine 

undergraduate students, 199 met the requirements of being 

currently involved in a romantic relationship and were 

sexually active with their partner. Of the student-

participants who completed the questionnaire regarding 

relational maintenance strategies and sexual communication 

strategies, 119 were female and 80 were male. Using the 

sample of 199 couples, various statistical analyses were then 

conducted to examine the research question and the two 

hypotheses. 

Summary of Research Findings 

The research question examined whether there was a 

relationship among the student-participants' reported use of 

relational maintenance strategies, the student-participants' 

accounts of the occurrence of sexual communication strategies 

and the relational partners' relational satisfaction. No 
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significant results were obtained. No significant 

relationship between student-participants' reports of 

relational maintenance strategies and relational partners' 

level of relational satisfaction were found. In addition, no 

significant relationship between the student-participants' 

report of the occurrence of sexual communication strategies 

and relational partners' self-reported level of relational 

satisfaction was obtained. Finally, a composite of the 

student-participants' reported use of relational maintenance 

strategies and the student-participants' perception of the 

occurrence of sexual communication strategies were not found 

to be significantly related to relational partners' 

relational satisfaction. 

Post hoc analyses revealed significant Pearson product-

moment correlations of partners' reports of relational 

satisfaction with student-participants' reports of the use of 

relational maintenance strategies and reported occurrences of 

sexual communication strategies within the relationship. 

Student-participants' reports of the maintenance strategy of 

assurances and the perception of the occurrence of sexual 

communication strategies were significantly correlated with 

relational partners' level of relational satisfaction. Self-

sexual communication strategies (self-reports by the student-

participants on their own use of these strategies to maintain 

the relationship) and other-sexual communication strategies 

(self-reports by the student-participants of their relational 

partner's use of sexual communication strategies) were 

significantly correlated with the relational partners' self-

reported level of relational satisfaction. 
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Hypothesis one predicted that females' use of sexual 

communication strategies would be more highly associated with 

males' relational satisfaction than were males' use of sexual 

communication strategies associated with females' relational 

satisfaction. This hypothesis was supported. There was a 

significant relationship for females' reports of occurrences 

of sexual communication strategies and males' reported 

relational satisfaction. No significant relationship between 

males' reports of the occurrence of sexual communication 

strategies and female relational partners' reported 

satisfaction was obtained. Although the planned statistical 

analysis could not be conducted, the results did support the 

hypothesis. 

Hypothesis two predicted that males' use of relational 

maintenance strategies would be more highly associated with 

females' relational satisfaction than were females' use of 

relational maintenance strategies associated with males' 

relational satisfaction. This hypothesis was not supported. 

No significant relationship between males' reported use of 

relational maintenance strategies and females' self-reports 

of relational satisfaction was found. However, converse to 

what was expected, the relationship between females' reported 

use of relational maintenance strategies and males' self-

reported relational satisfaction was significant. Only the 

maintenance strategy of assurances reportedly used by females 

significantly related to males' self-reported satisfaction. 

Interpretation of Results 

The research question results are not wholly consistent 

with previous research. Past studies found that there was a 
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relationship between relational maintenance strategies and 

relational satisfaction (e.g., Dainton, Stafford & Canary, 

1994; Stafford & Canary, 1991). Although no studies have 

previously examined sexual communication strategies relating 

to relational satisfaction, Dainton et al. (1994) found a 

relationship between physical affection satisfaction and 

relational satisfaction. Dainton et al. concluded males' 

physical affection satisfaction and males' relational 

satisfaction were significantly related. Surprisingly, this 

study found no relationship between strategies and relational 

satisfaction in the planned tests. Only in post hoc 

correlations were relationships to satisfaction found for 

assurances and sexual communication strategies. 

Although the results of the research question seem to 

contradict the findings of previous studies, the findings may 

be accounted for by the differences in the way in which data 

were gathered. This study had student-participants self-

report the extent to which they used certain relational 

maintenance behaviors and perceived the occurrence of sexual 

communication strategies in their relationship; however, 

relational satisfaction was assessed by the student-

participant's partner self-report. For this study, 

therefore, two different individuals were surveyed. 

Conversely, Dainton, Stafford and Canary (1994) examined the 

respondent's perception of partner use of relational 

maintenance strategies and a self-report of relational 

satisfaction. Also, Stafford and Canary (1991) assessed 

relational maintenance strategies and relational satisfaction 

in the same manner; in other words, the same person filled 
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out the perception of partner use of the relational 

maintenance strategy and their level of relational 

satisfaction. The results obtained in these studies, 

therefore, may have been magnified by artifactual response 

biases. 

The post hoc analyses revealed some significant 

relationships between relational partners' reports of 

relational satisfaction and student-participants' reports of 

their use of assurances, their reported occurrence of sexual 

communication strategies, their reported use of self-sexual 

communication strategies, and their reports of the extent to 

which relational partners utilized other-sexual communication 

strategies. These correlations, however, ranged from .13-

.18. These post hoc analyses may show that there is a slight 

relationship between student-participants' reported use of 

assurances and relational partners' self-reported relational 

satisfaction. As well, post hoc analyses may show that there 

is a slight relationship between student-participants' 

reports of the occurrence of various sexual communication 

strategies and relational partners' self-reported relational 

satisfaction. 

Regarding the first hypothesis, analysis found that 

males' report of relational satisfaction was significantly 

related to females' reports of sexual communication 

strategies occurring in their romantic relationships. As 

noted previously, verbal and nonverbal sexual communication 

in romantic relationships can be thought of as rewards which, 

in turn, may be related to satisfaction in one's 

relationship. Females' reports of sexual communication 
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strategies occurring in the relationship was significantly 

related to males' described level of relational satisfaction. 

Conversely, males' reports of the occurrence of sexual 

communication strategies apparently did not significantly 

contribute to females' reported relational satisfaction. It 

may be, therefore, that females' reports of sexual 

communication strategies occurring in the relationship are 

related to males' reported relational satisfaction. 

Conversely, males' accounts of sexual communication 

strategies occurring in the relationship are apparently not 

significantly related to females' relational satisfaction. 

It is possible that males may well value the occurrence of 

sexual communication strategies in romantic relationships 

more than females value the occurrence of sexual 

communication strategies in romantic relationships. This 

conclusion is generally consistent with previous theory and 

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

The analysis of the second hypothesis did not support 

previous studies regarding relational maintenance strategies. 

In this study, none of the males' reported use of relational 

maintenance strategies significantly contributed to females' 

reported relational satisfaction. Other studies such a 

Dainton, Stafford and Canary (1994) concluded that wives' 

perceptions of husbands' use of all five relational 

maintenance strategies (openness, positivity, assurances, 

sharing tasks and networks) significantly contributed to 

wives' relational satisfaction. As noted previously, one 

possible explanation for these results are the differences in 

procedures used to obtain data. 
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Another possible explanation for the opposite results 

concluded in hypothesis two deals with the gender literature 

regarding the manner in which males and females communicate. 

Past literature has supported many differences between males 

and females due to their biological sex. For instance, Wells 

(1990) concluded that men and women use different 

vocabularies for their body parts and their intimate 

relations. These differences support the notion that men and 

women see sexual behavior differently. These different 

perspectives regarding sexuality could, indeed, be reflected 

in differences in reports of the occurrence of sexual 

communication strategies within a relationship. As well, 

reports of relational maintenance strategies could also be 

influenced due to the differences in perception. This study, 

however, did not support traditional explanations of male and 

female behavior concerning communication. 

Furthermore, Pearson, West and Turner (1995) noted that 

traditionally, biological sex has been the basis of gender 

research while scholars such as Bern (1974) have introduced 

the concept of psychological orientation which includes 

masculinity/ femininity and androgyny. Perhaps accounting 

for the psychological orientations of males and females 

(whether individuals are low/high in both masculinity and 

femininity) would help explain the conclusion of this study 

that males' reported use of the relational maintenance 

strategies were not significantly related to females' reports 

of their levels of relational satisfaction. For instance, 

perhaps the traditional assumptions for males and females as 

to what is related to their happiness in relationships cannot 
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be determined by biological sex; indeed, there may be marked 

individual differences within the two groupings of biological 

sex. Gender orientation may be one way in which to explore 

possible differences among males and females. As Pearson et 

al. noted, society is changing, "and with these changes comes 

a reexamination of the communication between and among the 

sexes" (p. 251). Perhaps a different approach to the study 

of relational maintenance strategies and sexual communication 

strategies would be beneficial. Possibly research has been 

relying too much on dated biological sex research while 

society's definition of sex roles seems to be changing; 

therefore, notions of biological sex do not easily fit within 

this framework. 

Regarding sex differences which were significant in this 

study, females' reported use of the relational maintenance 

strategy of assurances significantly contributed to males' 

self-reported relational satisfaction in post hoc analysis. 

This finding corresponds somewhat with other studies 

conducted in this area. For example, Dainton et al.'s (1994) 

study which concluded that perceptions of wives' use of 

assurances, perceptions of wives' use of positivity and 

husbands' own physical affection satisfaction best predicted 

husband relational satisfaction. It is not unusual in 

previous research for the male perception of females' use of 

relational maintenance strategies to significantly contribute 

to male relational satisfaction. A possible explanation for 

assurances to contribute to males' relational satisfaction is 

the age group which was surveyed. College years are likely a 

time of transition and uncertainty; therefore, it is not 
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surprising that assurances, which stress commitment to the 

relationship and the future of the relationship, would be a 

positive strategy in a romantic relationship. The strategy 

adds stability in what can be a uncertain time in the life of 

a college student. As well, each relational partner has 

numerous opportunities to interact with many potential 

romantic partners. Assurances would help alleviate the worry 

that their partner may be involved with more than one person. 

Another possible interpretation is that although males 

report utilizing relational maintenance strategies in their 

relationships, they may not be using them to the extent they 

report. In other words, males may have been indicating 

levels of strategy use which are socially desirable. 

Furthermore, as Pearson, West and Turner (1995) note, females 

are more relationally sensitive; therefore, males may not 

have an accurate or similar view on relational maintenance 

use as compared to females. These interpretations may help 

account for differences in conclusions for this study as 

compared to previous studies. 

The basic assumption of this study was that 'good' 

communication expressed through student-participants' 

reported use of relational maintenance strategies and their 

reports of the occurrence of sexual communication strategies 

would be related to relational partners' level of happiness. 

The correlations which relate the use of the strategies with 

relational happiness were slight and may have been due to the 

measure used to gather data regarding relational 

satisfaction. Norton's relational satisfaction measure 

apparently does not account for extremes in happiness. 
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Distinguishing between those who are happy and those who are 

ecstatic about their relationship may have further clarified 

the relationship between partners' satisfaction and student-

participants' accounts of the strategies (relational 

maintenance strategies and sexual communication strategies). 

Finally, it is possible that the use of other factors as well 

as relational maintenance strategies and sexual communication 

strategies are just as important in relating to relational 

partners' happiness. For instance, physical attraction, 

assertiveness, and gift giving may also contribute to 

relational satisfaction. 

Limitations 

A possible limitation for this study and previous 

studies may be due to the measure used to collect 

information concerning relational satisfaction. The 

conclusions may be limited due to Norton's (1983) measure of 

relational satisfaction. All items in Norton's (1983) 

Quality Marriage Index are positively worded; therefore, a 

positive response bias may have occurred leading to 

artifactual results. As well, Norton's measure apparently 

lacks measurement of extremes in happiness. For instance, 

one may be happy with his/her relationship while another may 

be ecstatic about his/her relationship. The Norton measure 

does not allow one to distinguish between these degrees of 

satisfaction with a relationship. Some items are: "We have 

a good relationship" and "My relationship with my partner 

makes me happy". Perhaps future studies could incorporate 

items such ass "My relationship with my partner makes me 

ecstatic". 
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A post hoc analysis of the norms of scores of relational 

partners' level of relational satisfaction was conducted in 

order to account for the lack of predictability of some 

variables and the low covariation of relational satisfaction 

with the various strategies. In all, three analyses were 

conducted which included male relational partners, female 

relational partners, and all relational partners combined 

(males and females). A very likely ceiling effect was 

discovered for males, females and the combination of all 

relational partners. The criterion used for interpreting a 

likely ceiling effect was if the possible top score in the 

potential range of the measure was within a standard 

deviation of the observed mean. The potential range for the 

relational satisfaction scale is 6-45 and the absolute 

midpoint is 25.5. Male relational partners had a mean score 

was 40.44 with a standard deviation of 4.68. Female 

relational partners had a mean score of 40.23 with a standard 

deviation of 5.57. Male and female relational partners had a 

mean score of 40.36 with a standard deviation of 5.40. The 

lack of full variability of the relational satisfaction scale 

created by the ceiling effect could very well explain the 

lack of prediction and low correlation with the predictor 

variables (relational maintenance strategies and sexual 

communication strategies). 

In order to examine male/female self-reported use of 

relational maintenance strategies for a ceiling effect, a 

post hoc analysis of the norms of scores of the five 

relational maintenance strategies was conducted. Males' and 

females' reported use of relational maintenance strategies 
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both reflected a potential ceiling effect for only the 

relational maintenance strategy of assurances. The absolute 

neutral for the assurance measure is 16 while the range is 4-

28. Male respondents reported a mean of 24.06 and a standard 

deviation of 4.19. Female respondents reported a mean of 

25.44 and a standard deviation of 3.03. The relationship 

between student-participants' reported use of assurances with 

relational partners' relational satisfaction was probably 

enhanced by the similar distributions of assurances and 

satisfaction which both reflected ceiling effects. 

Another study limitation for this study may be the 

procedures used in order to obtain data. Since a majority of 

the questionnaires were returned via the student-participant, 

a few of the relational partner respondents' results may not 

be accurate. Although this may not significantly limit the 

study, it was mentioned as a possibility. Furthermore, other 

procedural issues may have limited the results of this study. 

The student-participants received course credit for both 

their participation in the study and their partner's 

participation. Credit was awarded to student-participants 

when their relational partner returned the survey in a sealed 

envelope which had the student-participant's name on the 

outside. The motive for the student-participants' 

involvement was to earn course credit which in turn could 

have influenced the accuracy of the results obtained. 

This study's sample was somewhat comparable with 

previous relational maintenance studies regarding the number 

of participants. This study had 199 participants while 

Canary & Stafford, 1992 and Dainton, Stafford & Canary, 1994 
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reported a participant number of 200. In studies where a 

relational maintenance typology was developed, the 

participant number tended to be higher (e.g., Stafford & 

Canary, 1991 sampled 956 participants). As well, through 

analysis it was determined that this study possessed 

sufficient statistical power. 

Regarding this study's demographics, the average age was 

21.8. Although this study's participants includes all 

relational types, this average age differs somewhat with 

previous studies. Canary and Stafford's (1992) study of 

married individuals reported an average age of 39.0 while 

Stafford and Canary's (1991) study reported an average age of 

29.2 which included various relational types. Finally, Simon 

and Baxter's (1993) study, which included married and 

romantically-involved participants reported an average age of 

41.5 for married respondents and an average age of 22.0 for 

romantically-involved respondents. Most studies have relied 

upon an older sample in the study of relational maintenance 

strategies. Note that studies which rely on respondents who 

are married are studying couples who have a formal contract 

of commitment. In all likelihood, these individuals are more 

familiar with relationship maintenance and techniques used to 

sustain relationships. Conversely, this study's younger 

sample may be descriptive of youth learning how to 

successfully sustain their romantic relationships. 

Implications 

Finally, future studies may account for some of the 

noted limitations of this study by incorporating different 

procedural and methodological techniques. For instance, 
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rather than student-participants receiving course credit, 

perhaps respondents could have been volunteers who received 

no credit for participation. As well, having all study 

participants complete surveys in front of the researcher or 

recitation leader may help account for some limitations. 

Finally, perhaps using a different measure or a revised 

measure of relational satisfaction would benefit future 

studies in this area. 

If there indeed is no relationship among relational 

maintenance strategies, sexual communication strategies and 

relational satisfaction, this may be accounted for given the 

nature of the sample. Most studies have focused on the study 

of relational maintenance strategies with married couples. 

Although some married couples participated in this study, the 

sample consisted of many different relational types. The 

results of this study, therefore, could be a function of the 

maturity of the relationship; in other words, the 

relationship type. Various levels of relational development 

may provide a differences in environment and interaction. 

For future study, it may be interesting to take relational 

type into consideration; that is, breaking the sample into 

relational types such as: married, engaged, exclusively 

dating, and dating couples. 

In addition to relational type, a future study could 

focus on other relational aspects. For instance, no studies 

to date concerning relational maintenance strategies and 

sexual communication strategies have considered sexual 

orientation. A possible future area of study is taking gay 

and lesbian relations into consideration. 
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This study concluded that sexual communication 

strategies were significantly related to relational 

satisfaction for males and not for females. Females may have 

been socialized to not communicate openly about sexual 

matters and are, therefore, less likely to find males' 

communication about sex helpful in producing female 

relational satisfaction. Comfort in interacting about such 

matters could also be a function of age. Since this study 

used a sample of college students, many females may not yet 

be comfortable with their sexuality. Communication regarding 

sex may not be a comfortable issue for a young female who is 

pressured socially to not participate in sex. Again, future 

studies may want to incorporate a variety of ages in order to 

account for this possibility. 

A possible future area of research is to collect data 

regarding self-reported use of strategies and self-reported 

relational satisfaction. This study sought to understand 

whether there was a significant relationship between one 

partner's use of strategies and the other partner's 

relational satisfaction. It is possible that one's effort 

put forth in order to maintain a relationship can contribute 

to the same person's satisfaction with the relationship. 

Summary 

This chapter provided a summary of the study and of the 

results achieved from the testing of the research question 

and hypotheses. Interpretations of the results were included 

in this chapter as well as the study's limitations and 

implications for future study. 
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University of North Texas 
Sponsored Projects Administration 

• 

February 16,1996 

Keely Lundquist 
1610 E. McKinney #1612 
Denton, TX 76201 

Re: IRB Application No. 96-026 

Dear Ms. Lundquist: 

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 
Strategies, Sexual Communication Strategies 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. 

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. 

Sincerely, 

Elder 
Chairman 

Institutional Review Board 

ME:em 

cc. IRB Members 
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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 sion 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 vou 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 2 
yes no 

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

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

Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree 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 perfom my household responsibilities. 
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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. 

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 

45 

46 

47 

48 

49 

50 

51 

52 

53 

54 
55 
56 

( 57 ) 

I tell my partner when I am especially 
satisfied. 
My partner has the ability to communicate 
her/his sexual desires to me. 
I do not let my partner know things that I find 
pleasing during sex. 
I communicate with my partner in regard to the 
quality of our sexual interactions. 
I do not hesitate to let my partner know when I 
want to have sex with him/her. 
I do not tell my partner whether or not I am 
sexually satisfied. 

My partner and I do not discuss our sexual 
relationship. 
I am not afraid to show my partner what kind of 
sexual behavior I find satisfying. 
I would not hesitate to show my partner what is 
a sexual turn-on for me. 
My partner does not show me when he/she is not 
sexually satisfied. 
I show my partner what pleases me during sex. 
My partner and I communicate poorly during sex. 

My partner does not show me things she/he finds 
pleasing during sex. 
I show my partner when I am sexually satisfied. 
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1 
Strongly 

Disagree 

2 
Disagree Moderately 

Disagree 

4 
Are 

Undecided 

Moderately 

Agree 

6 
Agree 

7 
Strongly 

Agree 

58 

59 

60 

61 

62 

63 

64 

65 

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

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

I communicate effectively with my partner about 
sexual matters. 

My partner shows me by the way she/he touches me 
if he/she is satisfied. 

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

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

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

My partner and I communicate well with each 
other after sex. 
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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 your 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 awav 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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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 vou 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 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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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly Disagree Moderately Are Moderately Agree Strongly 

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

Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Agree 

44 

45 

46 

47 

48 

49 

50 

51 

52 

53 

54 
55 
56 

57 

58 

59 

60 

61 

I tell my partner when I am especially 
satisfied. 

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

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

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

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

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

My partner and I do not discuss our sexual 
relationship. 

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

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

My partner does not show me when he/she is not 
sexually satisfied. 

I show my partner what pleases me during sex. 

My partner and I communicate poorly during sex. 

My partner does not show me things she/he finds 
pleasing during sex. 

I show my partner when I am sexually satisfied. 

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

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

I communicate effectively with my partner about 
sexual matters. 

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 Per fec 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 fun namp 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 muchl 
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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 much! 
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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 

5 
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 

5 
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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