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 One's ability to determine the cause and effect nature events is important for 

navigating within the social realm. However, the ability to determine these relationships 

is not always as clear. According to Weary and Edwards (1996) causal uncertainty (CU) 

is the result of an individual perceiving themselves as someone who may not be able to 

accurately determine the cause and effect nature of events. Research conducted by 

Boucher and Jacobson (2012) found that individuals with greater CU viewed their 

interactions with a stranger more negatively than those with low CU. The purpose of the 

present work was to determine if the negative perceptions also occurred in more 

established intimate relationships.  

 To determine the impact of CU on intimate relationships 51 romantic dyads and 

46 friendship dyads were brought into the laboratory. Participants were first separated 

from their partner and asked to fill out a battery of questionnaires. Individuals were then 

asked to perform a video-recorded problem solving task with their partner. Results 

demonstrated that CU was associated with more negative conflict coping strategies. 

Additionally, these negative conflict coping strategies mediated the relationship between 

CU and romantic relationship satisfaction. However, similar mediation models were not 

statistically significant for friendship dyads, which suggests that the impact of CU on 

romantic conflict situations may be more impactful. Further studies are still needed.  



 
 

 Behavioral analyses demonstrated that individuals with greater CU were more 

likely to be concerned with accuracy during the problem solving task with their partner. 

Additionally, CU significantly predicted the use of a strategy to accurately complete the 

problem solving task. Furthermore, higher CU predicted that the probability of locating 

all five hidden objects within the game then finding zero. However, further studies are 

needed to verify these results.
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Every individual has experienced confusion about causal relationships within the 

environment at one time or another. For instance, an individual may be confused as to 

why their best friend is angry with them after a night out or why their romantic partner is 

overly affectionate after an argument. The ability to accurately understand causal 

relationships allows an individual to better navigate their social relationships. However, 

for some people uncertainty about causation arises more frequently than it does for others 

and as a result are said to be causally uncertain.  

 According to Weary and Edwards (1996) causal uncertainty (CU) results when a 

person perceives his or her self as being uncertain about the causal nature of events and 

their ability to regain understanding. For example, when an individual has an argument 

with a friend over dinner they may unsure about how the preceding events resulted in an 

argument. According to the original CU model, the experience of CU in such a context 

will motivate the individual to enact strategies return them to a state of understanding 

(Weary & Edwards, 1996). However, during the previous twenty years of research on 

CU, only one study has examined these behaviors outside of hypothetical social 

interactions.  

Boucher and Jacobson‟s (2012) research was the first study to examine the impact 

of CU on real interactions between people. Their study examined interactions with 

complete strangers. The results of this study found that individuals who experienced 

greater levels of CU were less likely to perceive these initial interactions favorably. The 

results of this study raise the possibility that CU will also have a negative impact on an 

individual's more established relationships. The purpose of the present work is to 

examine how CU impacts relationship satisfaction within more established relationships.  
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Studying initial interactions with strangers allowed Boucher and Jacobson (2012) 

to randomize both the content and the partner of the interaction. However, given the 

constraints of the experimental setting the likelihood that the participants were able to 

disclose personal information with one another was low. Therefore, examining more 

established relationships allowed for a more extensive exploration of intimate details that 

surround a relationship, such as factors that contribute to one's satisfaction within the 

context of the dyad. Taking this examination further the present work examines two types 

of intimate relationships: friendships and romantic relationships. Both friendships and 

romantic relationships serve similar, but distinct roles within an individual's social 

support structure.  

According to work conducted by Moss and Schwebel (1993) there are five 

components which characterize intimate relationships: commitment, affective intimacy, 

cognitive intimacy, physical intimacy, and mutuality. However, what distinguishes one 

type of relationship from another is the degree to which each of these components is 

present in a relationship, where high levels of each of these components are present in 

romantic relationships and low levels of each of these components indicate an association 

with a stranger. The present work focuses on aspects of affective and cognitive intimacy 

to determining how CU may impact intimate relationships. 

To examine how CU may influence a person's close relationships, the following 

chapter will review the current body of research on CU. Chapter three will examine how 

relationships change throughout various developmental periods, and how uncertainty may 

arise. In chapters four and five the hypotheses related to the present study and 

corresponding results are discussed. Finally, in chapter six study conclusions, limitations, 

and future directions are outlined. 
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Chapter 2: Causal Uncertainty   

The Causal Uncertainty Model 

 The Causal Uncertainty model was developed by Weary and Edwards (1996) to 

explain how the psychological construct of causal uncertainty (CU) impacts perception, 

behavior, and decision-making. The model outlines the chain of processes that take place 

as a person moves from perceiving a lack of causal understanding to returning to a state 

of comprehension. Weary and Edwards (1996) begin by outlining several antecedents 

that can cause an individual to perceive themselves as someone who may not be able to 

accurately identify the causal nature of events. Once an individual recognizes themselves 

as being confused, the model postulates that they then become motivated to regain an 

accurate understanding of the situation by implementing an action plan (Weary, Tobin & 

Edwards, 2010). The level of effort that a person implements to regain causal 

understanding, however, is dependent on how important accurate comprehension is for 

the individual. 

 To regain understanding, the individual must implement an action plan. 

According to Weary, Tobin, and Edwards (2010), action plans are methods that an 

individual can use to regain accurate causal understanding, which an individual rank 

orders based on how effective he or she believes the plan will in regaining accuracy. For 

example, an individual may put more effort into his or her causal decisions, he or she 

may pay more attention to the diagnosticity of the available information, or he or she may 

place greater effort into gathering information. As a person implements an action plan he 

or she will continually compare the present state of understanding with the goal state of 

accurate understanding. Until an individual becomes comfortable with the discrepancy 

between two states he or she will either continue to implement an action plan, or become 

frustrated and disengage from trying to regain understanding. The size of the discrepancy 

therefore serves as a negative feedback loop that indicates to the person if they have 

regained accurate understanding of causal events. The CU model is detailed in Figure 1.  
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 Antecedents of CU 

 A primary assumption of the original CU model is that perceiving one‟s self as 

having lost control over one‟s outcomes is a major precursor to causal uncertainty beliefs 

and metacognitions (Weary& Edwards, 1996). To examine this hypothesis, Edwards and 

Weary (1998) examined participants‟ perceptions of their control, their level of 

depression, and CU across a six week period. A path analysis demonstrated that 

perceived control, depression, and CU were all significantly associated with one another 

at both time points. Additionally, the results indicated that time one perceptions of 

control resulted in higher levels of CU at time two (Edwards& Weary, 1998). Thus, 

Figure 1: The Causal Uncertainty Model 
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perceived control impacts the experience of CU by increasing an individual‟s belief that 

they do not accurately understand the causal nature of events.  

 Additional precursors to CU include the experience of a specific context in which 

an individual is notable to determine the causes of events. For example, a person may 

have continued difficulty determining what behaviors will result in a high grade on an 

examination. As a result when an individual receives a low grade they will experience 

uncertainty about why the strategy he or she implemented was unsuccessful. An 

individual may also experience CU if his or her expectation for a particular situation is 

not met, such as when a person brings flowers to his or her romantic partner and the 

partner's response is anger.  

 Task instructions that require causal understanding may also precede uncertainty 

beliefs. For instance, the instructions for chess may illicit CU the first time an individual 

plays because he or she may not grasp why a move resulted in the loss of a piece. The 

final source of CU activation is said to result from a situation in which multiple causes 

could explain an event. For example, when an individual comes down with an illness 

there are a multitude of ways he or she may have become sick. 

 Accessibility of Uncertainty Beliefs and Metacognitions 

 Another assumption of the original model (Weary& Edwards, 1996) is that CU 

operates as a cognitive construct. The importance of this assumption is that it provides a 

theoretical mechanism by which to explain individual differences in CU. Weary and 

Edwards (1996) argue that individual differences arise in CU because they have varying 

degrees of accessibility, which refers to how easily an individual can use a mental 

concept to interpret incoming information and guide attention (Bruner, 1957). Research 

conducted by Edwards, Wichman, and Weary (2009) provided support for CU operating 

as a cognitive construct that varies inaccessibility. They found that performance on a 

Stoop and attitude accessibility task varied depending on an individual's level of CU as 

indicated by their score on the Causal Uncertainty Scale. During the Stroop task 

participants were asked to name the color of causal and non-causal related words. Results 

demonstrated that higher CU individuals were slower at identifying the color of the 
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causal related words. Additionally, results from the attitude task showed that individuals 

with higher CU responded more quickly to causal words than to non-causal words. 

 Given that individuals were responding more slowly to the color of causally 

related words, this suggests that there is response competition between following the 

directions of the task and interpreting the causal stimuli. According to Bruner (1957), this 

suggests that frequent use of causally related stimuli is beneficial for interpreting 

incoming information. This is further supported by the increased response times during 

the attitude portion of the study. Individual identified the causal words more readily 

because they are more attuned to its importance in interpreting stimuli. 

 CU Elicits Accuracy Motivation 

 The CU model postulates that the accuracy motivation leads people to put more 

effort into attending to and processing information relevant to causal judgments (Weary 

& Edwards, 1996). This increased effort results in a rapid shift of attention toward 

causally relevant information and away from other types of irrelevant information (Tobin, 

Weary, & Edwards, 2010). The result of this heightened attention toward stimuli that will 

aid in causal understanding is that individuals begin to elicit more effort into examination 

of the stimuli (Tobin, Weary, & Edwards, 2010). Research has demonstrated that the 

motivational component of CU is a need for accurate conclusions, rather than enjoyment 

of thinking (Jacobson, Weary, & Lin, 2008). Additionally, Edwards (2003) found that 

those individuals who experienced chronic CU implement more effortful processing of 

arguments that suggest an alternative explanation for a target‟s behavior.  

 As a result, chronic CU individuals require a very strong argument to change their 

dispositional attributions formulated by a target (Weary, et al., 2006). In order to regain 

causal understanding an individual must implement some type of strategy to gather the 

necessary information. Therefore, the model postulates that actions plans will be used by 

individuals to reduce their ambiguity.  
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Expectancy of Success Impacts Action Plan Use and Error Sensitivity

 Previous experience allows an individual to determine which strategies help 

regain comprehension and as a result influences which action plan is implemented when 

CU is activated (Weary, Tobin, & Edwards, 2010). However, if an action plan fails to 

adequately decrease the perceived discrepancy between one's current state of causal 

understanding and the goal state of accuracy a different action plan may be implemented 

(Weary & Edwards, 1996). As long the person continues to notice a difference between 

the two states the need to implement new action plans continues (Weary, Tobin, & 

Edwards, 2010). This sensitivity to the discrepancy between states depends on the 

importance the individual places on the goal of causal understanding. If importance is 

high the individual will persist even if they continually receive negative feedback about 

the success of their action plans (Weary, Tobin, & Edwards, 2010). However, no matter 

the goal importance, if chosen action plans don‟t work the individual will begin to 

become frustrated and will experience negative emotions. 

 Possible Outcomes of CU  

The CU model postulates that negative feelings may arise if the discrepancy of 

the two states cannot be resolved. A lack of resolution between the two states may occur 

because an individual does not believe that the discrepancy can be closed. However, if 

the situation in which CU has arisen is important to the individual they are more likely to 

be motivated to resolve the discrepancy, even if it is large. After implementing an action 

plan if the individual is motivated to regain causal understanding they then proceed to 

implementing an action plan. However, if a person does not perceive the action plan as 

being successful or they have implemented several different strategies to resolve their 

ambiguity they may begin to feel frustration. This frustration is most likely the result of 

perceiving causal understanding as out of reach and may lead to a feeling a loss of control 

(Edwards & Weary, 1998) 
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However, if an individual is able to close the discrepancy between the two states 

then they are likely to ameliorate negative feelings and experience positive affect. Figure 

1 demonstrates that an individual may utilize an action plan and quickly regain causal 

understanding to rectify their initial negative affect. Furthermore, if a person experiences 

chronic CU, but causal understanding is not important to them it is possible that an 

individual may not consciously experience any type of affect because they do not see the 

need to resolve his or her ambiguity.   

Causal Uncertainty and Initial Interactions 

 Research conducted by Berger and Calabrese (1975) argues that as participants in 

an interaction navigate the “entry phase” of initial communication they are guided by 

social norms, which allow them to more easily maneuver the situation. Negotiating this 

interaction, however, can result in uncertainty as people try and gather information that 

will allow them to make sense of their partner‟s behaviors. Berger and Calabrese (1975) 

discuss communication patterns within individuals‟ first encounters in terms of Heider‟s 

theory of attribution. They argue that individuals must use the baseline analytic 

information that is obtained throughout the interaction to predict and explain their 

partner‟s behavior so that specific behaviors can be attributed to a characteristic of the 

individual.  

 Research on CU and initial interactions demonstrated that individuals with 

chronic CU were more likely to view their initial interactions with a complete stranger as 

less satisfying, and resulted in more negative attributions of their partner. Boucher and 

Jacobson (2012) hypothesized that individuals with chronic CU cultivated more 

pessimistic views of their partner and their interaction as a whole because they were 

unable to obtain enough knowledge about the partner to make an adequate attributions for 

their partner's behavior. These results suggest that chronic CU individuals may have more 

difficulty formulating relationships than low CU people because they have trouble with 

initial interactions and are not as liked by others.  
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It is possible that chronic CU individuals perceive their initial interactions less 

favorably because the nature of the conversations did not allow for self-disclosure. It is 

likely that the information provided by the chronically CU partner was not enough for 

them to feel that they could rectify the discrepancy. Berger and Calabrese (1975) 

postulated that as individuals engage in more self-disclosing behaviors within a 

conversation, the feelings of uncertainty were likely to decrease. This suggests then that 

the findings of Boucher and Jacobson (2012) in terms of initial interactions would not 

necessarily occur in more established relationships because chronic CU individuals 

would be given more information about the cause and effect relationships occurring 

within the social aspects of their relationship.   

Causal Uncertainty and Close Relationships 

 Research examining associations between CU and close relationships has never 

been conducted. Therefore, the following section examines how CU may impact close 

relationships from a theoretical perspective.  

 The first relationships that infants experience are with their primary caregivers. 

As a result, infants formulate an internal working model based on these relationships that 

are used as a template for future relationships. Once children begin to reach childhood, 

they then begin to apply their internal working model to the friendships that they 

formulate. Eventually, as children reach adolescence they develop more same sex friend 

groups and transition to romantic relationships by adulthood. 

CU and Friendships 

Research has demonstrated that peer relationships take on greater importance 

during middle school as social cliques begin to emerge within a school‟s social paradigm 

(Eder, 1984). These cliques are connected by shared beliefs and activities, and contribute 

to an individual‟s identity, especially for girls, during this period. Eder‟s (1984) analyses 

of peer relations within a middle school context demonstrated that membership in these 

groups contributes to many of the activities in which students engage. Uncertainty beliefs 

may be elicited as adolescents try to navigate the social realm surrounding these groups 

because of the complex social dynamics. For example, a person who has been friends 
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with a group of individuals since kindergarten but has a falling out with the group in high 

school may become motivated to find out what has caused them to drift apart. 

 Furthermore, the dynamics of these relationships only becomes more complex as 

a person transitions from early adolescence to late adolescence. Often, entry into high 

school results in changes in social roles and relationships. Furman and Simon (1998) 

outline four basic components of adolescent relationships: the interactional level, the 

dyadic level, the group level, and the global network level. Each of these levels involves 

environmental stimuli that could elicit uncertainty beliefs in an individual. The 

interaction level constitutes the encounters individuals have with one another, such as 

two friends attending the same movie, while the dyadic level involves the 

interdependency that individuals have formed over time (Furman & Simon, 1998). The 

group level involves various types of relationships that a person has, such as familial, 

peer, and romantic. Finally, the global network level comprises how each of the roles that 

an individual is a part of interact in all of these relationships.  

 Given that an individual's relationships are interconnected it is possible that if CU 

arises in one relationship that it may create a cascade of ambiguity in other dyads. 

Additionally, as individuals age they begin to form romantic dyads in addition to their 

clique associations, and the evolution of these more intimate relationships might also 

generate confusion for individuals. For instance, if a young man is the last member of his 

social group to find a romantic partner, he may begin to ask himself why this is the case. 

Because forming intimate couplings are important to most individuals, the importance of 

causal understanding within this context is more likely to elicit motivation. 

CU and Romantic Relationships 

 Knobloch and Solomon's (1999) Relational Uncertainty (RU) model proposes that 

individuals can experience uncertainty about the nature of a relationship in three different 

key areas. The first concerns their feelings about their relationships. Secondly, 

individuals can feel uncertainty about how their partner perceives the nature of their 

relationship. Finally, a person may feel that the future and dynamics of their relationship 

are ambiguous. 
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 Ambiguity experienced in one's relationship is referred to as one's own 

perceptions about the relationship, one's perceptions of his or her partner's feelings about 

the relationship, and overall dynamics of your relationship (Knobloch& Solomon, 1999). 

Research has found that an inability to communicate one's uncertainty to his or her 

partner can decrease relationship satisfaction because they have no way of obtaining 

information that could resolve their ambiguity (Theiss& Solomon, 2008). A possible 

difficulty that an individual may experience in communicating their ambiguity to their 

partner is that they are not sure how their partner will react to that information. Therefore, 

to broach the subject with one's partner an individual needs to be more certain of the 

outcome of the conversation.  The results of Theiss and Solomon (2008) suggest that 

individuals who experience lower levels of RU or who are more willing to communicate 

their feelings of RU to their partners are more likely to experience greater levels of 

intimacy in their romantic relationship. Similar research has not been conducted with CU, 

but it is possible that if an individual were able to communicate their CU to another that 

he or she would also experience greater intimacy. However, high CU people may be 

unlikely to discuss their uncertainty because they might be unsure how their partner 

would respond.    

 Other research indicates that individuals who are more certain about their 

relationship have higher relationship satisfaction then those with greater uncertainty 

(Young, Curran, &Totenhagen, 2012). This is consistent with Boucher and Jacobson‟s 

(2012) findings, where individuals with greater levels of CU perceived their interactions 

as less satisfying. This provides more evidence that chronic CU may have a negative 

impact on relationship satisfaction and success. Individuals with higher RU in Young, 

Curran, and Totenhagen‟s (2012) daily diary study were less likely to report working on 

meeting their partner‟s needs and being less open in communication. Therefore, it is 

possible that if an individual were to experience CU within a context that included their 

partner they would exhibit similar behaviors as individuals with higher RU.

 Personality, CU, and Close Relationships 
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 Miller and Perlman‟s (2009) literature review suggests a link between CU and 

relationship satisfaction may be the result of shared personality characteristics. For 

instance, CU has been found to be positively associated with anxiety. Individuals with 

anxiety are more likely to make internal attributions when their partners perform a 

negative behavior and make external attributions when their partner performs a positive 

behavior. As a result, the experience of anxiety has been associated with decreased 

satisfaction with relationships. Therefore, it is possible that chronic CU individuals would 

be more likely to experience decreased relationship satisfaction (Weary & Edwards, 

1996).  

 CU has also been shown to be associated with low self-esteem. According to 

Bradbury and Karney (2014), individuals who experience low levels of self-esteem 

consistently worry that their romantic partners do not truly see them in the way that they 

state. For instance, a man‟s girlfriend may state that he is a very loving boyfriend for 

making dinner, but the boyfriend may not believe that his girlfriend really means this, but 

rather that she feels obligated to say something. 

 It is feasible that individuals who experience chronic CU are likely to fall within 

the parameters of the dependency regulation model of romantic relationships. This model 

states that individuals who suffer from low self-esteem consistently seek confirmation 

from their partner about positive perceptions their partner has of them. This behavior 

creates a strain on the relationship because the partner without low self-esteem begins to 

feel as if their partner does not trust his or her opinions or that it is not worth continuing 

to put in effort to state the positive attributions because they are never believed.  

 CU has also been associated with increased levels of depressive symptomology 

(Weary et al., 1993). A study conducted by Whitton and Whisman (2010) found that 

higher levels of depression experienced by women predicted less relationship satisfaction 

(Whitton & Whisman, 2010). The relationship between depression and relationship 

satisfaction may in part be explained by CU. Jacobson (2007) found that CU mediated 

the relationship between reassurance seeking behaviors and depressive symptomology. 

Reassurance seeking behaviors are those in which a person continually asks for validation 
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from those individuals who are closest to them. As a result, continual reassurance seeking 

can decrease relationship satisfaction because those closest to an individual become 

frustrated with his or her insecurity. 

In addition, because people with chronic CU are attempting to obtain a better 

understanding of the cause and effect relationship within their social context, they might 

try to obtain specific relevant information from their partner. However, if a partner feels 

that they are being badgered with personal questions or that they have already clearly 

stated their thoughts on a subject, tensions can arise. As these tensions increase, it is 

likely that the individual will begin to experience greater levels of uncertainty associated 

with their interactions, as well as beginning to feel ambiguity linked to their relationship. 

Conclusions 

Since an individual‟s close relationships are an important component of their 

lives, it is likely that when individuals experience CU in the context of their close 

relationships their motivation to resolve doubts will be greater than in other social 

contexts. However, there is no empirical research examining CU and its role in 

relationships. In addition, it seems likely that individuals who experience chronic CU are 

more susceptible to negative romantic relationship perceptions considering that Boucher 

and Jacobson (2012) found chronic CU individuals perceived their initial interactions 

more negative. However there is currently no empirical evidence to support these claims.  
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Chapter 3: Close Relationships   

The Impact of Early Relationships 

According to Ainsworth and colleagues (1973), it is important to understand the 

relationships that children develop in infancy because they prove to be impactful in later 

life. The basic premise of Attachment Theory is that an infant develops a schema or an 

internal working model of the relationship they have with their primary caregiver that is 

then used as a template in future relationships (Clark-Stewart & Parke, 2014; Argyle & 

Furman, 1983).  

Research suggests that by the time a child reaches their first birthday they have 

established his or her first few close relationships with those individuals closest to them 

(Clark-Stewart & Parke, 2014). Ainsworth and colleagues (1973) found that the 

consistency, proximity, and attention that were implemented by the caregiver in these 

relationships helped the child to establish a pattern of attachment. In the famous Strange 

Situation Room experiment, the response of a child after his or her mother's brief absence 

demonstrated three clear patterns of attachment: secure, insecure-ambivalent, and 

insecure-avoidant. Research conducted later determined that there was also a fourth 

pattern that might emerge known as insecure-disorganized (Clark-Stewart & Parke, 

2014).  

Each of these attachment patterns is the result of varying degrees of consistency, 

proximity, and attention that a caregiver implements when meeting a child's needs. It was 

determined during the Strange Situation Task that children with secure attachment had 

caregivers who were highly consistent in their behaviors toward the child, attentive, and 

close in proximity (Ainsworth et al., 1973). However, insecure-ambivalent and insecure-

avoidant attachment styles were predicted to be the result of variable consistency, 

proximity, and attention by the caregiver in meeting the child's needs (Ainsworth et al., 

1973). Insecure disorganized attachment was found to result in erratic behavior from the 

child during a modified version of the Strange Situation task and was hypothesized to 

arise because of a clear lack of patterns in behavior from caregivers (Clark-Stewart & 

Parke, 2014). 
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The significance of the attachment style that develops for a child is twofold. First, 

it determines the extent to which children will trust themselves, others, and the 

predictable nature of the world (Erikson, 1968; Ainsworth et al., 1973). Second, the 

attachment style that an infant develops is very important for formulating an internal 

working model of relationships. The establishment of this schema is a direct result of 

how the child‟s caregiver treats them, and as a result, lays the foundation that a child 

builds upon in future intimate relationships (Clark-Stewart & Parke, 2014).  

However, the dynamics surrounding an infant‟s first experiences with close 

relationships are far more complex than simply interacting with their primary caregiver. 

Based on ideas from Vygotsky‟s social learning theory, Combrinck-Graham (1985) 

details how families provide an environment in which learning from and socializing with 

older members of the family facilitates learning. Therefore, the influences of siblings and 

relatives who are not the primary caregiver can also influence later relationships because 

they teach important components of relationship dynamics.   

 As young children begin to navigate the world they look to those older than 

themselves to learn about what they do not yet understand. Often young children ask why 

a specific event or process takes place. However, they are not necessarily interested in the 

causal nature of events taking place, but rather in learning about their environment. Yet, 

as a person begins to reach middle childhood there is a shift in their reasoning for asking 

why something is occurring. How siblings and parents handle these questions or respond 

when they do not know the answer helps the child learn how to cope with uncertainty. 

These early encounters with understanding how to deal with uncertainty are important as 

they continue to navigate their environments and expand the group of people to which 

they are closest.    

Research has found that the socialization processes a child is exposed to at an 

early age are not unique to familial relationships. Peers begin to play an important role 

even as young as six months old. Hay, Caplan, and Nash (2009) found evidence that six 

month olds use their limbs to draw their peer‟s attention to elements of the environment 

as a form of rudimentary interactions. However, the emotional investment that infants 
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have in these relationships is unclear and the commitment that they exhibit to these 

relationships is limited due to their developmental period. Therefore, these early peer 

interactions may hold less significance because they lack most of the characteristics 

associated with intimate relationships. However, these early interactions do help children 

learn social norms, which increase the likelihood of future close relationship 

development.  

Around the age of one, children begin to formulate a clear cognitive schema that 

distinguishes peer relationships from the mental schema they hold about their primary 

caregivers. The divergence of these two types of relationships becomes clear when 

children demonstrate rudimentary attempts to comfort their peers who appear visibly 

distressed (Hay, Caplan, & Nash, 2009). Then, between the ages of two and four 

children's peer relationships begin to grow in importance as a child begins to demonstrate 

a preference for spending time with their peers and begin to develop co-operative 

behaviors that help to resolve conflict (Hay, Caplan, & Nash, 2009). 

Given that conflict arises in all intimate relationships, learning to cope with the 

resulting feelings is an important component of the successful navigation of dyadic 

interactions (Miller & Perlman, 2009; Aldwin, Yancura, &Boeninger, 2010). 

Additionally, learning about the nature of conflict in these early relationships helps an 

individual understand that conflict can sometimes be beneficial for relationships by 

opening the lines of communication (Miller & Perlman, 2009). These early conflict 

events that require coping strategies to be implemented serve as an early working model 

for how to resolve similar situations in more complex peer relationships and romantic 

relationships.  

Relationships in Adolescence 

 During early adolescence, ages eleven to fourteen, the importance of close 

relationships shifts away from familial ones toward peer relationships (Miller&Perlman, 

2009a). According to Furman and Shomaker (2008), by the time individuals reach late 

adolescence, relationships with same-sex peers are valued above those with their mothers 

and romantic partners. Additionally, same-sex peer relationships are viewed as more 
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intimate than those with one's mother or romantic partner. The view of relationships as 

more intimate is due to the perception that peer relationships are based upon the mutual 

support and trust that the individuals within the dyad share (Whitesell& Harter, 2014). 

Therefore, the peer relationships that occur during adolescence are viewed differently 

from those in childhood because they are perceived as having increased commitment, 

intimacy, knowledge, and trust. Due to these positive perceptions, these peer 

relationships are less likely to entail conflict, which is often why they are viewed as more 

satisfying then familial or romantic relationships  (Furman &Shomaker, 2008).  

 Attributions in Times of Conflict 

 Although peer relationships during this period are less likely to experience 

conflict they are not immune. When conflict does arise with a peer an individual may 

implement several strategies to resolve the situation. One strategy is to downplay the 

negative attributions that a person makes about their friend during an argument. As a 

disagreement is taking place an individual is more likely to make self-biased attributions 

that make themselves appear more favorable, which causes a more negative view of one's 

partner (Miller & Perlman, 2009c). For example, if roommates are fighting about the 

distribution of household chores one roommate will state they "always" do specific 

activities while their roommate is a slob. Therefore, by taking time to re-evaluate these 

initial negative attributions about one's partner, greater perspective can be gained and the 

conflict more easily resolved. The importance placed on these relationships impacts the 

likelihood that an individual will adjust the attributions that they have made about their 

partner during an argument. It is possible that if an adolescent has difficulty 

understanding the causal nature of events, then the likelihood of attribution changes 

decreases. If an individual cannot determine why a person is acting a particular way then 

it is possible that he or she may have difficulty taking the perspective of the individual 

during the argument. Additionally, their causal uncertainty may make it difficult to 

generate less negative attributions about their partner‟s behavior because they cannot find 

an alternative explanation in which they feel confident. Therefore, being capable of 
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adjusting one‟s attributions about one's partner increases the likelihood that a close 

relationship will continue because the impact of conflict is softened.  

 This ability to cope with conflict in peer relationships becomes increasingly 

useful as individuals being to make romantic relationships a priority. Furman and 

Shomaker (2008) have found that as individuals formulate romantic relationships they 

transfer the communication skills and self-disclosure patterns formulated with their 

partner from one relationship to the next. Additionally, the levels of conflict that 

individuals experience with their romantic partner during these initial romantic 

relationships are reportedly linked to the current conflict that occurs with their mother 

(Furman &Shomaker, 2008). Therefore, the internal working models that children 

develop are continually augmented as they enter into new relationships to fit within the 

new context. Furthermore, research examining adolescent relationships has determined 

that the person with whom an individual enters into a relationship, their shared activities, 

and the perceived quality of the relationship are important features for understanding an 

individual‟s romantic patterns in adulthood (Collins& van Dulmen, 2006).  

Relationships in Emerging Adulthood and Beyond 

 Due to recent cultural shifts, Arnett (2000) has identified a new developmental 

period known as emerging adulthood, which occurs between the ages of 18-25. 

According to Arnett‟s (2004) examination relationship dynamics during this period are 

for more transient then during other developmental periods. Given that individuals now 

have greater access to higher education, they have become focused on having a greater 

number of experiences before settling down in careers and marriages. Many emerging 

adults believe that each partner should have had a number of experiences before deciding 

to settle down because they are better able to articulate what they are looking for in a 

romantic partner. Therefore, many couples stave off commitment until much later. 

Romantic couples are more likely to live with their partner than ever before since it is 

now more culturally acceptable. Even moving in with one‟s partner is now negotiated 

differently than in the past. Arnett (2004) describes the recent trend of uncommitted 

cohabitation, which affords the members of a romantic dyad the ability to experience 
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living with their partner without ever having to discuss their intentions for the future. 

This changing trend in committed living accommodations is not only interesting because 

of the changed social norms they signify, but also the instability it produces for 

relationships. Research has repeatedly demonstrated that those individuals who 

cohabitate with their romantic partner before marriage are more likely to divorce than 

their non-cohabitating peers (Miller, & Perlman, 2009b).  

This developmental period is still fairly new in terms of understanding its impact 

on personal growth. Therefore, the understanding of how these shifts impact the 

satisfaction that one has with their romantic relationships is still not entirely clear. 

Zimmer-Gembeck and Petherick (2006) found that the strongest determinant of 

relationship satisfaction during this period was how strong an individual‟s reasons for 

being in a relationship were to him or her. However, given the explorative nature of 

Emerging Adulthood it is possible that relationship satisfaction may largely be dependent 

on finding one‟s own identity.  

  According to Erikson‟s (1968) theory, individuals in the adolescent years are 

attempting to formulate their own identity within the social roles they inhabit. As 

previously stated, individuals during adolescence do formulate romantic relationships that 

can be satisfactory and supportive for an individual. In Arnett‟s (2004) work, it appears 

that the quality of a relationship may meet an individual‟s expectations, but that a desire 

to further understand one‟s self may stand in the way of lasting romance. Consistent with 

this prediction, Zimmer-Gembeck and Petherick (2006) found that exploration of one‟s 

identity as is prevalent during emerging adulthood, resulted in less relationship 

satisfaction.    

Interestingly, part of forming one‟s identity during this period is exploring various 

relational roles. Arnett (2004) argues that the logic of finding one's mate during emerging 

adulthood is counter intuitive because an individual expects that he or she will marry 

their soul-mate, but in order to determine that someone is their soul mate they must 

encounter as many potential partners as possible. As a result, transient dyadic 

experiences, or hookups, are more frequent during this period (Paul, & Hayes, 2002). 
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However, understanding the dynamics of hookups during this period is just as 

understudied as the satisfaction in non-marital relationships. Paul and Hayes (2002) 

conducted an open ended study to examine the context in which individuals engaged in 

hookups and characteristics of these liaisons. The consistency across these hookup 

experiences was minimal, however, suggesting that there is a cultural norm that dictates 

the acceptability of hooking up with another (Paul, & Hayes, 2002). 

Paul and Hayes (2002) research did demonstrate that there were several feelings 

that predicated the likelihood of a hookup where the feeling most likely to predict a 

hookup was arousal. However, the transience of these relationships is likely to result in 

feelings of confusion and uncertainty because they are not relationships meant to last. In 

fact, six percent of participants in Paul and Hayes' (2002) study reported feelings of 

confusion related to a hookup, with no gender differences. If individuals are experiencing 

confusion about their transient relationships, how do they experience uncertainty in more 

established relationships?  

Uncertainty in Relationships 

Uncertainty in relationships has been largely studied in the realm of 

communication, given that the experience of ambiguity no longer affects one individual. 

However, the source of ambiguity in relationships is not often examined in the research 

literature. According to Afifi and Burgoon (1998) there are two possible explanations for 

why uncertainty arises in relationships. The first is how an individual perceives their own 

uncertainty, meaning if they view his or her ambiguity as a positive element, which adds 

mystery to his or her relationship or as a negative element, which creates a source of 

friction. Secondly, the behaviors that a person uses to resolve their ambiguity can have 

consequences for his or her relationship if they are constructive or destructive coping 

strategies. The strategy that is implemented to resolve ambiguity is important because 

individuals are highly motivated to resolve the uncertainty they feel in social interactions 

(Berger & Calabrese, 1975). Therefore, if individuals are continually implementing 

negative coping strategies this is likely to put a strain on their intimate relationships.  
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This is most evident in how a person communicates their feelings of uncertainty 

to his or her partner. Self-disclosure of intimate details is an important component of 

intimacy in close relationships. The more an individual shares about himself or herself 

the more likely there partner is to feel that they truly understand him or her. This sense 

that one knows and understands their partner's behavior allows each individual to make 

attributions about the other. These attributions are important in decreasing the amount of 

ambiguity that an individual experiences because if a person does not understand why 

their partner has behaved a certain way he or she is likely to experience confusion. 

Additionally, if the frequency of self-disclosing in relationships is high then it is likely 

that when uncertainty does arise there will be more open communication about how to 

resolve that ambiguity. 

 The impact of being able to communicate one's uncertainty to one's partner is 

significant because more open discussion of ambiguity is associated with greater 

romantic relationship satisfaction (Theiss& Solomon, 2009). However, the impact of 

uncertainty is also influenced by the type of relationship in which the uncertainty is 

experienced. For instance, uncertainty is more likely to be experienced in friendships, 

especially same-sex ones, than in romantic couples (Planalp, & Honeycutt, 1985; Afifi, 

&Burgoon, 1998). Nevertheless, because there is a high degree of self-disclosure in  

same-sex friendships the impact of uncertainty is lessened (Furman, &Shomaker, 2008).  

  However, more specific types of uncertainty may present different patterns in 

relationship dynamics. For example, if an individual does not view his or herself as able 

to accurately understand the causal nature of events it is possible that communication 

between partners may change or even decrease. Being unable to determine the cause of 

an event can result in a motivation to regain accuracy, but during the attempt to resolve 

the discrepancy information may be ignored (Weary, Tobin, & Edwards, 2010). 

Therefore, two problems may arise when causal uncertainty (CU) is experienced. The 

first is that the individual experiencing CU does not communicate effectively with their 

partner. Secondly, one's partner may become frustrated by the fact that his or her partner 
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is no longer paying attention to exactly what they are saying because his or her partner is 

only focused on regaining certainty.  

 The impact that CU has on close relationships has never been examined. Research 

has demonstrated that chronic CU individuals do perceive their initial interactions with a 

stranger as more negative (Boucher & Jacobson, 2012). Therefore, the need to examine 

CU's effect on close relationships is needed to determine if similar negative impacts may 

arise within this context. The present study aims to determine if CU, like more general 

forms of uncertainty, impacts communication with one's partner. Additionally, this study 

aimed to determine if CU may impact friendship and romantic relationship dyads 

differently, such that one may better mitigate the effects of CU as was found for the 

experience of more general uncertainty in Planalp, & Honeycutt(1985). To determine this 

the present work used a series of measures to determine relationship satisfaction, 

conflict/stress coping strategies, empathy, relational uncertainty and communication to 

determine if CU influences close relationships. 
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Chapter 4: Study Design 

Hypotheses 

The present study aimed to determine if an association between dyadic 

relationship satisfaction and causal uncertainty exists. As discussed earlier, feeling 

greater relationship satisfaction is vital for relationship continuation. The overarching 

research question for this study concerns how then individual‟s experience of causal 

uncertainty impacts their reported relationship satisfaction and interactions within a dyad. 

It was expected that individuals with higher causal uncertainty would report 

experiencing less satisfaction in their romantic relationship or close friendship. This 

prediction is based on the results of Boucher and Jacobson (2012) where those with 

greater levels of causal uncertainty rated their initial interactions with complete strangers 

more negatively. It was also predicted that individuals with higher causal uncertainty 

would report more feelings of relational uncertainty about the status of the relationship, 

their partner‟s level of commitment to said relationship, and their own feelings about the 

dyad. 

 Two important factors in maintaining relationship satisfaction are empathy and 

conflict management. These two elements are interwoven as it often takes empathy or 

perspective taking by both partners to determine how to resolve the argument. If causal 

uncertainty or relational uncertainty arise during the course of an argument with one‟s 

partner it is possible that an individual will be too preoccupied with attempting to 

comprehend events to be empathetic to their partner or to focus on how to resolve the 

conflict. Therefore, it was anticipated that those individuals with greater causal 

uncertainty would report experiencing more conflict with their close friend or romantic 

partner, as well as experiencing having less empathy for the another person.  

 Furthermore, it was hypothesized that individuals with higher causal uncertainty 

would be more likely to ask questions, as opposed to providing suggestions, while 

working with their partner on solving a shared problem with a causal component. This 

increased questioning is because it is a useful strategy in gathering relevant information.  



24 
 

Participants 

 Both friendship and romantic dyads were examined in the present study in order 

to determine if CU had a different effect within these separate contexts. 194 individuals 

comprising 97 dyadic pairs, 51 romantic couple dyads (females = 52) and 46 close 

friendship dyads (females = 79), participated in the present study.  

 Romantic Couple Dyads 

 The average age of individuals who participated in the study with their romantic 

partner was approximately 21 years of age, where females (x̄=20.4) had a lower average 

age than their male (x̄=21.7) romantic partner. Participants also provided information 

about their current and past relationships. 92 individuals indicated that they labeled their 

relationship with their partner as monogamous, while only six individuals indicated that 

they labeled their relationship as open relationship. Two individuals labeled their 

relationship as something other than monogamous, polyamorous, or open, while two 

individuals did not provide a label. The length of the relationships varied, with 21 couples 

having been in their romantic relationship for over 18 months, 14 couples having dated 

between six and 18 months, and 12 dyads having dated for a period of time between one 

and six months. Twenty of the romantic partners did not agree on the length of time that 

they had been in a relationship.  

This relationship was the first romantic coupling for 11 individuals. Twenty-four 

individuals indicated that they had had four or more relationships, 17 had three previous 

relationships, 25 individuals had two romantic relationships before their current partner, 

and 25 people had only had one previous relationship.  

Close Friendship Dyads 

The average age of people who participated in the study with a close friend was 

approximately 19 years of age. The average age of the fifteen men who participated in the 

study was 19.6 years of age, while 19.7 was the average age of the 79 females who 

participated in the study. In addition to providing their age and gender, individuals 

provided information about their current friendship. 46 individuals indicated that their 

friendship had lasted longer than 18 months, 4 individuals stated they had been friends 
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for a year, and 22 individuals indicated they were friends for only six months. There were 

six couples who did not agree on the length of the friendship.  

58 individuals indicated that the person they were participating in the study with 

was their best friend, while 22 individuals stated the other person was simply their friend. 

Only one individual indicated that the person with whom they had come was only an 

acquaintance and three individuals did not indicated a label for their relationship.  

Self-Report Measures 

 A battery of self-report measures was administered to each member of the dyad. 

Each measure was given in an attempt to assess elements of participants‟ self-concept, 

their perceptions of their partner, and of their relationship.  Since the present study 

examined both romantic and close friend dyads, the scales administered varied based on 

the nature of the dyadic relationship. In order to rule out possible confounding variables, 

several scales were administered to all participants. These scales included: the Attention 

Control Scale, the Beck Anxiety Inventory, the Causal Uncertainty Scale, the Center of 

Epidemiological Studies Depression Scale, the Differential Emotions Questionnaire, and 

the Positive and Negative Affect Scale. Those participants in a romantic relationship 

were administered a demographic questionnaire, the Interpersonal Reactivity Index for 

Couples, the Romantic Assessment Scale, the Romantic Partner Conflict Scale, and the 

Relational Uncertainty Scale. Scales administered to those in a close friendship included 

a demographic questionnaire, the Interpersonal Reactivity Index, the McGill Friendship 

Questionnaire on Respondent‟s Affection, an adapted version of the Relational 

Uncertainty Scale, and the Response to Stress Scale. Scale statistics for each of these 

measures can be found in Table 1.    

The Causal Uncertainty Scale  

The focus of the present study is to determine how the experience of causal 

uncertainty (CU) impacts dyadic satisfaction. In order to assess CU about social and 

achievement-related events, the 14 item Causal Uncertainty Scale (CUS; α = .864; 

Appendix A; Weary & Edwards, 1994) was administered. The scale examines 

respondents‟ causal understanding in relation to both their own causal outcomes and the 

causal outcomes of others. Items include, “When something bad happens to me, it is 



26 
 

important to know why it happened” and, “When there is more than one possible reason 

for a person’s action it is difficult to determine which one is the actual reason” and 

respondents are asked to respond on a scale of Strongly Disagree to Strongly 

Agree(Weary & Edwards, 1994). Therefore, individuals who receive a higher score are 

more likely to perceive themselves as lacking causal understanding.  

The Beck Anxiety Inventory 

Because CU and anxiety are positively associated (Weary & Edwards, 1994), the 

Beck Anxiety Inventory (BAI; Beck, Epstein, Brown, & Steer, 1988; Appendix B) was 

included in the battery of measures to rule out anxiety as a confounding variable. Beck 

and colleagues (1988) developed this 21 item measure to assess symptoms associated 

with anxiety, such as feeling hot or nervous, during the preceding week (α = .914). 

Participants are asked to rate the occurrence of these symptoms on a scale of 0-Not at All, 

to 3-Severely-I could barely stand it, where a higher score indicates a greater feeling of 

anxiety.  

The Attention Control Scale 

 Research conducted by Derryberry and Reed (2002) found that individuals with 

higher trait levels of anxiety attenuate their attention to negative stimuli. Given that 

anxiety and depression are known to impact an individual's ability to focus the Attention 

Control Scale (ACS; Appendix C; Derryberry& Reed, 2002) was administered to 

determine a participant's perceived level of attentional control. Additionally, attentional 

control may be an alternative explanation for why an individual asks a greater number of 

questions during a problem solving task. Therefore, the ACS was included to rule out 

possible confounds. The ACS accomplishes this by asking questions such as, “I can be 

interested in a new topic very quickly if I need to” and, “When trying to focus my 

attention on something, I have difficulty blocking out distracting thoughts”. Participants 

are asked to respond based on how applicable each of the 20 items was to them on a scale 

of 1-never to 4-always (α = .686).  
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The Center of Epidemiological Studies Depression Scale 

As previously mentioned, CU was developed from research conducted on the 

impact of depressive symptomology on social interaction (Weary et al., 1993). As a result 

there is a positive association between depression and CU (Edwards, Reich, & Weary, 

1998). Therefore, the Center of Epidemiological Studies Depression Scale (CES-D; 

Radloff, 1977; Appendix D) was administered to rule out depression as a possible 

confound. The CES-D is a 10 item measure developed by Radloff (1977), which asked 

participants about their experience of physical manifestations associated with depression 

over the previous week (α = .849). Items on the scale include statements such as, “I felt 

depressed” and, “I felt lonely” on a scale from 1-Rarely or none of the time (less than 1 

day) to 4-Most or all of the time (5-7 days). 

The Differential Emotions Scale  

The Differential Emotions Scale (DES; Appendix E),was administered to provide 

a picture of a participants‟ experience of positive and negative affect. Individuals respond 

to eight emotion word groups, such as Merry/Gleeful/Amused and 

Sad/Downhearted/Blue, on scale from 1-not at all to 7-very strongly, based on their 

current experience of these emotions. Due to Weary and Edward's (1994) findings, which 

indicate there is a relationship between feelings of sadness, scorn, and irritation, the DES 

was included to rule out those emotions as alternative explanations for any findings. 

The Positive and Negative Affect Schedule 

Due to the association between the experience of negative emotions and CU, the 

Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Appendix F; Watson, Clark, &Tellegen, 

1988) was administered. The PANAS includes 20 items (α = .779), 10 positive (α = .871) 

and 10 negative (α = .776) feeling and emotion adjectives (Watson et al., 1988). 

Participants are asked to rate how frequently they have experienced these emotions over 

the last week on a scale from 1-very slightly to not at all to 5-extremely often, where 

higher scores indicate a greater degree of each affective state. According to Watson and 

colleagues (1988), the PANAS depicts positive and negative affect as two separate, but 

related constructs, meaning both may be experienced simultaneously by an individual, 

rather than occurring separately. Previous research has found that positive affect is highly 
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affected by social activity, such as interacting with one‟s partner and that negative affect 

is impacted by perceptions of stress, which could be the result of a conflict with one‟s 

partner (Watson et al., 1988). 

Romantic Couple Measures 

Demographic Questionnaire 

To gain a better understanding of the participants‟ current and previous romantic 

relationships, a six item demographic questionnaire (DQ; Appendix G) was administered. 

Individuals were asked to respond to questions like, “How long have you been in your 

current relationship?”, where participants were asked to indicate if they had been dating 

1 month, 6 months, 12 months, 18 months, or longer than 18 months. Participants were 

also asked, “How would you define your relationship?” where they answered by circling 

Monogamous, Polyamorous, Open, or Other with an area to write in a more appropriate 

label. These questions were designed to determine if characteristics of one‟s romantic 

relationship might be related to a person‟s CU.  For instance, individuals with higher CU 

might be expected to have less open relationships because the risk of low causal 

understanding is higher if there are multiple partners or no labels attached to the 

relationship itself.  

This measure also included a question that asked individuals, “How often do you 

play video games during the week?”, where individuals responded by checking less than 

an hour, an hour, two hours, four hours, or more than four hours. This question was 

included because multiple studies included in Spence and Feng‟s (2010) meta-analysis 

demonstrated that individuals who regularly engage in video game play have increased 

spatial cognition. Additionally, playing video games have been found to make individuals 

more attentive, especially to minute differences in their surroundings, which could be 

relevant to the task participants were asked to complete. Therefore, the inclusion of this 

question was to rule out advanced spatial cognitive ability as a possible explanation for 

success at the problem solving task used in the study, which had a spatial component (see 

below in Problem Solving Task).  
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The Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples 

According to Péloquin and Lafontaine (2010), if a person does not perceive their 

partner as being empathetic it is possible that tension may arise. Thus, both the cognitive 

and emotional components of empathy have been found to be important components of 

conflict resolution and satisfaction in romantic relationships. To measure the empathy 

one exhibits towards their partner, the 13 item Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples 

(IRI-C; α =.823 Appendix H; Péloquin& Lafontaine, 2010) was administered. The IRI-C 

was adapted from the Interpersonal Reactivity Index to measure empathy between 

romantic partners and consists of two subscales: empathic concern (α = .693) and 

perspective taking (α = .814).  

The IRI-C was shown to have predictive power in regards to romantic relationship 

satisfaction in heterosexual couples and homosexual females longitudinally (Péloquin& 

Lafontaine, 2010). To determine an association between CU, dyadic empathy and 

relationship satisfaction, participants were asked to respond to questions such as, “I try to 

look at my partner’s side of a disagreement before I make a decision” and, “I am often 

quite touched by things I see happen in my relationship” on a scale of 0-does not 

describe me well and 4-describes me well (Péloquin& Lafontaine, 2010).  

The Relational Uncertainty Measure 

The Relational Uncertainty Measure (RUM; Appendix I; Knobloch& Solomon, 

1999) was constructed to examine an individual‟s perceptions of their involvement with 

their partner and their level of confidence with those perceptions. Theoretically, relational 

uncertainty (RU) and CU overlap, in that RU might be influenced by cognitive 

uncertainty beliefs. They are separated by the motivations that they elicit from the 

individual experiencing them and by information focus because CU motivates an 

individual to seek out causal information, whereas RU motivates a person to search for 

information related to the status of their relationship.  
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To determine if a relationship between RU and CU exists, participants were given 

the RUM to complete. The RUM uses three subscales in which the respondent answers 

54 questions about their level of certainty about their current involvement in their 

relationship, their perceptions of their partner‟s involvement in the relationship, and the 

relationship in general on a scale from 1-Completely or Almost Completely Uncertainty to 

6-Completely or Almost Completely Certain (Knobloch& Solomon, 1999). The subscale 

about a respondent‟s perceptions of their relationship consists of 19 questions such as, 

“How certain are you about your view of the relationship” (α = .961). The questions 

related to one‟s perceptions of a partner‟s attitudes toward the relationship were similar 

to, “How certain are you about how much your partner wants this relationship right 

now” (α = .972). The final subscale about overall perceptions of the relationship included 

16 items such as, “Whether or not this relationship will end soon” (α = .937). 

The Romantic Assessment Scale 

 Hendrick‟s (1988) Romantic Assessment Scale (RAS; Appendix J) was 

administered to investigate how satisfied a participant felt with the romantic relationship. 

The RAS was adapted from the Marital Assessment Questionnaire (Hendrick, 1981) to 

provide a generalizable measure of relationship satisfaction outside married couples. 

Additionally, Hendrick (1988) used the RAS to determine couples‟ scores predicted the 

continuation of the relationship. Results demonstrated that scores on the RAS predicted 

with 91 percent accuracy whether a couple would continue their relationship or break up 

(Hendrick, 1988).  

The RAS consists of seven individual items each measured on a five point Likert 

scale (α = .820). Items included, “How well does your partner meet your needs?” 

measured from A-poorly to E-extremely well, and “How many problems are there in your 

relationship?” measured from A-very low to E-very much (Hendrick, 1988).  

 The Romantic Partner Conflict Scale 

 In addition to the RAS, the Romantic Partner Conflict Scale (RPCS; Appendix K; 

Zacchilli, Hendrick, &Hendrick, 2009) was administered to participants to assess 

responses to conflict implemented by each member of the dyad. The RPCS is a 39 item, 

six subscale measure aimed at determining how individuals respond to conflict with their 
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partner, where each subscale measures a specific theoretical pattern of conflict response: 

compromise (α = .913), domination (α = .813), avoidance (α = .814), separation (α = 

.887), submission (α = .826), and interactional reactivity (α = .684). Previous research by 

Zacchilli, Hendrick, and Hendrick (2009) found that interactional reactivity, domination, 

and submission are negatively correlated with scores obtained on the RAS. Therefore, the 

RPCS was included in the present study to determine if coping styles might mediate the 

effect of CU and relationship satisfaction. It is possible that individuals with higher CU 

are avoidant or are less interactive with their partner during a conflict because they are 

preoccupied with regaining causal understanding and as a result, conflicts will continue 

to go unresolved and impact the satisfaction experienced by individuals. To evaluate 

respondents‟ strategies during partner conflict, participants are asked items such as, “My 

partner and I frequently have conflicts”, "I surrender to my partner when we disagree on 

an issue”, and “Our conflicts usually end when we reach a compromise”, where 

participants respond on a scale from 0-strongly disagree to 4-strongly agree (Zacchilli, 

Hendrick, &Hendrick, 2009). 

Close Friendship Measures 

The Interpersonal Reactivity Index 

When interacting with others it is important that an individual have the ability to 

display empathy.  However, individuals who are uncertain about their ability to 

understand cause and effect relationships surrounding events might find it difficult to 

comprehend an individual‟s feelings in a given situation, because they are unsure what 

element of the situation brought these feelings about. Therefore, those individuals with 

greater CU were expected to report experiencing less empathy. To determine if this 

association existed, Davis‟ (1980) Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI; Appendix L) was 

given to all members of friendship dyads to complete (α = .817). The IRI uses four 

subscales: perspective taking (α = .584), fantasy (α = .787), empathic concern (α = .802), 

and personal distress (α = .726) to examine the multidimensional nature of empathy. 

Respondents are asked to respond to items such as, “I try to look at everybody’s side of a 

disagreement before I make a decision” and, “When I watch a good movie, I can very 

easily put myself in the place of a leading character”. Each of the four subscales contains 
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seven questions measured on a five point Likert scale 1- does not describe me well to 5-

describes me very well. 

The McGill Friendship Questionnaire-Respondents Affection 

Similar to romantic relationships, friendships require both members of the dyad to 

be satisfied for the relationship to continue. Therefore, the Respondents Affection 

subscale of the McGill Friendship Questionnaire (MFQ-RA; Appendix M; Mendelson & 

Aboud, 1996) was administered to assess individuals‟ satisfaction within their friendship. 

The MFQ-RA is a 16 item questionnaire designed to measure perceptions of satisfaction 

one has about their friendship (α = .9). Items include, “I am pleased with my friendship 

with ___” and, “I enjoy having ___ as a friend". Participants are asked to respond to 

these questions on a nine point Likert scale ranging from -4-very much disagree to 4-very 

much agree (Mendelson & Aboud, 1999), where lower scores indicate lower friendship 

satisfaction. Similar to the experience of dissatisfaction in one‟s romantic relationships, it 

is possible that an individual‟s inability to determine the causal nature of events might 

impact contentment within their friendships. Therefore, it was predicted that those who 

reported lower friendship satisfaction would also report greater CU. 

The Relational Uncertainty Measure-Friendship 

Due to the inclusion of close friends in the sample, a measure was needed to 

examine the level of uncertainty individuals had about the status of their friendship, their 

perceptions of their friend‟s ideas about their association, and their own certainty about 

the dyad. However, the literature did not provide a measure that was similar enough to 

the measure used to operationalize these concepts in romantic couples. As a result, the 

experimenters adapted the Relational Uncertainty Scale (RUS-F; Appendix N; 

Knobloch& Solomon, 1999) for romantic relationships by conducting a word 

replacement of “relationship” with the word “friendship”. Items on the scale were 

worded to say, “How certain are you about how or not your partner wants this friendship 

to work out in the long run” and, “How certain are you about whether or not you want to 

maintain your friendship”. Each item was rated on a six point Likert scale from 1-

uncertain to 6-certain. Precedence for the use of this scale had been set by Emmet‟s 

(2006) research on cross-sex friends (as cited in Werger& Emmett, (2009). 
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Response to Stress Questionnaire 

Interacting with other individuals, even those that are considered close, can 

sometimes result in friction. During these periods, it is possible that conflict can arise and 

produce stress for the individuals involved with the situation. Given the close proximity 

and the amount of time that close friends spend with one another it is therefore important 

to understand how one‟s ability to cope with stress may impact his or her satisfaction 

within the dyad. If an individual has become motivated to resolve their lack of causal 

understanding, but he or she continue to feel they have not done so, it is likely that their 

stress levels will continue and he or she will begin to implement maladaptive coping 

strategies. To determine how individuals within the sample coped with social stressors, 

they were administered the Response to Stress Questionnaire (RSQ; Appendix O; 

Connor-Smith et al., 2000). This questionnaire is comprised of 57 questions across six 

subscales which each measured a different component of stress responses: primary 

control engagement (α = .792), secondary control engagement (α = .761), primary control 

disengagement (α = .581), secondary control disengagement (α = .665), involuntary 

engagement (α = .837), and involuntary engagement (α = .789; Connor-Smith et al., 

2000). Participants are asked to think about an argument or social altercation that they 

have had in the last two weeks and then respond to questions such as, “I try not to think 

about it, to forget all about it” and, “I take things as they are, I go with the flow” based 

on how likely they were to use these strategies to cope with the situation on a Likert scale 

of 1-not at all to 4-a lot (Connor-Smith et al., 2000).  

Demographic Questionnaire 

The demographic questionnaire administered to friends (FDQ; Appendix P; 

Needham & Edwards, 2015) was designed to provide further information about the 

individuals participating in the study. The first question aimed at determining the label 

each participant placed on their relationship. Respondents were asked to indicate if the 

friend they brought with them at the time of the experiment was their best friend, friend, 

acquaintance, or other. Participants were also given a series of options to indicate the 

length of the friendship: 1 month, 6 months, 12 months, 18 months, or longer than 18 

months. Individuals were also asked to write in their age and gender. An additional 
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question was asked regarding the frequency with which respondents played video games 

each week: less than an hour, one hour, two hours, three hours, or four or more hours. 

Problem Solving Task 

One of the primary interests of this study was to determine if CU affected how 

couples interacted, especially in the context of a problem solving task involving causal 

analysis. Therefore, participants were asked to complete a computerized problem solving 

task by working with their romantic partner or close friend.  

The specific task that dyads tried to solve was initially developed by Krems and 

Johnson (1995). The “Black Box” task is designed to randomly hide five objects, which 

the participant is then asked to locate. The objects are hidden within an 8 by 8 grid, with a 

series of hint options along the edge. There are three types of hints available for subjects 

to use, a hit, a mirror, and a miss. A hit (portrayed in Appendix Q) is demarked by a red 

“H” and indicates that an object is hidden somewhere in that row, whereas a miss 

(portrayed in Appendix R) is identified with a blue number demonstrates that there is no 

object hidden in that row (Krems & Johnson, 1995). The mirror hint (portrayed in 

Appendix S), shown as a yellow “R” indicates that two hidden objects are reflecting the 

hint back to its point of origin (Krems & Johnson, 1995). While these clues provide a 

degree of help to finding all five hidden objects, they only provide rough estimations of 

where the objects are located.  

Given the ambiguous nature of the clues, it was likely that CU beliefs became 

active during the task. It was assumed that, in order to reach a state of greater 

understanding about contingencies governing success at the game, individuals with 

greater CU would ask their partner more questions during the task rather than 

contributing ideas to locate all of the hidden objects. Additionally, it was predicted that 

chronic CU individuals would ask a greater number of questions because they would be 

unsure about the location of the object they are trying to find.  

How individuals tackle a problem with another individual can have an impact on 

the relationship itself. Research conducted by Peter-Wight and Martin (2011) found that 

older married couples performed significantly better at locating the hidden objects when 

they performed the task with their spouse than they did individually. This finding 
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suggested that the communication skills used during the task provide insight into how 

dyads work together in times of conflict, which is impacted by several of the variables 

examined in this study. To determine the exact nature of the interactions taking place as 

participants tried to complete the problem solving task, dyads were video recorded.   

Behavioral Coding 

           A web camera recorded the dyad as they attempted to solve the “Black Box” task. 

Upon the completion of the study, these videos were coded for specific behaviors that 

might indicate how higher CU individuals handle everyday problems within a social 

context. Behaviors such as responding when one‟s partner asked a question or provided a 

suggestion or concern with successfully completing the task might indicate their ability to 

work with their partner. Additionally, the frequency and types of questions asked by each 

member of the dyad were recorded, with a primary focus on “why” questions. The 

frequency of each of these behaviors were recorded by two research assistants at two 

separate time intervals after being trained in the coding process (Appendix T).  

Questionnaire after the Task 

In addition to recording dyads as they completed a problem solving task, 

participants were asked to complete an open ended self-report measure about their 

experiences with their partner during the task. This four item questionnaire (Appendix U) 

asked participants to indicate whether they felt their partners had been supportive during 

the task by responding yes or no to questions such as, “I felt my partner was listening to 

my suggestions” and, “I feel my partner was willing to listen to my input during the task”. 

If an individual indicated that they did not feel their partner was supportive, they were 

asked to freely respond as to why they felt this way. People with greater CU were 

predicted to provide less input during the task and ask a greater number of “why” 

questions and as a result it was predicted that their partners would have more negative 

perceptions of their partners support during the experience of trying to solve a shared 

problem. 

Procedures 

 To participate in the study it was required that at least one member of the dyad be 

enrolled in an undergraduate psychology course at Oregon State University. Participants 
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were recruited to participate in the study through the online SONA experimental sign-up 

system. Since both romantic partners and close friendship dyads were of interest, two 

separate studies were publicized to participants via a description on the SONA system. 

Romantic couples signed up for the “Dyadic Problem Solving” study which told 

individuals they and their romantic partner would be asked to complete a series of 

questionnaires and a problem solving task at the time of the experiment. Close friends 

signed up for “Friendship Dyadic Problem Solving” and were given the same 

instructions, but instructed to bring a close friend with them at the time of the experiment. 

Only those participants enrolled in an undergraduate psychology course were granted 

compensation for their participation in the study by receiving course credit.  

 Once individuals had been recruited to participate in the study, they came to the 

laboratory to complete the study. Upon arriving in the laboratory participants were given 

both verbal and written information about the study and were asked for their consent. 

Participants were instructed that their name would not be tied in any way to the written 

materials that they were asked to fill out and that if they agreed to be video recorded that 

the file would remain confidential and secured in a safe location. Both participants were 

instructed that they could terminate their participation in the study at any time without 

penalty and that if their partner did not wish to participate they would still receive extra 

credit.  

After consent was obtained, participants were placed in two separate rooms to fill 

out a battery of questionnaires. Participants were instructed to read each questionnaire 

carefully. Individuals were then given time to complete each of the measures in privacy 

and were instructed to come out of the room and find the experimenter when they were 

finished. Once both partners had finished the packet of questionnaires they were then told 

they would be working on a problem solving task together. Participants were given verbal 

and visual instructions on how to complete the problem solving task. Before the 

experimenter allowed the participants to begin the task they again asked the participants 

if they were comfortable being video recorded and upon a verbal confirmation, the 

experimenter started the web-camera video recorder and left the room, closing the door to 

give the participants privacy.  
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Participants were asked to complete two trials of the problem solving task. Their 

score, accuracy, and time spent on the task were recorded. Upon completion of the task, 

participants informed the experimenter that they were finished. Participants returned to 

their original rooms to fill out an open response questionnaire about their experience 

during the task. After completing the final questionnaire participants were verbally 

debriefed and asked if they had any questions or concerns about the experiment in which 

they had just participated. Before participants were allowed to leave, the experimenters 

ensured that no conflict had arisen between the partners. If it appeared the participants 

were in distress the experimenter immediately referred them to the university‟s 

counseling services. Participants were then allowed to leave.   
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Chapter 5: Results 

Romantic Dyad Results 

 Data from 52 romantic dyads was collected for the purposes of this study. 

However, three dyads were excluded from analyses. One couple was excluded because 

they did not complete the questionnaires in the specified time frame and as a result did 

not have time to complete the problem solving task. Another couple was omitted from 

analysis because one of the members of the dyad was missing over 25 percent of the data 

collected from participants. The final couple was removed from analyses due to an 

experimenter note which indicated both members of the dyad smelled strongly of elicit 

substances and did not appear focused on the task at hand.  

 Intraclass Correlations 

The data collected during the course of the present study was inherently 

hierarchical in nature. As Figure 2 demonstrates there are three nested levels where each 

response is given by a single individual who is then part of a specific couple. As a result 

of this nesting, the observations in the data are not independent, resulting in a correlation 

of the error terms. Therefore, to determine if the data could support a multilevel statistical 

analysis intraclass correlations (ICC) were conducted on the data using STATA 13 

statistical program.   

For more accurate and interpretable results, one-way ICCs were conducted 

(Taylor, 2009). Similar to Pearson correlations, ICCs range from zero to one, where a 

higher ICC suggests that most of the variance is between couples and there is consistency 

within each couple and a lower ICC suggests large variation both within and between 

each couple. Additionally, if an ICC ranges between zero and .50 then the within couple 

variance is said to be weak and there is evidence that hierarchical modeling is not 

necessary. The range of ICC between 0.00 and 0.48 suggests that there was a large 

amount of variation between and within romantic couples for scale scores as 

demonstrated in Tables 2. Therefore, these findings suggest that multilevel analyses were 

not necessary, so further analyses were conducted using non-nested methods.  
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 Associations between Variables 

 Before conducting correlation analyses a multiple imputation, resulting in five 

imputations, was conducted on the data-set to correct for missing values using the 

statistical program IBM SPSS 22. The results reported in this section are therefore the 

pooled results from analyses conducted using the multiple imputation data set.  

 Consistent with previous research causal uncertainty (CU) was found to be 

weakly positively correlated with anxiety (BAI; r =.272, p<.01), negative emotions 

(r=.300, p<.01), scorn (r=.212 p<.05), and sadness (r =.309 p<.01).Causal uncertainty 

was moderately positively correlated with depression (CES-D; r =.512, p<.01).However 

inconsistent with previous research, CU was not significantly correlated with attention 

control and feelings of irritation. Table 3 demonstrates CU was not significantly 

associated with relationship satisfaction, positive affect, and negative affect and Table 4 

shows that CU was weakly negatively associated with warmhearted emotions (r= -.210, 

Figure 2. Hierarchical Model of Romantic Couple Data 
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p<.01). Additionally, CU was not correlated with either empathy (IRIC) or either of its 

subscale as Table 5 shows. 

 Analyses demonstrated that CU is weakly negatively correlated with the 

relationship subscale of the Relational Uncertainty Measure (RUM; r = -.284, p<.01), 

which measures one's certainty about the future of their relationship. This association is 

negative given that higher scores on the RUM indicate more certainty, while higher 

scores on the causal uncertainty scale means the respondent is less certain. However, as 

Table 6 demonstrates, CU was not significantly correlated with either the self or partner 

subscales of the RUM.  

 Causal uncertainty was found to be weakly positively associated with the 

interpersonal reactivity subscale of the Romantic Partner Conflict Scale (RPCS; Table 7), 

which examines an individual's lack of trust, emotional volatility, and verbal aggression 

toward their romantic partner in times of conflict (r =.248, p<.05). Additionally, CU was 

weakly positively correlated with the domination subscale of the RPCS (r=.218, p<.05), 

which evaluates trying to gain control over one's partner to win an argument. However, 

CU was not found to be correlated with any of the other RPCS subscales.  

 In addition to examining the associations that CU had with other variables, the 

correlations between relationship satisfaction and other variables were also examined. 

Relationship satisfaction was found to be weakly positively associated with positive 

emotions (PANAS positive; Table 3; r =.344, p<.01) and warmhearted emotions (DES 4; 

Table 12; r =.324, p<.01). Conversely, relationship satisfaction was found to have a weak  

negative correlation with sadness (DES 3; r = -.258, p<.05), irritation (DES 4; r = -.237, 

p<.05), disgust (DES 7; r = -.271, p<.01),  and scorn (DES 8; r = -.220, p<.05). 

 There was a moderate positive correlation between relationship satisfaction and 

empathy (IRIC; Table 5; r =.414, p<.01). Furthermore, relationship satisfaction was 

found to have a moderate positive relationship with the empathic concern (r =.469, 

p<.01) and weakly positively associated with the perspective taking subscale (r =.264, 

p<.01) of the IRIC.  
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 Relationship satisfaction was found to be strongly positively correlated with all 

the self (r =.743, p<.01) subscale of the Relational Uncertainty Measure (RUM). 

Additionally, relationship satisfaction was found to have a moderate positive association 

with the partner (r =.413, p<.01), and the relationship (r =.648, p<.01) subscales, as 

demonstrated in Table 6. Furthermore, Table 7 shows that there is a moderate positive 

association between relationship satisfaction and the compromise subscale of the RPCS (r 

=.511, p<.01). However, relationship satisfaction was weakly negatively associated with 

the avoidance (r = -.337, p<.05), domination (r = -.219, p<.05), and submission (r = -

.367, p<.05) subscales of the RPCS.  

 The variables associated with empathy were also examined. Empathy was weakly 

negatively correlated with the domination (r = -.347, p<.05)and the interpersonal 

reactivity (r = -.329, p<.01) RPCS subscales. Furthermore, empathy was found to have a 

moderate negative correlation with the avoidance (r = -.528, p<.01) and the submission (r 

= -.414, p<.01) subscales. Conversely, there was a strong positive association between 

empathy and compromise (r =.730, p<.01).  Table 6 shows that there was a moderate 

positive relationship between empathy and the self-subscale of the RUM (r =.205, p<.05), 

but no association with either the partner or relationship subscales. Additionally, empathy 

was found to be weakly positively correlated to warmhearted feelings (r =.279, p<.01) 

and weakly negatively associated with irritation (r= -.216, p<.05), and sadness (r =-.257, 

p<.05; Table 9). Empathy was also found to be weakly negatively associated with 

attention control (r =.230, p<.05) and weakly positively correlated with positive emotions 

(r =.346, p<.01).  

 Positive emotions (PANAS positive) was also found to be weakly positively 

associated with both the empathic concern (r =.362, p<.01) and the perspective taking (r 

=.247, p<.05) IRIC subscales. Furthermore, the empathic concern subscale was found to 

have a weak negative association with attention control (r = -.276, p<.01). 

 Examination of the RPCS subscales in Table 7 demonstrated that positive 

emotions (PANAS positive was weakly positively associated with the compromise (r 

=.356, p<.01) subscale and weakly negatively associated with the domination (r = -.238, 

p<.05), the avoidance (r = -.346, p<.01), and the submission (r = -.348, p<.01) subscales. 
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Negative emotions (PANAS negative) were found to be weakly positively associated 

with the interpersonal reactivity (r = .220, p<.05), the separation (r = .236, p<.05), and the 

submission subscales (r = .301, p<.01). Furthermore, depression was found to be weakly 

positively associate with the domination (r =.254, p<.05), the submission (r =.339, 

p<.01), and the interpersonal reactivity (r =.323, p<.01) subscales. Attention control was 

weakly positively associated with the submission subscale (r =.294, p<.05) and weakly 

negatively associated with the compromise subscale (r =-.298, p<.05). 

 Finally, the correlations between variables and RUM subscales were examined 

(Table 11). The self subscale was found to be weakly negatively associated with attention 

control (r = -.230, p<.05). Additionally, the relationship subscale was found to have a 

weak negative association with depression (r = -.215, p<.05) and negative emotions (r = -

.206, p<.05). No further relationships were found between the partner subscale and the 

other variables in the study.  

 Regression Analyses 

 Regression analyses were also performed on these data to determine if the 

relationship between CU and other variables could be accounted for by known correlates 

of CU. Given that ICC did not warrant multilevel analysis, robust standard errors were 

implemented to account for the correlated error terms. Robust estimates of the standard 

error terms correct for interdependence and non-normality of the error distribution. There 

are two methods in which robust standard errors can be used. The first is by simply 

analyzing robust errors and the second clusters the errors within groups. For the purposes 

of the present study the second method was implemented using STATA 13. Additionally, 

before analyses were conducted multiple imputation was conducted, resulting in five 

imputations, to correct for missing data using STATA 13.All of the following statistics 

are from pooled analyses.  

 An individual's certainty about their relationship showed a significant .358 

decrease for every unit increase in causal uncertainty (b = -.358, Robust St. Error = .116, 

p<.01). This relationship remained significant was maintained when controlling for an 

individual's attention control (CU: b = -.341, Robust St. Error = .116, p<.01), anxiety 

(CU: b = -.352, Robust St. Error = .123, p<.01), and depression (CU: b = -.323, Robust 
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St. Error = .131, p<.05; Table 8). Additionally, the association between CU and 

relationship uncertainty was also maintained controlling for sadness (CU: b = -.279, 

Robust St. Error = .137, p<.05), irritation (CU: b = -.308, Robust St. Error = .115, p<.05), 

and scorn ( CU: b = -.389, Robust St. Error = .109, p<.01; Table 8). 

 Furthermore, the likelihood of an individual using interactional reactivity coping 

styles, such as verbal aggression, increased by .102 for every unit increase in causal 

uncertainty (b =.102, Robust St. Error = .040, p<.05). This relationship continued when 

accounting for an individual's attention control (CU: b = .102, Robust St. Error = .038, 

p<.05), anxiety (CU: b = .095, Robust St. Error = .046, p<.05), sadness (CU: b = .087, 

Robust St. Error = .041, p<.05), irritation (CU: b = .101, Robust St. Error = .041, p<.05) 

and scorn ( CU: b = .102, Robust St. Error = .043, p<.05; Table 9). However, when 

depression was included in the model the relationship did not remain significant (Table 9: 

CU: b = .044, Robust St. Error = .044, p> .05.  

 The likelihood of a person implementing dominance coping styles, such as taking 

control, increased by .111 for every unit increase in causal uncertainty (b =.111, Robust 

St. Error = .047, p<.05). This relationship remained significant when controlling for 

attention control (CU: b = .100, Robust St. Error = .048, p<.05), anxiety (CU: b = .116, 

Robust St. Error = .056, p<.05), and irritation (Table 10; CU: b = .108, Robust St. Error = 

.049, p<.05). However, this relationship did not remain significant when controlling for 

depression (CU: b = .062, Robust St. Error = .061, p>.05), sadness (CU: b = .080, Robust 

St. Error = .053, p>.05), and scorn (Table 10CU: b = .091, Robust St. Error = .050, 

p>.05).  

 An individual's CU did not significantly predict the length of his or her current 

relationship. Multinomial logistic regression analyses were also conducted to determine if 

CU significantly predicted the number of previous relationships an individual had. This 

relationship was non-significant.
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 Mediation Analyses  

To determine if the significant variables found from regression analyses mediated the 

relationship between CU and the variables of interest. Results show that the relationship 

between CU and relationship satisfaction is fully mediated by interactional reactivity 

(RPC; Figure 3), domination (RPC; Figure 4), and relational uncertainty (RUM; Figure 

5). There were no significant mediation models for 

empathy.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Causal Uncertainty Predicting Relationship Satisfaction with Interpersonal Reactivity 

Mediator 
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Figure 4. Causal Uncertainty Predicting Relationship Satisfaction with Dominance Mediator 
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Figure 5. Causal Uncertainty Predicting Relationship Satisfaction with Relational 
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Friendship Dyad Results 

 Data from 46 friendship dyads was collected over the course of the study. 

However, five of these dyads were excluded from analyses. Three couples were excluded 

from analyses because they did not complete all the self-report data within the given time 

frame and as a result did not perform the problem solving task. One dyad was removed 

from analyses because they were romantically involved with one another. The final 

couple was excluded from analyses because one partner indicated that they were only 

acquaintances with their study partner.  

 Intraclass Correlations 

Due to the inherent hierarchical nature of the data collected, Figure 6 shows there 

are three nested levels where each response is given by a single individual who is then 

part of a specific dyad, resulting in a correlation of the error terms for each dyad. Thus, 

using the STATA 13 statistical programs ICC were conducted to determine if the data 

could support a multilevel statistical analysis.   

As with the romantic couples, one-way ICC were performed for more 

interpretable results (Taylor, 2009). Table 11 contain all of the ICC for each of the 

measures used in the study. The range of ICC was between 0.00 and 0.36, suggesting that 

there was a large amount of variation between and within friendship dyad for scale scores 

and that multilevel analyses were not necessary. Therefore, further analyses were 

conducted using non-nested methods.  
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 Association between Variables 

 Before correlation analyses were conducted, a multiple imputation was 

conducted, producing five imputations, to correct for missing values in the data using the 

IBM SPSS 22 statistical program. Therefore, the results discussed in this section are from 

the pooled results from the multiple imputations.   

 Consistent with previous research CU was found to be weakly positively 

associated with attention control (ACS; r =.290, p<.01), anxiety (BAI; r =.300,p<.01), 

sadness (r =.298, p<.01), irritation (r =.397, p<.01), and  scorn (r =.301, p<.01). 

Additionally, CU was moderately positively associated with depression (CESD; r =.418, 

p<.01). Causal Uncertainty was found to have no association with positive emotions, 

negative emotions, empathy, or relationship satisfaction as shown in Table 12. 

 As Table 13 demonstrates, CU was weakly positively associated with irritation 

(DES; r =.304, p<.01), tension (DES; r =.358, p<.01), and disgust (DES; r = .257, p<.05). 

Figure 6. Hierarchical Model of Friendship Data 
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Causal uncertainty was also found to have a weak positive correlation with primary 

control disengagement (r =.370, p<.01) and involuntary disengagement responses to 

coping (RSQ; r =.227, p<.05; Table 16). Furthermore, CU was found to be weakly 

negatively associated with primary control engagement coping strategies (RSQ; r =-.230, 

p<.05). Causal uncertainty was also found to be weakly negatively associated with the 

relationship subscale of the RUM (r = -.236, p<.05). However, CU was found to have no 

significant association with any of the IRI subscales (Table 14).  

 Empathy was found to be weakly positively correlated with positive emotions 

(PANAS positive; Table 14; r =.354, p<.01) and relationship satisfaction (r = .242, 

p<.05). However, there was no significant association between empathy and differential 

emotions. Empathy was found to be associated with the self (r =.346, p<.01), partner (r 

=.279, p<.05), and relationship (r =.337, p<.01) subscales of the RUM. Additionally, 

empathy was weakly positive correlated with primary control engagement (r =.378, 

p<.01), secondary control disengagement (r =.288, p<.01), and involuntary engagement (r 

= .252, p<.05) responses to stress.  

 The fantasy subscale of the IRI was weakly correlated with anxiety (r = .230, 

p<.05) and relationship satisfaction (r = .320, p<.01). The fantasy subscale was also 

found to have a moderate positive association with positive emotions (PANAS positive; r 

=.400, p<.01). The perspective taking subscale was also weakly positively correlated with 

positive emotions (r =.309, p<.01) and moderately negatively associated with attention 

control (r = -.427, p<.01). The empathic concern subscale was moderately positively 

correlated with positive emotions (r =.452, p<.01) and relationship satisfaction (r =.270, 

p<.05). Empathic concern was also weakly negatively associated with attention control (r 

= -.267, p<.01). Finally, the personal distress subscale had a weak positive relationship 

with anxiety (r =.365, p<.01) and depression (r =.389, p<.01) and moderately negatively 

associated with positive negative (PANAS negative; r = -.473,p<.01). 

 The association between relationship satisfaction and other variables was also 

assessed. Relationship satisfaction was moderately positively associated with merriment 

(DES; Table 13; r =.265, p<.05) and warmhearted emotions (DES; r = .226, p<.05). 

Furthermore, relationship satisfaction was weakly negatively associated with irritation 
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(DES; r = -.310, p<.01) and disgust (DES; r = -.236, p<.05). Additionally, relationship 

satisfaction was moderately positively associated with the self (r = .476, p<.01) and the 

relationship (r = .427, p<.01) subscales of the RUM. Relationship satisfaction was also 

found to have a weak positive relationship with the partner subscale of the RUM (.376, 

p<.01).There was also a weak positive association with the primary control engagement 

subscale of the RSQ (r = .218, p<.05; Table 16). 

 Analysis of the RSQ subscales demonstrated several associations. Attention 

control was weakly positively associated with primary control engagement (r = .307, 

p<.01) and weakly negatively correlated with secondary control engagement (Table 16; r 

= -.261, p<.05). Anxiety was weakly positively associated with primary control 

disengagement (r =.356, p<.05), secondary control disengagement (r =.298, p<.01), and 

involuntary engagement (r = .398, p<.01). Additionally, anxiety was found to have a 

moderate positive relationship with involuntary disengagement (r = .409, p<.01).  

 Depression was found to be correlated with five of the RSQ subscales. There was 

a weak negative relationship with primary control engagement (r = -.334, p<.01). 

Additionally, depression was found to have a weak positive relationship with secondary 

control disengagement (r =.237, p<.05) and involuntary disengagement (r = .362, p<.01). 

Finally, there was a moderate positive association between depression and primary 

control disengagement (r = .436, p<.01) and involuntary engagement (r = .428, p<.01).  

 Response to stress was also correlated with both positive and negative emotions. 

There was a weak positive relationship between positive emotions and secondary control 

engagement (r =.367, p<.01). A moderate positive relationship was found between 

primary control engagement and positive emotions (r = .461, p<.01). Positive emotions 

were weakly positively associated with primary control disengagement (r =.354, p<.01) 

and secondary control disengagement (r = .269, p<.05). Additionally, there was a 

moderate positive relationship between involuntary engagement (r = .565, p<.01) and 

negative emotions. A moderate relationship was also found between negative emotions 

and involuntary disengagement (r = .445, p<.01).  
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 Regression Analyses 

 Before data analysis began, a multiple imputation resulting in five imputations, 

was conducted to correct for missing data values using STATA 13. The results reported 

in this section are therefore pooled from the multiple imputations. Additionally, the 

regression analyses were performed using robust sandwich estimators due to the nested 

nature of the data. This method allowed for a correction in the analysis given that the 

error terms are correlated within each dyad.  

 An individual's use of primary control disengagement coping strategies increased 

.121 for every unit increase in CU (b = .121, Robust St. Error = .038, p<.01). This 

relationship remained significant when including an individual's attention control (b = 

.117, Robust St. Error = .023, p<.01), anxiety (b = .085, Robust St. Error = .038, p<.05), 

and depression (b = .125, Robust St. Error = .038, p<.01). Additionally, the relationship 

between primary control disengagement and causal uncertainty remained significant 

when controlling for sadness (b = .122, Robust St. Error = .040, p<.01), irritation (b = 

.093, Robust St. Error = .045, p<.01), and scorn (b = .128, Robust St. Error = .040, 

p<.01).  

 Furthermore, an individual's use of primary control engagement coping strategies 

decreased by a factor of .116 for every unit increase in CU (b = -.116, Robust St. Error = 

.050, p<.05). This relationship remained significant when controlling for anxiety (CU: b 

= -.068, Robust St. Error = .053, p<.05). Additionally, when sadness (CU: b = -.116, 

Robust St. Error = .049, p<.05), irritation (CU: b = -.125, Robust St. Error = .053, p<.05), 

and scorn (Table 17; CU: b = -.143, Robust St. Error = .048, p<.01) were included as 

covariates in the model. However, this relationship was no longer significant when 

attention control (CU: b = -.068, Robust St. Error = .053, p> .05) and depression (CU: b 

= -.054, Robust St. Error = .058, p> .05) were added to the model. 

 Involuntary disengagement coping strategies were not found to have a significant 

relationship with CU (b = .113, Robust St. Error = .066, p>.05). However, this 

relationship was significant when controlling for depression (CU: b = .254, Robust St. 

Error = .089, p<.01). This relationship was not remain significant when attention control 

(CU: b = .075, Robust St. Error = .068, p> .05), anxiety (b = .012, Robust St. Error = 
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.068, p>.05), sadness (CU: b = .075, Robust St. Error = .071, p>.05), irritation (CU: b = 

.067, Robust St. Error = .077, p>.01), and scorn (CU: b = .095, Robust St. Error = .068, p 

> .05) were included as covariates. 

 Although there was an association found between the relationship subscale of the 

RUM and CU, regression analyses did not demonstrate a significant relationship. 

Additionally, examining the relationship between these two variables did not demonstrate 

a significant relationship when covariates were added to the model. These results can be 

seen in Tables 20.  

 Finally, multinomial logistic regression analyses demonstrated that a person's CU 

did not significantly predict the label that they assigned to their friendship. Additionally, 

CU did not significantly predict the length of an individual's friendship with his or her 

partner.  

 Mediation Analyses 

 Similar to the romantic dyad mediation analyses were conducted to determine if 

any partial or full mediation models could be constructed. However, analyses did not 

result in any significant model construction.  

Behavioral Data Results 

 All dyads were asked to provide consent for video recording during the problem 

solving task. Six couples, two romantic dyads and four friendship dyads, requested that 

they not be recorded. However, there were several errors that occurred during video 

recordings. Eleven romantic dyad videos and seven friendship dyad videos were recorded 

without sound resulting in an inability to code these videos. Additionally, the eight 

couples that were excluded from questionnaire analyses were not included in the video 

analyses. As a result, only 64 dyad videos of a possible 98 were used in the following 

analyses conducted using IBM SPSS 22.   

 Inter-Rater Reliability  

 Each of the 64 dyadic videos was initially coded using the coding scheme in 

Appendix T. However, a third rater conducted discrepancy coding for 18 romantic dyad 

videos and five friendship dyad videos. To determine the inter-rater reliability, 

Krippendorff's alphas were conducted. De Swert (2012) argues that Krippendorff's alpha 
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is the best method of calculating inter-rater reliability for the present study because 

having a different number of raters for each item and missing values have less of an 

impact on the analyses. Furthermore, Krippendorff's alpha allows for a comparison of 

ratio and nominal data to be evaluated, whereas Kappa values cannot as accurately 

account for these different types of data (De Swert, 2012). Therefore, Krippendoff 

coefficients were obtained by using the KALPHA command in IBM SPSS 22.  

 Analyses demonstrated that there was moderate agreement for the number of total 

questions asked by an individual (Krippendorff's α =.608). However, there was less 

consistency based on the type of question each individual was asking.  Weak agreement 

was obtained for "how" (Krippendorff's α =.213) and "where" (Krippendorff's α =.327) 

questions. Fair agreement was found for "what" (Krippendorff's α =.502) and "why" 

(Krippendorff's α =.426) type questions. 

 Fair inter-rater agreement was also found for the number of uncertainty 

expressions made by an individual (Krippendorff's α =.429). Statements regarding the 

meaning of clues (Krippendorff's α =.209) and examining the conclusion to the game 

(Krippendorff's α =.285) both had weak agreement. Consensus about strategy 

development between the partners (Krippendorff's α =.013) and who was predominantly 

developing the strategy (Krippendorff's α =.074) were very weak.  

 Additionally, examining if partners were responding and listening to their 

partner's questions and suggestions had very weak agreement (Krippendorff's α = -.052). 

Inter-rater agreement was found to be weak for determining an individual's concern with 

accuracy (Krippendorff's α =.134). Finally, weak agreement was found for determining 

which partner was holding the mouse during the problem solving task (Krippendorff's α 

=.380). The low inter-rater reliability obtained from the behavioral data is likely to cap 

the magnitude of any correlation and regression coefficients calculated, which suggests 

any results are probably underestimations of the true effect.  

 Given the limited agreement of the coding of the behavioral data, an average for 

each participant was taken across the raters for regression analyses. For categorical 

questions a reliable rater's response was used to determine category fit. The large 

literature base on inter-rater agreement suggests that extensive meetings be conducted 
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between raters to resolve discrepancies. However, the addition of a third rater did not 

resolve large discrepancies. Therefore, in the interest of time and to avoid observer bias 

the video coding results were averaged to conduct analyses. 

 Regression Analyses 

 The first regression method of analyzing these data used sandwich estimators to 

account for the correlated error within each couple. These analyses were conducted using 

a multiple imputed data set obtained from the statistical program STATA 13. The 

following results are from a pooling of these five imputations. 

 Linear regression analyses with sandwich estimators demonstrated that CU did 

not significantly predict the type of question or overall number of questions that a person 

asked during the problem solving task. Furthermore, including attention control, anxiety, 

depression, sadness, irritation, and scorn as covariates in the model did not produce 

significant results. Additionally, CU did not significantly predict the number of 

expressions of uncertainty made by an individual during the problem solving task.  

 There was also no association between CU and the number of postulations that an 

individual made about clues during the problem solving task. Causal uncertainty also did 

not predict the number of postulations that an individual made about the outcome of the 

problem solving task. 

 Multinomial logistic regression analyses showed that CU did not significantly 

predict who was taking the lead during the problem solving task. Analyses also showed 

that there was no significant difference in response and listening patterns based on CU. 

Additionally, CU was not found to significantly predict if an individual was holding the 

mouse or if they shared the responsibility with their partner.  

 Given that determining if the dyad was developing a strategy to solve the task and 

concern for accuracy were coded dichotomously, grouped probability logistic regression 

analyses with robust standard errors were conducted on these data. CU was found to 

significantly predict the use of a strategy. When an individual experiences greater causal 

uncertainty the predicted probability of developing a strategy to solve the problem 

solving task decreases (b = -.010, Robust St Error = .004, p<.05). This relationship 

remained significant when an individual's level of attention control (b = -.009, Robust St 
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Error = .004, p<.05) and anxiety (b = -.010, Robust St Error = .004, p<.05) were included 

as covariates in the model. Additionally, including sadness (b = -.009, Robust St Error = 

.004, p<.05), irritation (b = -.010, Robust St Error = .004, p<.05), and scorn (b = -.010, 

Robust St Error = .004, p<.05) as covariates also produced significant results. However, 

adding depression to the model no longer resulted in CU predicting the probability of 

strategy use (CU: b = -.009, Robust St Error = .005, p>.05).  

 Grouped probability logistic regression showed that experiencing greater CU 

decreased the probability that an individual would be concerned with accurately 

completing the problem solving task (b = -.014, Robust St Error = .005, p<.01). This 

relationship remained significant when attention control (b = -.014, Robust St Error = 

.005, p<.01), anxiety (b = -.014, Robust St Error = .005, p<.01), and depression (b = -

.014, Robust St Error = .005, p<.01) were included in the model as covariates. 

Additionally, including sadness (b = -.014, Robust St Error = .005, p<.01), irritation (b = 

-.015, Robust St Error = .005, p<.01), and scorn (b = -.014, Robust St Error = .005, 

p<.01) maintained this prediction. 

 Multinomial regression analyses demonstrated that a single unit increase in an 

individual's CU was associated with a .089 decrease in the relative log odd of accurately 

locating all of the hidden objects during the problem solving task compared to identifying 

zero correctly (p<.05). This relationship remained significant when anxiety (b = -.095, 

Robust St Error = .048, p<.05), depression (b = -.110, Robust St Error = .055, p<.05), and 

irritation (b = -.084, Robust St Error = .042, p<.05) were included as covariates in the 

model.  Furthermore, this continued to be significant when the number of hours an 

individual played video games was included in the model (b = -.090, Robust St Error = 

.044, p<.05; Table 21). However, when attention control, sadness, and scorn were added 

to the model this relationship was no longer significant. 

 As Table 22 one unit increase in CU is associated with a .010 decrease in the 

relative log odds of accurately locating all five versus finding zero hidden objects during 

the second round of the problem solving task (p<.05). This relationship remained 

significant when attention control (b = -.094, Robust St Error = .043, p<.05), anxiety (b = 

-.148, Robust St Error = .055, p<.01), and depression (b = -.136, Robust St Error = .052, 
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p<.01) were included as covariates in the model. Additionally, including sadness (b = -

.123, Robust St Error = .038, p<.01), irritation (b = -.108, Robust St Error = .038, p<.01), 

and scorn (b = -.106, Robust St Error = .047, p<.05) as covariates still produced 

significant results. Additionally, this relationship remained significant when the number 

of hours an individual played video games each week was added as a covariate (b = -

.100, Robust St Error = .040, p<.05). However, CU did not significantly predict the time 

it took an individual to complete the task or his or her task score.  

Group Comparisons 

 To examine if there were differences in attention control, anxiety, depression, 

causal uncertainty, differential emotions, and positive and negative affect based on 

couple type were performed. These analyses accounted for the correlated error by using 

sandwich estimators. Analyses demonstrated that there was no significant difference in 

attention control, anxiety, or depression scores based on couple type. Furthermore, no 

significant difference was found between couple type for differential emotions and 

positive and negative affect.  

 Similar analyses were conducted on the behavioral data collected. Linear 

regression results show that there was no significant difference between couple types in 

the number or the type of questions asked by an individual during the problem solving 

task. Additionally, there was no significant difference between dyad type for the number 

of expressions of uncertainty, postulations about clues and postulations about the 

outcome of the problem solving task. Probability logistic regression analyses demonstrate 

that there was no significant difference in the likelihood of developing a strategy, nor was 

there a significant difference in accuracy concern between romantic couples and 

friendship dyads.  

 Multinomial logistic regression showed that there was no difference between 

romantic couples and friendship dyads in the individual leading strategy development 

during the task. Additionally, there was no significant difference between couple type on 

if a single individual held the mouse or both partners shared this responsibility. Finally, 

multinomial logistic regression analyses demonstrated that there was no difference in 

response and listening patterns of an individual based on couple type. 
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 Linear regression analyses demonstrate that there was not a significant difference 

on the time it took individuals to complete the problem solving task in either round based 

on their couple type. Additionally, there was no significant difference in scores obtained 

on either round of the game based on couple type. However, multinomial logistic 

regression showed that there was a significant difference between accuracy based on 

couple type with romantic couples being more accurate for round two scores (Table 23), 

but not round one scores. This relationship remained significant when controlling for 

attention control, anxiety, depression, sadness, irritation, and scorn. 
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Chapter 6: Discussion 

Romantic Dyad Conclusions 

 The present study examined how CU impacts relationship satisfaction in 51 

romantic dyads. It was predicted that satisfaction would be negatively associated with 

greater CU relationship types. This prediction was not supported. One possible 

explanation for the lack of correlation between CU and relationship satisfaction is 

desirability bias. Given that participants were asked questions concerning intimate details 

of their romantic relationship, it is possible that they did not want to reveal that they were 

dissatisfied with their partner or their relationship.  

 Another possibility is that the measure of relationship satisfaction lacked 

sensitivity. Hendrick (1988) developed the Relationships Assessment Scale (RAS) 

specifically to assess relationship satisfaction in non-married romantic couples. However, 

research has found that the RAS provides more reliable scores when it is administered to 

more established relationships and older individuals (Graham, Diebels, &Barnow, 2011), 

which were not predominant characteristics in the present sample. Therefore, a lack of an 

association may be due to the youth of the sample and less established relationships 

characteristic of emerging adulthood.  

 The relationship between CU and empathy was also examined. It was 

hypothesized that greater CU would result in an individual displaying less empathy for 

his or her partner. This hypothesis was not supported. The lack of a relationship between 

CU and empathy could be the result of empathy having an affective component which 

CU is unrelated to. Additionally, it is possible that the reliability of the scale, which was 

rather low (α = .69) might have impacted these results. However, further research is 

needed to determine if the cognitive and emotional processes of empathy do not require 

understanding of causal events.  

 Examination of CU and conflict coping strategies demonstrated that greater CU 

was associated with interpersonal reactivity strategies. According to Zacchilli, Hendrick, 

and Hendrick (2009), interpersonal reactivity is a coping strategy associated with a lack 

of trust for one's partner, emotional volatility, and verbal aggression. Therefore, the 

prediction that greater CU would elicit more detrimental coping strategies during conflict 
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with one's partner was supported. Given that it is possible for an individual to experience 

frustration or negative affect if they cannot resolve, or do not care to resolve, his or her 

CU (Weary & Edwards, 1996), it is likely that aggressive behaviors may be elicited. It is 

possible that as a person tries to gather causal information he or she will become 

aggressive if his or her partner is not providing information that they view as helpful for 

regaining understanding. Additionally, this relationship was maintained when attention 

control, anxiety, sadness, irritation, and scorn were included as covariates in the model. 

However, this relationship did not remain significant when depression was added to the 

model as a covariate. Therefore, further research needs to be conducted to truly 

understand the association between CU and interactional reactivity.  

 Additionally, CU was found to be weakly positively associated with dominance 

conflict coping strategies. According to Zacchilli, Hendrick, and Hendrick (2009), 

dominant styles indicate an individual trying to gain control of his or her partner in an 

attempt to win the argument. The relationship between these variables was somewhat 

surprising given that the CU model does not suggest that individuals seek dominance as 

they attempt to regain understanding. However, it is possible that chronic CU individuals 

attempt to focus the direction of the argument so that they can acquire the information 

that they need to regain understanding, rather than focusing on the argument at hand. 

Additionally, because this relationship remained significant when controlling for 

attention control, anxiety, and irritation this relationship should be explored further.  

 Finally, it was predicted that experiencing greater CU would also result in greater 

relational uncertainty (RU). Knobloch and Solomon (1999) defined three components of 

RU: self, partner, and relational, each of which may be a source of confusion about one's 

relationship. Self-uncertainty is defined as an individual's own uncertainty about his or 

her relationship; partner uncertainty is defined as an individual's perceptions about his or 

partners ambiguity toward the relationship.  

 Causal uncertainty was not found to be associated with either self or partner 

uncertainty. The lack of association between CU and self-uncertainty was not surprising 

given that self-uncertainty involves more factual statements, such as "I feel deeply for my 

partner", rather than causal statements. However, it was surprising that CU was not 



58 
 

associated with partner uncertainty because it requires that an individual make an 

attribution about his or her partner's views of the relationship.  

 Knobloch and Solomon (1999) describe relational uncertainty as a person's 

ambiguity about the future, stability, and commitment of his or her relationship. There 

was a significant relationship between greater CU and greater uncertainty about one's 

relationship. Therefore, this hypothesis was partially supported. Given that an individual 

must understand causes to determine if his or her relationship will continue, a lack of 

causal understanding could be detrimental to this evaluation. Furthermore, this 

association was maintained when attention control, depression, anxiety, sadness, 

irritation, and scorn were included in the model as covariates. Therefore, further research 

is needed to examine the mechanisms of this relationship. 

Friendship Dyad Conclusions 

 A primary goal of the present study was to examine how relationship satisfaction 

might be impacted by CU in 46 friendship dyads. It was hypothesized that individuals 

with greater CU would experience less relationship satisfaction with their friends. 

However, this hypothesis was not supported. Similar to the romantic dyads, it is possible 

that no relationship was found because individuals did not feel comfortable describing 

their dissatisfaction with their friendships. Another explanation is that individuals do not 

as frequently consider their satisfaction within a friendship as they do within romantic 

relationships. Feedback from several participants suggests confusion about the inclusion 

of the McGill Friendship Questionnaire-Respondents Affection in the battery of 

questionnaires. Additionally, 39 of the dyads were same-sex friends and previous 

research demonstrates that individuals view their same-sex relationships more favorably 

because they are viewed as more intimate (Furman and Shomaker, 2008).  Therefore, it is 

possible that there was not enough variation in dyad pairings to determine any possible 

effect.  

 Additionally, the relationship between CU and empathy was examined where it 

was predicted that greater CU would result in less empathy. This prediction was not 

supported. However, further research is needed to determine if the psychological 

processes associated with empathy do not require causal understanding. Perhaps the 
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attribution processes that a chronic CU individual experience result in the perception of 

him or her as displaying empathy. Therefore, it is possible that a self-report measure is 

not the most accurate way of teasing apart any possible association.  

 Similar to the romantic dyads the associations between CU and negative coping 

strategies were also examined. Greater CU was predicted to be associated with more 

negative responses to stress. Of the six subscales on the Response to Stress 

Questionnaire, CU was found to be negatively correlated with primary control 

engagement. Causal uncertainty was also found to be associated positively associated 

with primary control disengagement and involuntary disengagement. Primary control 

engagement is a more constructive strategy for coping with stress because it involves 

emotion regulation and goal directed problem solving behaviors (Connor-Smith et al., 

2000).  Like other primary control strategies, primary control engagement involve 

actively trying to control the outcome of the stressful situation, which means that in order 

to implement these strategies a person must have causal understanding. Therefore, 

individuals with chronic CU are less likely to implement because they do not have the 

fundamental knowledge to implement such a strategy. However, the association between 

CU and primary control engagement did not remain significant when controlling for 

attention control and depression. Therefore, further examination is needed.    

 According to Connor-Smith and colleagues (2000) primary control 

disengagement means that individuals avoid or deny the presence of stressors. Given that 

the motivation associated with CU only occurs if a person believes the discrepancy can 

be closed, it is possible that primary control disengagement strategies are elicited to deal 

with any lack of motivation that arises. Additionally, the fact that the association between 

CU and primary control disengagement remained significant when controlling for 

attention control, anxiety, depression, sadness, irritation, and scorn suggests that a 

mechanism of CU is driving the relationship. However, further research is needed to 

determine the mechanisms driving this association. 

 Causal uncertainty was also found to be associated with involuntary 

disengagement strategies. Zacchilli, Hendrick, and Hendrick (2009) define involuntary 

disengagement strategies as emotional numbing and inaction to resolve the stressor. 
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Given that the importance of causal understanding to an individual is key to motivating 

CU individuals it is possible that this form of stress coping is only elicited when the 

discrepancy is perceived as not closable or the individual does not view the situation as 

important. However, regression analyses demonstrated that this relationship was only 

significant when depression was included as a covariate in the model. Suggesting that CU 

may not be the mechanism driving this relationship. Therefore, further analyses are 

needed. 

  Finally, similar to the analyses of romantic dyads, the association between RU 

and CU was examined. It was predicted that experiencing greater CU would lead to 

heightened RU. Consistent with romantic dyads, there was no significant relationship 

between CU and self or partner uncertainty. As discussed above, the relationship between 

the self-subscale and CU was not surprising, but the lack of a relationship between CU 

and the partner subscale was. Additionally, like romantic dyads, CU was found to be 

associated with the relational subscale. However, was not found to be a significant 

relationship in regression analyses, even when controlling for covariates in the model. 

This was unexpected given that causal information is required to determine the possible 

continuation of one's relationship. It is possible that no relationship was found because 

the wording of the scale was augmented to accommodate its use for friendship dyads. 

Behavioral Data Conclusions 

 It was predicted that individuals with greater CU would be more likely to ask their 

partner questions during the problem solving task, especially "why" questions. However, 

analyses demonstrated that CU did not significantly predict the number of questions nor 

the type of question being asked. Additionally, there was no significant relationship 

between CU and expressions of uncertainty such as, "I do not understand". Furthermore, 

no significant association was found between the numbers of postulations a person made 

about clues, such as, "I do not get the reflections. Does it mean that the ball should be 

here?”. Causal Uncertainty also did not significantly predict the number of postulations 

about the outcome of the problem solving task where individuals examine their accuracy 

and how they were incorrect.  
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 These inconclusive relationships are most likely due to the low inter-rater 

reliability for behavioral coding. This low reliability is most likely due to the abstract 

nature of the behaviors being coded for. In common vernacular, many individuals do not 

ask all questions using the corresponding question preface. For example, a person may 

ask, "How is that reflection over there?", but what they are trying to ask is, "Why is that 

clue performing that way?".  

 Results demonstrated that CU did significantly predict the probability of using a 

strategy to solve the problem solving task. This is consistent with the idea that CU can 

elicit an accuracy motivation. Therefore, CU may be driving the development of a 

strategy in order to accurately solve the game. This relationship remained consistent 

when attention control, anxiety, sadness, irritation, and scorn were included as covariates. 

However, the relationship did not remain significant when controlling for depression. 

Further research is needed to determine the mechanisms of this relationship.  

 Analyses found no relationship between CU and predicting who was developing 

the strategy to solve the problem solving task. Again, the low inter-rater reliability is 

likely the reason that no effect was found. Additionally, because individuals were told 

that how they worked with their partner would be evaluated, nearly all individuals 

worked with their partner to develop a strategy of some sort.  

 Furthermore, CU was not found to significantly predict response and listening 

patterns of participants. Additionally, there was no significant relationship between 

holding or sharing the mouse with one's partner during the task and CU. Low inter-rater 

reliability again is probably contributing to this lack of effect. Additionally, there were 

demand characteristic associated with response and listening patterns because individual 

were informed that how they worked with their romantic partner was being watched.  

 There was a significant relationship found between CU and concern for accurately 

completing the problem solving task. This relationship remained significant when 

controlling for anxiety, attention control, depression, sadness, and scorn as covariates. 

Given that CU can elicit an accuracy motivation, this association, was not surprising. 

Causal uncertainty was likely activated by the task instructions, which were ambiguous 
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and as a result individuals became concerned with accurately locating the five hidden 

objects during the task.  

 Final analyses demonstrated that CU significantly decreased the odds of locating 

all five of the hidden objects compared to finding no objects. This suggests that as 

individuals began to become more confused by the clues provided in the game that their 

ability to accurately find the objects decreased. This relationship remained significant 

when controlling for anxiety, depression, and number of video games. However, further 

analyses are needed as this relationship no longer remained significant when attention 

control, sadness, and scorn were included in the model.  

Group Comparison Results 

 According to Weary and Edwards' (1996) original model, all individuals 

experience CU at one point or another. Therefore, it was not expected that there would be 

any differences between dyad types on any of the variables examined in the present 

study. Analyses supported this prediction as there were no significant differences in 

attention control, anxiety, depression, differential emotions, positive emotions, and 

negative emotions. Additionally, there was no significant difference in behavioral data.  

 However, there was a significant difference between round two accuracy based on 

couple type, with romantic couples having increased concern for accuracy. This 

relationship remained significant when attention control, anxiety, depression, sadness, 

irritation, and scorn. It is likely that there is a difference between accuracy by couple 

types because romantic couples face more daily problems they must solve as a couple 

then friendship couples. Additionally, accuracy for round two was higher because 

individuals had had time to practice and learn details about the game during round one.  

Conclusions 

 The present study determined that CU was associated with more negative coping 

strategies, both during conflict with a romantic partner and during periods of general 

stress. Additionally, these analyses found that these negative coping strategies with one's 

romantic partner mediated the relationship between CU and relationship satisfaction, but 

not general stress and friendship satisfaction. It is possible that these results differ by 

couple type because conflict is more salient for the dynamics of the romantic 
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relationships where too much conflict can result in the termination of the dyad. This 

conjecture is supported by the fact that no significant group differences were found 

between couple type and self-report scores because there were no differences it suggests 

that the mechanisms driving the mediation models are a result of different relationship 

dynamics and the possible impact of CU. However, the findings of this study should be 

examined tentatively. Given that several problems arose during the course of this study it 

would be pertinent to replicate the present study with several corrections.  

 Limitations 

 One of the primary limitations of the present study was a limitation in the 

diversity of the sample. Only heterosexual romantic dyads participated in the study and 

although there is no theoretical reason to believe that there would be differences between 

various couple types there is no way to determine that without further testing. 

Additionally, the number of cross-sex friendships was limited in our sample, meaning 

that these results are only applicable to a subset of the population. In order to correct for 

this problem in a future study expanding the pool of participants to other disciplines or 

other universities may allow for a greater diversity.  

 The second limitation of the study is the low inter-rater reliability for the 

behavioral coding. The low Krippendoff values are most likely due to the ambiguous 

nature of some of the behaviors being coded for. Re-examination of these videos with a 

less ambiguous coding scheme, such as focusing on body orientation, may help to 

provide a greater picture of the behaviors taking place. Additionally, there were several 

coders who inaccurately coded multiple videos. It is possible that this problem could be 

resolved by having multiple coders watching a single video may allow for greater 

communication during the coding process. Furthermore, changing the orientation of the 

video camera may prove beneficial to providing more explicit information during the 

coding process in future studies.  

 Finally, the study did not control for order effects. All participants were asked to 

fill out the battery of questionnaires before completing the problem solving task. This 

most likely impacted results given that individuals were asked about their satisfaction 

with their relationship and conflicts before they had to solve a problem solving task in 
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which conflict may have arisen. Therefore, future studies of this nature should 

counterbalance the questionnaires and the problem solving task.   

 Given these limitations further research is needed to support the findings of the 

present study. The results of this work demonstrate that the impact of CU on romantic 

relationship satisfaction is more complex than previously predicted. A direct relationship 

was not found, but it does appear that CU impacts processes that are associated with 

relationship satisfaction, such as conflict/stress coping strategies. However, further 

examination of these relationships is needed before these mechanisms can become clear.  

 Additionally, the present study helped to develop several ideas about behaviors 

associated with CU within the context of a close relationship. It appears that there is a 

visible concern for accuracy and strategy development, which is consistent with the 

original postulates of the model (Weary & Edwards, 1996). However, these results are 

tentative and need to be explored further. The present work has provided a foundation for 

research on CU within intimate dyadic contexts. 

Future Directions 

 Given the complex nature of intimate relationships there are multiple 

psychological components which are associated with dyadic satisfaction. For instance, 

the frequency of arguments, shared interests, and commonality of beliefs all play a role in 

the level of satisfaction an individual attributes to his or her relationship. However, the 

present study only examined general components of romantic relationship satisfaction in 

romantic and friendship dyads. Therefore, determining how CU may be detrimental to 

these factors remains  unclear. It is possible that CU may impact relationship satisfaction 

through a specific factor. For instance, the present study did not collect any information 

on the frequency or intensity of couple‟s arguments. It is possible that CU may increase 

the frequency of arguments in a relationship because an individual does not understand 

what events cause disagreements with their partners. Additionally, each factor occurs 

within a specific relationship context, which is subject to change. Therefore, examining 

an individual across several developmental periods could provide important information 

about CU true impact on intimate relationships. Furthermore, the findings of the present 
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work on the relationship between CU and conflict/stress coping strategies need to be 

further explored.  

 One method of exploring these relationships further is to conduct a developmental 

longitudinal study. Conducting an extensive developmental study would allow for an 

extensive look at how CU impacts relationships over time. Additionally, a developmental 

study would allow for a better understanding of how CU changes over a period of time. 

Studies have found that CU levels remain consist across six and eight week periods, but 

no studies have examined this consistency over several months or a year.  

 A developmental study of this nature would also provide further information 

about whom individuals with high CU choose to enter into a dyad with. Research 

conducted by Tobin, Osika, and McLanders (2014) showed that individuals high in CU 

were liked less by others. This finding suggests that individuals with either high or low 

CU would be more likely to enter into a relationship with low CU. However, although 

non-significant the intraclass correlation (ICC = 0.26) conducted on CU by couple 

demonstrated this was not the case, as shown in Figure 7. By conducting a developmental 

longitudinal study it is possible that a better understanding of how the mismatch in CU 

might impact the interactions between members of a dyad might be obtained.  



66 
 

Figure 7. Intraclass Correlation of Causal Uncertainty by Couple Identification

 

*Note. The above graph depicts the CU score for both members of a dyad as well 

as the average CU score within each couple. The overall average CU score for all 

participants was 35.34.  

 

 Application 

 The results of the present study demonstrated an association between CU and 

problem/stress related coping strategies which appear to have possible  applications  in a 

clinical setting. Often in couples counseling the focus is on periods of disagreements and 

conflict that arise between the two partners. If these results are replicated it is then 

possible that these discussion may be able to focus on how to communicate CU beliefs 

and metacognitions to one's partner before negative coping strategies are implemented. 

Additionally, in individual counseling, it is possible that making an individual more 

aware of how to cope with or regain uncertainty, may prove beneficial for interacting 
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with ones loved ones. However, given the limitations of the present work a replication 

study is needed in order to better determine the significance of these findings.   
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Tables 

 

Table 1 

Matrix of Scale Statistics 
 N Min Max Mean SD 

Attention Control Scale 124.00 39.00 60.00 48.64 04.22 

Beck Anxiety Inventory 126.00 21.00 67.00 32.67 09.76 

Center for Epidemiological Scale-Depression 127.00 29.00 57.00 38.19 05.07 

Causal Uncertainty Scale 124.00 14.00 64.00 35.34 09.85 

Positive and Negative Affect Schedule-Positive 127.00 12.00 49.00 35.48 06.78 

Positive and Negative Affect Schedule-Negative 127.00 10.00 30.00 17.54 05.11 

Differential Emotions Scale      

Merry 125.00 01.00 07.00 04.46 01.32 

Warmhearted 125.00 01.00 07.00 04.60 01.33 

Sad 125.00 01.00 07.00 02.10 01.43 

Irritated 125.00 01.00 07.00 01.66 01.17 

Fearful 125.00 01.00 07.00 01.70 01.33 

Tense 125.00 01.00 07.00 02.61 01.54 

Disgusted 125.00 01.00 07.00 01.17 00.45 

Contemptuous 125.00 01.00 07.00 01.22 00.72 

Relationship Assessment Scale 92.00 18.00 35.00 30.79 03.88 

Romantic Conflict Scale      

Compromise 95.00 22.00 70.00 56.74 7.82 

Avoidance 96.00 03.00 15.00 08.82 2.81 

Interactional Reactivity 96.00 07.00 26.00 15.85 03.93 

Separation 95.00 05.00 25.00 15.12 04.33 

Domination 96.00 07.00 29.00 16.05 04.72 

Submission 96.00 05.00 19.00 08.41 03.58 

Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples      

Empathic Concern 93.00 17.00 35.00 30.96 03.37 

Perspective Taking 95.00 09.00 30.00 23.39 03.71 

Relational Uncertainty Scale      

Self 88.00 46.000 114.00 103.40 13.27 

Partner 71.00 40.00 114.00 100.17 14.95 

Relationship 96.00 52.00 96.00 84.15 11.16 

McGill Friendship Questionnaire-RA 84.00 21.00 144.00 133.93 18.63 

Response to Stress Questionnaire      

Primary Control Engagement 75.00 18.00 36.00 27.48 04.60 

Secondary Control Engagement 76.00 16.00 36.00 26.17 04.87 

Primary Control Disengagement 77.00 07.00 21.00 12.97 03.01 

Secondary Control Disengagement 77.00 07.00 22.00 15.14 03.61 

Involuntary Engagement 75.00 19.00 53.00 36.73 07.60 

Involuntary Disengagement 75.00 12.00 36.00 22.97 05.69 

Interpersonal Reactivity Index      

Fantasy 82.00 17.00 35.00 25.93 03.82 

Perspective Taking 75.00 13.00 34.00 25.07 04.98 

Empathic Concern 83.00 11.00 35.00 27.47 05.08 

Personal Distress 75.00 08.00 31.00 18.07 04.40 

Relational Uncertainty Scale-Friendship      

Self 79.00 59.00 114.00 100.41 14.57 

Partner 59.00 32.00 114.00 096.24 19.17 

Relationship 80.00 43.00 96.00 84.15 12.42 
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Table 2 

Matrix of One-Way Intraclass Correlations by Romantic Couple 
 F Sig. ICC 

Relationship 

Assessment Scale 
1.34 0.16 0.15 

Causal Uncertainty 

Scale 
1.70 0.03 0.26 

Attention Control Scale 0.83 0.73 .000 

Beck Anxiety Inventory 1.62 0.05 0.24 

Center for 

Epidemiological Scale-

Depression 

2.23 .004 0.39 

Interpersonal Reactivity 

Index 
1.06 0.42 0.03 

Positive and Negative 

Affective Schedule 
1.10 0.38 0.05 

 

Table 3 

Romantic Couple Pearson Correlation Matrix 

 
Causal 

Uncertainty 

Attention 

Control 
Anxiety Depression Empathy 

Positive 

Emotions 

Negative 

Emotions 

Attention 

Control 
.196       

Anxiety .275** .006      

Depression .512** .256* .568**     

Empathy -.115 -.230* .008 -.097    

Positive 

Emotions 
-.184 -.378** -.088 -.277** .346**   

Negative 

Emotions 
.300** .159 .616* .667** -.053 -.204*  

Relationship 

Satisfaction 
-.179 -.342** .048 -.145 .414** .344** -.089 

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01 

 

Table 4 

Pearson Correlation Matrix for the Differential Emotions Scale 

 

Causal 

Uncertaint

y 

Attentio

n 

Control 

Anxiet

y 

Depressio

n 

Empath

y 

Positive 

Emotion

s 

Negativ

e 

Emotion

s 

Relationshi

p 

Satisfactio

n 

Merry -.069 -.173 .099 -.126 .163 .109 -.065 .146 

Warmhearte

d 
-.210* -.160 .024 -.240* .279** .184 -.120 .324** 

Sad .309** .177 .346** .528** .257* -.280* .607** -.258 

Irritated .147 .164 -.005 .157 -.216* -.082 .196 -.237* 

Fearful .172 .114 .301** .344** -.096 -.267** .464** -.157 

Tense .113 .183 .260* .270** -.104 -.157 .430** -.104 

Disgust -.003 -.017 .019 -.029 -.087 -.106 .081 -.271** 

Scornful .212* -.012 .267** .084 -.113 -.012 .166 -.220* 

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01 
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Table 5 

Pearson Correlation Matrix for Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples Subscales 

 

 

Causal 

Uncertainty 

Attention 

Control 
Anxiety Depression 

Positive 

Emotions 

Negative 

Emotions 

Relationship 

Satisfaction 

Empathic 

Concern 
-.111 -.276** -.133 -.191 .362** -.124 .469** 

Perspective 

Taking 
-.090 -.132 .128 .011 .247* .024 .264** 

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01 

 

Table 6 

Pearson Correlation Matrix for Relational Uncertainty Measure Subscales 

 
Causal 

Uncertainty 

Attention 

Control 
Anxiety Depression Empathy 

Positive 

Emotions 

Negative 

Emotions 

Relationship 

Satisfaction 

Self -.151 -.230* -.079 -.074 .195 .166 -.129 .743** 

Partner -.135 .015 -.185 -.065 .059 .096 -.193 .413** 
Relationship -.284** -.124 -.215* -.195 .170 .147 -.206* .648** 

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01 

 

Table 7 

Pearson Correlation Matrix for Romantic Partner Conflict Scale Subscales 

 
Causal 

Uncertainty 

Attention 

Control 
Anxiety Depression Empathy 

Positive 

Emotions 

Negative 

Emotions 

Relationship 

Satisfaction 

Compromise -.015 -.298** .043 -.087 .730** .356** -.019 .511** 

Avoidance .126 .114 -.062 .189 -.528** -.346** .166 -.337** 

Interactional 

Reactivity 
.248* .082 .200 .323* -.329** -.141 .220* -.174 

Separation .072 .126 .118 .184 .021 -.084 .236* -.085 
Domination .218* .174 .082 .254* -.347** -.238* .180 -.219* 

Submission .142 .294** .173 .339** -.414** -.348** .301** -.367** 

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01 
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Table 8 

Linear Regression of Causal Uncertainty Predicting Relational Uncertainty Relationship 

Subscale with Covariates 

 Coef. 
Robust St. 

Error 
t Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
-.341 .116 -2.93 .005 -.575 -.107 

Attention 

Control 
-.125 .158 -0.79 .433 -.444 .194 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
-.352 .123 -2.85 .006 -.600 -.104 

Anxiety -.148 .160 -0.93 .359 -.471 .174 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
-.323 .131 -2.47 .017 -.586 -.060 

Depression -.119 .195 -0.61 .545 -.511 .273 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
-.279 ..137 -2.03 .048 -.555 -.002 

Sadness -1.94 1.20 -1.62 .112 -4.36 .4725 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
-.308 .115 -2.68 .010 -.539 -.076 

Sadness -2.56 1.26 -2.03 .048 -5.11 -.022 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
-.389 .109 -3.56 .001 -.609 -.169 

Scorn -7.83 3.76 -2.08 .043 -15.40 -.251 

 

Table 9 

Linear Regression of Causal Uncertainty Predicting Interactional Reactivity with 

Covariates 

 Coef. 
Robust St. 

Error 
t Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
.102 .038 2.64 .011 .024 .179 

Attention 

Control 
.007 .072 0.09 .928 -.138 .151 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
.095 .046 2.08 .043 .003 .187 

Anxiety .065 .053 1.22 .227 -.042 .172 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
.087 .041 2.09 .042 .003 .170 

Sadness .346 .268 1.29 .204 -.194 .885 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
.101 .041 2.47 .017 .019 .183 

Irritation .057 .391 0.15 .884 -.729 .843 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
.102 .043 2.39 .021 .016 .188 

Scorn -.006 .262 -0.02 .981 -.533 .521 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
.044 .044 0.99 .327 -.045 .133 

Depression .149 .050 2.95 .005 .047 .250 
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Table 10 

Linear Regression of Causal Uncertainty Predicting Dominance with Covariates 
 

Coef. 
Robust St. 

Error 
t Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
.100 .048 2.10 .041 .004 .197 

Attention 

Control 
.080 .069 1.17 .250 -.058 .219 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
.116 .056 2.06 .045 .003 .229 

Anxiety .014 .076 0.19 .852 -.137 .166 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
.108 .049 2.19 .034 .009 .207 

Irritation -.054 .216 -0.25 .804 -.489 .381 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
.062 .061 1.01 .320 -.062 .186 

Depression .140 .084 1.68 .100 -.028 .308 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
.080 .053 1.51 .138 -.027 .188 

Sadness .596 .415 1.44 .158 -.239 1.43 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
.091 .050 1.82 .076 -.010 .192 

Scorn 1.07 .497 2.15 .036 .071 2.07 

 

Table 11 

Matrix of One-Way Intraclass Correlations by Friendship Couple 
 F Sig. ICC 

Causal Uncertainty  1.50 0.10 0.21 

Attention Control Scale 0.89 0.62 .000 

Beck Anxiety Inventory 1.13 0.35 0.06 

Center for 

Epidemiological Scale-

Depression 

1.21 0.27 0.10 

Interpersonal Reactivity 

Index 
0.96 0.55 .000 

Positive and Negative 

Affective Schedule 
0.93 0.59 .000 

McGill Friendship 

Questionnaire-

Respondents Affection 

1.80 0.03 0.29 
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Table 12 

Friendship Dyads Pearson Correlation Matrix  

 
Causal 

Uncertainty 

Attention 

Control 
Anxiety Depression Empathy 

Positive 

Emotions 

Negative 

Emotions 

Attention 

Control  
.290**       

Anxiety .300** .078      

Depression .418** .311** .380**     

Empathy -.130 -.132 .236* .154    

Positive 

Emotions 
-.241* -.355** .141 -.353** .354**   

Negative 

Emotions 
.284** -.249* .396** .621** .200 -.196  

Relationship 

Satisfaction 
-.079 -.021 .067 -.081 .242* .194 .037 

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01 

 

Table 13 

Pearson Correlation Matrix for Differential Emotions Scale 

 
Causal 

Uncertainty 

Attention 

Control 
Anxiety Depression Empathy 

Positive 

Emotions 

Negative 

Emotions 

Relationship 

Satisfaction 

Merry -.183 -.099 -.020 -.316** -.002 -.393** -.187 .265* 

Warmhearted -.229* -.205 .031 -.415** .176 .471** -.218* .226* 

Sad .298** .226* .241* .657** .127 -.250* .484** -.169 

Irritated .397** .188 .137 .334** -.125 -.090 .178 -.310** 

Fearful .304** .245* .239* .511** .030 -.127 .462** -.092 

Tense .358** .168 ..326** .488** .148 -.035 .493** .020 

Disgust .257* .217* .261* .092 -.079 .005 .063 -.236* 

Scornful .301** .131 .214 .136 -.070 -.008 .086 -.136 

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01 
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Table 14 

Pearson Correlation Matrix for Interpersonal Reactivity Index Subscales 

 
Causal 

Uncertainty 

Attention 

Control 
Anxiety Depression 

Positive 

Emotions 

Negative 

Emotions 

Relationship 

Satisfaction 

Fantasy -.068 -.132 .230* .116 .400** .146 .320** 

Perspective 

Taking 
-.210 -.427** -.016 -.097 .309** -.161 .110 

Empathic 

Concern 
-.206 -.267* .127 -.083 .452** .008 .270* 

Personal 

Distress 
.186 .215 .365** .389** .015 .473** .123 

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01 

 

Table 15 

Pearson Correlation Matrix for Relational Uncertainty Measure Subscales Friendship 
 Causal 

Uncertainty 

Attention 

Control 
Anxiety Depression Empathy 

Positive 

Emotions 

Negative 

Emotions 

Relationship 

Satisfaction 
Self -.118 -.133 -.013 -.028 .346** .328** .019 .476** 

Partner -.146 -.146 -.037 -.210 .279* .375** -.075 .376** 

Relationship -.236* -.180 -.053 -.172 .337** .352** -.079 .427** 

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01 

 

Table 16 

Pearson Correlation Matrix for Response to Stress Questionnaire 
 Causal 

Uncertainty 

Attention 

Control 
Anxiety Depression Empathy 

Positive 

Emotions 

Negative 

Emotions 

Relationship 

Satisfaction 

Primary Control 

Engagement 
-.230* .307** .043 -.334** .378** .461** -.189 .218* 

Secondary 

Control 

Engagement 

-.085 -.261* .110 -.174 .151 .367** -.163 .095 

Primary Control 

Disengagement 
.370** .175 .356** .436** .002 -.073 .359** -.076 

Secondary 

Control 

Disengagement 

.073 -.046 .298** .237* .288** .051 .269* .156 

Involuntary 

Engagement 
.162 .151 .398** .428** .252* -.004 .565** .038 

Involuntary 

Disengagement 
.227* .197 .409** .362** .174 -.007 .445** -.087 

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01 
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Table 17 

Linear Regression of Causal Uncertainty Predicting Primary Control Disengagement 

with Covariates 
 

Coef. 
Robust St. 

Error 
t Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
.117 .032 3.60 .001 .051 .183 

Attention 

Control 
.021 .063 0.33 .744 -.106 .147 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
.285 .038 2.25 .030 .009 .161 

Anxiety .099 .030 3.26 .002 .037 .160 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
.122 .040 3.06 .004 .041 .203 

Sadness .073 .149 0.49 .628 -.228 .374 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
.093 .045 2.08 .044 .003 .183 

Irritation .625 .303 2.06 .046 .011 1.23 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
.128 .040 3.20 .003 .047 .210 

Scorn -.117 .377 -0.31 .758 -.880 .646 

 

Table 18 

Linear Regression of Causal Uncertainty Predicting Primary Control Engagement with 

Covariates 
 

Coef. 
Robust St. 

Error 
t Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
-.126 .057 -2.21 .033 -.241 -.011 

Anxiety .025 .053 0.47 .642 -.083 .133 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
-.116 .049 -2.37 .023 -.214 -.017 

Sadness -.005 .368 -0.01 .988 -.750 .739 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
-.125 .053 -2.35 .024 -.233 -.017 

Irritation .174 .385 0.45 .658 -.607 .950 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
-.143 .048 -3.00 .005 -.239 -.046 

Scorn .969 .499 1.94 .060 -.042 1.98 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
-.068 .053 -1.28 .210 -.176 .040 

Attention 

Control 
-.222 .071 -3.11 .004 -.366 -.077 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
-.054 .058 -0.93 .356 -.172 .063 

Depression -.160 .068 -2.35 .024 -.298 -.022 
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Table 19 

Linear Regression of Causal Uncertainty Predicting Involuntary Disengagement with 

Covariates 
 

Coef. 
Robust St. 

Error 
t Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
.254 .089 2.86 .007 .074 .434 

Depression .018 .079 0.23 .818 -.142 .178 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
.075 .067 1.12 .270 -.061 .210 

Attention 

Control 
.186 .129 1.45 .156 -0.74 .447 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
.012 .068 0.18 .857 -.126 .150 

Anxiety .269 .051 5.23 .000 .165 .373 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
.075 .071 1.06 .295 -.068 .219 

Sadness .734 .421 1.74 .089 -.119 1.58 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
.067 .077 0.87 .391 -.089 .223 

Irritation .767 .615 1.25 .220 -.478 2.01 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
.095 .068 1.40 .170 -.043 .234 

Scorn .438 .679 0.65 .052 -.937 1.81 

 

Table 20 

Linear Regression of Causal Uncertainty Predicting Relationship Uncertainty 

Relationship Subscale with Covariates 
 

Coef. 
Robust St. 

Error 
t Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
-.158 .200 -.078 .433 -.563 .246 

Attention 

Control 
-.390 .231 -1.69 -.098 -.857 .076 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
-.221 .206 -1.08 .288 -.637 .195 

Anxiety -.047 .162 -0.29 .772 -.375 .280 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
-.123 .236 -0.52 .605 -.601 .354 

Depression -.305 .200 -1.52 .137 -.710 .101 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
-.173 .198 -0.87 .389 -.574 .228 

Sadness -1.59 .973 -1.63 .111 -3.55 .381 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
-.147 .186 -0.79 .435 -.523 .229 

Irritation -1.81 1.65 -1.10 .280 -5.14 1.53 

Causal 

Uncertainty 
-.195 .199 -0.98 .334 -.598 .208 

Scorn -2.02 3.38 -0.61 .543 -8.92 4.767 
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Table 21 

Multinomial Logistic Regression of Causal Uncertainty Predicting Round One Accuracy 
 

 Coefficient 
Robust St. 

Error 
Z Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval 

0 (base) 

outcome 

 
      

        

1 Causal 

Uncertainty 
-.006 .037 -0.16 .871 -.079 .067 

 Video 

Game 
-.198 .274 -0.72 .469 -.734 .338 

2 Causal 

Uncertainty 
-.036 .039 -0.94 .349 -.112 .040 

 Video 

Game 
.008 .250 0.03 .976 -.482 .497 

3 Causal 

Uncertainty 
-.009 .031 -0.29 .774 -.070 .052 

 Video 

Game 
-.460 .348 -1.32 .187 -1.14 .223 

4 Causal 

Uncertainty 
-.024 .037 -0.65 .518 -.095 .048 

 Video 

Game 
-.020 .283 -0.07 .943 -.574 .534 

5 Causal 

Uncertainty 
-.090 .044 -2.06 .039 -.177 -.004 

 Video 

Game 
-.229 .345 -0.66 .507 -.904 .447 
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Table 22 

Multinomial Logistic Regression of Causal Uncertainty Predicting Round Two Accuracy 
 

 Coefficient 
Robust St. 

Error 
Z Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval 

0 (base) 

outcome 

 
      

        

1 Causal 

Uncertainty 
.036 .042 0.86 .389 -.046 .118 

 Video 

Game 
-.627 .431 -1.46 .146 -1.47 .217 

2 Causal 

Uncertainty 
.033 .039 0.84 .398 -.043 .109 

 Video 

Game 
-.041 .386 -0.11 .916 -.797 .715 

3 Causal 

Uncertainty 
-.007 .043 -0.17 .862 -.091 .076 

 Video 

Game 
-.024 .399 -0.06 .953 -.807 .759 

4 Causal 

Uncertainty 
.009 .038 0.23 .820 -.065 .083 

 Video 

Game 
.031 .401 0.08 .939 -.755 .816 

5 Causal 

Uncertainty 
-.100 .040 -2.49 .013 -.179 -.021 

 Video 

Game 
-.023 .394 -0.06 .954 -.795 .749 
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Table 23 

Multinomial Logistic Regression Comparison Round Two Accuracy by Couple Type 
Number of 

Balls 

Accurately 

Located 

 Coefficient 
Robust St. 

Error 
z Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval 

0 (base) 

outcome 

 
      

        

1 
Causal 

Uncertainty 
.023 .047 0.48 .628 -.069 .115 

 
Couple 

Type 
2.57 1.74 1.48 .140 -.843 5.98 

 Interaction -.10 .047 -2.21 .027 -.196 -.012 

2 
Causal 

Uncertainty 
.055 .033 1.66 .097 -.010 .121 

 
Couple 

Type 
1.86 1.39 1.33 .182 -.873 4.49 

 Interaction -.058 .033 -1.75 .081 -.124 .007 

3 
Causal 

Uncertainty 
.023 .035 0.62 .518 -.046 .092 

 
Couple 

Type 
2.83 1.41 2.01 .044 .071 5.59 

 Interaction -.081 .035 -2.29 .022 -.150 -.012 

4 
Causal 

Uncertainty 
.090 .031 2.86 .004 .028 .151 

 
Couple 

Type 
5.42 1.37 3.96 .000 2.74 8.10 

 Interaction -.122 .031 -3.89 .000 -.183 -.061 

5 
Causal 

Uncertainty 
-.088 .037 -2.37 .018 -.160 -.015 

 
Couple 

Type 
1.58 1.29 1.23 .218 -.938 4.11 

 Interaction -.047 .037 -1.27 .205 -.120 .026 

 

  



85 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDICES



86 
 

Appendix A. Causal Uncertainty Scale (Weary & Edwards, 1994) 

Instructions to Participants: 

Circle the response under each statement that best expresses how much you agree or 

disagree with the statement. 

Response Scaling: 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Moderately 

Disagree 

Slightly 

Disagree 

Slightly 

Agree 

Moderately 

Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

Scale Items: 

1.  I do not know what it takes to get along well with others. 

2.  When I receive good grades, I usually do not understand why I did so well. 

3.  I do not understand what causes most of the problems that I have with others. 

4.  When I see something good happen to others, I often do not know why it happened. 

5.  When I receive poor grades, I usually do not understand why I did so poorly. 

6.  When someone I know receives a poor grade, I often cannot determine if they could      

 have done anything to prevent it. 

7.  I do not understand what causes most of the good things that happen to me. 

8.  When things go right, I generally do not know what to do to keep them that way. 

9.  When bad things happen, I generally do not know why. 

10. When there is more than one possible reason for a person's action it is difficult to 

determine which one is the actual reason. 

11.  I often feel like I don't have enough information to come to a conclusion why things 

happen to other people. 

12. When I see something bad happen to others, I often do not know why it happened.    

13. I often feel like I do not have enough information to come to a conclusion about why 

things happen to me. 

14. When I think about why someone does something, there are usually so many possible 

reasons for it that I cannot determine which one was the cause.  
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Appendix B. Beck Anxiety Inventory (Beck, Epstein, Brown, & Steer, 1988) 

Instructions to Participants: 

Please rate how much you have experienced each of the following over the past year. 

Please be as honest as possible. Your responses will be kept confidential. 

Put either a 0, 1, 2, or 3 by each item to indicate the extent to which you have bothered by 

the event or feeling described, with a 0 indicating “Not at all” and a 3 indicating 

“Severely-I could barely stand it”. 

Response Scaling: 

Not at all   Severely-I could 

barely stand it 

0 1 2 3 

 

Scale Items: 

____Numbness or tingling 

____Feeling hot 

____Wobbliness in legs 

____Unable to relax 

____Fear of the worst happening 

____Dizziness or lightheadedness  

____Heart pounding or racing 

____Unsteady  

____Terrified 

____Nervous 

____Feelings of choking 

____Hands trembling 

____Shaky 

____Fear of losing control 

____Difficulty breathing 
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____Fear of dying  

____Scared 

____Indigestion or discomfort in abdomen 

____Faint 

____Face flushed 

____Sweating (not do to heat) 
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Appendix C. Attention Control Scale (Derryberry& Reed, 2002) 

Instructions to Participants: 

Please indicate the extent to which each item below applies to you. 

Response Scale: 

Almost Never   Always 

1 2 3 4 

 

Scale Items: 

1.    It takes me a while to get really involved in a new task. __________ 

2.   When concentrating, I ignore feelings of hunger or thirst. __________  

3.   When I am working hard on something, I still get distracted by events around me. 

 _________ 

4.   My concentration is good even if there is music in the room around me. __________  

5.   When concentrating, I can focus my attention so that I become unaware of what‟s going in 

the room around me. __________ 

6.   When I am reading or studying, I am easily distracted if there are people talking in the 

same room. __________ 

7.   When trying to focus my attention on something, I have difficulty blocking out distracting 

thoughts. __________ 

8.   I have a hard time concentrating when I‟m excited about something. __________ 

9.   It is easy for me to read or write while I‟m also talking on the phone. __________ 

10. It is very hard for me to concentrate on a difficult task when there are noises around.

 _________ 

11. When I need to concentrate and solve a problem, I have trouble focusing my attention. 

 ________ 

12.  I can quickly switch from one task to another. __________ 

13.  I have trouble carrying two conversations at once. __________ 
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14.  When a distracting thought comes to mind, it is easy for me to switch my attention away 

from it. __________ 

15.  It is easy for me to alternate between two different tasks. __________ 

16.  It is difficult for me to coordinate my attention between the listening and writing required 

 when taking notes during lectures. __________  

17.  After being interrupted or distracted, I can easily shift my attention back to what I was 

 doing before. __________ 

18.  It is hard for me to break from one way of thinking and look at it from another point of 

 view. __________ 

19.  I can become interested in a new topic very quickly when I need to. __________ 

20.  I have a hard time coming up with new ideas quickly. __________ 
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Appendix D. Center for Epidemiologic Studies Depression Scale (Radloff, 1977) 

Instructions to Participants: 

 

Below is a list of the ways you might have felt or behaved. Please tell me how often you have 

felt this way during the past week. 

 

Response Scale: 

 

Rarely or none of  

the time (less than  

1 day) 

Some or a little of  

the time (1-2 days) 

Occasionally or a 

moderate amount of  

time (3-4 Days) 

Most or all of the  

time (5-7 days) 

1 2 3 4 

 

Scale Items: 

1.    I was bothered by things that usually don‟t bother me. _____ 

2.    I did not feel like eating; my appetite was poor. 

3.    I felt that I could not shake off the blues even with help from my family or friends. _____ 

4.    I felt I was just as good as other people. _____ 

5.    I had trouble keeping my mind on what I was doing. _____ 

6.    I felt depressed. _____ 

7.    I felt that everything I did was an effort. _____ 

8.    I felt hopeful about the future. _____ 

9.    I thought my life had been a failure. _____ 

10.  I felt fearful. _____ 

11.  My sleep was restless. _____ 

12.  I was happy.  _____ 

13.  I talked less than usual.   _____ 

14.  I felt lonely.  _____ 

15.  People were unfriendly.   _____ 

16.  I enjoyed life.  _____ 
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17.  I had crying spells.  _____ 

18.  I felt sad.  _____ 

19.  I felt that people dislike me. _____ 

20.  I could not get “going.” _____ 
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Appendix E. Differential Emotions Scale 

Instructions to Participants: 

Please circle the point on the scales which best describes the way you feel at this 

moment. 

Response Scale: 

Not at all      Very 

Strongly 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Scale Items: 

1. Merry/Gleeful/Amused/Warmhearted/Joyful/Elated 

2. Sad/Downhearted/Blue 

3. Irritated/Angry/Mad 

4. Fearful/Scared/Afraid 

5. Tense/Anxious/Nervous 

6. Disgusted/Turned-off/Repulsed 

7. Contemptuous/Scornful/Disdainful 
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Appendix F. Positive and Negative Affect Scale (Watson &Tellegen, 1988) 

Instructions to Participants: 

This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and emotions. 

Read each item and then make the appropriate answer in the space next to the word. 

Indicate to what extent you generally feel this way, that is, how you feel on the average. 

Use the following scale to record your answers.  

Response Scale: 

Very slightly or 

not at all 
A little Moderately Quite a bit Extremely 

1 2 3 4 5 

Scale Items: 

1. ____interested      

2. ____distressed       

3. ____excited       

4. ____upset       

5. ____strong       

6. ____guilty       

7. ____scared       

8. ____hostile       

9. ____enthusiastic      

10. ____proud       

11. ____irritable 

12. ____alert 

13. ____ashamed 

14. ____inspired 

15. ____nervous 

16. ____determined 

17. ____attentive 

18. ____jittery 
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19. ____active 

20. ____afraid
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Appendix G. Demographic Questionnaire (Needham & Edwards, 2014) 

How old are you? ___________________________________________ 

What is your gender? 

_______________________________________________________ 

How long have you been in this romantic relationship? 

1 month  12 months  >18 months 

 

 6 months  18 months 

How would you define your relationship? 

 Monogamous  Polyamorous  Open  Other: 

__________________ 

How many previous relationships you had? In other words how many individuals have 

you seen for a month or more? 

None   Two    Four or more 

One    Three 

How often do you play video games during the week?  

 Less than one hour    Two hours   four or more hours 

 One hour    Three hours 
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Appendix H. Interpersonal Reactivity Index for Couples (Péloquin& Lafontaine, 2010) 

 

Instruction to Participants:  

The following statements inquire about your thoughts and feelings in a variety of 

situations occurring in your relationship with your partner. For each item indicate how 

well it describes you by circling the appropriate number.  

Response Scale: 

Does not 

describe me 

well 

   Describes me 

very well 

     

0 1 2 3 4 

Scale Items: 

1. I often have tender, concerned feelings for my partner when he/she is less 

fortunate than me. 

2. Sometimes I don‟t feel very sorry for my partner when he/she is having problems. 

3. I try to look at my partner‟s side of a disagreement before I make a decision. 

4. When I see my partner being taken advantage of, I feel kind of protective towards 

him/her. 

5. I sometimes try to understand my partner better by imagining how things look 

from his/her perspective. 

6. My partner‟s misfortunes do not usually disturb me a great deal. 

7. If I‟m sure I‟m right about something. I don‟t waste much time listening to my 

partner‟s arguments. 

8. When I see my partner being treated unfairly. I sometimes don‟t feel very much 

pity for him/her. 

9. I am often quite touched by things I see happen in my relationship. 
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10. In my relationship. I believe that there are two sides to every question and try to 

look at them both. 

11. In my relationship with my partner, I would describe myself as pretty soft-hearted 

person. 

12. When I‟m upset at my partner. I usually try to “put myself in his/her shoes” for a    

while. 

13. Before criticizing my partner. I try to imagine how I would feel if I were in 

his/her place. 
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Appendix I. Relational Uncertainty Measure (Knobloch& Solomon, 1999) 

Instructions to Participants: 

So far in this questionnaire, you have been asked to describe your involvement in your 

relationship in various ways. However, we realize that sometimes people are sure about 

the degree of involvement in their relationships, and sometimes people are less sure about 

the involvement in their relationship.  

In this section, we have listed a number of statements addressing different facets of 

involvement in friendships. We would like you to rate how CERTAIN you are about the 

degree of involvement that you have in your relationship at this time. 

 PLEASE NOTE: 

We are not asking you to rate how much involvement there is in your relationship, 

but rather how certain you are about whatever degree of involvement you 

perceive. 

It might help if you first consider how much of each form of involvement is 

present in your relationship and then evaluate how certain you are about that 

perception. 

For these judgments, you should use the following: 

Completely 

or almost 

completely 

uncertain 

 

Mostly 

uncertain 

 

Slightly 

more 

uncertain 

 

Slightly 

more certain 

 

Mostly 

certain 

Completely 

or almost 

completely 

certain 

      

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 



100 
 

Subscale A Instructions to Participants: 

On this page, we would like to know how certain you are about YOUR OWN 

INVOLVEMENT in this relationship. Please use the scale introduced previously: 

How Certain Are You About... 
uncertain certain 

1. How much you like your partner?...................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

2. How important is your relationship to you?........................................ 1 2 3 4 5 6 

3. Whether or not you want to maintain your relationship?.................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

4. Your feelings for your partner?........................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

5. Where you want this relationship to go?............................................. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

6. Whether or not you will want to be with your partner in the long 

run?.................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

7. Whether you want a romantic relationship with your partner or to be 

friends?.............................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

8. How committed you are to this relationship?...................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

9. How much you want this relationship right now?............................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

10. Whether or not you are ready to commit to your partner?................ 1 2 3 4 5 6 

11. Your goals for the future of the relationship?.................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

12. Whether or not you want this relationship to last?............................ 1 2 3 4 5 6 

13. Whether or not you want this relationship to work out in the long 

run?........................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

14. How ready you are to get involved with your partner?..................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

15. Whether or not you want to stay in a relationship with your 

partner?........................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

16. How much you want to pursue this relationship?.............................. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

17. Your view of this relationship?......................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

18. How you feel about the relationship?............................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

19. How much you are romantically interested in your partner?............ 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Subscale B Instructions to Participants: 

On this page, we would like to know how certain you are about YOUR PARTNER‟S 

INVOLVEMENT in this relationship. Again, please use the following scale: 

How Certain Are You About... uncertain certain 

1. Your partner's goals for the future of the relationship?..................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

2. How much your partner is romantically interested in you?............... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

3. Your partner's feelings for you?......................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

4. How much your partner likes you?.................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

5. How ready your partner is to get involved with you?........................ 1 2 3 4 5 6 

6. How committed your partner is to the relationship?.......................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

7. How much your partner wants this relationship right now?.............. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

8. Whether or not your partner wants this relationship right now?........ 1 2 3 4 5 6 

9. Whether or not your partner wants this relationship to work out in 

the long run?..................................................................................... 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

10. Whether or not your partner is ready to commit to you?................. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

11. How much your partner wants to pursue this relationship?............. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

12. Whether or not your partner wants to stay in a relationship with 

you?........................................................................................................ 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

13. How your partner feels about your relationship?............................. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

14. Where your partner wants this relationship to go?........................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

15. Your partner's view of this relationship?......................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

16. How important this relationship is to your partner?........................ 1 2 3 4 5 6 

17. Whether or not your partner wants to maintain your relationship?. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

18. Whether or not your partner will want to be with you in the long 

run?................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

19. Whether your partner wants a romantic relationship with you or to 

be just friends?................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Subscale C Instructions to Participants: 

 

On this page, we would like to know how certain you are about aspects of YOUR 

RELATIONSHIP, in general. Again please use the following scale: 

 

How Certain Are You About... uncertain certain 

1. The norms for this relationship?........................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 6 

2. Where this relationship is going?....................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

3. The future of the relationship?........................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

4. The definition of this relationship?.................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

5. How you can or cannot behave around your partner?........................ 1 2 3 4 5 6 

6. How you and your partner would describe this relationship?............ 1 2 3 4 5 6 

7. The state of the relationship at this time?.......................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

8. What you can or cannot say to each other in this relationship?......... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

9. Whether or not this relationship will end soon?................................ 1 2 3 4 5 6 

10. Whether or not this is a romantic or platonic relationship?............. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

11. The current status of this relationship?............................................ 1 2 3 4 5 6 

12. Whether or not you and your partner will stay together?................. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

13. Whether or not you and your partner feel the same way about 

each other?....................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

14. The boundaries of appropriate and/or inappropriate behavior in 

this relationship?.............................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

15. Whether or not your partner likes you as much as you like him or 

her?................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

16. How you and your partner view this relationship?.......................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Appendix J. Relationship Assessment Scale (Hendrick, 1988) 

Instructions to Participants 

Please mark on the answer sheet the letter for each item which best answers that item for 

you. 

Response Scale: 

Poorly  Average  Extremely Well 

A B C D E 

 

Scale Items: 

1. How well does your partner meet your needs? 

2. In general, how satisfied are you with your relationship? 

3. How good is your relationship compared to most? 

4. How often do you wish you hadn‟t gotten in this relationship? 

5. To what extent has your relationship met your original expectations: 

6. How much do you love your partner? 

7. How many problems are there in your relations? 
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Appendix K. Romantic Partner Conflict Scale (Zacchilli, Hendrick, &Hendrick, 2009) 

Instructions to Participants:  

Think about how you handle conflict with your romantic partner. Specifically, think 

about a significant conflict issue that you and your partner have disagreed about recently. 

Using the scale below, fill in which response is most like how you handled conflict.  

For each item, answer as follows: 

Response Scale: 

0 = strongly disagree with statement 

1 = moderately disagree with statement 

2 = Neutral, neither agree nor disagree 

3 = moderately agree with statement 

4 = strongly agree with statement 

Scale Items: 

1. My partner and I collaborate to find a common ground to solve problems between 

 us. 

2. We try to collaborate so that we can reach a joint solution to conflict.  

3. We collaborate to come up with the best solution from both of us when we have a 

problem. 

4. In order to resolve conflict, we try to reach a compromise. 

5. When my partner and I have conflict, we collaborate so that we are both happy 

with our decision. 

6. The best way to resolve conflict between me and my partner is to find a middle 

ground. 

7. Our conflicts usually end when we reach a compromise. 

8. When we disagree, we work to find a solution that satisfies both of us. 

9. When my partner and I disagree, we consider both sides of the argument. 

10. We often resolve conflict by talking about the problem. 

11. We try to find solutions that are acceptable to both of us. 

12. Compromise is the best way to resolve conflict between my partner and me. 
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13. I try to meet me partner halfway to resolve a disagreement. 

14. My partner and I negotiate to resolve our disagreement. 

15. When we have conflict, I try to push my partner into choosing the solution that I 

think is best. 

16. When we disagree, my goal is to convince my partner that I am right. 

17. When we argue or fight, I try to win. 

18.  I try to take control when we argue. 

19.  I rarely let my partner win an argument. 

20. When we argue, I let my partner know I am in charge. 

21.  I avoid disagreements with my partner. 

22.  I avoid conflict with my partner. 

23. My partner and I try to avoid arguments. 

24. When we disagree, we try to separate for a while so we can consider both sides of     

the argument. 

25. When we experience conflict, we let each other cool off both discussing it further. 

26. When we have conflict, we separate but expect to deal with it later. 

27. When we have conflict, we withdraw from each other for a while from a 

“cooling-off” period. 

28. Separation for a period of time can work well to let our conflicts cool down. 

29. I give in to my partner‟s wishes to settle arguments on my partner‟s terms. 

30. When we have conflict, I usually give in to my partner. 

31. I surrender to my partner when we disagree on an issue. 

32. Sometimes I agree with my partner just so the conflict will end. 

33. When we argue, I usually try to satisfy my partner‟s needs rather than my own. 

34. My partner and I have frequent conflicts. 

35. Our conflicts usually last quite a while. 

36. When my partner and I disagree, we argue loudly. 

37. I suffer a lot from conflict with my partner. 

38. I become verbally abusive to my partner when we have conflict. 

39. My partner and I often argue because I do not trust him/her. 
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Appendix L. Interpersonal Reactivity Index (Davis, 1980) 

Instructions to Participants: 

The following statements inquire about your thoughts and feelings in a variety of 

situations. For each item, indicate how well it describes you by choosing the appropriate 

number on the scale at the top of the page: 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5. When you have decided on 

your answer, fill in the letter on the answer sheet next to the item number. Read each item 

carefully before responding. Answer as honestly as you can. Thank you. 

Response Scale: 

Does Not 

Describe Me 

Well 

   Describes Me 

Very Well  

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Scale Items: 

1. I daydream and fantasize, with some regularity, about things that might happen to 

me. __ 

2. I often have tender, concerned feelings for people less fortunate than me.______ 

3. I sometimes find it difficult to see things from the “other guy‟s” point of 

view._______ 

4. Sometimes I don‟t feel very sorry for other people when they are having 

problems._____ 

5. I really get involved with the feelings of the characters in a novel._______ 

6. In emergency situations, I feel apprehensive and ill-at-ease.______ 

7. I am usually objective when I watch a movie or play, and I don‟t often get 

completely caught up in it._________ 

8. I try to look at everybody‟s side of a disagreement before I make a 

decision.______ 
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9. When I see someone being taken advantage of, I feel kind of protective towards 

them.___ 

10. I sometimes feel helpless when I am in the middle of a very emotional 

situation.______ 

11. I sometimes try to understand my friends better by imagining how things look 

from their perspective._______ 

12. Becoming extremely involved in a good book or movie is somewhat rare for me. 

_____ 

13. When I see someone get hurt, I tend to remain calm.________ 

14. Other people‟s misfortunes do not usually disturb me a great deal._________ 

15. If I‟m sure I‟m right about something, I don‟t waste much time listening to other 

people‟s arguments._________ 

16. After seeing a play or movie, I have felt as though I were one of the 

characters._________ 

17. Being in a tense emotional situation scares me.__________ 

18. When I see someone being treated unfairly, I sometimes don‟t feel very much pity 

for them.__________ 

19. I am usually pretty effective in dealing with emergencies. _______________ 

20. I am often quite touched by things that I see happen. _____________ 

21. I believe that there are two sides to every question and try to look at them 

both._________ 

22. I would describe myself as a pretty soft-hearted person._____________ 

23. When I watch a good movie, I can very easily put myself in the place of a leading 

character._________________ 

24. I tend to lose control during emergencies.________________ 

25. When I am upset at someone, I usually try to “put myself in his shoes” for a 

while._____ 

26. When I am reading an interesting story or novel, I imagine how I would feel if the 

events in the story were happening to me. ______________ 
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27. When I see someone who badly needs help in an emergency, I go to 

pieces._________ 

28. Before criticizing somebody, I try to imagine how I would feel if I were in their 

place. __ 
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Appendix M. McGill Friendship Questionnaire-Respondent‟s Affection (Mendelson & 

Aboud, 1996) 

Instruction to Participants: 

The items on this form concern your feelings for your friend. Imagine that the blank 

space in each item contains your friend's name. With him or her in mind, decide how 

much you agree or disagree with the item. On the scale directly to the right of each item 

circle the number that indicates how much you agree that the statement describes your 

feelings. There are no right or wrong answers, because adults' feelings for friends differ 

from person to person. Just honestly describe your feelings for your friend.  

Response Scale: 

Very 

Much 

Disagree 

  
Somewhat 

Disagree 
 

Somewhat 

Agree 
  

Very 

Much 

Agree 

-4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 

Scale Items: 

1. I am happy with my friendship with ___.      

2. I care about ___.          

3. I like ___ a lot.          

4. I feel my friendship with ___ is a great one.     

5. I am satisfied with my friendship with ___.     

6. I feel my friendship with ___ is good.       

7. I want to stay friends with ___ for a long time.      

8. I prefer ___ over most people I know.       

9. I feel close to ___.         

10. I think my friendship with ___ is strong.       

11. I am pleased with my friendship with ___.      

12. I am glad that ___ is my friend.       

13. I hope ___ and I will stay friends.       

14. I would miss ___ if he/she left.       

15. I am content with my friendship with ___.     

16. I enjoy having ___ as a friend.        
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Appendix N. Relational Uncertainty Questionnaire-Friends (Knobloch& Solomon, 1999) 

So far in this questionnaire, you have been asked to describe your involvement in your 

friendship in various ways. However, we realize that sometimes people are sure about the 

degree of involvement in their friendships, and sometimes people are less sure about the 

involvement in their friendships.  

In this section, we have listed a number of statements addressing different facets of 

involvement in friendships. We would like you to rate how CERTAIN you are about the 

degree of involvement that you have in your friendship at this time. 

 PLEASE NOTE: 

We are not asking you to rate how much involvement there is in your friendship, 

but rather how certain you are about whatever degree of involvement you 

perceive. 

It might help if you first consider how much of each form of involvement is 

present in your friendship and then evaluate how certain you are about that 

perception. 

For these judgments, you should use the following: 

Completely 

or almost 

completely 

uncertain 

 

Mostly 

uncertain 

 

Slightly 

more 

uncertain 

 

Slightly 

more certain 

 

Mostly 

certain 

Completely 

or almost 

completely 

certain 

      

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Subscale A Instructions to Participants: 

On this page, we would like to know how certain you are about YOUR OWN 

INVOLVEMENT in this friendship. Please use the scale introduced previously: 

How Certain Are You About... 
uncertain certain 

1. How much you like your partner?....................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

2. How important is your friendship to you?........................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

3. Whether or not you want to maintain your friendship?....................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

4. Your feelings for your partner?........................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

5. Where you want this friendship to go?................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 6 

6. Whether or not you will want to be with your partner in the long 

run?.................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

7. Whether you want a romantic friendship with your partner or to be 

friends?.............................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

8. How committed you are to this friendship?......................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

9. How much you want this friendship right now?................................. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

10. Whether or not you are ready to commit to your partner?................ 1 2 3 4 5 6 

11. Your goals for the future of the friendship?...................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

12. Whether or not you want this friendship to last?............................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

13. Whether or not you want this friendship to work out in the long 

run?.................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

14. How ready you are to get involved with your partner?..................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

15. Whether or not you want to stay in a friendship with your partner?. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

16. How much you want to pursue this friendship?................................ 1 2 3 4 5 6 

17. Your view of this friendship?............................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 6 

18. How you feel about the friendship?................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

19. How much you are romantically interested in your partner?............ 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Subscale B Instructions to Participants: 

On this page, we would like to know how certain you are about YOUR PARTNER‟S 

INVOLVEMENT in this friendship. Again, please use the following scale: 

How Certain Are You About... uncertain certain 

1. Your partner's goals for the future of the friendship?........................ 1 2 3 4 5 6 

2. How much your partner is romantically interested in you?............... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

3. Your partner's feelings for you?......................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

4. How much your partner likes you?.................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

5. How ready your partner is to get involved with you?........................ 1 2 3 4 5 6 

6. How committed your partner is to the friendship?............................ 1 2 3 4 5 6 

7. How much your partner wants this friendship right now?................. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

8. Whether or not your partner wants this friendship right now?.......... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

9. Whether or not your partner wants this friendship to work out in 

the long run?...................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

10. Whether or not your partner is ready to commit to you?................. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

11. How much your partner wants to pursue this friendship?............... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

12. Whether or not your partner wants to stay in a friendship with 

you?.................................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

13. How your partner feels about your friendship?................................ 1 2 3 4 5 6 

14. Where your partner wants this friendship to go?............................. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

15. Your partner's view of this friendship?............................................ 1 2 3 4 5 6 

16. How important this friendship is to your partner?........................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

17. Whether or not your partner wants to maintain your friendship?.... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

18. Whether or not your partner will want to be with you in the long 

run?................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

19. Whether your partner wants a romantic friendship with you or to 

be just friends................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Subscale C Instructions to Participants: 

 

On this page, we would like to know how certain you are about aspects of YOUR 

FRIENDSHIP, in general. Again please use the following scale: 

 

How Certain Are You About... uncer

tain 

certai

n 

1. The norms for this friendship?........................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

2. Where this friendship is going?......................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

3. The future of the friendship?............................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

4. The definition of this friendship?...................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

5. How you can or cannot behave around your partner?........................ 1 2 3 4 5 6 

6. How you and your partner would describe this friendship?.............. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

7. The state of the friendship at this time?............................................. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

8. What you can or cannot say to each other in this friendship?............ 1 2 3 4 5 6 

9. Whether or not this friendship will end soon?................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

10. Whether or not this is a romantic or platonic friendship?................ 1 2 3 4 5 6 

11. The current status of this friendship?............................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

12. Whether or not you and your partner will stay together?................. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

13. Whether or not you and your partner feel the same way about 

each other?............................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

14. The boundaries of appropriate and/or inappropriate behavior in 

this friendship?....................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

15. Whether or not your partner likes you as much as you like him or 

her?......................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

16. How you and your partner view this friendship?............................. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Appendix O. Response to Stress Questionnaire (Connor-Smith et. al., 2000) 

Instructions to Participants: 

This is a list of things that people sometimes do, think, or feel when something stressful 

happens. Everybody deals with problems in their own way – some people do a lot of the 

things on this or have a bunch of feelings, other people just do or think a few things. 

Think about problems you’ve had with other people over the last two weeks. For 

each item on the list below, circle one number from 0 (never) to 3 (a lot) that shows how 

much you do or feel these when you have had problems with other people over the last 

two weeks. Please let us know about everything you do, think, and feel, even if you don‟t 

think it helps make things better. 

Response Scale: 

Never A little Some A lot 

0 1 2 3 

 

Scale Items: 

1. I try not to feel anything. 

2. When I have problems with other people I feel sick to my stomach or get 

headaches. 

3. I try to think of different ways to change the problem or fix the situation. 

4. When problems with other people happen I don‟t feel anything at all, it‟s like I 

have no feelings. 

5. I wish that I were stronger, smarter, or more popular so that things would be 

different. 

6. I keep remembering what happened with the other people or can’t stop thinking 

about what might happen. 

7. I let someone know how I feel. 

8. I decide I‟m okay the way I am, even though I‟m not perfect.  
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9. When I‟m around other people I act like the problems never happen. 

10. I just have to get away when I have problems with other people, I can‟t stop 

myself.  

11. I deal with the problem by wishing it would go away, that everything would work 

itself out. 

12. I get really jumpy when I‟m having problems getting along with other people. 

13. I realize that I just have to live with things the way they are. 

14. When I have problems with other people, I just can’t be near anything that 

reminds me of the situation. 

15. I try not to think about it, to forget all about it. 

16. When problems with other people come up I really don‟t know what I feel. 

17. I ask other people for help or for ideas about how to make the problem better. 

18. When I‟m having problems getting along with other people, I can’t stop thinking 

about them when I try to sleep, or I have bad dreams about them. 

19. I tell myself that I can get through this, or that I‟ll do better next time. 

20. I let my feelings out.  

21. I get help from other people when I‟m trying to figure out how to deal with my 

feelings. 

22. I just can’t get myself to face the person I‟m having problems with or the 

situation. 

23. I wish that someone would just come and get me out of the mess. 

24. I do something to try to fix the problem or take action to change things. 

25. Thoughts about the problem with other people just pop into my head. 

26. When I have problems with other people, I feel it in my body. 

27. I try to stay away from people and things that make me feel upset or remind me of 

the problem.  

28. I don‟t feel like myself when I have problems with other people, it‟s like I‟m far 

away from everything. 

29. I just take things as they are, I go with the flow. 

30. I think about happy things to take my mind off the problem or how I‟m feeling. 
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31. When problems with other people come up, I can’t stop thinking about how I am 

feeling. 

32. I get sympathy, understanding, or support from someone. 

33. When problems with other people happen, I can’t always control what I do. 

34. I tell myself that things could be worse. 

35. My mind just goes blank when I have problems with other people, I can‟t think at 

all. 

36. I tell myself that it doesn‟t matter, that it isn‟t a big deal. 

37. When I have problems with other people right way I feel really 

angry/sad/scared/worried/anxious. 

38. It‟s really hard for me to concentrate or pay attention when I have problems with 

other people. 

39. I think about the things I‟m learning form the situation, or something good that 

will come from it. 

40. When I have problems with other people I can’t stop thinking about what I did or 

said. 

41. When something goes wrong with other people, I say to myself “This isn‟t real.” 

42. When I‟m having problems with other people I end up just lying around or 

sleeping a lot. 

43. I keep my mind off problems with other people by distracting myself. 

44. When problems with other people come up, I get upset by things that don‟t usually 

bother me. 

45. I do something to calm myself down when I‟m having problems with other people. 

46. I just freeze when I have a problem with other people, I can’t do anything. 

47. When I‟m having a problem with other people, sometimes I act without thinking. 

48. I keep my feelings under control when I have to, then let them out when they 

won‟t make things worse.  

49. When problems with other people happen I can‟t seem to get around to doing 

things I‟m supposed to. 

50. I tell myself that everything will be alright. 
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51. When I have problems with other people, I can’t stop thinking about why they 

happened to me. 

52. I think of ways to laugh about it so that it won‟t seem so bad. 

53. My thoughts start racing when I‟m having a tough time with other people. 

54. I imagine something really fun or exciting happening in my life. 

55. When a rough situation with other people happens, I can get so upset that I can‟t 

remember what happened or what I did. 

56. I try to believe it never happened. 

57. When I have problems with other people, sometimes I can’t control what I do or 

say. 
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Appendix P. Demographic Questionnaire-Friends (Needham & Edwards, 2015) 

 

How old are you? ___________________________________________ 

What is your gender? 

_______________________________________________________ 

How long have you been friends with the person you brought in with you today? 

 

1 month  12 months  >18 months 

 6 months  18 months 

How would you define your relationship? 

Best Friends  Friends Acquaintances  Other: ____________ 

How often do you play video games during the week?  

 Less than one hour    Two hours   four or more hours 

 One hour    Three hours 
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Appendix Q. Problem Solving Task: A Hit (Krems& Johnson, 1995) 
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Appendix R. Problem Solving Task: A Miss (Krems& Johnson, 1995) 
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Appendix S. Problem Solving Task: A Mirror (Krems& Johnson, 1995) 
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Appendix T. Behavioral Coding Scheme (Needham & Edwards, 2015) 

 

Coder Name:      Couple ID#     

 

The primary purpose for coding these videos is to determine if those with higher 

scores on the Causal Uncertainty Scale are more likely to ask causal questions and 

statements during the task. Therefore, as you watch these videos you will be 

examining both who asks a question, and the type of question they ask.  

 

 Who is asking the question (Record the count via a tally mark in the table)?  

o Includes questions asked to their partner and to themselves. 

o This means the person who starts asking the question, while their partner 

might finish it.  

 What types of questions are being asked, causal versus non-causal (Record the count 

via a tally mark in the table)?  

o Non-causal questions are those that are more factual. 

 What does the red hint mean again? 

o Causal questions are usually answered with "because". 

 Is there any way to win this game? 

 I wonder why ______ happened? 

 Is the game rigged? 

o Determining the answer to this question will sometimes be busy, but it 

may also be relatively difficult. If you are unsure if you have heard a 

specific type of question, try pausing the video and rephrasing the question 

in your own head. If one of the options below seems to make the most 

logic in the context then you should endorse that question type.  

 Put the time stamp for all causal questions.  

 If you are unsure if the question is causal or not highlight the time 

stamp. 

 Are there any expressions of uncertainty/confusion? 
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o The purpose of this question is to determine if an individual is feeling any 

uncertainty and if they are clearly expressing that uncertainty to their 

partner and themselves. 

 “I don‟t know” 

 Who is postulating causes for the clues in the game (Record the count via a tally mark 

in the table)? 

o These causes might be related to the positioning of the hidden balls or the 

layout of the clues. 

 Confusion by what a clue is indicating and what it might mean. 

 A blue hint has turned instead of continuing across the row. 

 Who is postulating causes for the outcome of the game (Record the count via a tally 

mark in the table)?  

o These causes might be related to the misinterpretation of the directions, 

that the game is unwinnable, or that their partner was not listening to them 

about the task at hand.  

 This will occur between the first and second games because we 

hope that during the second round of the task they learned from 

what strategies they implemented in the first round.  

 

A secondary and tertiary purpose for coding these videos is to determine how the 

individuals interact with their partner and how seriously they take the task. For the 

purposes of this study this will be done on a much larger scale than could be 

explored.  

 Does there appear to be a strategy that is being developed to accurately complete the 

task (Record the count via a tally mark in the table)? 

o For instance, are they paying attention to what the clues mean and do they 

refer to them when they appear stuck, or do they merely try and figure out 

the rules of the game as they go? 
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 Is one individual in particular, taking charge of the strategy development or do the 

partners appear to be communicating with one another to reach the answer (Record 

the count via a tally mark in the table)? 

o For example, does the couple decide to use a specific number of hints to 

determine the location of the hidden objects or do they seem to merely 

decide at random where the hidden objects might be.  

 If the individuals are working together do they respond/listen to their partner (Record 

the count via a tally mark in the table)? 

o Does the individual stop and listen to their partner and answer their 

question in some way, or do they merely continue what they are doing 

while dismissing their partner. 

 This question is designed to determine the communication that 

individuals are using during the task. For instance when an 

individual asks a question does their partner respond? 

Additionally, if the individual responds is their response consistent 

with what their partner just said (i.e. did they listen) or did they 

just make an unrelated comment (ex. Swearing/ “This Task is 

Dumb”). 

 Who is the most concerned with accuracy (Record the count via a tally mark in the 

table)? 

o An individual may say things like, “We have to be sure before we 

submit”, or, “We don‟t want to miss any”. 

 Who is holding the mouse (Record the count via a tally mark in the table)? 

o You will have to infer from the arm movements of the individuals. 
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Question 1: Who is asking the question? 

ID   

Question   

 

Question #2: What type of question is being asked? 

ID     

Question Type     

How? (How would 

this be helpful?) 

    

What? (What are 

you 

thinking?”/Questions 

with the work 

“right” [“We should 

put it here, right?”]) 

    

Where? (Questions 

with the word 

“should”) 

 Time stamp 

(only include if 

you are unsure 

it is a why 

question) 

 Time stamp (only 

include if you are 

unsure it is a why 

question) 

Why? (Why did we 

only get one right? 

/”That‟s going to be 

a hit, isn‟t it?”) 
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Question #3: Are there any expressions of confusion/uncertainty? 

ID   

Expressions of 

confusion/uncertainty 

  

 

Question #4: Who is postulating causes for the clues in the game? 

ID   

Postulating about 

clues in the game 

(“The numbers 

threw me off, what 

do they mean.”) 

  

 

Question #5: Who is postulating causes for the outcome of the game? 

ID   

Postulating about 

the outcome of the 

game (“So, my 

theory about the 

corners is right.”) 

  

 

Question #6: Does there appear to be a strategy that is being developed to accurately 

complete the task? 

ID Yes No 

Strategy   
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Question #7: Is one individual in particular, taking charge of the strategy development or 

do the partners appear to be communicating with one another to reach the answer? 

ID   Joint 

Strategy (use the 

word “theory”) 

   

 

Question #8: If the individuals are working together do they respond/listen to their 

partner? (Also, indicate which individual is talking the most with the word “talk”.) 

ID   

No Response   

Respond   

Not Listening   

Listening   

 

Question #9: Who is the most concerned with accuracy? 

ID   

Concern for accuracy   

 

Question #10: Who is holding the mouse? 

ID   

Holding the mouse   
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Appendix U. Questionnaire after the Task (Needham & Edwards, 2014) 

Scale Items:  

I feel my partner was willing to listen to my input during the task No Yes 

If you selected no please explain why you felt this way. 

I felt comfortable discussing my thoughts with my partner Yes No 

If you selected no please explain why you felt this way. 

I felt that my partner was voicing their opinions clearly No Yes 

If you selected no please explain why you felt this way. 

I felt that my partner was listening to my suggestions Yes No 

If you selected no please explain why you felt this way. 

 

 

 

 

  


