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1 | INTRODUCTION

Abstract

Higher quality relationships have been linked to im-
proved outcomes; however, the measurement of re-
lationship quality often ignores its complexity and the
possibility of co-occurring positivity and negativity
across different contexts. The goal of this study is to
test the added benefit of including multiple dimensions,
contexts, and perspectives of relationship quality from
both individuals in predicting marital functioning. The
Social Relationships Index assessed positive and nega-
tive dimensions of relationship quality under neutral,
positive, and support-seeking contexts for 183 hetero-
sexual married couples. Models showed that the inclu-
sion of multiple dimensions of relationship quality
across all three contexts improved prediction of marital
functioning for both women and men. The use of mul-
tidimensional multicontextual relationship quality as-

sessments is highly recommended.

Social relationships can have broad influence on our lives, impacting both psychological and physical health, and
even mortality (Berkman, Glass, Brissette, & Seeman, 2000; Holt-Lunstad, Smith, & Layton, 2010; Rook, Luong,
Sorkin, Newsom, & Krause, 2012; Uchino, Holt-Lunstad, Smith, & Bloor, 2004). Kiecolt-Glaser and Newton (2001)
outline the mechanisms involved in this process, such that direct and indirect pathways lead from relationship
quality to marital functioning, to psychological and behavioral factors, and to biological systems and health. A meta-
analysis by Holt-Lunstad et al. (2010) indicated the strongest effects of social relationships on health outcomes
have been seen when multidimensional assessments were used, especially when compared to studies that use a

simple binary measure of social integration, such as “living alone” or not. Holt-Lunstad et al. (2010) also noted that
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there was a lack of consideration to relationship quality in much of previous research. The assumption that all
relationships are wholly positive likely means their findings of the protective effects of relationships are con-
servative (Holt-Lunstad et al., 2010). As such, the authors urge researchers studying social relationships to use
multiple or more complex measures.

Using two dimensions of relationship quality provide more predictive power and specificity than solely
relying on one dimension (Fincham, & Linfield, 1997; Mattson, Paldino, & Johnson, 2007; Uchino, Holt-Lunstad,
Uno, & Flinders, 2001). Figure 1 illustrates the general conceptual framework by incorporating both positivity
and negativity, and the Social Relationship Index (SRI; Campo et al., 2009) is a particularly useful measure as it
assesses both positivity and negativity across a variety of contexts for any given social relationship. Specifically,
when using the SRI, participants rate their relationship partner based on how helpful (i.e., positive) and upsetting
(i.e., negative) the partner is in a neutral context (routine daily interactions), a positive context (when a partner is
excited, happy, or proud), and a support-seeking context (when a partner is in need of understanding, advice, or a
favor). In each of these contexts, relationships can be categorized as supportive, aversive, indifferent, or am-
bivalent. Supportive relationships are those rated high in positivity and low in negativity; this tracks with the
extreme “good” end of a unidimensional measure. Aversive relationships are those rated low in positivity and
high in negativity; this tracks with the extreme “bad” end of a unidimensional measure. However, a two-
dimensional approach allows for more nuance in relationship quality than is captured on one dimension. Spe-
cifically, indifferent relationships are those rated low in both positivity and negativity while ambivalent re-
lationships are those rated high in both positivity and negativity. We primarily discuss supportive and ambivalent
relationships below; it is rare for indifferent or aversive ties to be found in important successful relationships,
such as romantic partners (Uchino et al., 2001).

Using the SRI and its two-dimensional conceptual framework of measuring relationship positivity and nega-
tivity has resulted in a number of interesting findings regarding social networks and their relevance to health. First,
social networks are comprised of approximately equivalent numbers of supportive and ambivalent relationships
(Uchino et al., 2004). Next, supportive and ambivalent relationships have unique impacts on a variety of psycho-
logical and physical outcomes (Birmingham, Uchino, Smith, Light, & Sanbonmatsu, 2009; Holt-Lunstad, Uchino,
Smith, & Hicks, 2007; Uchino et al., 2012; Vaughn, Drake, & Haydock, 2016). That is, including ambivalence in
models of health provides better prediction above and beyond models with purely positive (supportive) and purely
negative (aversive) measures (Herr et al., 2019; Holt-Lunstad et al., 2010).

In addition to multiple dimensions of relationship quality (i.e., positivity and negativity), researchers often

fail to adequately account for different contexts in their assessment of relationships. Although there may be
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stable individual differences in relationship characteristics, such as social support (Sarason, Sarason, &
Shearin, 1986), different situations may elicit different patterns of behavior from the same actor (Mischel &
Shoda, 1995), which can result in unique outcomes. By evaluating different contexts, the SRI captures an even
more nuanced assessment of how stressful situations and opportunities for capitalization operate within a
relationship. For instance, Uchino et al. (2013) found relationship quality in a support-seeking context was the
most consistent predictor of inflammation compared to a positive context or neutral/daily interaction context.
In contrast, positive emotions that couples exhibited during a positive discussion task, but not a conflict task,
predicted longitudinal relationship satisfaction (Graber, Laurenceau, Miga, Chango, & Coan, 2011). Research
has even identified differences in cardiovascular outcomes based on relationship quality in neutral situations
(Holt-Lunstad et al., 2007).

Measuring relationship quality is complex, requiring attention to multiple dimensions and multiple contexts and
reports from multiple people. Without this complexity, research studies focused on close relationships can lose
power to identify important effects. However, researchers must balance predictive gains with statistical penalties
for redundant measures. Furthermore, researchers also must be mindful of participant burden associated with long
questionnaires. To date, there is no empirical guidance on the appropriate statistical level of complexity for
relationship quality measures.

Therefore, the primary aim of this paper is to explore the added predictive benefit of including multiple
dimensions, contexts, and reports of relationship quality from both individuals within a dyad (i.e., wife and husband
in a married couple). While there are many robust measures of relationship quality, the SRI is used as our re-
lationship quality measure for this analysis because of its ability to capture positivity and negativity in multiple
contexts across both individuals in a dyad in discrete items. We use marital functioning as our outcome for this
analysis based on the conceptual framework used in Kiecolt-Glaser and Newton's (2001) review of pathways
leading from marital relationships to physical health. In this framework, relationship quality leads directly to
relationship functioning, which ultimately influences biological systems and physical health outcomes. However, it
is worth noting that relationship quality and marital functioning are distinct constructs (cf., communication;
Fincham & Bradbury, 1987). We hypothesize that data from both husbands and wives will add predictive value,
data across relationship dimensions (i.e., positivity, negativity, and ambivalence) will add predictive value, and data
across context will add predictive value when assessing relationship functioning. We will also explore how much
predictive value adding additional information (multiple dimensions and contexts) about relationship quality to a

dyadic model assessing relationship functioning.

2 | METHODS
2.1 | Participants

Secondary analyses were conducted on a merged set of three datasets collected from married couples. Details on
individual datasets are available elsewhere: Dataset 1 included 56 couples (Birmingham, Wadsworth, Hung, Li, &
Herr, 2019), Dataset 2 included 32 couples (Kaseda et al., 2017), and Dataset 3 included 95 couples (Uchino
et al.,, 2013). Data were collected in each dataset in the same fashion and the three datasets were merged to
increase statistical power. For inclusion of study data in analysis, relationship quality data collected from the SRI
and marital functioning data (detailed below) had to be collected from both spouses within the same couple
before any study tasks. Individual study inclusion criteria varied, but all included generally healthy adult couples
(e.g., no cardiovascular disease). All studies were approved by an Institutional Review Board at the corresponding
location.

Data from 183 heterosexual married couples (366 individuals) were analyzed. Overall, couples had been
married an average of 15.70 years (standard deviation [SD] = 23.36; range, 1.60-54.25 years). Husbands were on
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average slightly older (mean [M] = 42.64; SD = 5.92) than wives (M = 40.48; SD = 5.79 years old). Ninety-one percent

of individuals were White and well-educated, with 60% having obtained at least a college degree.

2.2 | Measures

Participants completed a demographic information questionnaire and the Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment Test
(MAT; Locke & Wallace, 1959), a widely used 15-item questionnaire designed to capture marital functioning across
a number of broad areas including general happiness, areas of agreement/disagreement, and communication
preferences (x =.80). This questionnaire has been shown to discriminate couples with high levels of distress
(O'Leary & Turkewitz, 1978). Most MAT scores were above the 100-point threshold for distressed couples (<24%),
indicating most couples were nondistressed, though there was variability. Wife scores ranged from 44 to 156
(M=117.70; SD = 23.80), while husband scores ranged from 35 to 158 (M =117.31; SD =24.56), which is com-
parable to other studies (Kouros & Cummings, 2010; South, Turkheimer, & Oltmanns, 2008).

Participants also completed the SRI (Campo et al., 2009). As described above, this measure is ideal for the
predictors in this analysis because it was designed to assess relationship quality on multiple dimensions and using
multiple discrete contexts. The SRI assesses the perception of an individual within three differently valenced
contexts. These include a neutral context of routine daily interactions, a positive context, such as when one is
happy, excited, or proud, and a support-seeking context, such as when one needs understanding, advice, or a favor.
The SRI can be directed to assess a particular individual, such as one's spouse or numerous members within a larger
social network. For all three datasets, participants answered the items about their spouse. Respondents are asked
to separately rate an individual in terms of how helpful and upsetting they are (1=not at all, 2=a little,
3 = somewhat, 4 = moderately, 5 = very, and 6 = extremely) within each of three contexts (totaling six items). These
items took the form: “[When you need support such as advice, understanding or a favor/during routine daily
interactions/When you are excited, happy, or proud], how [helpful/upsetting] is your spouse?”

Spousal ambivalence was calculated using the Griffin formula (P+N)/2 - |P - N|, where P = positivity (i.e.,
helpful score) and N = negativity (i.e., upsetting score; Thompson, Zanna, & Griffin, 1995). Ambivalence scores are
higher if both positivity and negativity scores are both high (e.g., ratings of 6 and 6 would yield a score of 6). The SRI
has moderate-to-high test-retest reliability and generalizability across contexts (rs range from .59 to .72), as well as

good convergent and discriminant validity (Campo et al., 2009).

3 | RESULTS
3.1 | Descriptive data

Table 1 shows M, SD, and measures of nonindependence for all variables of interest for wives and husbands.
Generally, spouses were rated as moderately to very positive (mean range between 4.37 and 5.01) and a little
negative (mean range between 2.05 and 2.33). Table 2 presents the correlations among all variables within the
wives (below the diagonal) and within the husbands (above the diagonal), while Table 3 presents the correlations
between the wives and husbands.

3.2 | Analytic strategy

To incorporate both spouses within the same model, the actor-partner interdependence model (APIM)
framework (Kenny, 1996) was tested in Mplus (Muthén & Muthén, 2016). Actor effects are the effects of one's
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TABLE 1 Descriptive statistics (including measures of nonindependence) comparing relationship quality and
martial functioning between wives and husbands

Wife Husband

M (sD) M (SD) t r
SRI positivity—Neutral 4.37 (0.87) 4.37 (0.86) -0.07 19+
SRI negativity—Neutral 2.27 (1.03) 2.22 (0.93) -0.54 20%*
SRI ambivalence—Neutral 1.07 (1.42) 1.00 (1.41) -0.58 24+
SRI positivity—Happy 4.87 (0.88) 4.92 (0.81) 0.56 22
SRI negativity—Happy 2.20 (1.19) 2.30 (0.99) 1.04 28"
SRI ambivalence—Happy 0.74 (1.77) 0.92 (1.54) 1.23 .30
SRI positivity—Support 4,98 (1.01) 5.01 (1.06) 0.32 .38
SRI negativity—Support 2.15 (1.09) 2.05 (1.10) -1.07 .28
SRI ambivalence—Support 0.54 (1.55) 0.36 (1.68) -1.31 34+
Martial functioning 117.70 (23.80) 117.31 (24.56) -0.20 437

Note: SRI positivity and negativity scores range from 1 to 6. SRI ambivalence scores range from -2.5 to 6 where scores are
higher if both positivity and negativity values are simultaneously high. Marital functioning scores range from 0 to 158 with
higher scores representing greater satisfaction.

Abbreviations: M, mean; r, Pearson correlation as a measure of nonidependence between both members of the dyad; SD,
standard deviation; SRI, Social Relationships Index; t, paired-samples t test.

**p<.01.

***p <.001.

own ratings of relationship quality on their own marital functioning, while partner effects are the effects of
one's partner's ratings of relationship quality on their own marital functioning. Using spouses in this study, an
actor effect would be the wife's rating of relationship quality predicting the wife's marital functioning, while a
partner effect would be the husband's rating of relationship quality predicting the wife's marital functioning.
To explore the common (vs. unique) effects of relationship positivity, negativity, and ambivalence on marital
functioning, separate models for each positivity, negativity, and ambivalence across all three contexts were
first tested independently (see Figure 2, for one example model using positivity). These analyses offer the
ability to determine the predictive capability of data from each member of the dyad across different
contexts.

Then, to explore the unique effects of positivity, negativity, and ambivalence, all variables (positivity, negativity,
and ambivalence across all three contexts) were included in the same comprehensive model. These analyses offer
the ability to determine the predictive capability of data on different aspects of relationship dimensionality (po-
sitive, negative, and ambivalent) from each member of the dyad.

Next, to explore the common (vs. unique) effects of context on martial functioning, separate models for the
neutral, positive, and support-seeking contexts using all three relationship quality measures were first tested
independently (see Figure 3, for one example using neutral context). These analyses offer the ability to determine
the predictive capability of data from each member of the dyad across different dimensions of relationship
quality.

Then, to explore the unique effects of neutral, happy, and support-seeking context, all variables (positivity,
negativity, and ambivalence across all three contexts) were included in the same comprehensive model. These
analyses offer the ability to determine the predictive capability of data on context (neutral, positive, and support

seeking) from each member of the dyad.
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Wife’s Positivity
(neutral context)

Wife’s Positivity .
(happy context) Wife’s Marital
Functioning

Wife’s Positivity
(support context)

Husband’s
Positivity
(neutral context)

Husband’s .
Positivity Husband’s Marital

(happy context) Functioning

Husband’s
Positivity
(support context)

FIGURE 2 Actor-partner interdependence model of relationship positivity (across all three contexts) and
marital functioning

Wife’s Positivity
(neutral context)

Wife’s Negativity .
(neutral context) Wife’s Marital
Functioning

Wife’s Ambivalence
(neutral context)

Husband’s
Positivity
(neutral context)

Husband’s .
Negativity Husband's Marital

(neutral context) Functioning

Husband’s
Ambivalence
(neutral context)

FIGURE 3 Actor-partner interdependence model of neutral context (across all three dimensions) and marital
functioning
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3.3 | Actor-partner interdependence models
3.3.1 | Common effects models testing all relationship quality dimensions separately

Results of the APIM analyses showed significant associations of relationship positivity, negativity, and ambivalence

in separate models outlining each of the three contexts, displayed in the top half of Table 4.

Actor effects

Statistically significant actor effects were found for negativity and ambivalence in the neutral (negativity: B=-0.15;
ambivalence: B=-0.19, ps <.05) and support contexts (negativity: B =-0.38; ambivalence: B =-0.33, ps <.001) as
well as for positivity in the support context for wives (B =0.32, p <.001) such that wives’ positive, negative, and
ambivalent perceptions of their relationship with their husbands predicted their own perception of marital func-
tioning. Actor effects were found for husbands’ ratings of positivity in the neutral (B=0.18, p <.05) and support
contexts (B=0.28, p<.001), for negativity in all three contexts (neutral: B=-0.38, p <.001; happy: B=-0.15,
p <.05; support: B=-0.20, p<.01), and for ambivalence in the neutral (B=-0.33, p<.001) and happy contexts
(B=-0.19, p < 0.01), such that husbands’ positive, negative, and ambivalent perceptions of their relationship with
their wives predicted their own perception of marital functioning.

Partner effects

Statistically significant partner effects were found for positivity (B = 0.18, p <.05), negativity (B =-0.24, p <.01), and
ambivalence (B = -0.20, p < .01) in the neutral context for wives, such that wives’ positive, negative, and ambivalent
perceptions of their relationships with their husbands predicted husbands’ perception of marital functioning.
Statistically significant partner effects were found for only negativity in the support context for husbands
(B=-0.17, p < .05). The positivity (only) model explained 22.6% of the variance in marital functioning for wives and
25.5% for husbands. The negativity (only) model explained 47.9% of the variance in marital functioning for wives
and 48% for husbands. The ambivalence (only) model explained 41.2% of the variance in marital functioning for

wives and 38.4% for husbands.

3.3.2 | Unique effects models testing all dimensions together

Results of the comprehensive model, which included all three elements across all three contents assessed con-
currently, are displayed in the bottom half of Table 4 (all statistically significant paths are included in Figure 4).

Actor effects

Statistically significant actor effects were found for negativity in the happy (B = -0.54, p < .01) and support contexts
(B=-0.47, p <.001) as well as for ambivalence in the happy context for wives (B =0.51, p <.05). Actor effects were
found for negativity in the neutral (B=-0.34, p <.01) and support contexts for husbands (B =-0.28, p <.01).

Partner effects

Statistically significant partner effects were found for positivity in the support context (B=-0.18, p<.01) and
negativity in the neutral context for wives (B = -0.40, p < .001). Partner effects were found for negativity (B = -0.34,
p <.05) and ambivalence for the neutral context for husbands (B =0.28, p <.05). This comprehensive model ex-
plained 58.4% of the variance in marital functioning for wives and 65.3% of the variance for husbands. Overall,
adding different dimensions and contexts for both raters of relationship quality all increase the predictive ability

with respect to marital functioning within a couple.
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Negativity
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FIGURE 4 Actor-partner interdependence model of relationship positivity (across all three contexts) and
marital functioning. While the comprehensive model included nine predictors for the wife (positivity, negativity, and
ambivalence across all three contexts) as well as for the husband, only the statistically significant paths are included
in this figure (p <.05). Positivity = helpful score, negativity = upsetting score, and ambivalence = (P +N)/2 - |P - N]|,
where P = positivity and N = negativity

3.3.3 | Common effects models testing all contexts separately

Results of the APIM analyses showed significant associations of neutral, happy, and support-seeking context in

separate models using relationship positivity, negativity, and ambivalence, displayed in the top half of Table 5.

Actor effects

Statistically significant actor effects were found for wives in all three contexts using relationship negativity (neutral:
B=-0.34, p<.05; happy: B=-0.59, p <.01; support seeking: B=-0.48, p<.001), such that wives' negative per-
ceptions of their relationship with their husbands predicted their own perception of marital functioning across all
three contexts. Actor effects were also found for husbands in all three contexts using relationship negativity
(neutral: B=-0.78, p <.001; happy: B=-0.78, p <.01; and support seeking: B=-0.70, p <.001), such that husbands’
negative perceptions of their relationship with their wives predicted their own perception of marital functioning
across all three contexts. In addition, actor effects were found for husbands’ ratings of positivity in the happy
context (B =0.16, p <.05) and ambivalence in the support-seeking context (B =0.33, p < 0.01), such that husbands’
positive and ambivalent perceptions of their relationship with their wives predicted their own perception of marital

functioning.
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Partner effects
Statistically significant partner effects were found for wives in the neutral and support-seeking contexts using their
husbands’ ratings of negativity (neutral: B =-0.40, p <.01; support seeking: B =-0.31, p <.05), such that husbands’
negative perceptions of their relationships with their wives predicted wives' perception of marital functioning.
Statistically significant partner effects were found for husbands in the neutral context using their wives’ ratings of
both positivity and negativity (positivity: B=0.13, p < .05; negativity: B=-0.36, p < 0.01), such that wives’ positive
and negative ratings of their relationship with their husbands predicted their husbands’ perception of marital
functioning. The neutral (only) model explained 39% of the variance in marital functioning for wives and 46.5% for
husbands. The happy (only) model explained 29.2% of the variance in marital functioning for wives and 29.9% for
husbands. The support-seeking (only) model explained 41.9% of the variance in marital functioning for wives and
37.1% for husbands.

3.3.4 | Unique effects models testing all contexts together

Results of the comprehensive model, which included all three elements across all three contents assessed con-
currently, are displayed in the bottom half of Table 5 (all statistically significant paths are included in Figure 4). This
was the same comprehensive model described above, highlighting the context effects (rather than the di-

mensionality effects).

Actor effects

Statistically significant actor effects were found for wives in the happy and support-seeking contexts using ne-
gativity (happy: B =-0.54, p <.01; support seeking: B=-0.47, p <.001) and in the happy context using ambivalence
(B=0.51, p<.05). Actor effects were found for husbands in the neutral and support-seeking contexts using ne-
gativity (happy: B=-0.34, p < 0.01; support seeking: B=-0.28, p <.01).

Partner effects

Statistically significant partner effects were found for wives in the neutral context using their husbands’ ratings of
negativity (B=-0.40, p<.001) and in the support context using their husbands’ ratings of positivity (B =-0.18,
p <.01). Partner effects were found for husbands in the neutral context using their wives’' ratings of negativity
(B=-0.34, p <.05) and ambivalence (B =0.28, p <.05). This comprehensive model explained 58.4% of the variance
in marital functioning for wives and 65.3% of the variance for husbands. Overall, adding different dimensions and
contexts for both raters of relationship quality all increase the predictive ability with respect to marital functioning

within a couple.

4 | DISCUSSION

The primary goal of this secondary analysis was to explore the added benefit of including multiple dimensions,
contexts, and reports of relationship quality from both individuals in predicting marital functioning in adult couples.
In examining the separate models of positivity, negativity, and ambivalence, and in examining the separate models
of neutral, happy, and support-seeking contexts, each dimension and each context mattered for the prediction of
marital functioning for both women and men. Consistent with hypotheses, ratings of positivity and negativity were
predictive of marital functioning, ratings within the happy, neutral, and support context were predictive of marital
functioning, and ratings from both wives and husbands were predictive of marital functioning. These results
highlight (a) the importance of measuring both dimensions of relationship quality as well as incorporating am-
bivalence (Cacioppo & Berntson, 1994; Fincham & Rogge, 2010; Herr et al., 2019), (b) the importance of different
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contextual factors when linking relationship quality to outcomes (Graber et al., 2011; Holt-Lunstad et al., 2007;
Uchino et al., 2013), and (c) that studying both spouses within a marriage adds to the predictive ability for both
spouses as actor and partner effects were found for both wives and husbands (c.f., Carr, Cornman, & Freedman,
2016, Carr, Freedman, Cornman, & Schwarz, 2014).

In examining the larger comprehensive model, each dimension and each context continued to improve the
prediction of marital functioning for both women and men. More variance in marital functioning was explained
when all pieces of information were included in the model for both wives and husbands relative to the separate
models—either examining dimensions or contexts. However, when that common variance was removed by adding
all of the pieces simultaneously, the truly distinctive relationships between relationship quality and marital func-
tioning are highlighted.

While overall our findings demonstrate that factors relevant to dimension, context, and the dyad are all
important, our findings also align with other work suggesting that positivity, negativity, and ambivalence produce
some redundancies (Herr et al., 2019). As such, this can provide more evidence-based guidance about what
dimensions and aspects are most important to measure that researchers can consider in light of their own research
priorities. For example, when participant burden may be an issue, researchers may consider limiting assessments to
only the negative dimension or focusing on certain contexts based on whether they are more interested in husband
or wives’ responses, based on our findings discussed in more detail below. However, as expected from extensive
literature on marital interdependence (Kenny, 1996; Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006), there does seem to be benefit
from assessing aspects of relationship quality from both wives and husbands to predict their own and their
partners’ marital function.

In terms of assessing context, our findings indicate that aspects of relationship quality in each happy, neutral,
and support contexts are important for predicting wives’ perception of marital function, but only neutral and
support contexts are important for predicting husbands’ perception of marital function. These findings echo other
research that suggests that the structure of relationship quality, though not the construct, may differ between
husbands and wives, with more variance occurring in the structure of wives’ relationship quality (Beam, Marcus,
Turkheimer, & Emery, 2018). Interestingly, only negative and ambivalent ratings within the happy context were
significant, suggesting that wives' perception of their husbands’ failure to effectively capitalize on events (i.e.,
negative or ambivalent perceptions vs. positive) is driving the importance of this context for women. An en-
thusiastic response to happy events has shown to be important predictor for both spouses relationship and
individual well-being in other work (Gable, Reis, Impett, & Asher, 2004; Horn, Milek, Brauner, & Maercker, 2017).
The negative perception may serve to underline the absence of this important resource for wives, but not
husbands.

Finally, our results on dimensionality show that while there were significant impacts of positive and ambivalent
ratings, negative ratings across multiple contexts showed more relationships with marital functioning for both
husbands and wives. This finding is inconsistent to the lens of positivity used in many unidimensional relationship
quality measures (e.g., How good is your relationship compared to most?; Funk & Rogge, 2007; Hendrick, 1988).
This finding is also consistent with evidence that negativity in relationships may be more impactful on the re-
lationship (Birmingham, Uchino, Smith, Light, & Butner, 2015; Cutrona, 1996). However, this is not to say that
ratings of positivity are not helpful in the predictive model. Specifically, wives’ ambivalence does impact her own
and her husband's rating of marital functioning, suggesting a unique influence of the interaction of positivity and
negativity on both partners. Other work has suggested that ambivalent relationships are characterized by emer-
gent properties that arise from co-occurring positive and negative aspects, such as unpredictability; this source of
stress unlikely to be captured only by ratings of negativity (Ross, Rook, Winczewski, Collins, & Dunkel Schetter,
2019; Uchino et al., 2012). This unpredictability is also a key factor in the experiences that shape anxiously-
attached relationships and can deleteriously impact relationship functioning (Feeney & Fitzgerald, 2019).

This study is limited by the relatively homogenous sample and the cross-sectional design. A more diverse
sample could explore moderating factors, such as length of relationship, age, or distress. These relationship
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processes might be more stable in couples who have been together longer, but might play out differently in couples
where one or both members are currently distressed. In addition, other factors could be measured and tested for
inclusion in other relationship quality models, including other dimensions, contexts, and time (Finkel, Simpson, &
Eastwick, 2017; Jackson, Miller, Oka, & Henry, 2014). Although the goal of the current study was to demonstrate
how multiple dimensions, contexts, and reports of relationship quality from both individuals better predict marital
functioning, future research could apply this study on the impact of relationship quality assessments to more
downstream outcomes such as psychological or physical health. The current study used the outcome of marital
functioning with the assumption that it was the most proximal outcome in the conceptual model; however, posi-
tivity and negativity may differentially impact different outcomes (Birmingham et al, 2009; Mattingly,
Lewandowski, & Mclntyre, 2014; Roberson, Lenger, Norona, & Olmstead, 2017), and thus they may carry different
weight in diverse predictive situations. Other assessments could be done in a similar fashion to determine the
equilibrium of adding new information and better predicting outcomes. Models would likely differ based on the
particular outcome and context under study (Boerner, Jopp, Carr, Sosinsky, & Kim, 2014) but more research could
help us to determine patterns to models.

The current findings demonstrate that including more information on relationship quality dimensionality and
context is beneficial in prediction of marital functioning. Specifically, these findings suggest that the most benefit comes
from dyadic, rather than individual, assessment of relationship quality, assessment of multiple contexts, primarily neutral
and support seeking, and assessment of ratings of the negativity dimension. Other researchers have called for the use of
more multidimensional, contextual, and dyadic research in relationship quality (Fincham & Beach, 2010; Holt-Lunstad
et al,, 2010), but there is still a need for these elements to be seen more consistently in research. Until this occurs, we
may not be fully realizing the effects of relationships on health (Holt-Lunstad et al., 2010), and miss opportunities to
understand how relationships impact health, thus obscuring opportunities for couples’ interventions. Assessing multiple
aspects of relationships provide a more precise assessment of marital functioning, and likely other phenomena. Con-
sidering the SRl is only 12 items per person, the participant burden is relatively low for the added predictive capability.
In fact, the SRI could be easily adapted for use in a daily-diary setting and this opens avenues of research to discover

specific mechanisms behind these findings, leading to important research and clinical findings.
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