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LAWRENCE A. KURDEK Wright State University 

Conflict Resolution Styles in 

Gay, Lesbian, Heterosexual Nonparent, and 

Heterosexual Parent Couples 

Preliminary psychometric data are presented for 
two inventories that assess conflict in couples. 
The Ineffective Arguing Inventory (IAI) is a self- 
report measure that assesses a dysfunctional style 
of couple conflict resolution. The Conflict Resolu- 
tion Style Inventory (CRSI) has complementary 
self-report and partner-report versions that as- 
sess four personal conflict resolution styles for 
each member of the couple. Subjects were both 
partners of 75 gay, 51 lesbian, 108 married non- 
parent, and 99 married parent couples. Findings 
for each inventory are presented regarding the 
factor structure of items, the internal consistency 
of composite scores, the 1-year stability of com- 
posite scores, the relation between couple mem- 
bers' composite scores, and the link between 
composite scores and relationship satisfaction, 
change in satisfaction, and relationship dissolu- 
tion. Generally, results warrant further examina- 
tion of the IAI and CRSI as measures of conflict 
for couples. 

All couples have to deal with conflict. Further, 
how that conflict is managed is linked to relation- 
ship satisfaction, change in relationship satisfac- 
tion, and relationship stability (Gottman, 1994; 
Heavey, Layne, & Christensen, 1993; Markman, 
Renick, Floyd, Stanley, & Clements, 1993; Noller 
& White, 1990). To date, perhaps the most pro- 
ductive method for studying relationship conflict 
has been to code videotapes of partner conversa- 
tions for small samples of couples in a laboratory 
setting (e.g., Gottman, 1994). Without denying 
the value of these behavioral observations-in 
particular, for assessing sequences of couples' in- 
teractional styles during conflict-the present 
study is based on the premise that self-report and 
partner-report methodologies are also valuable 
ways to study couple conflict and may comple- 
ment observational methodologies. 

One of the major limitations of observational 
studies of couple conflict is that they utilize very 
small, nonrepresentative samples. In fact, some of 
the inconsistent findings in observational studies 
regarding the types of conflict resolution strate- 
gies that are linked to declines in relationship sat- 
isfaction over time have been attributed to biased 
samples (Gottman, 1993). The availability of psy- 
chometrically sound self-report and partner-report 
measures of conflict resolution would help ad- 
dress this limitation by providing researchers with 
one method by which the link between conflict 
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resolution and both relationship maintenance and 
relationship dissolution could be studied in large, 
representative samples. 

Some measures of couple conflict are avail- 
able, including self-report measures of couple con- 
flict resolution patterns (e.g., the Problem-Solving 
Communication scale of the Marital Satisfaction 
Inventory; Snyder, 1981), self-report measures of 
individual conflict resolution styles (e.g., the Mar- 
ital Coping Inventory, Bowman, 1990), and self- 
report and partner-report measures of each part- 
ner's conflict resolution styles (e.g., the Interper- 
sonal Communication Skills Inventory; Boyd & 
Roach, 1977) as well as sequences of partners' 
conflict resolution styles (e.g., the Communication 
Patterns Questionnaire; Christensen, 1988). How- 
ever, no measure of couple conflict resolution 
could be found that was brief, was based on a co- 
herent conceptual framework, and had compre- 
hensively documented psychometric properties. 
Documenting psychometric properties include val- 
idating the measure against the major relationship 
outcomes used in behavioral observations in this 
area of study-relationship satisfaction, change in 
relationship satisfaction, and relationship stability 
(Gottman, 1994; Gottman & Krokoff, 1989; 
Markman et al., 1993). 

Accordingly, the purpose of this article is to 
present such preliminary psychometric data for 
two brief nonobservational measures of couple 
conflict. The first measure-the Ineffective Argu- 
ing Inventory (IAI)-assesses how the couple 
handles conflict, whereas the second measure-- 
the Conflict Resolution Styles Inventory 
(CRSI)-assesses each partner's individual style 
of handling conflict. 

The IAI is an 8-item self-report measure that 
assesses each partner's view of how the respon- 
dent and his or her partner as a couple handle ar- 
guments. The IAI is based on the conceptual posi- 
tion that "ineffective arguing" is a global, unidi- 
mensional couple interactional pattern. Signals of 
such a pattern include fighting over repetitive is- 
sues, knowing how an argument is going to end 
even before it is over, ending the argument with- 
out resolving the issue at hand, and ending the ar- 
gument with neither partner feeling that they have 
been given a fair hearing (Markman, 1987; Sny- 
der, 1981). This pattern is important because it 
has been found to be one key aspect of both rela- 
tionship maintenance and relationship stability 
(Gottman, 1994; Heavey et al., 1993; Markman et 
al., 1993). 

Unlike the Ineffective Arguing Inventory (IAI) 
which focuses on a particular pattern of couple 
communication, the Conflict Resolution Styles 
Inventory (CRSI) is based on the conceptual posi- 
tion that relationship maintenance and relation- 
ship stability are affected by each partner's indi- 
vidual style of resolving interpersonal conflict 
(Bowman, 1990; Boyd & Roach, 1977; Gottman, 
1994; Heavey et al., 1993). Four styles were in- 
cluded in the inventory, including positive prob- 
lem solving (e.g., compromise and negotiation), 
conflict engagement (e.g., personal attacks and 
losing control), withdrawal (e.g., refusing to dis- 
cuss the issue further and tuning the other partner 
out), and compliance (e.g., giving in and not de- 
fending one's position). These four distinct prob- 
lem-solving styles have been identified primarily 
on the basis of behavioral observations (Gottman 
& Krokoff, 1989) and are important because they 
have been linked to changes in relationship satis- 
faction as well as to relationship dissolution 
(Gottman, 1994). 

Because both partners complete the CRSI, in- 
formation about each partner's conflict resolution 
styles is available from two sources of informa- 
tion-the self and the partner. That is, the CRSI 
involves both partners completing two sets of rat- 
ings. In the first set (the 16-item CRSI-Self), re- 
spondents rate the frequency with which they use 
each of four conflict resolution styles. In the sec- 
ond set (the 16-item CRSI-Partner), respondents 
use a parallel set of items to rate the frequency 
with which their partners use the same four con- 
flict resolution styles. 

One innovative feature of the present study is 
that the initial psychometric data of interest were 
obtained from both partners in gay and lesbian 
cohabiting couples as well as from both spouses 
in heterosexual married couples. In view of evi- 
dence that couples with children argue more fre- 
quently than those without children (McGonagle, 
Kessler, & Schilling, 1992), heterosexual couples 
were divided into those who had children living 
with them and those who did not. The availability 
of data from both members of four types of cou- 
ples provided the opportunity to assess the gener- 
alizability of psychometric findings not only 
across diverse types of couples but also across 
both members of these couples. 

The preliminary psychometric data reported in 
this article concern limited aspects of the reliabili- 
ty, concurrent criterion-related validity, and pre- 
dictive criterion-related validity (Anastasi, 1988) 
of the IAI, the CRSI-Self, and the CRSI-Partner 
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as individual measures. If these measures are reli- 
able and valid at the individual level, then the 
foundation would be laid for using information 
from both partners at the couple level in further 
investigations of conflict resolution. 

The specific psychometric properties examined 
for each inventory include the extent to which (a) 
the underlying factor structure of inventory items 
is meaningful (i.e., a one-factor structure for the 
IAI and a four-factor structure for the CRSI-Self 
and the CRSI-Partner), (b) the internal consistency 
of composite scores is high, (c) composite scores 
are stable over time, (d) there is some overlap be- 
tween couple members' composite scores that tap 
the same construct, and (e) composite scores pre- 
dict relationship satisfaction, change in relation- 
ship satisfaction, and relationship dissolution. Fi- 
nally, in view of the limited data available on how 
the conflict resolution strategies of gay/lesbian 
couples differ from those of heterosexual couples 
(Kurdek, in press), the four types of couples are 
compared on IAI, CRSI-Self, and CRSI-Partner 
scores for descriptive purposes. 

METHOD 

Subjects 

The 75 gay and 51 lesbian couples were partici- 
pants in the first year (1990) of an on-going lon- 
gitudinal study of relationship quality in gay and 
lesbian couples. Because partners in gay and les- 
bian couples do not have any formal role identifi- 
cations (such as "husband" and "wife"), partners 
in these couples were randomly identified as 
"first partner" or "second partner." Couples were 
recruited through requests for participants pub- 
lished in gay/lesbian periodicals and newsletters 
as well as through personal contacts. None had 
children living with them. 

Most gay subjects were white (92% of first 
partners and 95% of second partners), and em- 
ployed (81% of first partners and 80% of second 
partners). The most frequent (28%) level of edu- 
cation for first partners was a doctoral degree, 
whereas the most frequent (44%) level of educa- 
tion for second partners was college graduation. 
The modal annual personal income was between 
$50,000 and $54,999 for each partner. Most les- 
bian subjects were white (94% of first partners 
and 92% of second partners) and employed (90% 
of first partners and 92% of second partners). The 
most frequent level of education (35% of first 
partners and 33 % of second partners) was college 

graduation. The modal annual personal income 
was between $50,000 and $54,999 for first part- 
ners and between $25,000 and $29,999 for second 
partners. One-year follow-up data (year 1 to year 
2) were available for 66 gay couples and 46 les- 
bian couples, 2-year follow-up data (year 1 to 
year 3) were available for 60 gay and 42 lesbian 
couples, and 3-year follow-up data (year 1 to year 
4) were available for 51 gay couples and 38 les- 
bian couples. By year 4, 13 couples (6 gay, 7 les- 
bian) had dissolved their relationships. 

The 207 heterosexual couples were drawn from 
the fifth annual wave (year 5, 1990-1992) of data 
collection in an ongoing longitudinal study of 
newlywed couples. The IAI and CRSI were intro- 
duced in the year-5 surveys. Couples were initially 
recruited from marriage licenses published in the 
Dayton Daily News (see Kurdek, 1993, for further 
details on subject recruitment and attrition). At 
year 5, 108 couples reported that children did not 
live with them whereas 99 couples reported that 
they did. One-year follow-up data (year 5 to year 
6) were available for 92 of the year-5 nonparent 
couples and 81 of the year-5 parent couples. At 
the time of writing, 7 couples (3 nonparent, 4 par- 
ent) had dissolved their marriages in the interval 
between the year-5 and the year-7 assessment. 
(The year-7 assessment is still in progress.) 

At year 5, most nonparent heterosexual respon- 
dents were white (96% of husbands and 98% of 
wives) and employed (88% of husbands and 82% 
wives). The modal level of education for each 
spouse (37% of husbands and 45% of wives) was 
college graduation. The modal annual personal in- 
come was between $40,000 and $44,999 for hus- 
bands and between $20,000 and $24,999 for 
wives. At year 5, most parent heterosexual respon- 
dents were white (93% for husbands and 96% for 
wives) and employed (97% for husbands and 76% 
for wives). The modal level of education for each 
spouse (40% of husbands and 49% of wives) was 
college graduation. The modal annual personal in- 
come was between $35,000 and $39,999 for hus- 
bands and less than $5,000 for wives. Parent cou- 
ples had a total of 131 children (72 girls). Most 
couples (71%) had one child. The mean age of all 
children was 1.97 years (SD = 1.75). 

Mean scores (and standard deviations) for the 
demographic variables (year 1 for gay/lesbian 
couples and year 5 for nonparent/parent couples) 
of age, education, and annual personal income are 
presented by couple member within each of the 
four types of couples in Table 1. Information re- 
garding months living together (averaged over 
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TABLE 1. MEAN DEMOGRAPHIC SCORES FOR COUPLE MEMBERS BY TYPE OF COUPLE 

Gay Lesbian Nonparent Parent 

Score P1 P2 P1 P2 H W H W 

Age 
M 42.26 40.70 40.29 40.03 36.37 34.76 31.58 29.18 
SD 12.02 11.58 9.15 8.19 11.72 11.42 4.95 3.71 

Education 
M 6.45 6.10 6.29 6.31 5.57 5.80 5.82 5.60 
SD 1.40 1.18 1.18 1.19 1.16 0.95 1.16 0.97 

Personal income 
M 7.86 7.50 8.00 7.94 8.84 6.95 8.69 4.73 
SD 3.20 3.01 3.09 2.91 3.56 4.04 3.36 3.58 

Months living together 
M 127.78 85.48 57.34 55.27 
SD 101.09 63.84 17.02 9.47 

Dyadic Adjustment Score 
M 113.50 118.55 115.19 112.02 
SD 11.96 10.65 11.02 12.25 

n 75 51 108 99 

Note: Maximum scores for education and income were 8 and 18, respectively. P1 = first partner, P2 = second partner, 
H = husband, W = wife. 

both couple members) is also given for each of 
the four types of couples, as is the mean Dyadic 
Adjustment Scale score (Spanier, 1976) averaged 
over both couple members. Because mean Dyadic 
Adjustment Scale scores for all of the couple 
types fell above the distress cutoff score of 100 
(cf. Sabourin, Lussier, Laplante, & Wright, 1990), 
it can be concluded that these couples on the av- 

erage were not experiencing clinical levels of re- 
lationship distress. Nonetheless, as shown by 
standard deviations for the Dyadic Adjustment 
Scale, there was ample variability in levels of dis- 
tress reported for each type of couple. For the 
total sample, this score ranged from 66 to 146. 

For descriptive purposes, the equivalence of 
the four types of couples on background scores 
was assessed. Using the couple as the unit of 
analysis, the four types of couples were compared 
on the following couple scores (derived by aver- 
aging couple members' scores) in a one-way 
(type of couple) MANOVA: age, education, per- 
sonal income, and months living together. The re- 
sulting effect was significant (F[12, 984] = 13.49, 
p < .001). Univariate analyses indicated that the 
four types of couples differed on age, education, 
personal income, and months living together (F[3, 
329] = 25.19, 10.45, 4.55, and 31.32, respective- 
ly, p < .01). Generally, the gay and lesbian cou- 
ples were older, had higher levels of education, 
had higher levels of personal income, and lived 
together more months than the heterosexual cou- 
ples. Because of these differences, couples need 
to be compared with caution. 

Procedure 

Each couple was sent two identical surveys which 
included (among other measures) a statement of 
informed consent, a measure of demographic 
variables, the Kansas Marital Satisfaction Scale 
(as a measure of global relationship satisfaction), 
the Dyadic Adjustment Scale, the IAI, the CRSI- 
Self, and the CRSI-Partner. To promote honest 

responding, partners were directed to complete 
their surveys privately and not to discuss their an- 
swers with each other until the forms had been 
completed and returned in separate postage-paid 
envelopes. If completed surveys were not re- 
turned by both couple members one month after 
mailing, a letter prompting a response was sent. 
In this letter, subjects were also given an opportu- 
nity to indicate if they had separated/ divorced or 
chose to withdraw from the study. Three prompt 
letters were sent. If no response was made to the 
third letter, subjects were notified that they would 
not be contacted further, but were asked to pro- 
vide information on couple status (i.e., still living 
together or separated/divorced). 

Alignment of Data by Time of Assessment 
for Dissolution Analyses 

Of interest in the dissolution analyses were data 
obtained from dissolved couples during their last 
preseparation year of cohabitation. For example, 
if a couple indicated at year 2 that they had sepa- 
rated sometime following the year-1 assessment, 
their year-1 data represented their last presepara- 
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tion year of cohabitation. Because couples report- 
ed having dissolved their relationships at different 
years in the study, comparisons between intact 
and dissolved couples needed to control for the 
year in the study during which the last presepara- 
tion data from the dissolved couples were ob- 
tained. This control was accomplished by identi- 
fying what proportion of the dissolved couples 
had last preseparation data at each time of assess- 
ment and then randomly sampling the intact cou- 
ples so that an identical proportion of intact cou- 
ples was represented at each time of assessment. 

Of the gay and lesbian couples, 3 (2 gay, 1 les- 
bian) dissolved their relationships during year 1, 4 
(2 gay, 2 lesbian) during year 2, and 6 (2 gay, 4 
lesbian) during year 3. The proportion of gay cou- 
ples separating during year 1, year 2, and year 3 
was .33, .33, and .33, respectively. Corresponding 
proportions for lesbian couples were .14, .29, and 
.57. The 51 intact gay couples and the 38 intact 
lesbian couples were randomly selected in num- 
bers determined by these proportions; e.g., 17 gay 
couples at year 1, 17 gay couples at year 2, and 
17 gay couples at year 3. The phrase "time-sam- 
pled assessment" will be used throughout this 
paper to refer to the data of dissolved and intact 
couples that were aligned by time of assignment 
with the proportionately same number of intact 
couples. 

Of the heterosexual couples, 4 (2 nonparent, 2 
parent) dissolved their relationship during year 5, 
and 3 (1 nonparent, 2 parent) dissolved their rela- 
tionship during year 6. The proportion of nonpar- 
ent couples separating during year 5 and year 6 
was .67 and .33, respectively. Corresponding pro- 
portions for parent couples were .50 and .50. The 
105 intact nonparent couples and the 95 intact 
parent couples were randomly sampled in num- 
bers determined by these proportions, for exam- 
ple, 70 nonparent couples at year 5 and 35 non- 
parent couples at year 6. 

Demographic Variables 

Participants provided information regarding age, 
race, education (represented by eight intervals 
ranging from completion of less than seventh 
grade to the award of a doctorate), employment 
status, and annual personal income (represented 
by 18 intervals ranging from $5,000 or less to 
$80,000 or more). They also reported the number 
of months they had lived with their partner. 

Relationship Satisfaction 

Because of recommendations that relationship 
satisfaction be broadly evaluated so as to avoid 
overlap in the assessment of relationship quality 
and its correlates (Fincham & Bradbury, 1987), 
relationship satisfaction was assessed by the 
three-item Kansas Marital Satisfaction Scale 
(Schumm et al., 1986). This scale requires sub- 
jects to rate how true (1 = not at all true, 9 = ex- 
tremely true) three statements are. These state- 
ments are global evaluations of the relationship 
("I am satisfied with my relationship"), the part- 
ner ("I am satisfied with my partner in his/her 
role as my partner"), and the relationship with the 
partner ("I am satisfied with my relationship with 
my partner"). Cronbach's alpha for the summed 
composite score was .98 for first partners/hus- 
bands and .97 for second partners/wives. 

The Ineffective Arguing Inventory 

Based on descriptions of the characteristics of in- 
effective arguing (Gottman & Krokoff, 1989; 
Markman, 1987; Snyder, 1981), eight IAI items 
were generated. These are presented in the Ap- 
pendix. Items 5, 6, and 7 were adapted from the 
Problem-Solving Communication scale of the 
Marital Satisfaction Inventory (Snyder, 1981). All 
remaining items were originally designed for the 
IAI. For each item, respondents indicated how 
much they agreed (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = 

strongly agree) that each statement fit their rela- 
tionship. Specific instructions for completing the 
IAI are also given in the Appendix. 

The Conflict Resolution Styles Inventory: 
Self-Report and Partner-Report 

Descriptions of positive problem solving, conflict 
engagement, withdrawal, and compliance present- 
ed by Gottman and Krokoff (1989) were used to 
generate 16 items (four items for each of the four 
conflict resolution styles) for each of two parts of 
the CRSI. In the first part (CRSI-Self), subjects 
indicated how frequently (1 = never, 5 = always) 
they used each of 16 styles to deal with argu- 
ments and disagreements with their partner. 
These styles are presented in the Appendix. In the 
second part (CRSI-Partner), they used a parallel 
set of items to indicate how frequently their part- 
ners used the 16 styles. Specific instructions for 
completing each part of the CRSI are also given 
in the Appendix. 
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RESULTS-PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF AND 
DESCRIPTIVE DATA FOR THE IAI 

Factor Structure 

The factor structure of the eight IAI items was as- 
sessed for each couple member (member 1 = first 

partners/husbands and member 2 = second part- 
ners/wives) for the total sample, with subsequent 
analyses examining whether the pattern obtained 
for each member from the total sample character- 
ized that obtained for each of the four types of 

couples. Given the expectation that IAI items 
tapped a unidimensional construct, a confirmatory 
factor analysis was conducted to assess the good- 
ness-of-fit of a one-factor model. 

Throughout this study, analyses that assessed 
the extent to which actual data fit proposed mod- 
els used LISREL VII (Jaireskog & S6rbom, 1989). 
As is common in LISREL analyses, three mea- 
sures were used to assess the fit of each tested 
model (Bentler, 1990; Bollen, 1989). (a) The chi- 
square assesses the probability that the model fully 
accounts for all covariances among the observed 
scores. However, because virtually any deviation 

from perfection may produce a statistically signifi- 
cant chi-square with a large sample, two other fit 
indices were used that are independent of sample 
size. (b) The goodness-of-fit index (GFI) reflects 
the relative amount of covariances accounted for 

by the model. Finally, (c) the Comparative Fit 
Index (CFI) reflects the extent to which the model 

improves on a null model that assumes complete 
independence among all scores, and corrects for 
the underestimation of model fit often noted in 
small samples (Bentler, 1990). For the GFI and 
CFI, values over .90 are desirable. 

For the member-1 IAI scores, the single-factor 
model resulted in acceptable levels of fit (x2 [20, 
N = 333] = 55.84, p < .01; GFI = .96; and CFI = 
.97). To examine whether this one-factor model 
generalized across first members in the four types 
of couples, a second model was tested in which 
the one-factor structure was postulated to be in- 
variant across type of couple (cf. Byrne, 1985). 
This model also resulted in an acceptable level of 
fit (x2 [80, N= 333] = 127.12, p < .01; GFI = .91; 
CFI = .96). 

For the member-2 IAI scores, the single-factor 
model also resulted in acceptable levels of fit (X2 

TABLE 2. MEAN IAI, CRSI-SELF, AND CRSI=PARTNER SCORES BY COUPLE MEMBER AND TYPE OF COUPLE 

Gay Lesbian Nonparent Parent 
(n = 75) (n = 51) (n = 108) (n = 99) 

M SD M SD M SD M SD 

Ineffective arguing 
First partner/husband 17.16 6.19 15.92 5.93 16.79 5.81 18.09 6.55 
Second partner/wife 16.78 5.21 15.66 6.13 16.64 7.06 17.92 6.43 

Conflict resolution style: self-report 
First partner/husband 

Positive 15.13 2.58 15.80 1.57 14.88 2.53 14.81 2.26 
Conflict engagement 7.46 2.64 7.84 2.78 7.18 2.30 7.70 2.77 
Withdrawal 9.36 2.88 8.56 2.31 8.92 2.86 8.63 2.69 
Compliance 8.13 2.66 7.88 3.09 7.83 2.34 7.73 2.36 

Second partner/wife 
Positive 15.10 2.06 14.96 2.02 15.13 2.21 14.43 2.24 
Conflict engagement 8.26 2.81 7.90 2.45 7.94 2.62 8.25 2.93 
Withdrawal 9.20 3.05 8.94 2.81 8.40 2.84 8.98 2.34 
Compliance 7.85 2.68 8.00 2.59 7.97 2.95 7.60 2.37 

Conflict resolution style: partner-report 
First partner/husband 

Positive 14.74 2.89 15.49 2.30 14.63 2.62 14.08 2.69 
Conflict engagement 8.02 2.68 8.00 2.74 7.63 2.63 8.15 3.13 
Withdrawal 9.40 3.14 9.51 2.81 8.81 3.02 9.22 3.18 
Compliance 7.74 2.70 7.68 2.98 7.83 2.27 7.83 2.57 

Second partner/wife 
Positive 15.14 2.43 15.88 2.44 14.65 3.06 14.03 2.70 
Conflict engagement 7.91 2.75 7.54 2.54 7.47 2.77 8.15 3.18 
Withdrawal 9.45 3.13 8.62 2.64 9.35 3.64 9.77 3.63 
Compliance 8.37 2.97 7.96 2.87 7.71 2.93 7.20 2.85 

Note: The maximum value for the IAI score was 40. The maximum value for each CRSI-Self and CRSI-Partner score 
was 20. 
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TABLE 3. CRONBACH ALPHAS FOR IAI, CRSI-SELF, AND CRSI-PARTNER SCORES BY COUPLE MEMBER AND TYPE OF COUPLE 

Gay Lesbian Nonparent Parent 

P1 P2 P1 P2 H W H W 

Ineffective arguing .88 .89 .89 .86 .89 .89 .89 .86 
Conflict resolution style: self-report 

Positive .82 .78 .81 .76 .85 .77 .75 .68 
Conflict engagement .85 .81 .83 .72 .77 .80 .81 .82 
Withdrawal .79 .86 .65 .81 .83 .79 .76 .66 
Compliance .83 .86 .89 .87 .80 .86 .77 .80 

Conflict resolution style: partner-report 
Positive .87 .88 .91 .84 .87 .89 .88 .84 
Conflict engagement .86 .87 .80 .84 .85 .85 .88 .87 
Withdrawal .85 .84 .81 .82 .85 .86 .86 .87 
Compliance .81 .88 .90 .86 .83 .89 .80 .87 

Note: P1 = first partner, P2 = second partner, H = husband, and W = wife. 

[20, N = 333] = 72.01, p < .01; GFI = .95; and 
CFI = .97). A second model that postulated that 
the one-factor structure was invariant across sec- 
ond members for the four types of couples also 
resulted in an acceptable level of fit (X2[80, N = 
333] = 122.09, p < .01; GFI = .92; CFI = .92). 

In sum, whether the source of information was 
member 1 or member 2 of the couple, the IAI con- 
formed to a one-factor structure. Consequently, 
composite IAI scores were derived for each mem- 
ber of the couple by summing the eight relevant 
IAI items. Relevant means and standard devia- 
tions are presented for each couple member within 
each of the four types of couples in Table 2. 

Differences Among Types of Couple 

A one-way (type of couple) MANCOVA on the 
member-i and member-2 IAI scores with age, ed- 
ucation, personal income, and months living to- 
gether as covariates yielded a nonsignificant type 

of couple effect. Thus, the four types of couples 
were equivalent in level of ineffective arguing. 

Internal Consistency 

Cronbach's alphas for the IAI scores are present- 
ed by couple member within each of the four 
types of couple in Table 3. Values were large in 
size and comparable across the four types of cou- 
ple, ranging from .86 to .89. 

1-Year Stability 

The stability of each couple member's IAI score 
was assessed over 1 year for subsamples of the 
gay, lesbian, nonparent, and parent couples. Rele- 
vant Pearson correlations are presented by couple 
member within each of the four types of couple in 
Table 4. In each instance, coefficients were sig- 
nificant and moderate in size, ranging from .63 to 
.84. 

TABLE 4. 1-YEAR STABILITY COEFFICIENTS FOR IAI AND CRSI SCORES BY TYPE OF COUPLE 

Gay Lesbian Nonparent Parent 

P1 P2 P1 P2 H W H W 

Ineffective arguing .75 .63 .66 .67 .65 .74 .84 .78 
Conflict resolution style: self-report 

Positive .58 .63 .62 .46 .63 .50 .50 .73 
Conflict engagement .63 .61 .77 .83 .71 .83 .74 .78 
Withdrawal .60 .71 .61 .75 .81 .79 .64 .49 
Compliance .67 .61 .76 .75 .65 .73 .71 .60 

Conflict resolution style: partner-report 
Positive .61 .62 .75 .58 .59 .68 .71 .74 
Conflict engagement .73 .80 .75 .83 .73 .78 .80 .79 
Withdrawal .59 .73 .63 .69 .63 .79 .75 .69 
Compliance .71 .64 .70 .54 .66 .68 .74 .75 

Note: P1 = first partner, P2 = second partner, H = husband, and W = wife. For all r values, p < .001. 
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Validity 

Four predictions were tested regarding those as- 

pects of the validity of the IAI score that are of 
interest here. If the IAI score is valid, then (a) one 

couple member's IAI score should correlate posi- 
tively with that of the other couple member (i.e., 
each couple member's score should tap the same 

couple-level construct), (b) each couple member's 
IAI score should correlate negatively with his or 
her own global relationship satisfaction, (c) for 
each couple member, a high IAI score should pre- 
dict negative change in his or her own global rela- 

tionship satisfaction over time, and (d) for each 

couple member, a high IAI score should predict 
relationship dissolution. 

Findings relevant to each of these four predic- 
tions are presented in turn. Because gay/lesbian 
and nonparent/parent heterosexual couples were 
assessed at different points in the development of 
their relationships and over different time inter- 
vals, analyses were performed separately for the 

gay/lesbian and nonparent/parent couples. In 

analyses not presented here, findings regarding 
predictions (a) through (c) above were not moder- 
ated by type of couple (gay vs. lesbian or nonpar- 
ent vs. parent). Consequently, findings are pre- 
sented for the combined gay/lesbian couples and 
for the combined nonparent/parent couples. 

Correlation between couple members' IAI scores. 
As expected, couple members' IAI scores were 
positively related. Pearson's r was .64 for gay/les- 
bian couples and .55 for heterosexual couples, (p 
< .01). The intraclass correlation coefficient for 
the gay/lesbian couples was the same as the Pear- 
son correlation coefficient. 

Concurrent relation between the IAI score and 
relationship satisfaction. Pearson correlations be- 
tween each couple member's IAI score and his or 
her global relationship satisfaction score are pre- 
sented in Table 5 for each couple member within 
the gay/lesbian and nonparent/parent heterosexual 
couples. All correlations were significant and 
were moderate in size, ranging from -.62 to -.71. 
As predicted, in all cases, couple members who 
reported frequent ineffective arguing also report- 
ed low relationship satisfaction. 

Predicting change in relationship satisfaction 
from the time-1 IAI score. The relation between 
the time-1 IAI score and change in each couple 
member's relationship satisfaction was assessed 

by partial correlations in which the relation be- 
tween the time-1 IAI score and time-2 relation- 

ship satisfaction was assessed with controls for 
time-1 relationship satisfaction. For the gay/les- 
bian couples, the change interval was 3 years, 
whereas for the nonparent-parent heterosexual 
couples it was 1 year. 

The difference between the time-i satisfaction 
score and the time-2 satisfaction score ranged 
from -18 to 12 (M = 0.47, SD = 3.39) for gay/les- 
bian first partners, from -13 to 12 (M = 0.30, SD 
= 3.68) for gay/lesbian second partners, from -10 
to 14 (M = -0.44, SD = 3.26) for husbands, and 
from -8 to 14 (M = -0.01, SD = 3.46) for wives. 
Thus, there was ample variability in the extent of 
change over time. As shown in Table 5, all partial 
correlations regarding the link between the time-i 
IAI score and change in relationship satisfaction 
were negative and significant, but were modest in 
size, ranging from -.18 to -.28. As expected, in 
each instance, a high time-1 IAI score predicted a 
decrease in time-2 relationship satisfaction. 

Predicting relationship dissolution from the time- 
sampled IAI score. Finally, the relation between 
the time-sampled IAI score and relationship dis- 
solution was assessed by computing point-biserial 
correlations between the time-sampled IAI score 
for each couple member and relationship dissolu- 
tion (0 = not dissolved, 1 = dissolved). Values are 
presented by couple member in Table 5. Although 
all values were positive and significant, they were 
modest in size, ranging from .18 to .41. As ex- 
pected, for each couple member within the two 
types of couple, frequent ineffective arguing pre- 
dicted relationship dissolution. 

RESULTS-PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF 
AND DESCRIPTIVE DATA FOR THE CRSI-SELF 

AND THE CRSI-PARTNER 

Because the psychometric issues examined for the 
CRSI-Self and the CRSI-Partner were identical, 
relevant findings for the two measures are inte- 
grated by issue. Within each issue, findings for 
the CRSI-Self are presented before those for the 
CRSI-Partner. 

Factor Structure 

CRSI-Self The factor structure of the 16 CRSI- 
Self items was assessed for each couple member 
(member 1 = first partners/husbands and member 
2 = second partners/wives) for the total sample, 
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with subsequent analyses examining whether the 
pattern obtained for each member from the total 
sample characterized that obtained for each of the 
four types of couples. Given that the CRSI-Self 
was designed to measure self-reports of four dis- 
tinct conflict resolution styles, the factor structure 
of the 16 couple CRSI-Self items for each couple 
member was assessed by a confirmatory factor 
analysis. In this analysis, CRSI-Self items were 
restricted to load on only one of four factors (e.g., 
the four positive problem-solving items loaded 
only on a single positive problem-solving factor 
and the four conflict engagement items loaded 
only on a separate single conflict engagement fac- 
tor). Correlations among the four factors were al- 
lowed. 

LISREL analyses indicated an acceptable level 
of fit for the four-factor model (for member 1, X2 

[98, N = 333] = 218.84, p < .01, GFI = .92, and 
CFI = .96, and for member 2, Z2 [98, N = 333] = 
273.13, p < .01, GFI = .91, and CFI = .94). To ex- 
amine whether the four-factor model for each 
couple member generalized across the four types 
of couples, an additional model was tested in 
which the four-factor structure for each couple 
member was postulated to be invariant across the 

four types of couple. This model also resulted in 
acceptable levels of fit for both member 1, ( 2 

[392, N = 333] = 560.49, p < .0,; GFI = .85, and 
CFI = .95, and member 2, (Z2[392, N = 333] = 
584.93, p < .01, GFI = .87, and CFI = .92). In 
sum, the CRSI-Self items conformed to the pre- 
dicted four-dimensional structure. 

Consequently, four composite CRSI-Self 
scores were derived for each couple member by 
summing the ratings given to the four items rele- 
vant to the positive problem-solving, conflict en- 
gagement, withdrawal, and compliance scores. 
Means and standard deviations for each score are 
presented by couple member for each of the four 
types of couples in Table 2. For descriptive pur- 
poses, correlations among the CRSI-Self scores 
are presented by couple member for the combined 
gay/lesbian and the combined nonparent/parent 
couples in Table 6. 

CRSI-Partner. LISREL analyses were also used 
to examine how well the CRSI-Partner items con- 
formed to a four-factor structure for each couple 
member from the total sample, as well as how 
well the pattern obtained for each member from 
the total sample characterized that obtained for 

TABLE 6. PEARSON CORRELATIONS AMONG CRSI-SELF SCORES AND 
AMONG CRSI-PARTNER SCORES BY TYPE OF COUPLE AND PARTNER 

Conflict 
Positive Engagement Withdrawal Compliance 

Self-report 

Gay/lesbian - -.34** -.51** -.27** 
Conflict engagement -.43* - .43** -. 11 
Withdrawal -.37** .33* .39** 
Compliance -.21** .20* .23** 

Nonparent/parent heterosexual 
Positive - .50** -.35**-.20** 
Conflict engagement -.48* .43** .10 
Withdrawal -.37** .44* .40** 
Compliance -.15* .29** .41** 

Partner report 

Gay/lesbian 
Positive - .53** -.44** -.10 
Conflict engagement -.45** .56** .09 
Withdrawal -.36** .42* .36** 
Compliance -.15 .18* .37** 

Nonparent/parent heterosexual 
Positive - -.58** -.53** -.09 
Conflict engagement -.51* - .51** .13* 
Withdrawal -.43* .48* - .35** 
Compliance -.08 .10 .44** 

Note: For gay/lesbian couples, values for first partners are below the diagonal and those for second partners are above 
the diagonal. For nonparent/parent heterosexual couples, values for husbands are below the diagonal and those for wives are 
above the diagonal. 

*p < .05. **p < .01. 
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each of the four types of couples. LISREL analy- 
ses indicated an acceptable level of fit for the 
four-factor model for first members (X2[98, N = 
333] = 236.73, p < .01, GFI = .91, and CFI = .95), 
and for second members (X2[98, N = 333] = 

184.89, p < .01, GFI = .93, and CFI = .97). Ac- 
ceptable levels of fit were also obtained for mod- 
els that postulated that the four-factor structure 
was invariant across type of couple. (For member 
1, X2[392, N = 333] = 633.37, p < .01, GFI = .85, 
and CFI = .92, and for member 2, X2[392, N = 
333] = 521.34, p < .01, GFI = .87, and CFI = .96.) 
In sum, the CRSI-Partner items also conformed to 
the predicted four-dimensional structure. 

Consequently, four composite CRSI-Partner 
scores were derived for each couple member by 
summing the ratings given to the four items rele- 
vant to the positive problem-solving, conflict en- 
gagement, withdrawal, and compliance scores. 
Means and standard deviations for each score are 

presented by couple member for the four types of 
couples in Table 2. For descriptive purposes, cor- 
relations among the CRSI-Partner scores are pre- 
sented by couple member for the combined 
gay/lesbian and the combined nonparent/parent 
couples in Table 6. 

Differences Among Types of Couple 

CRSI-Self A one-way (type of couple) MANCO- 
VA on the member-i and member-2 scores, with 
age, education, personal income, and months liv- 

ing together as covariates, yielded a nonsignifi- 
cant type of couple effect. Thus, the four types of 
couples were equivalent in self-reported conflict 
resolution styles. 

CRSI-Partner. A one-way (type of couple) MAN- 
COVA on the member-1 and member-2 scores, 
with age, education, personal income, and months 
living together as covariates, yielded a significant 
type of couple effect (F[24, 960] = 1.64, p = .02). 
Subsequent univariate ANCOVAs indicated that 
the four types of couples differed on second 
members' ratings of the positive problem solving 
and compliance of their partners (F[3, 325] = 
3.85 and 2.86, p < .05). Student Newman-Keuls 
comparisons indicated that gay second partners 
and lesbian second partners rated their respective 
partners as using positive problem solving more 
frequently than did married wives with children 
who rated their husbands, and that gay second 
partners rated their respective partners as using 

compliance more frequently than did married 
wives with children who rated their husbands. 

Internal Consistency 

CRSI-Self Cronbach's alpha was computed for 
the positive problem solving, conflict engage- 
ment, withdrawal, and compliance CRSI-Self 
scores for each couple member within each of the 
four types of couple. These values are presented 
in Table 3 and were moderate in size, ranging 
from .65 to .89. 

CRSI-Partner. Cronbach's alpha values are also 
presented in Table 3 for the positive problem- 
solving, conflict engagement, withdrawal, and 
compliance CRSI-Partner scores. Values were 
moderate in size, ranging from .80 to .91. 

1-Year Stability 

CRSI-Self. The Pearson correlations assessing the 

stability of the four CRSI-Self scores over a 1- 

year period are also presented in Table 4. All co- 
efficients were significant and moderate in size, 
ranging from .46 to .83. 

CRSI-Partner. The Pearson correlations assessing 
the stability of the four CRSI-Partner scores over 
a 1-year period are also presented in Table 4. All 
coefficients were significant and moderate in size, 
ranging from .54 to .83. 

Validity 

Four issues relevant to the validity of each couple 
member's CRSI-Self and CRSI-Partner scores 
were examined. The first issue addressed the ex- 
tent to which the CRSI-Self scores and the CRSI- 
Partner scores regarding the same target couple 
member overlapped. If the two sets of CRSI 
scores are valid, then, for each couple member, 
the CRSI-Self scores and the CRSI-Partner scores 
regarding the same target couple member should 
be positively correlated. 

The second, third, and fourth issues addressed, 
for each couple member, the extent to which each 
set of CRSI scores was correlated with that cou- 
ple member's global relationship satisfaction, was 
correlated with change in that couple member's 
global relationship satisfaction, and predicted re- 
lationship dissolution, respectively. Based on pre- 
vious studies (Gottman, 1993; Gottman & 
Krokoff, 1989; Heavey et al., 1993) using behav- 
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ioral observations of the four conflict resolution 
strategies of interest, only conflict engagement 
consistently has been linked to each relationship 
outcome. Accordingly, it was predicted that each 
partner's CRSI-Self and CRSI-Partner conflict 
engagement score would be negatively related to 
relationship satisfaction, would predict a decrease 
in relationship satisfaction, and would predict re- 
lationship dissolution. Findings for the other three 
conflict resolution styles were also conducted in 
an exploratory vein. 

In analyses not presented here, findings re- 
garding each of the four issues of interest were 
not moderated by type of couple. Consequently, 
findings are presented for the combined gay/les- 
bian and for the combined nonparent/parent het- 
erosexual couples. 

The correspondence between self-ratings and 
partner ratings of the same couple member tar- 
get. The issue addressed here was the extent to 
which CRSI-Self and CRSI-Partner scores rele- 
vant to the same couple member overlapped. 
Given the design of the CRSI, information re- 
garding each couple member's four conflict reso- 
lution styles was available from two sources, the 
self and the self's partner. Because the same tar- 
get was evaluated, one would expect that the self- 
score and partner score would be positively corre- 
lated. 

Self-partner correlations for the positive prob- 
lem-solving, conflict engagement, withdrawal, 
and compliance styles are presented in Table 7 for 
the combined gay/lesbian couples and the com- 
bined nonparent/parent heterosexual couples. 
Whereas there was moderate overlap between 
couple members' conflict engagement, compli- 
ance, and withdrawal scores (r ranging from .29 
to .63), there was only modest overlap between 
couple members' positive problem-solving scores 
(r ranging from .07 to .26). (The intraclass corre- 
lation coefficients for the gay/lesbian couples 
were nearly identical to the Pearson correlation 
coefficients.) 

Concurrent relations between CRSI scores and 
relationship satisfaction. Pearson correlations be- 
tween each couple member's CRSI-Self scores 
and his or her global relationship satisfaction 
score are presented by the gay/lesbian and non- 
parent/parent heterosexual couples in Table 5. As 
expected, for both types of couples, conflict en- 
gagement was significantly negatively related to 
relationship satisfaction (r ranging from -.22 to 

TABLE 7. PEARSON CORRELATIONS BETWEEN PARALLEL 
CRSI-SELF AND CRSI-PARTNER SCORES 

BY COUPLE MEMBER 

Score P1 P2 H W 

Positive .19* .26** .07 .21** 
Conflict engagement .63** .60** .55** .55** 
Compliance .44** .47** .44** .34** 
Withdrawal .42** .29** .54** .38** 

Note: P1 = gay/lesbian first partner, P2 = gay/lesbian 
second partner, H = nonparent/parent husband, and W = 
nonparent/parent wife. 

*p <.05. **p <.01. 

-.34). Further, for both types of couples, positive 
problem solving was significantly positively re- 
lated to relationship satisfaction (r ranging from 
.19 to .37) and withdrawal was significantly nega- 
tively related to relationship satisfaction (r rang- 
ing from -.26 to -.47). Finally, for first partners, 
husbands, and wives, compliance was significant- 
ly negatively related to relationship satisfaction (r 
ranging from -. 19 to -.23). 

Pearson correlations between each couple 
member's CRSI-Partner scores and his or her 
own global relationship satisfaction score are pre- 
sented for the gay/lesbian and nonparent/parent 
heterosexual couples in Table 5. As expected, for 
both types of couples, conflict engagement was 
significantly negatively related to relationship sat- 
isfaction (r ranging from -.22 to -.35). Further, 
for both types of couples, withdrawal was signifi- 
cantly negatively related to relationship satisfac- 
tion (r ranging from -.21 to -.34), and positive 
problem solving was significantly positively re- 
lated to relationship satisfaction for only second 
partners, husbands, and wives (r ranging from .19 
to .37). Finally, findings involving compliance 
were generally nonsignificant. 

Predicting change in relationship satisfaction 
from CRSI scores. The relation between time-i 
CRSI-Self scores and change in relationship satis- 
faction was assessed by partial correlations in 
which the relation between the time-i CRSI-Self 
scores for each couple member and time-2 rela- 
tionship satisfaction for each couple member was 
assessed with controls for time-i relationship sat- 
isfaction. For the gay/lesbian couples, the change 
interval was 3 years, whereas for the nonparent/ 
parent heterosexual couples it was 1 year. 

As shown in Table 5, coefficients involving 
change in one's own relationship satisfaction 
were significant in only half of the instances and, 
when significant, were modest in size (r ranging 
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from -.30 to .14). Conflict engagement predicted 
negative change in relationship satisfaction for 
only second partners and wives. Regarding the 
other conflict resolution styles, positive problem 
solving predicted positive change in relationship 
satisfaction for husbands and wives, withdrawal 
predicted negative change in relationship satisfac- 
tion for first partners, second partners, and wives, 
and compliance predicted negative change in rela- 
tionship satisfaction for only first partners. 

The relation between time-i CRSI-Partner 
scores and change in relationship satisfaction was 
also assessed by partial correlations in which the 
relation between the time-i CRSI-Partner scores 
for each couple member and that couple mem- 
ber's own time-2 relationship satisfaction was as- 
sessed with controls for that couple member's 
time-i relationship satisfaction. As shown in 
Table 5, coefficients involving change in one's 
own relationship satisfaction were significant in 
only half of the instances and, when significant, 
were modest in size (r ranging from -.23 to .31). 
Conflict engagement predicted negative change in 
relationship satisfaction for second partners, hus- 
bands, and wives. Regarding the other conflict 
resolution styles, positive problem solving pre- 
dicted positive change in relationship satisfaction 
for second partners, husbands, and wives, with- 
drawal predicted negative change in relationship 
satisfaction for second partners and husbands, and 
compliance failed to predict change in relation- 
ship satisfaction in all instances. 

Predicting relationship dissolution from time- 
sampled CRSI scores. The relation between the 
time-sampled CRSI-Self scores and relationship 
dissolution was assessed by computing point-bis- 
erial correlations between the time-sampled 
CRSI-Self scores for each couple member and re- 
lationship dissolution (0 = not dissolved, 1 = dis- 
solved). Values are presented by couple member 
for the gay/lesbian couples and for the nonpar- 
ent/parent heterosexual couples in Table 5. Val- 
ues were significant in a little more than half of 
the instances, and, when significant, tended to be 
modest in size (r ranging from -.20 to .27). As 
expected, high conflict engagement scores pre- 
dicted relationship dissolution for both types of 
couples. Regarding the other conflict resolution 
styles, low positive problem-solving scores pre- 
dicted relationship dissolution for first partners, 
second partners, and wives, high withdrawal 
scores predicted relationship dissolution for first 
partners, second partners, and husbands, and 

compliance scores generally failed to predict rela- 
tionship dissolution. 

The relation between the time-sampled CRSI- 
Partner scores and relationship dissolution was 
also assessed by computing point-biserial correla- 
tions between the time-sampled CRSI-Partner 
scores for each couple member and relationship 
dissolution (0 = not dissolved, 1 = dissolved). 
Values are presented by couple member for 
gay/lesbian couples and for nonparent/parent het- 
erosexual couples in Table 5. Values were signifi- 
cant in only half of the instances, and, when sig- 
nificant, tended to be modest in size (r ranging 
from -.27 to .32). The expectations that high con- 
flict engagement scores would predict relation- 
ship dissolution was supported for first partners, 
husbands, and wives. Regarding the other conflict 
resolution styles, low positive problem-solving 
scores predicted relationship dissolution for first 
partners, husbands, and wives, withdrawal failed 
to predict relationship dissolution, and high com- 
pliance scores predicted relationship dissolution 
for second partners, whereas low compliance 
scores predicted relationship dissolution for hus- 
bands. 

DIscusSION 

This study was based on the premise that infor- 
mation regarding conflict in couples can be mean- 
ingfully assessed by self-report and partner-report 
methods. Preliminary psychometric data were 
presented for two new measures. The Ineffective 
Arguing Inventory (IAI) is a self-report measure 
that assesses the extent to which couple members 
perceive that they and their partners engage in a 
pattern of arguing that has been linked to adverse 
couple functioning (e.g., Gottman & Krokoff, 
1989; Markman, 1987; Snyder, 1981). The Con- 
flict Resolution Style Inventory (CRSI) uses self- 
reports and partner reports to assess the frequency 
with which couple members use each of four 
types of conflict resolution strategies (positive 
problem solving, conflict engagement, withdraw- 
al, and compliance) identified by previous work 
as being linked to relationship outcomes (e.g., 
Bowman, 1990; Boyd & Roach, 1977; Chris- 
tensen & Heavey, 1990; Gottman & Krokoff, 
1989; Markman et al., 1993). 

Although this study is notable in that longitu- 
dinal data were available from both partners from 
gay couples, lesbian couples, nonparent hetero- 
sexual couples, and parent heterosexual couples, 
there are at least five major limitations to this 
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study. First, the current measures were not vali- 
dated against actual observations of couple con- 
flict resolution. Second, the findings at best gen- 
eralize to only predominantly white and well-edu- 
cated couples who are willing to invest time in a 
longitudinal project and to gay and lesbian cou- 
ples who in addition are willing to disclose their 
sexual orientation. Third, validity-related findings 
that correlated self-report measures could be in- 
flated due to shared method variance. Fourth, 
only limited aspects of construct validity were ex- 
amined; in particular, discriminant validity was 
not assessed. Finally, given the low rates of rela- 
tionship dissolution, the analyses relevant to rela- 

tionship dissolution likely suffered from low sta- 
tistical power. Below, the psychometric proper- 
ties of the IAI and the CRSI that were 
investigated in this study are reviewed, differ- 
ences among the four types of couples are noted, 
and needed areas of study are highlighted. 

The IAI 

Although brief, the IAI does a reasonable job of 

sampling content regarding the ineffective argu- 
ing pattern. Consistent with previous findings re- 

garding interpartner agreement in heterosexual 
couples (Jacobson & Moore, 1981), partners in 
both gay/lesbian and nonparent/parent heterosex- 
ual couples showed moderate overlap in their in- 
dividual appraisals of the extent to which their re- 
lationship involved a pattern of ineffective argu- 
ing. For each couple member, psychometric 
properties of the IAI generalized across the four 
types of couples studied. Specifically, for each 
couple member in the four types of couples, the 
IAI items conformed to a one-factor structure and 
the single composite score derived from these 
items was internally consistent and stable over a 
1-year period. 

Consistent with evidence that relationship dy- 
namics are similar for gay/lesbian and heterosex- 
ual couples (Kurdek, in press), the four types of 
couples did not differ in level of ineffective argu- 
ing. Further, for each couple member in gay/les- 
bian and nonparent/parent heterosexual couples, 
the composite IAI score correlated negatively 
with relationship satisfaction, predicted negative 
change in relationship satisfaction, and predicted 
relationship dissolution. In short, for diverse 
types of couples, the IAI was reliable and pos- 
sessed face validity, and the limited evidence re- 
garding concurrent criterion-related validity and 

predictive criterion-related validity was promis- 
ing. 

The most obvious direction for future work 
with the IAI is to link it to actual observations of 
couples resolving conflict. Because the IAI as- 
sesses global impressions of a particular conflict 
resolution style, it is likely that links between it 
and scores derived from observations of couples 
during very brief, issue-specific interchanges 
would be slight. Nonetheless, even evidence of 
slight overlap would further enhance the validity 
of the IAI. Further, because the IAI when admin- 
istered to both members of the couple provides 
two sources of information regarding the same 

phenomenon, studies using structural equations 
could use both couple members' IAI scores as in- 
dicators of a latent ineffective arguing variable 
(cf. Cook & Goldstein, 1993). 

Alternatively, both couple members' scores 
could be averaged in line with the principle that 
aggregating information over different sources of 
information generally heightens reliability (Ep- 
stein, 1986; Rushton, Brainerd, & Pressley, 
1983). In fact, in analyses not presented here, the 
psychometric properties of IAI items that were 
averaged over both couple members were as- 
sessed. These findings paralleled those obtained 
for each couple member. That is, these averaged 
items conformed to a one-factor structure; the sin- 
gle composite score derived from these items was 
internally consistent, stable over a 1-year period, 
correlated negatively with relationship satisfac- 
tion, predicted change in relationship satisfaction, 
and predicted relationship dissolution. 

The CRSI 

The CRSI uses self-report and partner-report 
measures to assess four conflict resolution styles 
for each couple member-positive problem solv- 
ing, conflict engagement, withdrawal, and com- 
pliance. Although based on only four items, each 
CRSI-Self and CRSI-Partner subscore does a rea- 
sonable job of sampling behaviors previously 
identified as being characteristic of each conflict 
resolution strategy (e.g., Gottman & Krokoff, 
1989). Thus, both the CRSI-Self and the CRSI- 
Partner possess face validity. 

Reliability data for both the CRSI-Self and the 
CRSI-Partner generalized across type of couple as 
well as across couple member. Specifically, for 
each member within each type of couple, CRSI- 
Self and CRSI-Partner items conformed to an ex- 
pected four-factor structure, and the four compos- 
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ite scores derived from these items were internal- 
ly consistent and stable over a 1-year period. 

Given that parallel CRSI-Self scores and 
CRSI-Partner scores for the same target couple 
member tended to be moderately related for the 
conflict engagement, compliance, and withdrawal 
styles across type of couple, some evidence re- 

garding the convergent validity of each measure 
was also obtained. The fairly low overlap be- 
tween the CRSI-Self and CRSI-Partner scores re- 

garding the positive problem-solving style across 
type of couple may be due to a self-presentation 
bias. That is, partners may be prone to distort 
their own (or their partners') use of a conflict res- 
olution style that is regarded as highly desirable. 
It is also possible that aspects of positive problem 
solving may be more ambiguous than those of the 
other conflict resolution styles. 

Consistent with evidence obtained for the IAI, 
there was little evidence that the four types of 
couples differed in the frequency with which indi- 
vidual conflict resolution styles were used. The 
four types of couples were equivalent on all four 
CRSI-Self scores as well as on the conflict en- 

gagement and withdrawal CRSI-Partner scores. 
However, husbands with children were rated by 
their wives as relatively low in positive problem 
solving and gay second partners were rated by 
their partners as relatively high in compliance. 
Future studies are needed to determine if these 
few differences are reliable or are due to response 
biases. 

Evidence regarding the concurrent and predic- 
tive criterion-related validity of the CRSI-Self 
and CRSI-Partner scores was sought by assessing 
the extent to which CRSI-Self and CRSI-Partner 
scores were concurrently linked to relationship 
satisfaction, predicted change in relationship sat- 
isfaction, and predicted relationship dissolution 
for gay/lesbian as well as for nonparent/parent 
heterosexual couples. Overall, patterns of find- 
ings were similar for these two types of couples, 
providing further evidence that the relationship 
dynamics for gay/lesbian and heterosexual cou- 
ples are similar (Kurdek, in press). 

However, interpretation of findings regarding 
the link between specific conflict resolution styles 
and relationship outcomes for any type of couple 
is complicated by the fact that previous studies 
using observational data from heterosexual cou- 
ples (e.g., Gottman, 1993, 1994; Gottman & 
Krokoff, 1989; Heavey et al., 1993) have not 
yielded strong and consistent findings regarding 
the link between relationship outcomes and the 

conflict resolution styles examined in this study. 
In particular, although negative and aversive con- 
flict resolution styles-such as the conflict en- 

gagement style studied here-have been shown to 
be negatively related to relationship satisfaction, 
to predict decreases in relationship satisfaction 
over time, and to predict relationship dissolution, 
findings regarding positive problem solving, 
withdrawal, and compliance have been inconsis- 
tent and frequently nonsignificant. 

With regard to the concurrent link between 
both the CRSI-Self scores and the CRSI-Partner 
scores and relationship satisfaction, the most con- 
sistent pattern that emerged from this study was 
that couple members from gay/lesbian couples 
and nonparent/parent heterosexual couples who 

frequently used positive problem solving and in- 

frequently used conflict engagement and with- 
drawal reported high relationship satisfaction. 
Overall, this pattern is consonant with that report- 
ed by Gottman and Krokoff (1989) and Heavey et 
al. (1993) for heterosexual couples. Findings re- 

garding compliance were not as consistent, espe- 
cially for the CRSI-Partner scores. Interestingly, 
Gottman and Krokoff (1989) found that observed 
compliance was nonsignificantly linked to hus- 
bands' and wives' satisfaction. 

How did the CRSI-Self and CRSI-Partner 
scores fare in predicting change in relationship 
satisfaction? Although specific findings varied by 
couple member, the general pattern for gay/les- 
bian and nonparent/parent heterosexual couples 
was that frequent use of positive problem solving 
was linked to increases in relationship satisfac- 
tion, whereas frequent use of conflict engagement 
and withdrawal was linked to decreases in rela- 
tionship satisfaction. Again, as with the concur- 
rent findings just reported, compliance was the 
problem-solving style least likely to be related to 
change in relationship satisfaction. 

Although the findings regarding withdrawal 
are consistent with the findings of Gottman and 
Krokoff (1989), those regarding positive problem 
solving and conflict engagement are not. Those 
authors found that positive problem solving was 
dysfunctional and that conflict engagement was 
functional when viewed in terms of longitudinal 
changes in marital satisfaction. However, 
Gottman (1993) reports that the purported longi- 
tudinal positive effects of conflict engagement did 
not hold for marital stability and speculates that 
the couples observed in the Gottman and Krokoff 
(1989) study may have been biased. Large-scale 
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prospective longitudinal studies are needed to 
shed further light on this issue. 

With regard to relationship dissolution, the 
most consistent pattern to emerge from both the 
CRSI-Self and the CRSI-Partner scores across 

gay/lesbian and nonparent/parent heterosexual 

couples was that infrequent positive problem 
solving and frequent conflict engagement predict- 
ed dissolution. This pattern is entirely consistent 
with the view that unstable couples are more hos- 
tile than stable couples (Gottman, 1993, 1994). 
This finding is also of note because the link be- 
tween CRSI scores and dissolution cannot be due 
to shared method variance because dissolution is 
a behavioral outcome measure not influenced by 
self-report and partner-report biases. Nonetheless, 
the small number of dissolved couples necessi- 
tates that these findings be viewed cautiously. 

The finding that compliance was the one par- 
ticular conflict resolution style least likely to be 
unrelated to relationship outcomes across type of 
couple deserves special comment. It may be that a 
partner's compliance takes on explanatory power 
as a relationship maintenance strategy only when 
it is examined in conjunction with the other part- 
ner's conflict resolution styles (Rusbult & Buunk, 
1993). For example, someone who gives in to the 
constructive observations of a partner may regard 
their relationship more positively than someone 
who gives in to the aversive rantings of a partner. 
Future work could examine the extent to which 
interactions between partners' CRSI scores-es- 
pecially those involving compliance-explain 
variability in relationship outcomes above and be- 
yond that accounted for by the individual sets of 
CRSI scores alone. 

As with the IAI, future work with the CRSI- 
Self and CRSI-Partner could validate the scores 
derived from these measures against actual obser- 
vations of couple conflict resolution. Studies 
using structural equations could also use comple- 
mentary pairs of CRSI-Self and CRSI-Partner 
scores as indicators of each couple member's la- 
tent conflict resolution style variable (cf. Cook & 
Goldstein, 1993). Alternatively, both couple 
members' complementary CRSI-Self and CRSI- 
Partner scores could be averaged. In fact, in anal- 
yses not presented here, the psychometric proper- 
ties of items that were the mean average of paral- 
lel CRSI-Self items and CRSI-Partner items were 
assessed for each couple member. These findings 
paralleled those obtained for the separate CRSI- 
Self and CRSI-Partner items for each couple 
member. That is, these averaged items conformed 

to a four-factor structure; the four composite 
scores derived from these items were internally 
consistent, stable over a 1-year period, correlated 
negatively with relationship satisfaction, predict- 
ed change in relationship satisfaction, and pre- 
dicted relationship dissolution. 

NOTE 

I would like to thank the couples who participated in 
this study, Mark Fine who reviewed an earlier version 
of the paper, and three anonymous reviewers for their 
helpful comments. Correspondence concerning this ar- 
ticle should be addressed to Larry Kurdek (Internet ad- 
dress: LKURDEK @DESIRE.WRIGHT.EDU). 
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APPENDIX 

ITEMS ON THE IAI AND CRI SCALES 

The Ineffective Arguing Inventory 
Instructions: Below are descriptions of the kinds of arguments people in relationships are likely to experience. Circle the 

number that indicates how much you agree that each statement fits your relationship (1 = Disagree Strongly, 5 = Agree 
Strongly). 

1. By the end of an argument, each of us has been given a fair hearing. (R) 
2. When we begin to fight or argue, I think, "Here we go again." 
3. Overall, I'd say we're pretty good at solving our problems. (R) 
4. Our arguments are left hanging and unresolved. 
5. We go for days without settling our differences. 
6. Our arguments seem to end in frustrating stalemates. 
7. We need to improve the way we settle our differences. 
8. Overall, our arguments are brief and quickly forgotten. (R) 

The Conflict Resolution Inventory (Self-Rating) 
Instructions: Using the scale 1 = Never and 5 = Always, rate how frequently you use each of the following styles to deal 

with arguments or disagreements with your partner. 
Conflict engagement 
1. Launching personal attacks. 
5. Exploding and getting out of control. 
9. Getting carried away and saying things that aren't meant. 
13. Throwing insults and digs. 
Positive problem solving 
2. Focusing on the problem at hand. 
6. Sitting down and discussing differences constructively. 
10. Finding alternatives that are acceptable to each of us. 
14. Negotiating and compromising. 
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Withdrawal 
3. Remaining silent for long periods of time. 
7. Reaching a limit, "shutting down," and refusing to talk any further. 
11. Tuning the other person out. 
15. Withdrawing, acting distant and not interested. 

Compliance 
4. Not being willing to stick up for myself. 
8. Being too compliant. 
12. Not defending my position. 
16. Giving in with little attempt to present my side of the issue. 

Note: Item numbers reflect item order in actual measure. (R) indicates item is reverse-scored. Instructions for the part- 
ner-rating portion of the CRSI were: Using the scale 1 = Never and 5 = Always, rate how frequently your partner uses each 
of the following styles to deal with arguments or disagreements with you. 

MANUSCRIPT PREPARATION GUIDELINES 

If you plan to submit a paper to the Journal of Marriage and the Family, you can make sure your 
manuscript begins the review process promptly by complying with the following guidelines: 

*Double space everything, including tables. Type should be large enough to be easily read. 

*If possible, use Wordperfect or Microsoft Word as your word processing program. (If your 
paper is accepted for publication, you will be asked to provide a copy of the article on a 

computer disk.) 

*Use the format outlined in the Publication Manual of the American Psychological Association 
(3rd ed.) for end references and citations in the text. 

*Submit 4 copies of your paper. Three of these copies should be prepared for blind review. 
Remove all citations and references to authors' own works-or replace the entire reference with 
the words "author citation." Grants and acknowledgements should appear on the title page only. 
While these 3 copies may be double-sided, the title page must be separate. 

*One full, single-sided copy should also be submitted. This copy must include the complete list 
of references. 

*For information regarding submission fees and other guidelines, refer to Instructions to 
Authors, last printed in the May 1994 issue. Authors may also request copies by writing the edi- 
torial office. 
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