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ABSTRACT
EMOTION REGULATION VARIABILITY AND RELATIONSHIP FUNCTIONING IN
EMERGING ADULTHOOD
Laura B. Kenneally
Old Dominion University, 2021
Director: Dr. James F. Paulson

Emotion regulation is a transdiagnostic factor that functions as a crucial contributor to
individual well-being and social functioning. Research seeking to identify adaptive or
maladaptive strategies of emotion regulation has often focused on individual strategies, though
emerging evidence suggests that what constitutes “adaptive” regulation is often contextdependent. Having a large repertoire of emotion regulation strategies that one is willing to use at
different rates has been termed “emotion regulation variability,” and has been linked to positive
individual outcomes. While the benefits of emotion regulation variability have been
demonstrated on an individual level, the impact on romantic relationships has yet to be explored.
Thus, the present study sought to examine patterns of emotion regulation strategy use to see if
some patterns better represent adaptive emotion regulation in the context of a romantic
relationship.
Participants (n = 247) were emerging adult college students (Mage = 20.30 years; 84.6 %
women; 34.4% African American, 47% Caucasian) in romantic partnerships who completed
questionnaires on emotion regulation, depression, anxiety, relationship functioning and
emotional awareness. Latent profile analysis was conducted to characterize possible latent
profiles of emotion regulation strategy. Results suggested a four-profile solution: 1) lowregulation, 2) relax, engage, and reappraise 3) suppression-propense, and 4) high-regulation.
There were significant differences across latent profiles on depression and anxiety, and this

relationship was moderated by emotional awareness. Similarly, for relationship functioning,
there was a marginal interaction between latent profile and emotional awareness. For three of the
profiles (low-regulation, engage, reappraise and relax, high-regulation) there was a negative
association between emotional awareness and each outcome variable, whereas the suppressionpropense profile evidenced a positive relationship between emotional awareness and each
outcome variable. Thus, beneficial emotion regulation tactics may be contingent on emotional
awareness, and findings are discussed within each level. Implications and recommendations for
future research are discussed.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Emotion dysregulation has received substantial attention as a transdiagnostic factor
underlying psychological well-being and psychopathology. While emotion regulation theory has
emphasized the dynamic nature of emotion regulation strategies, suggesting that the benefit of
any one strategy would be context-dependent (Barrett et al., 2001; Gross, 1998, 2015), much
empirical research has examined strategies as universally “adaptive” or “maladaptive.” This idea
has been termed the “fallacy of uniform efficacy” (Bonanno & Burton, 2013). Cognitive
reappraisal, for example, generally touted as a primary adaptive emotion-regulation strategy, is
not universally beneficial (Troy et al., 2010, 2013). Similarly, expressive suppression, a strategy
typically categorized as maladaptive (Gross & John, 2003; Gross & Muñoz, 1995; Gross &
Thompson, 2007), can be neutral, or more adaptive than reappraisal depending on an individual’s
goal in a given circumstance (Schutte et al., 2009; Webb et al., 2012). Further, willingness to be
open with others about one’s emotions is generally found to be beneficial (Aldao et al., 2010;
Moreno et al., 2017), but this appears to depend on contextual factors as well (Cheung et al.,
2015; Fichman et al., 1999), such as how receptive the other person may be to the expression
(Kane et al., 2018). Thus, there appear to be times at which, or conditions under which, even
“maladaptive” emotion regulation strategies are preferable to “adaptive” strategies.
More recent literature assessing use of a wider repertoire of emotion regulation strategies
has suggested that variability in strategy use may better capture “adaptive” emotion regulation
(Aldao et al., 2015; Blanke et al., 2020; Bonanno & Burton, 2013). Emotion regulation
variability (ERV) and coping flexibility have been linked positively to individual outcomes, such
as mood (Blanke et al., 2020; De France & Hollenstein, 2017; Lougheed & Hollenstein, 2012),
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adjustment, and resiliency (Bonanno et al., 2011; Cheng et al., 2014; Westphal et al., 2010).
Though social factors are sometimes the context that may influence the adaptivity of any one
strategy on its own, and the possible social consequences of emotion dysregulation, whether
ERV confers the same benefits for social functioning has not been thoroughly examined. Many
of the ways in which individuals regulate their own positive or negative emotions involves a
social mechanism (Butler, 2011; Thompson, 2014; Zaki & Williams, 2013), leading some to
conclude that emotion regulation is an inherently social process (Barbalet, 2011; Campos et al.,
2011; Kappas, 2013). People frequently need to employ regulatory efforts in response to social
stressors, and/or while in the presence of others. Selective use of expressive suppression at times
can be beneficial for social functioning (Le & Impett, 2013). Moreover, our social functioning
and individual mental health are bidirectionally related. Emotion dysregulation has been
implicated in personality pathology (Pollock et al., 2016) and depression (Gross & Muñoz,
1995), just two examples of clinical disorders that have established interpersonal consequences.
Being married, even when controlling for relationship satisfaction, is linked to better
overall well-being (Dush & Amato, 2005). It is further linked to beneficial outcomes for the
children in these families, such as reduced risk of internalizing and externalizing behavior
problems (Artis, 2007; Dunifon & Kowaleski–Jones, 2002; Thompson, 1994). Further, while
individual well-being and couples functioning are intercorrelated, there are also times when what
is in one’s own best interest is not in the best interest of the relationship (Butler et al., 2014;
Calkins & Brock, 2020). Thus, identifying components to successful romantic partnerships has
implications for both the individuals, as well as their family units, beyond the effects of
individual personal well-being. No study to date has examined the impact of ERV on romantic
relationship functioning, despite the importance of intimate relationships, and the clear ties
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between emotion regulation and social functioning. The goal of the present study is to examine
whether the benefits of ERV extend to positive outcomes for romantic relationships in emerging
adulthood.
The Process Model of Emotion Regulation
According to the process model of emotion regulation, emotion regulation broadly
encompasses one’s ability to change emotions when they are motivated to do so, and the
mechanisms they employ to achieve this goal (Gross, 1998, 2015). This construct addresses how
one perceives a given situation, and responds emotionally both internally and externally. The
process model discusses emotion regulation strategies as broadly falling under two categories:
antecedent-focused regulation and response-focused regulation (Gross & Thompson, 2007).
According to this model, antecedent-focused regulation involves situation selection, situation
modification, attention deployment or cognitive reappraisal. Situation selection and modification
involve altering or avoiding circumstances that induce a given emotional response. Attention
deployment involves distracting oneself from the upsetting components of a situation. Cognitive
reappraisal involves employing cognitive mechanisms to reevaluate either a situation or its
emotional significance. Response-focused regulation strategies involve attempting to suppress or
alter one’s emotional response (be it the experience, behavior, and/or physiological reaction)
after a situation prompting an emotion has taken place. Expressive suppression, a common
response-focused strategy, specifically involves suppressing the expression of an experienced
emotional response. Additionally, the process model of emotion regulation attempts to
differentiate emotion regulation from coping (which targets exclusively down regulation of
negative affect) and from mood regulation, both of which often refer to emotion states of longer
duration. Thus, some behavioral strategies such as exercise, or substance use, are often excluded
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from examination of emotion regulation strategies, as they better target mood regulation (Gross,
2015). Conversely, emotion regulation strategies refer to responses to emotion that are employed
in the moment in order to regulate that moment’s emotion.
Examination of the efficacy of the five primary domains discussed in the process model
have revealed mixed results. A meta-analysis by Webb and colleagues (2012) indicated that
attentional deployment was found to have no reliable effect on behavioral, physiological, or selfreport measures of emotion (d = 0.00). Cognitive change was found to have a small to medium
effect on emotional outcomes (d = 0.36), with medium effects on behavioral and self-report
measures of emotion, but no effect on physiological measures. The average effect size for
response modulation was small (d = 0.16), with no reliable effect on self-reported emotions, a
large effect on behavioral measures, and a small negative effect on physiological measures.
Averaging across all emotional outcomes, cognitive change was found to be more effective than
attentional deployment and response modulation, while response modulation was more effective
than attentional deployment.
The process model serves less as a comprehensive compilation of every strategy one
might use to regulate their emotion, but rather as an organizational framework for types of
strategies, and where they intervene in the emotion experience (Gross, 2015). Gross and
colleagues hypothesized that antecedent strategies would be more effective than responsefocused strategies, and this has been supported by a variety of papers comparing how well
antecedent strategies, usually cognitive reappraisal, worked in comparison to response
modulation, usually expressive suppression (Webb et al., 2012). Similarly, rumination, a
common response-focused strategy, is typically seen as maladaptive, and is associated with
difficulty processing negative material (Joormann, 2006; Joormann & Tran, 2009), poor
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cognitive control (Beckwé et al., 2014; De Lissnyder et al., 2012; Demeyer et al., 2012), and has
been implicated in the maintenance of depression (Gross & Muñoz, 1995), as it contributes to the
inability to redirect one’s thoughts toward a more constructive strategy.
The process model also has several limitations. Despite leaving room for additional
strategies within the framework, much of the emotion regulation literature focuses on one
hallmark strategy from each of the five core domains, and more often compares merely cognitive
reappraisal and expressive suppression (Aldao et al., 2010; Colombo et al., 2020; Heiy &
Cheavens, 2014; Marroquín et al., 2017). When more strategies are examined, the utility of
examining whether antecedent or response-focused strategies are more beneficial breaks down.
Secondly, given that the model does not break down the strategies that do or do not fit within this
framework, it is often up to investigator to decide which to include, and how it should be
measured. In the aforementioned meta-analysis (Webb et al., 2012), attention deployment alone
was examined seven different ways. Additionally, some strategies that would be categorized in
the process model as response-focused, such as controlled breathing (Liu et al., 2013; Zou et al.,
2017), meditation (Chen et al., 2012), or progressive muscle relaxation (Manzoni et al., 2008),
have also been found to be highly effective. Further, the emotion process does not always
proceed as linearly as the process model assumes it does; sometimes one’s emotion expression
can impact one’s emotion experience (Niedenthal et al., 2005), effectively moving backward in
the model. Experimental manipulations have found that suppression can at times occur before
reappraisal (Paul et al., 2013). It appears that some strategies may be more or less effective
regardless of the point of implementation.
Further, there are some strategies that are not easily classified into any of the five process
model categories, such as acceptance or ignoring (Grommisch et al., 2019). Mindfulness, for
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example, has been associated with lower levels of psychopathology, has been integrated into
numerous treatment approaches (Aldao et al., 2010; Gratz & Roemer, 2004), and has been found
to be effective as a stand-alone treatment as well (Blanck et al., 2018). Similarly, problem
solving is often examined as an emotion regulation strategy, (Chesney et al., 2019; DixonGordon, Aldao, & Reyes, 2015) which does not neatly fit within any one category of the process
model, and is possibly better characterized under coping and mood regulation. Whether someone
chooses to engage with or avoid/ignore their emotional experience has been implicated in
various individual outcomes (Aldao et al., 2010), with avoidance leading to higher levels of
psychopathology, and engagement being generally perceived as positive (Aldao et al., 2010;
Cameron & Overall, 2018; Chervonsky & Hunt, 2017). While expressive suppression may be a
type of avoidance, it does not necessarily encompass the entirety of this domain. Further,
emotional expression appears to be more than the absence of expressive suppression, and has
been linked with positive individual and interpersonal outcomes (Aldao et al., 2010; Cameron &
Overall, 2018; De France & Hollenstein, 2017). Thus, the literature focusing exclusively on
cognitive reappraisal and expressive suppression, or even merely contrasting the five regulatory
categories in the process model, is limited. However, as the process model is the leading model
of emotion regulation to date (Webb et al., 2012), research often includes strategies from the
process model, and adds others as deemed fit (Aldao et al., 2010; Blanke et al., 2020; De France
& Hollenstein, 2017; Grommisch et al., 2019).
Outcomes of Emotion Regulation Strategy Use
A large literature has established the links between emotion regulation strategies and
psychopathology. In a meta-analysis examining acceptance, avoidance, problem solving,
reappraisal, suppression, and rumination, results indicated that internalizing disorders
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specifically have been more consistently associated with regulatory strategies than externalizing
disorders, suggesting that emotion regulation has a stronger influence on these disorders. There
were large effect sizes of rumination, medium to large effect sizes for avoidance, problem
solving and suppression, and small to medium effects of reappraisal and acceptance on
psychopathology (Aldao et al., 2010). These associations were present in both normative and
clinical samples, though were stronger in clinical samples. Evidence suggests individuals who
use cognitive reappraisal experience and express more positive emotion and less negative
emotion, whereas individuals who use expressive suppression more express and experience less
positive emotion, but experience more negative emotion (Gross & John, 2003).
In addition, meta-analysis of meditative and relaxation techniques has demonstrated that
progressive muscle relation, meditation, and autogenic training were each significantly,
negatively related to anxiety with medium to large effect sizes (Manzoni et al., 2008). Similarly,
meta-analysis looking at stand-alone mindfulness found a small to medium effect on both
anxiety and depression. Longitudinal studies have also supported links between strategies and
internalizing symptoms over time. Rumination has been positively associated with symptoms of
depression and anxiety in longitudinal studies (Hong, 2007; Michl et al., 2013; Nolen-Hoeksema,
2000; O’Connor et al., 2007; Sarin et al., 2005; Segerstrom et al., 2000). Behavioral avoidance
has been associated with depression (Holahan et al., 2005), and cognitive avoidance has been
linked positively to both depression and anxiety (Blalock & Joiner, 2000). Particularly when
under high stress, suppression has been associated with depressive symptoms (Beevers & Meyer,
2004; Wenzlaff & Luxton, 2003).
Emotion regulation strategies are not used merely to alleviate negative affect, however.
People often use emotion regulation strategies to present themselves appropriately (e.g., to stifle
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laughter when witnessing another person fall), or to sustain positive affect (e.g., celebrating
victories). Evidence suggests that each strategy may have some utility in the appropriate
circumstance. The negative association between cognitive reappraisal and psychological distress
(Aldao et al., 2010; Schutte et al., 2009; Webb et al., 2012), appears to vary based on certain
conditions. Reappraisal has been found to have a negative association with depression only
among people with high levels of life stress (Troy et al., 2013). Further, reappraisal has been
found to be ineffective when a stressor is perceived as controllable, at which times situation
modification may be more adaptive (Troy et al., 2013). Conversely, though often considered
maladaptive, suppression has been found to have positive outcomes at times if it is the
expression of the emotion being suppressed, rather than the experience or thoughts of the
emotion (Webb et al., 2012). This can be understood by considering contexts in which it may not
be beneficial for others to know one’s raw emotional experience (e.g., when being reprimanded
by an authority figure, or receiving a disappointing gift from a loved one). Suppression has been
found to be negatively associated with depression in individuals with low life stress (Troy et al.,
2013). Further, evidence suggests that context can influence one’s strategy choice, finding that
while people may choose reappraisal in low-emotional intensity scenarios, people are often more
likely to choose avoidance in high-emotional intensity scenarios (Sheppes et al., 2011).
Emotion Regulation Variability
Ultimately, theory and evidence suggest that flexible emotion regulation may be the
better target in assessing adaptive emotion regulation. To date, different components of this idea
have been studied under a variety of names, including coping or emotion regulation repertoire
(Chesney et al., 2019; De France & Hollenstein, 2017; Grommisch et al., 2019; Heiy &
Cheavens, 2014; Kato, 2012; Lougheed & Hollenstein, 2012) expressive flexibility (Westphal et
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al., 2010), coping flexibility (Bonanno et al., 2011; Cheng, 2001; Cheng et al., 2014), emotion
regulation variability (Blanke et al., 2020), emotion regulation flexibility (Blanke et al., 2020),
and regulatory or emotion regulation flexibility (Aldao et al., 2015; Bonanno & Burton, 2013).
To better organize this body of literature, Bonanno and colleagues defined emotion regulation
flexibility as having three sequential components: context sensitivity, repertoire of strategies, and
responsiveness to environmental feedback. Context sensitivity involves assessing environmental
demands to determine the most appropriate strategy. One’s repertoire involves having a variety
of strategies to pull from that can be implemented when deemed necessary. Finally,
responsiveness to feedback involves how well an individual assesses the outcome of their
regulatory choice, and re-evaluates accordingly.
Therefore, a necessary (but not sufficient) component in flexible emotion regulation is
ability and willingness to implement varied emotion regulation strategies under different
conditions. These components together are termed Emotion Regulation Variability (ERV), which
is defined as the extent to which an individual draws from a pool of regulatory strategies rather
than relying heavily on any one strategy (Aldao et al., 2015; Blanke et al., 2020; Bonanno &
Burton, 2013). Aldao and colleagues (2015) refined existing definitions to more clearly illustrate
within-strategy variability and between-strategy variability. Within-strategy variability (also
referred to as temporal variability) is the extent to which a person may use one strategy more or
less over time and circumstance. Between-strategy variability (also referred to as categorical
variability) refers to the extent to which a person may vary the strategies they use at any one time
or circumstance. Discussion of findings going forward will use the aforementioned definitions to
more clearly contextualize the literature. Within-strategy variability has been found to be
positively associated with positive adjustment (Bonanno et al., 2011; Cheng, 2001; Kato, 2012),
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more adaptive long-term adjustment to trauma (Bonanno et al., 2004), and lower levels of
psychopathology (Aldao & Nolen-Hoeksema, 2012). Between-strategy variability has been
linked more strongly to reductions in negative affect (Blanke et al., 2020).
Attempts to examine these constructs have used a variety of methods. Some studies
examined repertoire alone, using the sum of strategies used as the predictor. This evidence is
mixed (Cheng et al., 2014; Eldesouky & English, 2018; Heiy & Cheavens, 2014; Kato, 2012). It
may be the case that general use of more strategies is indicative of repeated failed attempts to
regulate one’s emotion in some cases (Aldao et al., 2015; Blanke et al., 2020). One study asked
participants to recall stressful events, and recall whether one of seven emotion regulation
strategies was used during that event (Dixon-Gordon, Aldao, & De Los Reyes, 2015). Each
strategy was assessed with a face-valid question, rated on a Likert scale. While this encompasses
context, it is also subject to recall bias. Particularly if trying to capture variability, participants
may not recall whether multiple regulatory efforts were made for one stressful event, only
remembering which strategy ended up being successful. Another study used a daily diary
method, but examined only expressive suppression and cognitive reappraisal (Eldesouky &
English, 2018). While more ecologically valid, the potential issue of recall bias is still present,
and examination of two specific strategies limits the extent to which variability can be
established. The most comprehensive studies have used an ecological momentary assessment
(EMA) design in order to better and more naturalistically capture strategy use in real time across
situations. Blanke and colleagues (2020) compiled data from four EMA studies that assessed the
use of varied emotion regulation strategies, but as the studies included had not been designed
with this in mind, each of the four had different emotion regulation strategies included, measured
along different scales.
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Though still not completely encompassing context, if it is the case that each strategy is
adaptive in certain scenarios, with some being adaptive in fewer (e.g., suppression), and other
others being adaptive in more (e.g., cognitive reappraisal) it stands to reason that there may be
patterns of strategy use that approximate adaptive, flexible strategy use. Several studies have
used latent class analysis or latent profile analysis (LPA) in a general adult population to
examine patterns of strategy use and potential psychopathological outcomes (Chesney et al.,
2019; De France & Hollenstein, 2017; Dixon-Gordon, Aldao, & Reyes, 2015; Grommisch et al.,
2019).
Dixon-Gordon and colleagues (2015) asked participants to recall experiences during
which they experienced moderate and high anxiety, sadness, or anger. Participants were 531
undergraduate students from two, large, public universities in the United States (predominantly
white, mean age 19.28). Then, they were asked to report the extent to which they used
acceptance, cognitive reappraisal, problem solving, experiential avoidance, expressive
suppression, self-criticism, or worry/rumination in those scenarios. For each emotion regulation
strategy, a median split was used to divide participants into high strategy use and low strategy
use. Results indicated a five-class solution: low regulators (low use of all strategies), high
regulators (high use of all strategies), worriers/ruminators (high worry/rumination), avoiders
(high use of suppression and avoidance), and adaptive regulators (relatively high use of
reappraisal and problem solving). This study also examined different class solutions for different
stressors (achievement stress versus social stress). For achievement stress, the class solution was
similar to the overall solution, but with the worry/rumination and avoidant regulation classes
converging. For social stressors, a seven-class solution emerged: high regulators, low regulators,
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adaptive regulators, worrier/ruminators, self-criticizers (high self-criticism) and acceptors (high
acceptance).
Several methodological choices limit these findings. Firstly, use of emotion regulation
strategy was examined using one question rated continuously on a scale of 0-3 but was not
assessed via a validated measure. The scales were then dichotomized. Splitting the continuous
variable at the median limits the interpretability of the classes, as there may be substantial
variation in strategy use even amongst those categorized as “high” and “low” on any one
strategy. Similarly, people with similar scores may be put into different groups. Interestingly,
this study found that in a social context the avoiders experienced significantly less
psychopathology than the other six profiles. This may be due to socially adaptive, nonconfrontational people avoiding social discomfort, perhaps more in line with “situation
selection” than avoidance, though that was not what the avoidance question was intending to
measure. This finding may speak to the potential ambiguity introduced when using measures that
are have not been validated to measure emotion regulation strategies. Further, while asking a
participant to recall past experiences increases ecological validity to some degree, it is as equally
susceptible to recall bias as trait measures of emotion regulation strategy assessed via
questionnaire. Moreover, insofar as the benefit of a profile is to examine responding across
contexts, asking participants about six specific instances may limit generalizability.
Chesney and colleagues examined patterns of acceptance, expressive suppression,
cognitive reappraisal, avoidance, problem-solving, and rumination in a sample of undergraduate
students (N = 176, predominantly white, mean age 18.84) from an urban, Midwestern university
(2019). Strategies were assessed via self-report, and were not linked to any particular stressful
circumstance. Results of their first study indicated a four profile-solution, and profiles were
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named after reputation of the strategies that comprised them: adaptive regulation (higher
cognitive reappraisal, acceptance, and problem solving), accepting with suppression (high
acceptance and suppression), non-accepting (low acceptance paired with moderately high
avoidance and rumination), and maladaptive (high rumination, suppression and avoidance).
Participants in the adaptive profile had significantly lower levels of depression and anxiety than
participants in the maladaptive profile, though the maladaptive profile only contained six
participants.
Their second study identified a six-profile solution: adaptive regulation (higher cognitive
reappraisal, acceptance, and problem solving), accepting without suppression (high acceptance
and low use of other strategies), non-accepting (low acceptance paired with moderately high
avoidance and rumination), high-regulators (high use of most strategies), maladaptive (high
rumination, suppression and avoidance), and low regulators (low use of all strategies; n = 2).
Further analysis indicated that both the adaptive and accepting without suppression profiles had
significantly lower levels of depression and anxiety than the maladaptive and non-accepting
profiles. Again, methodological choices limit some conclusions of this study. Specifically,
different self-reports were used to capture each of the emotion regulation strategies, which makes
it difficult to determine whether strategies were over- or under-endorsed based on characteristics
of the questionnaire. Further, the sample size appears small for the number of profiles estimated,
as exemplified by the low regulation profile having only two participants.
Finally, Grommisch and colleagues used multi-level experience sampling to examine
patterns of emotion regulation strategy use over the course of 21 days (2020). Participants were
community adults in Germany (mean age 27, racial breakdown not reported). This study
intentionally aimed to capture each stage of the process model, measuring situation selection,
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situation modification, distraction, rumination, cognitive change, expressive suppression, and
social sharing. In addition, they added acceptance and ignoring as separate categories. At each
prompt, participants rated use of each of the emotion regulation strategies on a scale of 0 to 100.
Analysis identified nine profiles of emotion regulation strategies at the momentary level, and the
five classes of profile use at the person-level. Three of the five classes were characterized by use
of one primary emotion regulation (ER) profile but at varying levels of intensity. These three
classes were predominantly no regulation, predominantly moderate multi-strategy use, and
predominantly high multi-strategy use. The other two classes were characterized by a more
heterogeneous use of the profiles: active regulation focus (high use of the situation selection and
acceptance profiles, the situation modification profile, and the social sharing profile. The final
class was characterized suppression focused, using the suppression profile on nearly half the
momentary measurement occasions. Results suggested that the active regulation focus class had
higher levels of pleasant affect, and lower levels of unpleasant affect, anxiety, and stress than the
suppression focused class. The predominantly multi-ER (high level) profile class experienced the
highest levels of pleasant affect. The predominantly no ER profile class did not significantly
differ in unpleasant affect from the active regulation focus class. While this study’s methodology
enhances ecological validity, the multi-level nature of profiles within classes makes
interpretability difficult. Further, the included emotion regulation strategies were not assessed via
validated questionnaire.
A common limitation to the preceding studies is methodological issues examining
multiple emotion regulation strategies. Strategies were either assessed via multiple
questionnaires, or measured without a validated instrument. Similarly, the aforementioned
studies selected strategies without basis in a consistent definition. These limitations are
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interrelated; examination of affect regulation broadly (comprised of coping, emotion regulation,
and mood regulation) has identified over three-hundred different coping and regulatory strategies
(Augustine & Hemenover, 2009; Parkinson & Totterdell, 1999). While there are various
measures examining coping strategies (individual or in groups), one measure examining
cognitive reappraisal and suppression jointly, and many questionnaires examining individual
strategies alone (e.g., rumination), until recently there was no validated measure specifically
targeting a more comprehensive range of strategies that would meet Gross’s parameters for
emotion regulation; namely, that the strategy must be able to be implemented at the time of the
emotion’s occurrence, rather than a strategy that could be implemented later for more global
mood regulation (e.g., planning to see friends or exercise at a later time).
To address this, De France and Hollenstein (2017) developed the Regulation of Emotions
Systems Survey (RESS) to measure a broader range of emotion regulation strategies in one
questionnaire. Of note, this instrument focuses exclusively on regulation of negative emotion.
Several criteria needed to be met for a strategy to be included. First, it had to have clear
empirical evidence of impact on one’s emotional experience. Secondly, it needed to clearly
impact one of the three emotion components defined by most emotion and emotion regulation
theories (cognition, behavior, or physiological arousal; Barrett, 2006; Campos et al., 1994; Coan,
2010; Gross, 2015; Rosenberg & Ekman, 1994; Russell, 2003). Thirdly, it could not be
considered a subcategory of an already included category. Fourthly, it needed to be used with
conscious awareness (given the instrument’s self-report nature). Finally, it had be an action you
could take in the moment the emotion is being experienced, as distinct from strategies that were
better defined as coping or mood regulation strategies. A literature search using these criteria
resulted in six strategies: Distraction, Rumination, Reappraisal, Suppression, Engagement, and
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Arousal Control. While the decision to exclude strategies that were subcategories of each other
limits the nuance of these emotion regulation strategies (e.g., cognitive distraction versus
behavioral distraction, expressive suppression versus experiential suppression), the resulting
instrument is the broadest measure of strategies that exclusively fit the definition of emotion
regulation to date.
After development and validation of the questionnaire, they conducted a preliminary
profile analysis, and looked at associations between the profiles and psychosocial outcomes. The
first study, consisting of a sample of 1,582 undergraduate students in Canada, recruited from a
first-year psychology class, between the ages of 16 and 33. The LPA revealed three profiles: one
termed average propensity, one termed engagement propensity, and one termed suppression
propensity. The average group reported scores on all strategies that were within 0.5 SD of the
sample mean. The suppression propensity group was characterized by suppression scores that
were 0.5 SD above the sample mean, and engagement scores that were 0.5 SD below the sample
mean (with scores on all other strategies within 0.5 SD of the mean). Conversely, the
engagement propensity group was characterized by scores that were 0.5 above the sample mean
on engagement, and scores that were 0.5 below the sample mean on suppression (with scores on
all other strategies within 0.5 SD of the mean). After the profiles were identified, the top 10% of
participants in each profile (n = 1103) were invited to complete phase two, which consisted of
the psychosocial outcome measures. Only 117 of the invited participants consented to participate
in phase two.
After the profiles had emerged, it was hypothesized that the average profile, consisting of
participants with strategy use near the sample average for each of the six strategies, would have
better outcomes than participants with more imbalanced or rigid strategy use, as characterized by
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a tendency to use one strategy much more often than the others. Phase two demonstrated that
compared to the average profile, the suppression-propense group was found to be higher in
internalizing symptoms, but also higher in peer and family (parent) relationship quality
covarying for sex (De France & Hollenstein, 2017).
Their second study consisted of a sample of 103 Canadian undergraduate students,
recruited online through a university Facebook page (mean age 21.8; range not reported).
Participants in the second study were compensated $5 for their time. This study sought to
replicate the profile analysis and psychosocial outcomes, and emotional awareness. All 103
participants completed the assessment of strategy use as well as the psychosocial outcomes. This
study replicated the three profiles found above, and identified a fourth profile, termed “multistrategy,” characterized by scores 1 SD above the mean on Reappraisal, Distraction, and Arousal
control (and within 1 SD of the mean for all other strategies). The top 10% of each profile was
compared on the psychosocial outcomes, yielding a sample for phase two of n = 84. In this
study, the average profile was found to have significantly lower emotional awareness than the
engagement and multi-strategy groups. In addition, the engagement profile was found to have
significantly lower quality of parent relationships than the average profile. No significant
differences were found between the suppression propensity profile and the average profile.
The findings in these analyses are somewhat consistent with findings suggesting that a
certain level of suppression can be adaptive for social functioning (Bonanno et al., 2004; Le &
Impett, 2013), and that emotion expression may be damaging to relationships in some contexts
(Chervonsky & Hunt, 2017; Kane et al., 2018). Nonetheless, these findings are inconsistent with
the literature suggesting that use of expressive suppression can be damaging to our social and
romantic relationships (Butler et al., 2003; Cameron & Overall, 2018; Chervonsky & Hunt,
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2017; Yelsma & Marrow, 2003). It may be the case that the acceptable or optimal amount of
suppression in friendships is moderated by the degree of closeness. Similarly, the family
relationships assessed consisted of parent-child relationships, a dynamic in which offspring’s
expression of emotion may not be received by the parent as optimal communication.
Romantic Relationships
Social relationships are critical to human health and wellbeing. Social isolation has been
found to have consequences similar in magnitude to those of smoking, blood pressure, and
obesity (House et al., 1988). Social support from friends and family generally is known to be
protective against a wide variety of negative outcomes, including anxiety and depression
(Dumont & Provost, 1999; Kleiman & Liu, 2013). Marriage specifically has been found to be
particularly beneficial. Healthy and stable intimate partnerships are protective against the
development of mental illness, improve overall mood (Dush & Amato, 2005; Henry et al., 2015),
and lead to longer lifespans (Rendall et al., 2011). Dush and Amato (2005) found that
relationship status was positively associated with subjective well-being, and longitudinal analysis
suggested there was little evidence that individuals with higher well-being were better equipped
to enter into more committed relationships. Moreover, being in a committed relationship was
found to have well-being benefits independent of the quality of the relationship (Dush & Amato,
2005). The benefits of a healthy marriage go beyond the couple, expanding to protection against
various negative outcomes in children, including both internalizing and externalizing symptoms
(Artis, 2007; Brown, 2004; Thompson, 1994), poorer school performance and higher behavioral
problems at school (Dunifon & Kowaleski–Jones, 2002; Nelson et al., 2001; Thompson, 1994),
and more delinquency (Manning & Lamb, 2003). While marriage itself is seen as the most
beneficial, this may be driven by commitment, as the benefits of a relationship increase linearly
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as a function of commitment, with marriage being more protective than cohabitation, and
cohabitation being more protective than steady dating (Dush & Amato, 2005).
Several theories discuss why marriage and committed relationships specifically may be
protective. It has been suggested that individuals with higher well-being, or with more protective
factors generally, may be more likely to select into and maintain relationships. However,
evidence has suggested that even controlling for selection, marriage has an additional protective
effect (Horwitz et al., 1996; Kim & McKenry, 2002; Waite, 1995; Williams, 2003). Marriage
also confers benefits such as financial and practical support (Rendall et al., 2011), that allow
people to more easily navigate various life obstacles, but evidence suggests that these factors
alone do not explain the protective effects (Brown, 2000, 2004; Ross et al., 1990). Additionally,
engagement in romantic relationships has been conceptualized as a developmental milestone,
achieving which makes individuals feel good about themselves (Roisman et al., 2004).
For many people, especially with increasing age, romantic partners become a primary
source of social support (Meier & Allen, 2009; Rauer et al., 2013). Successful relationships are
often characterized by both higher social support and problem solving ability (Sullivan et al.,
2010; Sullivan & Davila, 2010). Marriage has been theorized to be particularly beneficial due to
the combination of micro-level social benefits, such as direct social support from one’s partner
(Dehle et al., 2001), macro-level social benefits of being embedded in a broader social network
(Soulsby & Bennett, 2015), and the social status that comes from being someone with a partner
(Ahmed & Rasmussen, 2020; Hirschl et al., 2003). However, once again, relationships appear to
be beneficial even when controlling for social support (Diener et al., 2000). There may be a
positive impact of having someone to support, with increased feelings of purpose and mastery
(Gove et al., 1990). Taken together, our romantic relationships appear to have numerous
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advantageous characteristics all pulled together, with no one aspect being the sole source of these
benefits. Thus, it is important to research factors that contribute to or impair romantic
relationship functioning specifically.
Research on successful relationships has consistently identified communication, conflict,
commitment (Drigotas et al., 1999; Stanley et al., 2002), as well as trust (Uysal et al., 2012), and
intimacy (Sternberg, 1986; Yoo et al., 2014), as key factors. How couples argue has been linked
to divorce potential, with individuals who withdraw during conflict having the most divorce
potential (Stanley et al., 2002). Commitment has been positively associated with relationship
satisfaction, and negatively associated with “feeling trapped” (Stanley et al., 2002). In addition,
negative communication has been positively associated with divorce potential (Stanley et al.,
2002). Similarly, feeling understood can be protective against the negative consequences of
relationship conflict (Gordon & Chen, 2016). Meta-analysis has linked emotional intelligence,
consisting of perception, understanding, and management of emotions to relationship satisfaction
in both partners as well (Malouff et al., 2014). Ultimately, while characteristics of our social
relationships overlap with characteristics of our romantic relationships, there is something
uniquely protective about relationships characterized by a confluence of high levels of intimacy,
trust, and commitment. Thus, factors that might disrupt these relational aspects may be key in the
development and maintenance of relationships.
Indeed, the literature examining emotion regulation in romantic couples has found that
emotion regulation processes influence these factors. Emotion regulation ability has been
associated positively with romantic relationship functioning (Bloch et al., 2014). Emotion
dysregulation has been positively associated with intimate partner violence (Lee et al., 2020).
Rumination has been associated with relationship conflict (Caldwell et al., 2019), and marital
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tension (King & DeLongis, 2014). Cognitive reappraisal specifically has been negatively
associated with inter-partner aggression, and rumination has been linked positively with interpartner aggression (Watkins et al., 2015). A similar study, however, found that cognitive
reappraisal was only protective against intimate partner violence in relationships with additional
protective factors (Blake et al., 2018).
As with the intrapersonal outcomes’ literature, much of the emotion regulation literature
on social and romantic functioning focuses on expressive suppression versus emotion expression
or engagement. Expressive suppression specifically has been linked to intimate partner violence
(Birkley & Eckhardt, 2019), and has been found to interfere with conflict management
(Thomson et al., 2018). Experimental manipulation of emotion regulation strategies have found
that asking one partner to use expressive suppression is positively associated with increased heart
rate and negative affect in the other partner (Ben-Naim et al., 2013). In a similar manipulation,
partners experienced increased cortisol and reduced behavioral intimacy under the suppression
condition (Peters & Jamieson, 2016). A meta-analysis of emotion regulation in social contexts
also found that expressive suppression was associated with poorer romantic relationship quality
(Chervonsky & Hunt, 2017). An experience sampling study of expression and suppression in
romantic relationships found that expressive suppression was associated with less acceptance,
relatedness, lower relationship satisfaction, and more distancing by the partner, but was unrelated
to support received from the partner or relationship satisfaction three months later (Cameron &
Overall, 2018).
Cameron and Overall also found evidence that emotional expression was a distinct
construct from expressive suppression, and that it was associated with feelings of acceptance,
connectedness, greater relationship satisfaction (concurrent and three months later), more support
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from one’s partner, and less distancing by the partner (Cameron & Overall, 2018). Emotion
expression has been found to have mixed findings, however, with the benefits of expression
sometimes being conditional on characteristics of the partner (Kane et al., 2018; Ruan et al.,
2020), the valence of the emotion, or the specific emotion being expressed (Chervonsky & Hunt,
2017). The meta-analysis by Chervonsky and Hunt (2017) concluded that social wellbeing was
not significantly associated with expression, but that there was significant heterogeneity across
studies. Social wellbeing was found to be positively associated with general expression of
emotion, but negatively associated with expression of anger and negative emotion. Thus, the
benefits or detriments of emotion expression appear to be context dependent as well.
It may be particularly important to examine the influence of emotion regulation at
different points in the relationship trajectory, as these factors may preclude some couples from
getting to a committed stage. Emerging adulthood is typically referred to as the time period
between the ages of 18 and 24, when adolescents first transition into adulthood. While
adolescents are likely to be in shorter-term, more unstable relationships, during emerging
adulthood romantic relationships are likely to be more stable and longer-term (Meier & Allen,
2009; Rauer et al., 2013). In addition, many emerging adults leave home to live independently
for the first time, and are further removed from the social support network that had been built
into their personal environment (Arnett, 2000; Meier & Allen, 2009; Rauer et al., 2013).
As individuals transition into more independent living situations and adult relationships,
they become increasing likely to name their romantic partner as a primary source of support,
filling the role formerly met by their childhood family units (Laursen & Jensen-Campbell, 1999;
Meier & Allen, 2009; Rauer et al., 2013). Quality of these peer and romantic relationships is a
large and significant contributor to overall well-being in emerging adulthood (Meier & Allen,
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2009; Rauer et al., 2013). Taken together, an understanding of which emotion regulation
patterns may confer benefits or detriments to romantic relationships at this stage is useful in
identifying which couples may survive long-term. Given the acute benefits of relationship
involvement, and the long-term protective effects of more committed relationships, identifying
ways in which emotion regulation influence relationship formation and duration in emerging
adulthood may highlight areas for intervention and outreach efforts in this population.
Objectives
The existing empirical literature on emotion regulation often focuses specifically
cognitive reappraisal and expressive suppression, and has almost exclusively focused on
characterizing any one strategy as universally adaptive or maladaptive. Recent research has
examined ERV as a proxy for emotion regulation flexibility, which both in theory (Gross, 1998)
and according to preliminary evidence (Aldao et al., 2015; Blanke et al., 2020; Bonanno &
Burton, 2013) may be a better indicator of adaptive emotion regulation. Additional preliminary
evidence suggests that a profile characterized by use of multiple, common emotion regulation
strategies (“average profile”) may have better individual and social outcomes than profiles
characterized by a tendency to use either suppression or engagement strategies at the expense of
the other (De France & Hollenstein, 2017). While the impact of ERV on individual well-being
has been explored, the social impact of ERV has been minimally explored, and the impact on
one’s romantic partnership has not yet been explored at all.
The present study sought to examine the impact of ERV on relationship functioning.
First, I intended to replicate the profile analysis conducted by De France and Hollenstein (2017).
Secondly, I intended to replicate findings on these patterns of emotion regulation profiles and
internalizing symptomology. Thirdly, the present study sought to extend these findings to the
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examination of romantic relationship functioning in a sample of emerging adults. Given that
people are more likely to regulate their emotions if they are aware of them, emotional awareness
was considered as a covariate (De France & Hollenstein, 2017). Further, given gender
differences in emotion regulation strategy use, gender was considered as a covariate (Bloch et
al., 2014; Goubet & Chrysikou, 2019; Ryan et al., 2005).
Additionally, there are different conceptions of appropriate emotion regulation, and social
expression of emotion across cultures (Ford & Mauss, 2015; Supplee et al., 2009). The most
recent census data indicates that after European American (49.3%), the Norfolk area is
comprised of African American (42.1%), and Asian-American (3.8%). In addition, 8.5% of the
population identifies as Latino/a (U.S. Census Bureau, 2020). The experience and social
expression of emotion in African American culture that is deemed appropriate is different from
that in European American culture (Labella, 2018). Additionally, Asian cultures are often less
susceptible to the maladaptive effects of expressive suppression than European American
cultures (Ford & Mauss, 2015). Similarly, in Latino/a American culture, individuals are often
socialized to prioritize interconnectedness and respect for family hierarchy, which may influence
the extent to which emotions may be expressed in a social context (Harwood et al., 2002).
Moreover, relationship expectations, and level of commitment to a romantic relationship
during college may be influenced by culture as well, with more conservative cultures potentially
discouraging dating in college (Cerda-Lezama, 2020; McCabe, 1984; Tang & Zuo, 2000).
Though the present study was not equipped to run analyses in each group separately, to try to
account for these varied emotional contexts and behaviors, race and ethnicity were examined as
potential covariates. In addition, whether someone’s partner is of the same or a different culture
was examined as a potential covariate as well. Finally, given that use of emotion regulation
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strategies tends to change and develop as we age (Benson et al., 2019; De France & Hollenstein,
2019; Zimmermann & Iwanski, 2014), age was considered as a covariate in analyses.
Specific Aims
Aim 1
To verify profiles of emotion regulation strategy use. Given that no study has yet
replicated the findings in De France and Hollenstein (2017), the first aim is to attempt to
replicate their findings to establish the reliability of these profiles.
Hypothesis 1a. Profiles of emotion regulation strategy use would emerge.
Hypothesis 1b. There would be at least three profiles: an average profile, a suppression
propensity profile, and an engagement propensity profile.
Aim 2
To identify if putative profiles of emotion regulation vary in adaptiveness for individual
mental health outcomes. Given that some strategies of emotion regulation use are more adaptive
in more contexts (Aldao et al., 2010; Schutte et al., 2009; Webb et al., 2012), and the benefits of
ERV (Blanke et al., 2020; Bonanno & Burton, 2013), it is likely that a profile that appears to be
less equally varied (uniform use of all strategies), or that has less reliance on strategies that are
adaptive across contexts (e.g., reliant on expressive suppression) may be linked to worse
individual mental health outcomes. This has been corroborated by the existing research, which
found a suppression propensity profile characterized by higher depression and anxiety.
Hypothesis 2a. Profiles would vary in level of individual depression and anxiety.
Hypothesis 2b. A profile that is characterized by greater reliance on expressive
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suppression would be linked to greater depression and anxiety.
Aim 3
To establish whether putative profiles of emotion regulation vary in their adaptiveness for
romantic relationship functioning. Profiles are likely to vary in their impact on romantic
relationships given the strong association between emotion regulation and interpersonal
functioning (Bloch et al., 2014; Caldwell et al., 2019; Chervonsky & Hunt, 2017), the positive
associations of ERV and individual mental health (Blanke et al., 2020; Bonanno & Burton,
2013), and the negative associations between expressive suppression and romantic relationship
functioning (Chervonsky & Hunt, 2017).
Hypothesis 3a. Profiles would vary in their association with romantic relationship
functioning.
Hypothesis 3b. A profile that is characterized by greater reliance on expressive
suppression would be characterized by poorer romantic relationship functioning.
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CHAPTER II
METHOD
Participants and Recruitment
Participants (n = 247) were recruited via the SONA participant system, an online subject
pool of psychology undergraduate students from Old Dominion University (ODU). For
completing the study, participants received research credit for a psychology department course.
Participants consisted of individuals between the ages of 18-24 (M = 20.29; SD = 1.82) who
reported being engaged in a monogamous, romantic relationship that lasted at least three months
in duration. Relationship duration as an inclusion criterion was chosen over requiring a baseline
level of commitment in order to avoid the accidental exclusion of participants who were unsure
about the long-term prospects of their relationship, possibly as a direct result of the variable of
interest, emotion dysregulation. Participants were excluded from participating if they did not
meet the aforementioned inclusion criteria or if they were otherwise unable to participate in
assessment (e.g., have a physical disability that precludes completion of study assessments,
determined at participants’ discretion). Similarly, as the study data was collected online,
participants in long distance relationships were able to participate. Sample demographics are
presented in Table 1.
Given that the LPA was the analysis most demanding in terms of power, this analysis was
used to determine sample size. An established method of estimating sample size for structural
equation models is the N:q method (Jackson, 2003; Kline, 2016). This technique suggests that
you are adequately powered by ensuring a set n, between 10 and 20, for each parameter
estimated in the model. The LPA model was based on six indicators, and as the four-profile
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solution was ultimately selected, roughly 24 parameters were included in the present model,
suggesting a minimum N of 240. Nonetheless, determining adequate power for LPA specifically
remains the subject of ongoing investigation. Simulations have suggested that with six indicators,
a sample of 206 would be powered to detect medium-large effect sizes, but that the sample
needed to detect a small effect may need to be much larger (Dziak et al., 2014). The present
survey was initiated by 500 people, 265 of whom passed both the eligibility checks (questions reaffirming the eligibility criteria) and the attention checks. Of the 265 remaining, 18 participants
were missing greater than 10% of the study data, and were thus excluded from analysis. The final
remaining sample was 247, which suggests that there is sufficient power to detect a medium or
large effect.
Procedure
All measures and procedures were reviewed and approved by ODU’s Institutional
Review Board. Participants completed consent procedures online. Data was collected via online
questionnaire in Qualtrics. Participants were made aware of the eligibility requirements in
advance, but in addition, the first few survey questions served as a pre-screen to ensure
participants were eligible before continuing. Participants who successfully passed the screening
for eligibility were directed to the demographic questionnaire and relationship characteristics
survey, as well as the measures of emotion regulation strategy use, internalizing symptomology,
and couples functioning. After the demographic questionnaires, survey order was randomized to
balance the effect of test fatigue on responses across measures. In addition, attention checks were
used to ensure validity of the data. Failure to respond correctly to any attention check served to
constitute insufficient attention, and participants whose data indicated insufficient attention were
excluded from analysis.
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistics
N(%); Mean(SD)

247

Overall
Sample
247

Age (years)

247

20.30(1.82)

Race/Ethnicity (%)

247

Variable
Total N

N

P1

P2

P3

P4

Profile
Difference
p-value

80

84

57

26

-

20.40(1.77)

20.41(1.90)

20.02(1.70)

20.23(1.95)

0.574

Participant Characteristics
0.354

Black/African-American

85(34)

35(44)

26(25)

14(25)

10(40)

-

Hispanic/Latino

17(7)

7(9)

2(2)

5(9)

3(12)

-

American Indian/Alaska Native
Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific
Islander
White/Caucasian

2(1)

0(0)

1(1)

1(2)

0(0)

-

1(0)

1(1)

0(0)

0(0)

0(0)

-

116(47)

30(38)

47(56)

30(54)

9(36)

-

Asian

22(9)

6(8)

5(6)

7(13)

4(16)

-

Other

3(1)

1(1)

2(2)

0(0)

0(0)

-

247

38(15)

16(20)

7(8)

12(21)

3(12)

0.101

Same-sex relationships (n; % of total)

247

22(9)

6(8)

5(6)

6(11)

5(19)

0.195

Relationship length (months)

247

23.84(20.11)

24.20(20.89)

23.20(21.59)

24.82(18.01)

22.68(18.42)

0.96

Age Difference (years)

245

1.92(3.08)

1.92(4.70)

1.93(2.51)

1.78(1.47)

1.19(1.52)

0.752

Divorce History (n; % Divorced)

245

3(1)

1(1)

2(2)

0(0)

0(0)

0.586

Parents (n; % of total)

245

8(3)

4(5)

1(1)

2(4)

1(4)

0.580

Hours Talking Per Week

247

34.17(38.80)

33.68(41.06)

32.88(36.98)

31.61(34.20)

45.42(46.62)

0.470

Married (n; % married)
247
13(5)
2(3)
9(11)
2(4)
0(0)
Interracial Relationship (n; % interracial)
247
83(34)
27(34)
29(35)
13(23)
14(56)
Partner Receptiveness to Expression (n;
247
210(85)
68(85)
70(83)
49(88)
23(92)
% receptive)
Note. * Significant at p<.05. P1 = Low-regulation. P2 = Relax, Engage, Reappraise P3 = Suppression-propense. P4 = High-regulation.

0.051*
0.045*

Gender (n; % male)
Relationship Characteristics

0.926
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Measures
Demographics and Relationship Characteristics
All participants completed a demographic questionnaire assessing age, race, ethnicity, biological
sex, gender identity, level of education, employment status, cohabitation status, parent status
(parent versus non), as well as partner’s race, ethnicity, and gender identity. In addition,
participants were asked about the duration of their romantic relationship, their partner’s
receptiveness to emotional disclosure, and whether their partner lives with them, lives locally but
in a separate home, or whether the participant considers the couple to be long distance. In
addition, participants were asked how many hours per week they spend interacting with their
partner in-person, over the phone, over video-chat, or over messaging. Finally, participants were
asked how often they see their partner in-person (e.g., multiple times a month, multiple times a
year). Demographic questions can be found in Appendix A.
Couples’ Functioning
Couples’ functioning and relationship satisfaction was assessed via the Dyadic
Adjustment Scale (Appendix B; Spanier, 1976). This 32-item self-report measures overall dyadic
adjustment as a composite of four subscales: Dyadic Consensus (13 items; dyad agreement on
matters of import), Dyadic Satisfaction (10 items; dyadic relationship satisfaction), Dyadic
Cohesion (5 items; dyadic closeness and shared enjoyment in activities), and Affective
Expression (4 items; demonstration of affection and sexual intimacy). Items were answered via
Likert scale with slightly varied response designations for each subscale. Sample items include
“Please indicate the extent of agreement or disagreement between you and your partner for
handling family finances,” and “Do you confide in your mate?”. As evidence of construct
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validity at the time of scale development, the measure significantly correlated with marital status
(discriminated married from divorced participants; p<.001) and correlated at .86 with the LockeWallace Marital Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 1976). A few small semantic edits were made to
adapt the scale to a college sample. To increase interpretability in this study, the word “mate”
was changed to partner in all applicable items. Additionally, given that it was anticipated that
most of the participants would be unmarried, an “NA” option was added to the item “Do you
ever regret that you married (or lived together?),” to avoid falsely inflating scores in otherwise
turbulent relationships. This item has been adjusted similarly in other samples that encompasses
unmarried partnerships (e.g., Jacobson et al., 2018). Lastly, in the item assessing how often
participants have been “too tired for sex,” the word “sex” was changed to “sexual activity” to
capture this behavior in couples that are not having sexual intercourse. Internal consistency in the
original sample was found to be α = .96, and in this sample was α = .90. The total score was used
as a measure of overall relationship functioning. To account for any items responded to as NA,
the total score was calculated as an average across the number of items completed.
Emotion Regulation Variability
ERV was derived from the Regulation of Emotion Systems Survey (RESS; Appendix C;
De France & Hollenstein, 2017). This 24-item self-report measures use of six common emotion
regulation strategies, each constituting its own 4-item subscale: reappraisal (“Thinking of other
ways to interpret the situation”; α = .94), engagement (“Letting my emotions show”; α = .91),
rumination (“Thinking repeatedly about what was bothering me”; α = .89), distraction (“doing
something else to distract myself”; α = .91), arousal control (“taking deep breaths”; α = .84), and
suppression (“making sure no one else could tell what I was feeling”; α = .94). The RESS
subscales demonstrated convergent validity in the original sample, with each of the RESS
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subscales correlating significantly with an existing measure of the emotion regulation strategy (r
= .34-.81). The only exception is the distraction subscale, which did not correlate with the
cognitive and behavioral avoidance scale. Of note, the distraction subscale items appear to have
good face validity, and appear to be capturing a different emotion regulation strategy than
cognitive distraction, possibly leading to the low correlation (r = .07). The authors report having
no other viable alternative to compare this subscale against. In the present sample, the total score
for each subscale was calculated as an average across the number of items completed to be used
in profile generation. The subscales demonstrated adequate internal consistency in this sample: α
= .77 (engagement), α = .84 (rumination), α = .88 (suppression), α = .88 (arousal control), α = .90
(reappraisal), and α = .91 (distraction). ERV was indicated by strategy profiles in the profile
analysis.
Emotional Awareness
Emotional awareness was measured using the Lack of Emotional Awareness subscale of
the Difﬁculties in Emotion Regulation Scale (DERS; Appendix D; Gratz & Roemer, 2004). The
DERS demonstrated high internal consistency in the original sample (α = .93). It has also
demonstrated construct validity with the Negative Mood Regulation scale (r = .34-.69), as well
as predictive validity with self- harm (r = .20 in women, r = .26 in men) and partner abuse in
men (r = .34). Only the lack of emotional awareness subscale of this measure was used in
analyses. Internal consistency in this sample for the emotional awareness subscale was α = .61,
and for the whole scale was α = .81. Responses were recorded on a five-point Likert scale
ranging from disagree strongly (1) to agree strongly (5). The total score for emotional awareness
was calculated as a sum score. Given that the scale is intended to measure dysregulation, the
emotional awareness items (e.g., “I am attentive to my emotions”) are typically reverse scored.
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For the purposes of the present study, items were scored such that higher scores indicate higher
emotional awareness.
Depression
Depressive symptoms were measured using the Center for Epidemiologic Studies
Depression Scale Revised (CESD-R; Appendix E; Eaton et al., 2004). The CESD-R is a 20-item
self-report designed to assess symptoms of depressive symptoms (e.g., “My appetite was poor,”
“I lost interest in my usual activities,” “Nothing made me happy”). Items were rated on a 4-point
Likert scale gauging the number of days in a week the symptoms were experienced, yielding
total scores ranging from 0-60. Internal consistency reliability on this scale was strong in the
original sample (α = .91), and strong in this sample (α = .95). The scale demonstrates convergent
validity with the DSM-IV-TR’s depression criteria, which were retained for DSM-5 with slight
adaptation to the bereavement exemption. The scale can be used to directly measure DSMcriteria for a major depressive episode, or such that scores above 16 indicate subthreshold
depressive disorder (Eaton et al., 2004). The total score was calculated as sum score.
Anxiety
Anxiety was measured the Clinically Useful Anxiety Outcome Scale (CUXOS; Appendix
F; Zimmerman et al., 2010). The CUXOS is a 20-item self-report measure of both psychic and
somatic anxiety symptoms. Items were rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from not at all
true (1), to almost always true (5). There are two subscales, a 6-item psychic anxiety scale (“I
felt nervous or anxious”; α = .90), and a 14-item somatic anxiety subscale (“My heart was
pounding or racing,” α = .93). The overall scale has demonstrated strong internal consistency (α
= .95), and test-retest reliability (r = .86-.90) in the original sample. The scale has also
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demonstrated convergent validity with its seven other measures of anxiety including the Penn
State Worry questionnaire and the Beck Anxiety Inventory (median r = .54). Further, it
demonstrated discriminant validity from nine measures of other psychopathology including the
Beck Depression Inventory and the Eating Disorder Inventory (median r = .32). For the purposes
of the present study, the total score was calculated as a sum. This sample demonstrated strong
internal consistency (α = .94).
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CHAPTER III
RESULTS
Data Cleaning and Assumptions
Data were cleaned and assumptions were checked before analyses were conducted. Data
cleaning was conducted using IBM SPSS Statistics version 27 (IBM Corp, 2020). Bivariate
correlations and overall sample means of predictor and outcome variables can be found in Table
2. Multiple imputation (MI) was used to address missingness in the primary variables of interest
(emotion regulation, depression, anxiety, and relationship functioning). Multiple imputation
created twenty plausible complete datasets based on the available data. Missing data on
demographic and relationship characteristic items were not imputed, though these variables were
entered as auxiliary variables to help guide estimation. Correlation matrices did not demonstrate
differences across the generated datasets, so a mean dataset was used to conduct all further
analyses. Given that imputing data for cases missing greater than 10% can introduce bias
(Bennett, 2001), cases missing greater than 10% of the data were excluded from analysis before
imputation (n = 18). Comparison of retained and excluded cases revealed that compared to
excluded cases, retained cases reported significantly more rumination (t(243) = -2.147, p = .033),
though the excluded case n for this analysis was only 4. No other significant differences between
retained and excluded differences were present.
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Table 2
Bivariate Correlations and Overall Sample Means of Predictors and Outcomes
1
4.79(0.54)

2

2. Depression

.375***

28.73(16.44)

3. Anxiety

-.229***

.635***

23.97(15.63)

4. Emotional Awareness

1. Romantic Relationship Functioning

3

4

5

6

7

8

-.168**

.196**

.133*

12.09(3.20)

5. Rumination

-.102

.352***

.369***

.052

12.82(4.02)

6. Engagement

.089

-.039

.125*

-.268***

.235***

12.48(3.50)

7. Cognitive Reappraisal

.035

.083

.078

-.064

.261***

.348***

12.36(4.07)

-.139*

.325***

.258***

.277***

.399***

-.214**

.223***

11.11(4.08)

.040

.161*

.283***

-.089

.234***

.272**

.419

.178**

8. Suppression
9. Arousal Control
10. Distraction

-.028
.254***
.266***
.078
.390***
.087***
.363
.471***
11. Interracial Relationship Status
-.099
.173**
.131*
.176**
.015
.014
.073
.117
12. Partner Receptiveness to Expression
.409***
-.145*
-.131*
-.027
-.075
-.015
.010
.006
of Emotion
Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001. Interracial relationship status was dummy coded ‘0’ not in an interracial relationship ‘1’ interracial relationship. Partner
receptiveness to emotional expression was dummy coded ‘0’ not receptive ‘1’ receptive. Mean(SD) for the overall sample for each variable is presented on the
diagonal. For the two dichotomous variables, the mean represents the proportion of those coded ‘1’.
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Table 2 Continued
9

10

11

12

1. Romantic Relationship Functioning
2. Depression
3. Anxiety
4. Emotional Awareness
5. Rumination
6. Engagement
7. Cognitive Reappraisal
8. Suppression
9. Arousal Control

9.96(4.12)

10. Distraction

.449***
11.34(4.08)
11. Interracial Relationship Status
.080
.033
0.34(0.47)
12. Partner Receptiveness to Expression
-.046
-.075
-.086
0.85(0.35)
of Emotion
Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001. Interracial relationship status was dummy coded ‘0’ not in an
interracial relationship ‘1’ interracial relationship. Partner receptiveness to emotional expression was
dummy coded ‘0’ not receptive ‘1’ receptive. Mean(SD) for the overall sample for each variable is
presented on the diagonal. For the two dichotomous variables, the mean represents the proportion of
those coded ‘1’.
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Statistical assumptions for ANCOVA and LPA were addressed. The assumption that the
model is complete and includes all relevant independent variables was assumed based on theory
and the existing literature. It was assumed that variables were measured without error, and
internal-consistency reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) was adequate on all measures within this
sample. Univariate outliers and normality of the model variables, including the indicator
variables for the LPA, were examined via boxplots and examination of skewness/kurtosis. No
problematic skewness or kurtosis was evidenced, and no extreme univariate outliers were
identified. Cook’s D was examined after the LPA and after the ANCOVAs to check for
multivariate outliers. Critical value cutoff scores were determined based on the model degrees of
freedom and no multivariate outliers exceeded the corresponding critical values, suggesting no
multivariate outliers.
For the LPA, multivariate normality was assessed and confirmed via Cook’s D.
Normality of the indicators was assessed via boxplots, and all six indicator variables
demonstrated normality. An assumption unique to LPA is that there is no within class
conditional dependence, and this assumption was upheld. For the ANCOVAs, Multivariate
normality was assessed via Q-Q plots, which suggested some deviation from multivariate
normality. Thus, models were run with 5000 sample bootstrapping. Homogeneity of variance,
homogeneity of regression, and independence of predictor and covariate are assumptions
assessed with each ANCOVA model. These assumptions will be discussed separately for each
ANCOVA below.
Latent Profile Analysis (Hypothesis 1a and 1b)
In order to evaluate whether there were discrete patterns of emotion regulation strategy
use, LPA was used to identify putative profiles. The mean imputed dataset was imported into

48

Table 3
Comparison of Fit Statistics for Profile Solutions

Model
2
3
4
5
6
7

LL

AIC
8145.87
8114.18
8075.90
8048.42
8034.37
8029.32

BIC
8212.55
8205.43
8191.71
8188.79
8199.31
8218.83

SABIC
8152.32
8123.01
8087.10
8062.00
8050.32
8047.65

Entropy
0.681
0.687
0.716
0.732
0.779
0.799

Smallest
class %(n)
.48(118)
.23(58)
.11(26)
.09(21)
.06(14)
.008(2)

LMR
p-val
.045*
.342
.201
.074
.511
.330

BLRT
p-val
.000*
.000*
.000*
.000*
.013*
.235

-4053.93
-4031.09
-4004.95
-3984.21
-3970.19
-3960.66
Note. *p<.05. LL = Log Likelihood. AIC = Akaike Information Criterion. BIC = Bayesian Information Criterion.
SABIC = Sample-adjusted BIC. LMR = Lo Mendell Rubin. BLRT = Bootstrapped Likelihood Ratio Test. For
Log Likelihood, AIC, BIC, and SABIC, lower values are indicative of better fit. For Entropy, values closer to 1
are indicative of more class delineation.

Mplus version 8.3 (Muthen & Muthen, 1998) for the analysis. Subscale scores for each of the six
emotion regulation strategies (reappraisal, engagement, rumination, distraction, arousal control,
and suppression) were used as latent profile indicators. Despite the hypothesis that a three-profile
solution would fit best, given the limited pre-existing findings, a two-profile model was
estimated first. Additional profile models were added one at a time until fit was not significantly
improved with the addition of another profile. Models were compared on the Bayesian
Information Criterion (BIC), sample-adjusted BIC (SABIC), and Akaike Information Criterion
(AIC) with lower values representing preferred fit (Ferguson et al., 2020). Further, entropy was
assessed as an indicator of how clearly defined the classes are, with values of 1 indicating more
delineation. In addition, the Lo-Mendell Rubin (adjusted LMR) likelihood ratio test and the
Bootstrapped Likelihood Ratio Test (BLRT) were used to indicate at which point adding latent
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profiles no longer significantly improves fit. Finally, conceptual interpretability was considered
to ensure the profile-solution makes sense in a theoretical context (Ferguson et al., 2020).
Fit indices for the different profile solutions can be found in Table 3. According to the
BLRT, addition of each profile significantly improved the model until profile 7 was estimated. In
addition, the BIC, ABIC, AIC, and Entropy all suggested better fit with increased addition of
classes up to seven. Conversely, the adjusted LMR suggested that there was no significant
improvement in fit after the two-profile solution. Next, fit indices and emotion regulation
strategy means were examined to determine the most appropriate profile solution. As the BLRT
has demonstrated superiority to the LMR test in simulation studies (Nylund et al., 2007), and
given that the other fit indices improved with the addition of classes, the LMR was not heavily
relied on in determining a final class solution.
The four-profile solution was ultimately deemed best based on the combined results of
the fit indices and theoretical justification. The fit statistics suggested improved values of BIC,
SABIC, AIC. In addition, while the suggested entropy levels for clearly defined classes is .8, the
profile solutions with fewer profiles do not reach .7, suggesting poor delineation. The fourprofile solution exceeds .7, and the BLRT suggested that there was significant improvement
from the three-profile solution (p<.001). In addition, the smallest class was 11% of the sample (n
= 26. For the five and six-profile solutions, the gain in fit indices is not as great as with the fourprofile solution, and the smallest classes had 9% (n = 21) and 6% (n = 14) respectively, which
are more likely to be underpowered to detect meaningful group differences. Finally, the fourprofile solution made more conceptual sense than the five-profile solution, demonstrating
profiles somewhat similar to the profiles found in previous literature. The profile solution is
illustrated in Figure 1. Figure 1a illustrates the profiles with strategy endorsement as z-scores so
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that level of a strategy in a given profile can be compared to the sample mean for that strategy,
and Figure 1b illustrates the profiles in terms of raw scores.

Figure 1
Profiles of Emotion Regulation
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Figure 1a
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Figure 1b
Raw Score
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The four-profile solution demonstrated one profile that was characterized by scores
below the mean on all six strategies, one profile characterized by comparatively higher levels of
arousal control, engagement, and reappraisal, one profile with a preference for expressive
suppression, and one profile characterized by strategy use that was above the mean for all six
strategies. These solutions are similar to those demonstrated in De France and Hollenstein’s
second study (2019). Further, profiles characterized by low or high regulation have been
demonstrated in previous profile analyses using different methodology as well (Chesney et al.,
2019; De France & Hollenstein, 2017; Dixon-Gordon, Aldao, & De Los Reyes, 2015;
Grommisch et al., 2019). These findings support hypothesis 1a, that profiles of emotion
regulation will emerge, and partially support hypothesis 1b, as one of the anticipated profiles
(suppression-propense) did emerge, but the other two did not replicate. After the class structure
was identified, posterior probabilities of class membership were estimated for each case. Class
membership was then used for group comparison. For clarity of continued discussion, the
profiles will be referred to as follows: the low regulation profile (P1), the relax, engage and
reappraise profile (P2), the suppression-propense profile (P3) and the high-regulation profile
(P4).
ANCOVAS for Depression and Anxiety (Hypothesis 2a and 2b)
Depression
First, an ANCOVA was run to test whether depression varied as a function of emotion
regulation profile membership. To establish if covariates were needed in the model, separate
regressions examining a putative association age and emotional awareness may have with
depression were conducted, and separate ANOVAs examining the association with race, gender,
and being in an interracial relationship were conducted. As no participants identified as a gender
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other than ‘man’ or ‘woman’, gender was included as a dichotomous variable. Neither age (B =
0.89, t = -1.54, p = .125), race (F(7, 239) = 0.93, p = .488), nor gender (F (1, 245) = 0.00, p =
.986) had a significant impact on depression, and thus were not included in the final model.
Emotional awareness did have a significant negative association with depression (B = -1.00, t = 3.13, p = .002), and thus was retained for the final model. In addition, being in an interracial
relationship was significantly associated with depressive symptoms (F(1,245) = 7.55, p = .006),
and was also retained in the final model.
The independence of predictor and covariate assumption was tested for emotional
awareness and interracial relationship status. Latent profile was significantly associated with
emotional awareness (F (3, 243) = 4.53, p = .004) and thus the assumption was violated for this
covariate. Pairwise comparisons suggested that the relax, engage and reappraise profile reported
significantly higher emotional awareness than the high-regulation profile (p = .026) and the
suppression propense profile (p = .001). In addition, the low-regulation profile reported
significantly higher emotional awareness than the suppression-propense profile (p = .023). Latent
profile was also significantly associated with being in an interracial relationship X2 (3, N = 247)
= 7.69, p = .053, violating the assumption for this covariate as well. The homogeneity of
regression assumption was tested by examining interaction terms between the covariates and
latent profile. For interracial relationship status, the interaction was not significant (F(3, 238) =
1.40, p = .243), and thus was not included in the final model. For emotional awareness, the
interaction was significant (F (3, 238) = 2.97, p = .032), suggesting a violation of this
assumption. To address this, the interaction term was included in the final model. Levene’s test
was used to examine homogeneity of variance, and suggested no significant differences in
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variance (F(52, 194) = 1.16, p = .226). To ensure the model was robust to the assumption
violations, analysis was run with 5000-sample bootstrapping.

Figure 2
Emotion regulation profile and Depression by Level of Awareness
35
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Given the interaction between emotional awareness and latent profile, the final model
was probed using the PROCESS macro in SPSS (Hayes, 2018). Emotional awareness was
centered for analyses for ease of interpretation. Latent profile was dummy coded for group
comparisons. The overall model was significant (F(8, 238) = 6.31, p<.001, R2 = .175),
suggesting that the model variables account for significant variance in depressive symptoms.
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There was a significant main effect of interracial relationship status such that for low-regulators
at average emotional awareness, being in an interracial relationship was positively associated
with depressive symptoms (B = 4.29, t = 2.02, p = .045). There was a significant interaction
between emotional awareness and profile membership suggesting that emotional awareness and
depression were positively associated in the suppression-propense profile, while this association
was negative in the other three profiles (F (3, 238) = 2.97, p = .032). Given the significant
interaction, the main effects of emotional awareness and profile were not interpreted. The
interaction was probed to examine latent profile differences at levels of emotional awareness at
the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles.
At the 16th percentile of emotional awareness, the low-regulation profile reported
significantly lower depressive symptoms than the relax, engage and reappraise profile (P2; B = 12.78, t = -2.90, p = .004), and the high-regulation profile (P4; B = -14.59, t = -3.10, p = .002). In
addition, the suppression-propense profile (P3) reported significantly lower depressive symptoms
than the relax, engage and reappraise profile (P2; B = -11.87, t = -2.74, p = .007), and the highregulation profile (P4; B = -13.69, t = -2.93, p = .004). At the 50th percentile of emotional
awareness, the low-regulation profile reported significantly lower depressive symptoms than the
suppression-propense profile (P3; B = -7.56, t = -2.76, p = .006), the relax, engage and reappraise
profile (P2; B = -9.10, t = -3.77, p<.001), and the high-regulation profile (P4; B = -15.60, t = 4.44, p<.001). In addition, the suppression-propense profile (P3) reported significantly lower
depression than the high-regulation profile (P4; B = -8.03, t = -2.12, p<.035). At the 84th
percentile of emotional awareness, the low-regulation profile reported significantly lower
depressive symptoms than the relax, engage and reappraise profile (P2; B = -6.34, t = -1.98, p =
.049), the suppression-propense profile (P3; B = -12.56, t = -3.14, p = .002), and the high-
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regulation profile (P4; B = -16.36, t = -3.41, p<.001). In addition, the relax, engage and
reappraise profile (P2) reported significantly lower depression than the high-regulation profile
(P4; B = -10.02, t = -2.12, p = .035). Results are illustrated in Figure 2. The full model results
can be found in Table 4.

Table 4
Depression by Emotion Regulation Profile
R2

F

df1

df2

p

.175

6.31

8

238

<.001

Estimate

SE

LL

UL

p

31.49

1.85

27.84

35.14

<.001*

Interracial Relationship Status

4.29

2.12

0.10

8.47

.045*

P1v P2 (Relax, Engage, Reappraise)

9.18

2.43

4.40

13.96

<.001*

P1 v P3 (Suppression)

7.42

2.73

2.03

12.80

.007*

15.58

3.50

8.68

22.48

<.001*

Emotional Awareness

1.08

0.54

0.02

2.16

.047*

P2*Emotional Awareness

0.92

0.83

-0.72

2.56

.270

P3*Emotional Awareness

-1.66

0.82

-3.27

-0.06

.042*

P4*Emotional Awareness

-0.25

0.93

-2.08

1.57

.786

F

df1

Model Summary

Model
Intercept

P1 v P4 (High Regulators)

R2 Change

df2

p

Highest Order Conditional Interaction
P*Emotional Awareness

.031

2.97

3

238

.032*
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Table 4 Continued
Estimate(SE)

t

LL

UL

p

Conditional Effect at E.A. Levels
Emotional Awareness: 16th Percentile
P1 v P2

12.78(4.40)

2.90

4.11

21.45

.004*

P1 v P3

0.91(3.87)

0.23

-6.72

8.54

.815

P1 v P4

14.59(4.71)

3.10

5.32

23.86

.002*

P2 v P3

6.22(3.95)

1.57

-1.57

14.01

.117

P2 v P4

10.02(4.73)

2.12

0.69

19.34

.035*

P3 v P4

3.80(5.34)

0.71

-6.73

14.32

.478

P1 v P2

9.10(2.41)

3.77

4.35

13.85

<.001*

P1 v P3

7.56(2.74)

2.75

2.16

12.97

.006*

P1 v P4

15.60(3.51)

4.44

8.68

22.52

<.001*

P2 v P3

-1.53(2.75)

-0.56

-6.96

3.89

.578

P2 v P4

6.50(3.52)

1.85

-0.42

13.43

.066

P3 v P4

8.04(3.78)

2.12

0.58

15.50

.035*

P1 v P2

6.34(3.20)

1.98

0.04

12.64

.049*

P1 v P3

12.56(3.99)

3.15

4.70

20.41

.002*

P1 v P4

16.36(4.79)

3.41

6.91

25.80

.001*

P2 v P3

-11.87(4.33)

-2.74

-20.40

-3.35

.007*

P3 v P4

13.69(4.67)

2.92

4.48

22.90

.004*

P2 v P4

1.81(5.11)

0.35

-8.26

11.88

.723

P3 v P4

13.69(4.67)

2.92

4.48

22.90

.004*

Emotional Awareness: 50th Percentile

Emotional Awareness: 84th Percentile

Note. *p<.05. UL = 95% Confidence Interval Upper Limit. LL = 95% Confidence Interval Lower Limit. P1 =
Low Regulation Profile. P2 = Relax, Engage, and Reappraise Profile. P3 = Suppression-Propense Profile. P4 =
High-regulation Profile. E.A. = Emotional Awareness. Emotional Awareness was mean centered. Interracial
relationship was dummy coded ‘0’ and ‘1’ where ‘1’ represents being in an interracial relationship. Estimates
generated with 5000 sample bootstrapping.
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Anxiety
A second ANCOVA was run to test whether anxiety varied as a function of emotion
regulation profile membership. To establish if covariates were needed in the model, separate
regressions testing associations between age and emotional awareness with depression were
conducted, and separate ANOVAs examining potential associations with race, gender, and being
in an interracial relationship were conducted. Neither age (B = -0.69, t = -1.27, p = .207) nor
race (F(7, 239) = 1.75, p = .098) had a significant impact on anxiety, and thus were not included
in the final model. There were significant differences in anxiety based on gender (F (1, 245) =
9.51, p = .002) such that women reported significantly higher anxiety (partial ŋ2 = .037). There
were also significant differences in anxiety based on interracial relationship status (F (1, 245) =
4.25, p = .040) such that those who reported being in an interracial relationship reported
significantly higher anxiety (partial ŋ2 = .017). Finally, emotional awareness was significantly
positively associated with anxiety (B = 0.65, t = 2.10, p = .037). Thus, gender, interracial
relationship status, and emotional awareness were retained for the final model.
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Figure 3
Emotion regulation profile and Anxiety by Level of Awareness
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As discussed, latent profile was significantly associated with emotional awareness (F (3,
243) = 4.53, p = .004) and thus the assumption was violated for this covariate. The additional
covariates for this model were each regressed onto latent profile to further evaluate the
independence of predictor and covariate assumption. There was no significant association of
emotion regulation profile with gender (X2 (3, N = 247) = 6.57, p = .087), but there was a
significant association with being in an interracial relationship (X2 (3, N = 247) = 7.69, p = .053).
The homogeneity of regression assumption examined potential interactions between the
covariates and latent profile. There were no significant interactions between latent profile and
gender (F(3, 237) = 2.13, p = .098), or interracial relationship status (F(3, 237) = 2.08, p = .103).
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There was a significant interaction between emotional awareness and latent profile (F (3, 237) =
3.87, p = .010), suggesting a violation of this assumption. Thus, this interaction term was
included in the final model, while gender and interracial relationship status were entered into the
model as covariates. Levene’s test was used to examine homogeneity of variance and suggested
that this assumption was met (F(74, 172) = 0.99, p = .508). To ensure the model is robust to the
assumption violations, analysis was run with 5000 sample bootstrapping.
As in the prior model, the final model was run using the PROCESS macro in SPSS
(Hayes, 2018) to facilitate interpretation of the interaction effect. The overall model was
significant (F(9, 237) = 7.35, p<.001, R2 = .218), suggesting that the model variables account for
significant variance in anxiety symptoms. There was a significant main effect of gender such that
at average emotional awareness, for participants in the low-regulation profile who are not in an
interracial relationship, women reported significantly higher anxiety symptoms than men (B =
6.67, t = 2.64, p = .009). There was no significant main effect of interracial relationship once all
variables in the model were included (B = 2.53, t = 1.28, p = .202). Similar to the results of the
depression model, there was a significant interaction between emotional awareness and profile
membership suggesting that emotional awareness and anxiety were positively associated in the
suppression-propense profile, while this association was negative in the other three profiles (F
(3, 237) = 3.87, p = .010). Given that the interaction was significant, the main effects of latent
profile and emotional awareness were not interpreted.
The interaction was probed to examine latent profile differences at the 16th, 50th, and 84th
percentiles of emotional awareness for men not in an interracial relationship. At the 16th
percentile of emotional awareness, the suppression-propense profile (P3) reported the lowest
anxiety symptoms, with significantly lower symptoms than the high-regulation profile (P4; B = -
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15.31, t = -3.52, p<.001), and the relax, engage and reappraise profile (P2; B = -16.71, t = -4.14,
p<.001). This profile did not differ significantly from the low regulation profile (P1; B = -4.56, t
= -1.27, p = .206). The low-regulation profile (P1) reported significantly lower anxiety
symptoms than the high-regulation profile (P4; B = -10.76, t = -2.46, p = .015), and the relax,
engage and reappraise profile (P2; B = -12.15, t = -2.97, p = .003). At the 50th percentile of
emotional awareness, the low-regulation profile (P1) reported significantly lower anxiety
symptoms than the relax, engage and reappraise profile (P2; B = -9.10, t = -3.77, p<.001), and
the high-regulation profile (P4; B = -15.37, t = -4.71, p<.001), but no significant differences from
the suppression-propense profile (P3; B = -3.46, t = -1.36, p = .174). In addition, the suppressionpropense profile (P3) reported significantly lower anxiety than the relax, engage and reappraise
profile (P2; B = -6.74, t = -2.62, p = .010), and the high suppression-propense group (P4; B = 11.91, t = -3.38, p<.001). At the 84th percentile of emotional awareness, the low-regulation
profile reported significantly lower anxiety symptoms than the relax, engage and reappraise
profile (P2; B = -8.75, t = -2.94, p = .004), the suppression-propense profile (P3; B = -9.38, t = 2.57, p = .011), and the high-regulation profile (P4; B = -18.84, t = -4.24, p<.001). In addition,
the relax, engage and reappraise profile (P2) reported significantly lower anxiety than the highregulation profile (P4; B = -10.09, t = -2.30, p = .023). Results are illustrated in Figure 3.
These models examining differences in depression and anxiety across profiles support
hypothesis 2a, that profiles would vary in their level of individual depression and anxiety.
Further, the profile characterized by greater reliance on expressive suppression was linked to
greater depression and anxiety than the low regulation profile, but only under conditions of high
emotional awareness, partially supporting hypothesis 2b. The full model results can be found in
Table 5.
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Table 5

Anxiety by Emotion Regulation Profile
R2

F

df1

df2

p

.218

7.35

9

237

<.001

Estimate

SE

LL

UL

p

32.34

2.68

27.05

37.62

<.001*

Gender

6.67

2.52

1.70

11.64

.009*

Interracial Relationship Status

2.53

1.97

-1.36

6.42

.202

10.25

2.27

5.78

14.72

<.001*

3.29

2.53

-1.70

8.28

.195

15.27

3.25

8.86

21.68

<.001*

Emotional Awareness

1.28

2.54

0.29

2.28

.012*

P2*Emotional Awareness

0.49

0.77

-1.03

2.01

.530

P3*Emotional Awareness

-2.01

0.76

-3.50

-0.52

.009*

P4*Emotional Awareness

-1.15

0.86

-2.85

0.54

.180

R2 Change

F

df1

df2

p

.038

3.87

3

237

.010*

Estimate(SE)

t

LL

UL

p

Model Summary

Model
Intercept

P1v P2 (Relax, Engage, Reappraise)
P1 v P3 (Suppression)
P1 v P4 (High Regulators)

Highest Order Conditional Interaction
P*Emotional Awareness

Conditional Effect at E.A. Levels
Emotional Awareness: 16th Percentile
P1 v P2

12.15(4.09)

2.97

4.08

20.21

.003*

P1 v P3

-4.56(3.59)

-1.27

-11.63

2.52

.206

P1 v P4

10.76(4.38)

2.46

2.13

19.38

.015*

P2 v P3

-16.71(4.03)

-4.14

-24.65

-8.76

<.001*

P2 v P4

-1.39(4.74)

-0.29

-10.73

7.95

.769
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P3 v P4

15.31(4.35)

3.52

6.74

23.89

.001*

P1 v P2

10.21(2.26)

4.52

5.76

14.65

<.001*

P1 v P3

3.47(2.54)

1.46

-1.54

8.48

.174

P1 v P4

15.37(3.26)

4.71

8.94

21.80

<.001*

P2 v P3

-6.74(2.58)

-2.62

-11.81

-1.66

.010*

P2 v P4

5.17(3.26)

1.58

-1.26

11.59

.115

P3 v P4

11.91(3.52)

3.38

4.97

18.84

<.001*

P1 v P2

8.75(2.98)

2.94

2.88

14.62

.004*

P1 v P3

9.49(3.70)

2.57

2.20

16.77

.011*

P1 v P4

18.84(4.45)

4.24

10.08

27.60

<.001*

P2 v P3

0.74(3.68)

0.20

-6.51

7.98

.841

P2 v P4

10.08(4.39)

2.30

1.44

18.74

.023*

P3 v P4

9.35(4.95)

1.89

0.41

19.11

.060

Emotional Awareness: 50th Percentile

Emotional Awareness: 84th Percentile

Note. *p<.05. UL = 95% Confidence Interval Upper Limit. LL = 95% Confidence Interval Lower Limit. P1 =
Low Regulation Profile. P2 = Relax, Engage, and Reappraise Profile. P3 = Suppression-Propense Profile. P4 =
High-regulation Profile. E.A. = Emotional Awareness. Emotional Awareness was mean centered. Gender was
dummy coded ‘0’ men and ‘1’ women. Interracial relationship was dummy coded ‘0’ and ‘1’ where ‘1’ represents
being in an interracial relationship. Estimates generated with 5000 sample bootstrapping.

ANCOVA for Couples’ Functioning (Hypothesis 3a and 3b)
An ANCOVA was used to test whether relationship functioning varied as a function of
emotion regulation profile membership. To establish if covariates were needed in the model,
separate regressions examining the associations between age and emotional awareness with
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relationship functioning were conducted, and separate ANOVAs examining associations with
race, gender, and interracial relationship status were conducted. In addition, given the relational
outcome for this analysis and relevancy to emotion regulation in a relationship context, whether
one’s partner was receptive to expression of feelings (dichotomous) was examined. Neither age
(B = 0.112, t = 0.19, p = .853), race (F(7, 239) = 0.63, p = .730), gender (F (1, 245) = 0.58, p =
.448), nor interracial relationship status (F(1, 245) = 0.2.42, p = .121) had a significant impact on
couples’ functioning, and thus were not included in the final model. Emotional awareness was
significantly positively related to couples’ functioning (B = 0.91, t = 2.67, p = .008), and thus
was retained for the final model. In addition, there were significant differences in couples’
functioning based on partner receptiveness to expression of feeling (F (2, 244) = 25.23, p<.001),
so this was retained as well.
As a significant association between profile and emotional awareness was already
established (F (3, 243) = 4.53, p = .004) the independence of predictor and covariate assumption
was only additionally checked for partner receptiveness. No significant association between
profile and perceived partner receptiveness was evidenced, thus upholding the assumption for
this covariate (X2 (3, N = 247) = 0.48, p = .923). Finally, the homogeneity of regression
assumption was evaluated by examining interaction terms between the covariates and latent
profile. There was no significant interaction between partner receptiveness and emotion
regulation profile receptiveness (F(3, 238) = 1.61, p = .188). Moreover, though it did not reach
the typical significance value of p <.05, there was an interaction between emotional awareness
and emotion regulation profile (F(3, 238) = 2.55, p = .056). Levene’s test was used to examine
homogeneity of variance, and no significant differences were evidenced (F(52, 194) = 1.28, p =
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.116). To ensure the model is robust to the assumption violations, analysis was run with 5000
sample bootstrapping. Results are illustrated in Figure 4.

Figure 4
Emotion regulation profile and Relationship Functioning by Level of Awareness

Relationship Functioning
5

DAS Score

4.9
4.8
4.7
4.6
4.5
4.4
Low

Medium

High

Emotional Awareness
Low Regulation

Engage, Reappraise, Relax

Suppression

High Regulation

Given the interaction trending toward significance, the model was run including the
interaction term using the PROCESS macro for SPSS (Hayes, 2018) for comparison. This
overall model was significant (F(8, 238) = 8.51, p<.001 R2 = .223). There was a significant
positive main effect of partner receptiveness to expression of emotion such that at average
emotional awareness for individuals in the low regulation profile, partner receptiveness was
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associated with greater couples’ functioning (B = 0.62, t = 7.16, p<.001). The interaction
between latent profile and emotional awareness was probed to examine latent profile differences
at levels of emotional awareness at the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles when one’s partner was not
receptive to emotion expression (F(3, 238) = 2.55, p = .056). At the 84th percentile, the lowregulation profile reported significantly higher relationship functioning than the suppressionpropense profile (P3; B = 0.33, t = 2.59, p = .010). In addition, the relax, engage and reappraise
profile (P2) reported significantly higher relationship functioning than the suppression-propense
profile (P3; B = 0.29, t = 2.33, p = .021). There were no significant differences between emotion
regulation profiles at the 50th or 16th percentiles of emotional awareness. The full model results
can be found in Table 6.
These findings partially support hypothesis 3a, as the marginally significant interaction
suggests that at high emotional awareness there is variation in relationship functioning across
profiles. Hypothesis 3b was also partially supported, as the profile characterized by poorer
romantic relationship functioning did have significantly poorer relationship functioning under the
high emotional awareness condition.
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Table 6
Relationship Functioning by Emotion Regulation Profile
R2
Model Summary

F
.223

Estimate

df1

8.51

SE

df2
8

LL

238

UL

p
<.001

p

Model
Intercept

4.29

0.09

4.11

4.47

<.001*

Partner Receptiveness to Emotion

0.62

0.09

0.45

0.79

<.001*

P1v P2 (Relax, Engage, Reappraise)

-0.00

0.08

-0.16

0.15

.964

P1 v P3 (Suppression)

-0.11

0.09

-0.29

0.05

.177

P1 v P4 (High Regulators)

-0.10

0.11

-0.31

0.12

.388

Emotional Awareness

-0.05

.0.02

-0.08

-0.01

.007*

P2*Emotional Awareness

0.01

0.03

-0.04

-0.06

.676

P3*Emotional Awareness

0.07

0.03

0.02

0.12

.009*

P4*Emotional Awareness

0.02

0.03

-0.04

-0.07

.586

F

df1

df2

R2 Change

p

Highest Order Conditional Interaction
P*Emotional Awareness

.025

Estimate(SE)

2.55

3

t

LL

238

UL

.056

p

Conditional Effect at E.A. Levels
Emotional Awareness: 16th Percentile
P1 v P2

0.04(0.14)

0.28

-0.24

0.32

.777

P1 v P3

0.15(0.12)

1.23

-0.09

0.39

.220

P1 v P4

-0.03(0.15)

-0.22

-0.33

0.26

.826

P2 v P3

0.11(0.14)

0.80

-0.16

0.38

.420

P2 v P4

-0.07(0.16)

-0.45

-0.39

-0.25

.655

-0.18(0.14)

-1.25

-0.48

0.11

.214

P1 v P2

-0.00(0.08)

-0.06

-0.15

0.15

.953

P1 v P3

-0.12(0.09)

-1.42

-0.29

0.05

.158

P3 v P4
th

Emotional Awareness: 50 Percentile
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P1 v P4

-0.10(0.11)

-0.87

-0.32

0.12

.383

P2 v P3

-0.12(0.08)

-1.36

-0.29

0.05

.175

P2 v P4

-0.09(0.11)

-0.83

-0.31

0.13

.406

P3 v P4

-0.03(0.11)

0.22

-0.21

0.26

.828

P1 v P2

-0.04(0.10)

-0.37

-0.24

0.16

.711

P1 v P3

-0.32(0.13)

-2.59

-0.58

-0.08

.010*

P1 v P4

-0.15(0.15)

-0.96

-0.44

0.15

.339

P2 v P3

-0.29(0.12)

-2.33

-0.54

-0.04

.021*

P2 v P4

-0.11(0.15)

-0.72

-0.40

0.19

.474

P3 v P4

0.18(0.17)

1.08

-0.15

0.52

.278

Emotional Awareness: 84th Percentile

Note. *p<.05. UL = 95% Confidence Interval Upper Limit. LL = 95% Confidence Interval Lower Limit. P1 =
Low Regulation Profile. P2 = Relax, Engage, and Reappraise Profile. P3 = Suppression-Propense Profile. P4 =
High-regulation Profile. E.A. = Emotional Awareness. Emotional Awareness was mean centered. Partner
receptiveness to emotion expression was dummy coded ‘0’ and ‘1’ where ‘1’ indicated that partner was receptive.
Estimates generated with 5000 sample bootstrapping.
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CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION
The present study sought to investigate the potential gains of examining profiles of
emotion regulation strategies, and expand our understanding of how internalizing symptoms and
romantic partnerships may be impacted by emotion regulation strategy use. By conducting an
LPA of emotion regulation strategies, emotion regulation could be examined in terms of capacity
and willingness to employ different combinations of strategies. This builds on most of the
literature merely examining how use of a singular strategy may confer positive or negative
consequences. Further, it allowed for comparisons of how well profiles that relied more heavily
on some strategies than others affected anxiety, depression, and romantic relationship
functioning. It was hypothesized that at least three profiles of emotion regulation would best fit
the data (H1a). It was also hypothesized that one of these profiles would be defined by a
propensity to use expressive suppression over other strategies, while another would be defined
by a propensity to use engagement over other strategies, and a third would report strategy use
near the mean (H1b). The best fitting profile solution consisted of four emotion regulation
profiles: a low-regulation profile (P1), a relax, reappraise and engage profile (P2), a suppressionpropense profile (P3) and a high-regulation profile (P4). This profile solution supports
Hypothesis 1a, and partially support Hypothesis 2b.
It was also hypothesized that the profiles would differ in terms of depression and anxiety
symptoms (H2a), and romantic relationship functioning (H3a). Hypothesis 2a was supported, but
latent profile membership demonstrated an unanticipated interaction with emotional awareness
which served to qualify these group differences. Hypothesis 3a was only partially supported, as
the effect did not reach statistical significance. However, as in Hypothesis 2a, there was a trend
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toward group differences, and an interaction between latent profile membership and emotional
awareness. Finally, it was hypothesized that profiles characterized by relatively high use of
suppression would have significantly higher levels of depression and anxiety (H2b), and lower
romantic relationship functioning (H3b). Given the significant interactions with emotional
awareness, a strict determination on the support for Hypothesis 2b and Hypothesis 3b is
challenging. The suppression-propense profile did evidence different associations with each of
the outcome variables across levels of emotional awareness than the other profiles did,
suggesting that at high emotional awareness the hypotheses are supported, whereas at low
emotional awareness the converse of these hypotheses may in fact be more accurate.
Aim 1 Discussion: The Emergence of Emotion Regulation Profiles
These findings have important implications for ERV. Studies that have examined
emotion regulation repertoire, or mere expanse of strategies, appear to have mixed findings as
use of multiple strategies may at times reflect inconsistent or intractable emotion regulation
(Aldao et al., 2015; Blanke et al., 2020). Alternatively, balanced use of strategies in the
appropriate contexts could be a better indicator of “adaptive” emotion regulation. Theory would
dictate that profiles characterized by average variability, in this case defined as a distribution of
strategy use close to mean (rather than disproportionately relying on any one strategy, or high
indiscriminate use of many, would be beneficial. This was corroborated to some degree by the
present findings. The profile solutions evidenced in this study are relatively consistent with those
found in Study 2 of De France and Hollenstein’s investigation (2017) with a few differences.
In our sample, the profile most similar to the “average” profile in De France and
Hollenstein’s (2017) study was the low-regulation profile. The low regulation profile looks
similar, but with lower levels for each strategy. De France and Hollenstein suggested that use of
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all strategies at levels near the sample average without clear preferences for some may be
adaptive in that strategy use consistent with sample averages may reflect optimal contextual use
of a given strategy. Of note however, in both this study and the study by De France and
Hollenstein, every strategy endorsed fell below the mean. Thus, it may be the case that this
profile as a latent class more accurately reflects low regulation than average regulation. This
would be consistent with other profile analyses that identified a low regulation profile (Chesney
et al., 2019; Dixon-Gordon, Aldao, & Reyes, 2015; Grommisch et al., 2019). Thus, while this
profile did endorse the lowest depression and anxiety at high and median levels of emotional
awareness with significantly lower symptoms than nearly all other latent profiles, this effect is
confounded with generally low regulation, which could be a sign of low need for regulation due
to resiliency or low life-stress.
Similarly, the profile most similar to the “multi-strategy” profile in De France and
Hollenstein’s (2017) study was the high-regulation profile in this sample. The multi-strategy
profile that was present in the De France and Hollenstein (2017) study demonstrated higher
levels of engagement and lower levels of rumination and suppression relative to the respective
sample means. Once again, for both samples, all strategies were endorsed at levels above the
sample mean. This is consistent with previous research that has identified a high-regulation
profile (Chesney et al., 2019; Dixon-Gordon, Aldao, & Reyes, 2015; Grommisch et al., 2019). It
may be the case that this profile characterizes individuals with large emotion regulation
repertoire rather than variability. Thus, these may be individuals who engage in repeated or
indiscriminate efforts to solve emotional problems without particular sensitivity to context.
Indeed, this profile demonstrated the highest mean levels of depression across all levels of
emotional awareness, the highest levels of anxiety across the high and median levels of
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emotional awareness, and significantly higher anxiety than the low regulation profile at low
emotional awareness. As with the low-regulation profile, this profile may reflect high need for
regulation or high life-stress. Future research would benefit from examining the effects of the
profiles controlling for mean level of regulation in order to better clarify whether patterns of
strategy use account for differences in their own right.
The other primary difference between these findings and those of De France and
Hollenstein (2017) is that there appears to be more deviation from the mean in scores on arousal
control in the present study. Where De France and Hollenstein found an engagement-propense
profile characterized by relatively high engagement and relatively low suppression, in the present
study the most similar profile was the engage, reappraise and relax profile. In this sample, the
profile had even higher levels of arousal control than engagement, and a nearly as high level of
distraction as engagement. As emotional engagement, cognitive reappraisal, and arousal control
are all typically perceived as beneficial emotion regulation strategies, one might have expected
this profile to be resilient. However, in terms of outcomes, this profile performed worse than the
low-regulation profile on average, worse than the suppression-propense profile on anxiety
specifically, and worse than the suppression propense profile at low levels of emotional
awareness. A potential consideration here is that levels of arousal control, engagement and
reappraisal for this profile are not just high, but they are each half a standard deviation higher
than the mean. Further, the suppression scores for this profile were the only scores that fell at
levels below the mean. Thus, rather than being characterized as engagement-propense profile, it
may more closely approximate being suppression-averse. Given the potential benefits of
suppression in some interpersonal contexts (Bonanno et al., 2004; Le & Impett, 2013), this
profile may demonstrate deficits that are only apparent when examining the strategies in tandem.
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Alternatively, it may be the case that individuals higher in anxiety are more likely to use
mindfulness and arousal control strategies to calm themselves. The present design, however, is ill
equipped to parse the directionality of the effect.
Aim 2 Discussion: Differential Impact on Depression and Anxiety
The different emotion regulation profiles demonstrated different levels of internalizing
symptoms depending on level of emotional awareness such that the relationship between
emotional awareness and outcome (both depression and anxiety) changed direction for the
suppression propense profile. For depression, the low-regulation profile, relax, engage and
reappraise profile, and the high-regulation profile each demonstrated a negative association
between emotional awareness and depression. The suppression propense profile, however,
demonstrated a positive association. At high emotional awareness, the low regulation profile
demonstrated the lowest depression symptoms, while the high-regulation profile demonstrated
the highest. While this remained true in terms of the means at low emotional awareness, the
suppression propense profile endorsed nearly as few depression symptoms as the low regulation
profile, and the engage, reappraise, and relax profile demonstrated nearly as many symptoms as
the high-regulation profile. A similar pattern emerged when looking at anxiety, though the effect
was more exaggerated. The low regulation profile and relax, engage and reappraise profile each
demonstrated a positive association between emotional awareness and anxiety, while the
suppression-propense profile demonstrated a negative association. At high emotional awareness,
the suppression-propense and engagement-oriented profiles had nearly identical mean anxiety
scores, positioned between the low regulators and the high-regulation profile. At low emotional
awareness, the suppression-propense profile had the lowest mean anxiety scores, and the
engagement profile had the highest.
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For both depression and anxiety, the significant differences between the suppressionpropense profile and both the engage, relax, and reappraise profile and the high-regulation
profiles at low awareness might suggest that regulatory patterns that rely on expressive
suppression over other strategies may be more successful in this context. It could also be that
these individuals experience less emotion, reducing the need for emotional awareness or other
regulatory strategies. This would be relatively consistent with findings that suppression may be
negatively associated with depression under conditions of low life stress (Troy et al., 2010).
Alternatively, it may be the case the combination of this profile and low emotional awareness
reflects low overall insight more so than low distress, giving a misleading appearance of high
functioning in this context. Interestingly, given that the high-regulation profile reported higher
mean levels of expressive suppression than the suppression-propense profile, it appears to be the
combination of strategies that is driving the awareness-contingent effects rather than the mere
amount of suppression. These data help support theory indicating that examining multiple
strategies in tandem may provide more information than looking at strategy amounts
individually.
Emotional awareness appears to be a prerequisite to emotion regulation, and more
specifically to cognitive reappraisal (Subic-Wrana et al., 2014). Thus, it makes sense that an
unwillingness or inability to check in with oneself about one’s emotional experience is
positioned to be the least harmful when one is more interested in ignoring that emotion that
engaging with it. Strategies that rely more heavily on interacting with an emotion, such as
engagement or reappraisal, may be moot or impossible if one does not realize that one is
experiencing an emotion. Relying heavily on or attempting to use strategies that can only be
employed when awareness is present may leave one without any tools when awareness is low.
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The suppression-propense profile had scores on engagement and arousal control that were half a
standard deviation below the mean, potentially protecting individuals with this profile from this
consequence. Particularly at low levels of emotional awareness, use of more strategies may be
unnecessarily taxing. There may be benefit in expending fewer regulatory resources, or less “trial
and error” emotion regulation than using one suboptimal strategy that one is comfortable with.
Additionally, being in an interracial relationship emerged as a significant predictor of
depression and anxiety. Race itself was not a significant predictor of the variables of interest,
suggesting that there may be unique strain surrounding being in an interracial relationship that is
driving this effect. This is consistent with prior studies (e.g., Miller, 2017), some of which have
demonstrated that factors such as increased stigma (Rosenthal et al., 2019), and parent
disapproval (Henderson & Brantley, 2019) surrounding these relationships can put partners in
interracial relationships at increased risk for depression or reduced wellbeing. Particularly for the
emerging adult population, it may be the first time that students have the opportunity away from
their family of origin to enter into these relationships, yet students are still largely monitored by
their parents in many ways, possibly amplifying the impact of parental disapproval. Moreover,
some evidence has suggested that people in interracial relationships may have heterogeneous
perceptions of race and its impact on one’s relationship (Brooks et al., 2021). Thus, the current
socio-political climate may be serving to amplify the risk in interracial couples.
Aim 3 Discussion: Differential Impact on Romantic Relationship Functioning
As with depression and anxiety, the differences in romantic relationship functioning by
emotion regulation profile depended on level of emotional awareness. Though the interaction
was only marginally significant, the same pattern seen with emotional awareness and anxiety and
depression clearly emerges when examining couples’ functioning. Whereas the low regulation,
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engagement-prone and high-regulation profiles all demonstrate positive associations between
emotional awareness and relationship functioning, the suppression-propense profile
demonstrated a negative relationship, with the lowest mean relationship functioning at high
emotional awareness and the highest mean relationship functioning at low emotional awareness.
Though the suppression-propense profile reported significantly lower relationship satisfaction at
high emotional awareness, this significant difference disappears at medium and low levels of
awareness. Though only marginally significant, these findings have some critical implications
for the intersection of emotion regulation and romantic relationship functioning.
This interaction may help contextualize the divergent findings on the role of expressive
suppression and relationships that have been discussed in previous literature (Bonanno et al.,
2004; Schutte et al., 2009; Webb et al., 2012). At high emotional awareness, the association
between expressive suppression and romantic relationship functioning appears consistent with
many previous findings: expressive suppression is negatively associated with relationship
functioning (Butler et al., 2003; Cameron & Overall, 2018; Chervonsky & Hunt, 2017; Yelsma
& Marrow, 2003). However, in this sample, this was only true at high emotional awareness. In
an interpersonal context, it may be the case that suppressing emotional responses when one
knows one is having them is what’s particularly problematic. Conversely, suppressing emotional
responses when one is not aware of or secure in them could at times be protective or serve as a
peace keeping mechanism. In addition, some evidence has found that individuals who rely on
expressive suppression are perceived as less “authentic” by their peers (Cameron & Overall,
2018). It may be the case that at low emotional awareness, a person is less likely to be
intentionally hiding an emotion, in which case this interpersonal side effect of suppressing
emotion may be less potent.
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There were no other significant differences in relationship functioning across any of the
levels of emotional awareness despite differing significantly on the depression and anxiety,
potentially speaking to the multifaceted nature of emotions and relationship health. Of particular
interest given the relational outcome in this analysis is the non-significant finding between the
relax, engage, and reappraise profile and any other profile. Emotional expression in relationships
has demonstrated mixed findings, though is often found to be beneficial when examined on its
own (Cameron & Overall, 2018; Chervonsky & Hunt, 2017; Kane et al., 2018). Engagement is
likely to be a prerequisite for expression of emotion. Nonetheless, the increased engagement in
this profile did not demonstrate any particularly positive association with relationship
functioning, reiterating the potential context-dependency of adaptive emotion engagement, or
engagement in the absence of suppression. As with the depression and anxiety outcomes, it is
worth noting again that level of suppression alone is not driving the significant differences in
relationship satisfaction at high emotional awareness, but rather a propensity to use expressive
suppression in the absence of other regulatory strategies, particularly emotional engagement and
arousal control. At low emotional awareness, relationship satisfaction was lower than at median
or high awareness collapsing across latent profiles, and no significant differences between
profiles were evidenced. This suggests that low emotional awareness is potentially damaging for
relationships in its own right in a way that emotion regulation tactics may have difficulty
mitigating.
General Discussion and Clinical Implications
The present study extended findings on ERV on both intra and interpersonal outcomes,
replicating a previous profile analysis in a sample of American college students. Though the
profiles were similar, there were some differences that may expand our understanding of how
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strategies work together. While previous research has suggested that an average profile may
reflect a variable and adaptive emotion regulation strategy use pattern (De France & Hollenstein,
2017), the present study seems to indicate that it may be low regulation potentially driving these
effects. Moreover, the present study highlights the idea that which profiles may confer the most
benefit is contingent on individual characteristics such as level of emotional awareness. Even
expressive suppression may exhibit a protective effect for intra and interpersonal well-being in
the context of low awareness.
Participants with low emotional awareness were at highest risk for depression and anxiety
symptoms, as well as relationship functioning. Thus, it may be most informative to examine
what is adaptive in this context in order to help guide intervention. Interestingly, the emotion
regulation profile characterized by higher suppression and lower engagement had the lowest
levels of depression and anxiety at this level of awareness. Thus, further examination of this
effect can help clarify whether this regulatory pattern is the most beneficial, or rather if it is
reflecting low awareness of functional impact. Alternatively, it may be of interest to examine
whether intervention targeting emotional awareness impacts the relationship between regulatory
profile and mental health and relationship outcomes. Some recent evidence has demonstrated
that Emotional Awareness and Expression Training has shown to reduce symptoms of Irritable
Bowel Syndrome (Thakur et al., 2017), Fibromyalgia, and chronic pain (Lumley et al., 2017;
Lumley & Schubiner, 2019). However, this intervention demonstrated less reliable effects for
depression and anxiety generally (Lumley & Schubiner, 2019). It may be the case that focusing
on emotional awareness and expression limits participants who may be able to more comfortably
employ a different regulatory technique once awareness is heightened.
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Limitations and Future Directions
The present study has several limitations. First, power analysis for LPA is the subject of
ongoing investigating, introducing the possibility that the present study was underpowered to
detect small effects. While this concern is mitigated by the consistency between the present
findings and previous literature, it would be beneficial to examine whether the present findings
hold in larger and more diverse samples given that previous literature may also be subject to this
limitation. Some evidence has suggested that a sample of 1850 participants would be powered to
detect small effects for a six-indicator profile, exemplifying the need for samples of a much more
substantial size to be fully powered. The present study was largely cisgender female, limiting the
generalizability to other genders. Relatedly, the present study was conducted in a college student
sample, thus limiting generalizability to emerging adults in this age range with lower education.
Similarly, the present study focused on relationship formation in emerging adulthood, and thus
cannot speak to the impact of these profiles on internalizing symptomology or relationship
functioning in other age groups. Another primary limitation to the present study in regard to
relationship functioning is lack of partner characteristics. As a variety of individual
characteristics may only prove problematic when the relationship is impacted, a greater
understanding of this context is paramount in better understanding factors that help or strain
relationships. Discrepancy between partners’ emotional awareness has been linked negatively to
relationship satisfaction (Croyle & Waltz, 2002), suggesting that future research may need to
covary for partner emotional awareness as well.
Moreover, given that there may be different cultural factors that shape emotion regulation
and relationship functioning, future research should seek to replicate this study separately in
different racial and ethnic groups. Similarly, it is worth noting that the De France and

79
Hollenstein (2019) study was conducted in Canada, so the cultural differences may account for
some of the differences in emotion management and respective outcome found between these
two studies. Additionally, this study emphasizes the need to account for context in the
interpretation of adaptive emotion regulation. As some strategies may be beneficial at different
levels of stressor controllability or degree of life stress (Troy et al., 2010), type or valence of
emotion (Chervonsky & Hunt, 2017), or partner characteristics (Kane et al., 2018; Ruan et al.,
2020), future research examining profiles using the Regulation of Emotions System Survey (De
France & Hollenstein, 2017) via EMA may help increase the ecological validity of the findings.
Future research would benefit from longitudinal or EMA research designs examining the impact
of these strategies temporally in order to better examine the impact on state emotion and
relationship functioning. In addition, as a cross-sectional study, the present study was limited in
its capacity to examine the extent and effectiveness of emotion regulation strategies in a causal
way.
Further, emotional awareness was significantly related to the latent profiles. Future
research would benefit from controlling for emotional awareness at the profile generation level
to help differentiate these effects. This would allow for examination of the patterns of regulation
when controlling for level of emotional awareness. That said, this measure demonstrated low
internal consistency in this sample, potentially indicating a multidimensional quality to
emotional awareness such that only some aspects of emotional awareness account for these
effects. In addition, it would be important to replicate the existing study in a sample of those with
clinical depression or anxiety to see if the interaction between emotional awareness and
regulatory profile holds, and to focus on what regulatory mechanisms might be the most
protective for samples in greater need of intervention efforts. Further, given that in some ways

80
romantic relationship functioning appeared to be robust to different emotion regulation profiles,
it would be interesting to see whether this is also true in a clinical sample where emotion
mismanagement may be more destructive. Moreover, while conducting this analysis in a
normative sample may be better equipped to identify an adaptive regulation tactic, positive
emotional outcomes were not assessed. This may be of interest, as previous research has found
differences in which profiles confer more positive affect than the absence of negative affect
(Dixon-Gordon, Aldao, & De Los Reyes, 2015). It may be the case that facilitation of positive
affect has a differential impact on romantic relationship functioning than the regulation of
negative affect. Similarly, the present study did not ask about treatment history, which might
have illuminated if any participants at higher levels of depression and anxiety may have received
guidance on how to regulate emotions (e.g., by increasing arousal control strategies) in response
to mood state.
Finally, the present study does not differentiate the patterns of emotion regulation from
the level of emotion regulation one employs. It would be informative for future research to
examine the profiles centered at the person level to help dissect regulatory quantity from
regulatory quality. Though regulatory quantity may be an inherent quality of regulatory style,
ability to examine these effects separately can help clarify important differences. For example,
there may be differences in outcomes between people who regulate frequently or infrequently in
response to a stressor (over-regulating or under-regulating to the same amount of stress) and
people who adjust their regulation based on their amount of stress in a dose-effect way. This
difference may be useful in examining whether style of regulation impacts relationships, or
whether general emotional dysfunction impacts relationships.
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSION
The present study conducted an LPA of emotion regulation to extend existing findings on
the impact of ERV on individual functioning and extend this to romantic relationship functioning
as well. Results suggested that there were differences between emotion regulation profiles and
depression, anxiety, and romantic relationship functioning, but that these differences were
conditional on emotional awareness. At high levels of emotional awareness, the emotion
regulation characterized by regulation below the mean on all strategies had the most positive
outcomes. At low levels of emotional awareness, a profile characterized by a preference for
expressive suppression and lower engagement with the emotion demonstrated the most positive
outcomes, or no difference from the low-regulation profile. Results are consistent with some
previous findings that expressive suppression may be an adaptive strategy in some contexts. It
may be the case that attempting to use other emotion regulation strategies at low awareness is
particularly taxing. Future research should consider collecting additional data on context-strategy
fit, for example via EMA design, including moment level context such as emotion valence or
intensity. Further, for romantic relationship functioning, a study examining partner
characteristics and partner emotion regulation may be particularly illuminating.
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APPENDIX A
DEMOGRAPHICS
1. What year were you born? (YYYY) ____
2. What month were you born?
a. January
b. February
c. March
d. April
e. May
f. June
g. July
h. August
i. September
j. October
k. November
l. December
3. Please describe your race and/or ethnicity (select all that apply)
a. Black/African American
b. Hispanic/Latino/Latina
c. American Indian/Alaska Native
d. White/Caucasian
e. Asian
f. Other (please specify) _________________
4. Please describe your partner’s and/or ethnicity (select all that apply)
a. Black/African American
b. Hispanic/Latino/Latina
c. American Indian/Alaska Native
d. White/Caucasian
e. Asian
f. Other (please specify) _________________
5. What biological sex were you assigned at birth?
a. Male
b. Female
c. Other
d. Prefer not to say
6. Which of the following best describes your gender identity? (select all that apply)
a. Woman
b. Man
c. Trans woman
d. Trans man
e. Genderqueer, non-conforming, and/or nonbinary gender
f. Other (please specify) ________________
g. Prefer not to answer
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7. What biological sex was your partner assigned at birth?
a. Male
b. Female
c. Other
d. Prefer not to say
8. Which of the following best describes your partner’s gender identity? (select all that
apply)
a. Woman
b. Man
c. Trans woman
d. Trans man
e. Genderqueer, non-conforming, and/or nonbinary gender
f. Other (please specify) ________________
g. Prefer not to answer
9. What is your highest level of education?
a. High school graduate
b. Trade/vocational school diploma
c. Associates degree
d. Some undergraduate education
e. Bachelor’s degree
10. Which of the following best describes your employment status?
a. Unemployed
b. Employed part-time
c. Employed full-time
d. Retired
e. Other
11. Which of the following best describes your partner’s employment status?
a. Unemployed
b. Employed part-time
c. Employed full-time
d. Retired
e. Other
12. Do you have any children (by any partner- current or past)?
a. No
b. Yes
13. Relationship status: What is your current relationship status?
a. Partnered/dating
b. Married
14. Relationship status: Have you ever been divorced?
a. No
b. Yes
15. Relationship status: Have you ever been widowed?
a. No
b. Yes
16. Have you been in your relationship for one or more years?
a. No
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b. Yes
17. If yes to 15: How many years have you been in your current relationship? ___
18. If no to 15: How many months have you been in your current relationship? ___
19. Which of the following best describes your living arrangements?
a. I live with my partner
b. My partner and I live in the same area, but in separate homes
c. My partner and I are long distance
20. How frequently do you see your partner in-person?
a. Daily
b. Multiple times a week
c. Multiple times a month
d. Multiple times a year
e. We have not met in person
21. If a person sees their partner in person on a weekly basis: How many hours a week do
you spend interacting with your partner in-person?
22. How many hours a week do you spend interacting with your partner over the phone,
over video chat, or over messaging?
23. Generally, do you feel your partner is receptive to you expressing your emotions?
a. No
b. Yes
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APPENDIX B
DYADIC ADJUSTMENT SCALE

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

8
9

10

11
12
13
14

15

Most persons have disagreements in their relationships. Please indicate below the
approximate extent of agreement or disagreement between you and your partner for each
item on the following list.
Always Almost Occasionally Frequently
Almost
Always
Agree
Always
Disagree
Disagree
Always Disagree
Agree
Disagree
Handing family
1
2
3
4
5
6
issues
Matters of
1
2
3
4
5
6
recreation
Religious
1
2
3
4
5
6
matters
Demonstrations
1
2
3
4
5
6
of affection
Friends
1
2
3
4
5
6
Sex relations
1
2
3
4
5
6
Conventionality
(correct or
1
2
3
4
5
6
proper
behavior)
Philosophy of
1
2
3
4
5
6
life
Ways of
dealing with
1
2
3
4
5
6
parents or inlaws
Aims, goals,
and things
1
2
3
4
5
6
believed
important
Amount of time
1
2
3
4
5
6
spent together
Making major
1
2
3
4
5
6
decisions
Household
1
2
3
4
5
6
tasks
Leisure time
interests and
1
2
3
4
5
6
activities
Career
1
2
3
4
5
6
decisions
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16 How often do
you discuss or
have you
considered
divorce,
separation, or
terminating
your
relationship?
17 How often do
you or your
mate leave the
house after a
fight?
18 In general, how
often do you
think that
things between
you and your
partner are
going well?
19 Do you confide
in your mate?
20 Do you ever
regret that you
married (or
lived together?)
21 How often do
you and your
partner quarrel?
22 How often do
you and your
mate "get on
each other's
nerves?"
23 Do you kiss
your mate?
24 Do you and
your mate
engage in
outside

All the
time

Most of
the time

More often
than not

Occasionally

Rarely

Never

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

Every
Day (1)

Almost
Every
Day (2)
Most of
them (2)

Occasionally
(3)

Rarely (4)

Never
(5)

Some of
them (3)

Very few of
them (4)

None of
them (5)

All of
them (1)
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interests
together?

25

26
27
28

29
30
31

32

How often would you say the following events occur between you and your mate?
Never
Less
Once or
Once or
Once a
More
than
twice a
twice a week
Day
often
once a
month
month
Have a
stimulating
1
2
3
4
5
6
exchange of
ideas
Laugh together
1
2
3
4
5
6
Calmly discuss
1
2
3
4
5
6
something
Work together
1
2
3
4
5
6
on a project
1
2
3
4
5
6
These are some things about which couples sometimes agree and sometime disagree.
Indicate if either item below caused differences of opinions or were problems in your
relationship during the past few weeks. (Check yes or no)
Being too tired No (1)
Yes (2)
for sex
Not showing
No (1)
Yes (2)
love
The circles on the following line represent different degrees of happiness in your
relationship. The middle point, “happy,” represents the degree of happiness of most
relationships. Please fill in the circle which best describes the degree of happiness, all things
considered, of your relationship.
Extremely
Fairly
A Little
Happy (3)
Very Happy
Very
Extremely
unhappy
unhappy Unhappy
(4)
Happy Happy (6)
(1)
(2)
(5)
Which of the following statements best describes how you feel about the future of your
relationship?
1. I want desperately for my relationship to succeed, and would go to almost any length
to see that it does.
2. I want very much for my relationship to succeed, and will do all I can to see that it
does.
3. I want very much for my relationship to succeed, and will do my fair share to see
that it does.
4. It would be nice if my relationship succeeded, but I can’t do much more than I am
doing now to help it succeed.
5. It would be nice if it succeeded, but I refuse to do any more than I am doing now to
keep the relationship going.
6. My relationship can never succeed, and there is no more that I can do to keep the
relationship going.
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APPENDIX C
REGULATION OF EMOTIONS SYSTEMS SURVEY
Please indicate how you respond right away to negative emotions as they arise. Do not choose
your answers based on what you think you should do or wish you do. Instead, choose your
answers thoughtfully, and make your answers about what you actually do. Please answer every
item. There are no “right” and “wrong” answers, so choose the most accurate answer for YOU
– not what you think “most people” would say or do. For each statement below, please click
on the appropriate number to indicate how frequently you did the following things in response
to feeling a negative emotion, such as anger, sadness, or stress.
Half the Most of
Never Sometimes
Time
the Time Always
1. Thinking repeatedly about what was
bothering me
1
2
3
4
5
2. Using facial expressions to show that
I was upset
1
2
3
4
5
3. Thinking of other ways to interpret
the situation
1
2
3
4
5
4. Acting like I was not upset
1
2
3
4
5
5. Vocalizing how I was feeling
1
2
3
4
5
6. Focusing on slowing my heart rate
and breathing
1
2
3
4
5
7. Immediately working on something
to keep myself busy
1
2
3
4
5
8. Continually thinking about what was
bothering me
1
2
3
4
5
9. Making sure no one could tell what I
was feeling
1
2
3
4
5
10. Doing something else to distract
myself
1
2
3
4
5
11. Letting my emotions show
1
2
3
4
5
12. Trying to see the emotional event
from a different perspective
1
2
3
4
5
13. Pretending I was not upset
1
2
3
4
5
14. Going over the emotional event
again and again in my mind
1
2
3
4
5
15. Looking at the emotional event from
a different perspective
1
2
3
4
5
16. Trying to slow my heart rate and
breathing
1
2
3
4
5
17. Engaging in something else to keep
busy
1
2
3
4
5
18. Hiding my feelings
1
2
3
4
5
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19. Taking deep breaths
20. Showing my feelings
21. Continually trying to decide what
went wrong
22. Engaging in activities to distract
myself
23. Identifying different angles to see
the situation
24. Decreasing the tension in my body

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

113
APPENDIX D
DIFFICULTIES IN EMOTION REGULATION SCALE
On the following pages you will find a series of statements that individuals can use to describe
themselves. There are no correct or incorrect responses. Please read each statement carefully and
give your best estimate of how well it describes you.
About
SomeHalf
Most of Almost
Never
times
of the
the Time Always
Time
1
I am clear about my feelings.
1
2
3
4
5
2.

I pay attention to how I feel.

1

2

3

4

5

3.

I experience my emotions as
overwhelming and out of control.

1

2

3

4

5

4.

I have no idea how I am feeling.

1

2

3

4

5

5.

I have difficulty in making sense out
of my feelings.

1

2

3

4

5

6.

I am attentive to my feelings.

1

2

3

4

5

7.

I know exactly how I am feeling.

1

2

3

4

5

8.

I care about what I am feeling.

1

2

3

4

5

9.

I am confused about how I feel.

1

2

3

4

5

10.

When I’m upset, I acknowledge my
emotions.

1

2

3

4

5

11.

When I’m upset, I become angry
with myself for feeling that way.

1

2

3

4

5

12.

When I’m upset, I become
embarrassed for feeling that way.

1

2

3

4

5

13.

When I’m upset, I have difficulty
getting work done.

1

2

3

4

5

14.

When I’m upset, I become out of
control.

1

2

3

4

5
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Never

Sometimes

About Half
of the Time

Most
of the
Time

Almost
Always

15.

When I’m upset, I believe that I
will remain that way for a long
time.

1

2

3

4

5

16.

When I’m upset, I believe that I’ll
end up feeling very depressed.

1

2

3

4

5

17.

When I’m upset, I believe that my
feelings are valid and important.

1

2

3

4

5

18.

When I’m upset, I have difficulty
focusing on other things.

1

2

3

4

5

19.

When I’m upset, I feel out of
control.

1

2

3

4

5

20.

When I’m upset, I can still get
things done.

1

2

3

4

5

21.

When I’m upset, I feel ashamed
with myself for feeling that way.

1

2

3

4

5

22.

When I’m upset, I know that I can
find a way to eventually feel
better.

1

2

3

4

5

23.

When I’m upset, I feel like I am
weak.

1

2

3

4

5

24.

When I’m upset, I feel like I can
remain in control of my behaviors.

1

2

3

4

5

25.

When I’m upset, I feel guilty for
feeling that way.

1

2

3

4

5

26.

When I’m upset, I have difficulty
concentrating.

1

2

3

4

5

27.

When I’m upset, I have difficulty
controlling my behaviors.

1

2

3

4

5
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Never

Sometimes

About Half
of the Time

Most
of the
Time

Almost
Always

1

2

3

4

5

When I’m upset, I believe that
28.

there is nothing I can do to make
myself feel better.

29.

When I’m upset, I become
irritated with myself for feeling
that way.

1

2

3

4

5

30.

When I’m upset, I start to feel
very bad about myself.

1

2

3

4

5

31.

When I’m upset, I lose control
over my behaviors.

1

2

3

4

5

32.

When I’m upset, I have difficulty
thinking about anything else.

1

2

3

4

5

33.

When I’m upset, I believe that
wallowing in it is all I can do.

1

2

3

4

5

34.

When I’m upset, I take time to
figure out what I’m really feeling.

1

2

3

4

5

35.

When I’m upset, it takes me a long
time to feel better.

1

2

3

4

5

36.

When I’m upset, my emotions feel
overwhelming.

1

2

3

4

5
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APPENDIX E
CENTER FOR EPIDEMIOLOGIC STUDIES DEPRESSION SCALE
Below is a list of the ways you might have felt or behaved. Please check the boxes to tell me
how often you have felt this way in the past week or so.
Nearly
every
day for
every
Not at all
day for
or less than
1-2
3-4
5-7
two
one day
days
days
days
weeks
1. My appetite was poor.
2. I could not shake off the blues.
3. I had trouble keeping my mind on
what I was doing.
4. I felt depressed.
5. My sleep was restless.
6. I felt sad.
7. I could not get going.
8. Nothing made me happy.
9. I felt like a bad person.
10. I lost interest in my usual
activities.
11. I slept much more than usual.
12. I felt like I was moving too slowly.
13. I felt fidgety.
14. I wished I were dead.
15. I wanted to hurt myself.
16. I was tired all the time.
17. I did not like myself.
18. I lost a lot of weight without trying
to.
19. I had a lot of trouble getting to
sleep.
20. I could not focus on the important
things.

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5
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APPENDIX F
CLINICALLY USEFUL ANXIETY OUTCOME SCALE
This scale includes questions about the symptoms of anxiety. For each item, please indicate
how well it describes you during the PAST WEEK, INCLUDING TODAY. Circle the
number in the columns next to the item that best describes you.

1. I felt nervous or anxious.
2. I worried a lot that something
bad might happen.
3. I worried too much about things.
4. I was jumpy and easily startled
by noises.
5. I felt "keyed up" or "on edge."
6. I felt scared.
7. I had muscle tension or muscle
aches.
8. I felt jittery.
9. I was short of breath.
10. My heart was pounding or
racing.
11. I had cold, clammy hands.
12. I had a dry mouth.
13. I was dizzy or lightheaded.
14. I felt sick to my stomach
(nauseated).
15. I had diarrhea.
16. I had hot flashes or chills.
17. I urinated frequently.
18. I felt a lump in my throat.
19. I was sweating.
20. I had tingling feelings in my
fingers or feet.

Not at
all true
1

Rarely
true
2

Sometimes Often
true
true
3
4

Almost
always true
5

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

1
1
1

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

5
5
5

1
1
1

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

5
5
5

1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5

1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5

1

2

3

4

5
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