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Abstract
Individuals high in social anxiety report higher interpersonal dependency (e.g.,
Darcy et al., 2005), lower satisfaction with their sexual communication with their
intimate partners (Montesi et al., 2009), less self-disclosure (e.g., Sparrevohn & Rapee,
2009), and less emotional expression (e.g., Spokas et al., 2009) than non-anxious
individuals. In comparison to non-anxious individuals, socially anxious individuals also
report lower satisfaction with various aspects of their intimate relationships including
lower sexual satisfaction (Bodinger et al., 2002), less social and emotional intimacy
(Schneier et al., 1994), and lower overall relationship quality (Sparrevohn & Rapee,
2009). The primary aim of the present investigation was to better understand the lack of
satisfaction and fulfillment reported by socially anxious individuals in intimate
relationships. Data were collected from 135 undergraduate students in committed,
heterosexual, monogamous, sexually active partnerships of at least three months duration.
Structural equation modeling was used to examine variations of a partially latent
structural regression model in which higher social anxiety and higher interpersonal
dependency were predictive of higher sexual communication reluctance and, in turn,
lower overall relationship satisfaction and higher sexual dissatisfaction. Based on an

examination of overall model fit statistics, chi square difference statistics, parameter
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coefficients, and correlation residuals, two models (one including fear of damaging the
relationship and one without this variable) were retained. Both of the retained models,
which included direct paths from social anxiety to satisfaction in addition to indirect
paths from social anxiety and interpersonal dependency to the outcome satisfaction
variables, had excellent fit (Model 1D: y*y= 3.48, df = 8, p = .90, RMSEA = 0.00, CFI =
1.00; Model 2D: y* yv=15.07, df=14, p = .3, RMSEA = 0.02, CFI = 0.99). Exploratory
hypotheses were examined. Results are discussed in terms of the benefits of open
communication between intimate partners about specific areas of the sexual relationship

(e.g., sexual fantasies). Future directions of study are proposed.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION AND LITERATURE REVIEW

Social Anxiety: An Experiential Construct

Social anxiety is often conceptualized as a condition or set of symptoms, the core of
which is the fear of public scrutiny and negative evaluation by others. The experience of
social anxiety is often described as existing on a continuum (e.g., Davila & Beck, 2002;
Beck, Davila, Farrow, & Grant, 2006; Hope, Heimberg, & Turk, 2010) ranging from having
little or no social anxiety to the debilitating levels of anxiety that partly define social anxiety
disorder (SAD). Although this definition is a useful heuristic for conceptualizing and
discussing social anxiety in research and clinical settings, in some instances, a
multidimensional conceptualization may be more appropriate. Insofar as the diagnostic
criteria for SAD emphasize elevated anxiety about scrutiny and fear of negative evaluation in
social situations (American Psychiatric Association, 2000), these fears and concerns are
undoubtedly an important aspect of a traditional clinical understanding of social anxiety.
However, conceptualizing social anxiety on/y according to this diagnostic framework (i.e., as
differing from SAD only by degree) may be unnecessarily constraining, given that the
experience of social anxiety in many instances may extend beyond the fear of negative
evaluation by others. For instance, in the context of intimate relationships, the experience of
social anxiety may encompass feelings of insecurity, interpersonal dependency, and a lack of
intimacy or closeness, in addition to fears of rejection or abandonment by one’s partner. In
other words, the fear of negative evaluation by a significant other may only partly describe
the behavior of socially anxious individuals in their intimate relationships. To speak to this

issue, a primary aim of the present study is to explore the experience of social anxiety in



partnered relationships in ways that are not limited to the core fear of negative evaluation by
others.

This study attempts to build on and extend prior research by examining these
relationships from the perspective that to fully understand social anxiety, and in particular the
intimate relationships of socially anxious individuals, one must take into account aspects of
social anxiety that might not be captured using a unidimensional definition of social anxiety.
Building on previously demonstrated interrelationships among sexual communication
between partners, satisfaction with the sexual and overall romantic relationship, and social
anxiety (e.g., Beck et al., 2006; Davila & Beck, 2002; Montesi, Connor, Gordon, Fauber, &
Heimberg, 2010), the present study further explores the links between sexual communication,
interpersonal dependency, concerns about relationship damage, and satisfaction with both the
sexual and general aspects of the relationship among socially anxious individuals. More
specifically, this investigation attempts to extend the literature on the intimate relationships
of socially anxious individuals by closely examining partners’ reluctance to engage in
specific types of sexual communication, such as providing feedback to one’s partner in the
sexual domain and sharing one’s sexual wishes and fantasies. Additionally, reasons for not
engaging in open sexual communication with one’s partner are examined, specifically in
relation to feelings of dependency on one’s partner and concerns about losing the support he
or she provides. The present study explores possible repercussions of interpersonal
dependency that might stem from the fear that authentic and transparent sharing could
ultimately lead to abandonment, rejection, or the loss of the relationship.

Intimacy, Sexual Communication, and Social Anxiety



Individuals with social anxiety often have difficulty forming and maintaining intimate
partnerships (e.g., Schneier et al., 1994; Turner, Beidel, Dancu, & Keys, 1986) and they are
less likely to be married than those without social anxiety (Schneier, Johnson, Hornig,
Leibowitz, & Weissman, 1992). Nevertheless, many socially anxious individuals do manage
to form partnered relationships with others (Beck et al., 2006). Once in these partnerships,
however, socially anxious individuals compared to non-anxious individuals, tend to report
lower satisfaction with various aspects of the relationship, including lower levels of social
and emotional intimacy with their partners (Schneier et al., 1994), less emotional expression
and self-disclosure, lower overall quality of the relationship (Sparrevohn & Rapee, 2009),
and less sexual satisfaction (Bodinger et al., 2002). These problems are present among
individuals with varying degrees of social anxiety, including those with SAD (e.g., Wenzel,
2002; McLeod, 1994; Whisman, Sheldon, & Goering, 2000).

The development of intimacy or closeness in relationships involves in part the
communication of personal information to a valued intimate (Descutner & Thelen, 1991).
Openly expressing thoughts and emotions generally leads to greater intimacy and social
support in close relationships (Kennedy-Moore & Watson, 2001; Sparrevohn & Rapee,
2009). Having confided in another person and finding that the other person is not shocked by
one’s private and personal feelings or thoughts, one becomes less afraid of intimacy, of being
deeply known by another (McWilliams, 1999). Open communication (e.g., Carrere &
Gottman, 1999; Gottman & Levenson 1988) and self-disclosure (e.g., Meeks, Hendrick, &
Hendrick, 1998) are closely associated with satisfaction in intimate relationships. To reap the
rewards of being open and expressive with a partner, however, one must be willing to risk

negative evaluation and criticism, rejection, abandonment, or embarrassment. For this reason,



it is not surprising that individuals with social anxiety avoid intimate self-disclosure (e.g.,
Meleshko & Alden, 1993; Sparrevohn & Rapee, 2009) and engage in emotional suppression
(Erwin, Heimberg, Schnier, & Liebowitz, 2003; Spokas, Luterek, & Heimberg, 2009).
Additionally, socially anxious individuals often have difficulty expressing personal beliefs
and intentions and communicating what they like or dislike (i.e., reward and punishment
signals) to their intimate partners (Kashdan, Volkman, Breen, & Han, 2007; Keltner & Haidt,
1999; Keltner & Kring, 1998).

One area of particular interest is communication within the sexual domain. MacNeil
and Byers (2005) have argued that sexual communication is elemental to the “development
and maintenance of satisfying sexual relationships” (p. 170). Better sexual communication is
associated with greater sexual and overall satisfaction in close relationships (e.g., Banmen &
Vogel, 1985; Byers & Demmons, 1999; Sprecher, 2006). However, socially anxious
individuals report higher fear of intimacy and greater discomfort with sexual communication
than individuals who are not socially anxious (Montesi et al., 2009). This may have negative
consequences for socially anxious individuals when they attempt to interact with potential
and/or established intimate partners. For instance, in a study of social anxiety, fear of
intimacy, sexual communication, and sexual satisfaction, Montesi and colleagues (2009)
demonstrated that fear of intimacy and, in turn, dissatisfaction with one’s sexual
communication with one’s partner, were predictive of sexual dissatisfaction. Socially
anxious individuals may avoid open sexual communication based on the perception that it
comes at too high a cost (Leary, 2001).

Dependency, Insecure Attachment, and Differentiation



It is possible that socially anxious individuals avoid self-disclosure to minimize the
potential for negative social outcomes such as humiliation or rejection (Kashdan et al., 2007).
However, the present study will examine the possibility that the effects of one’s fear of
negative evaluation may be more far-reaching than previously assumed.

Although social anxiety is most often associated with an avoidant style of interacting
with and relating to others (e.g., Alden, Bieling, & Meleshko, 1995; Leary & Kowalski,
1995), research indicates that individuals with social anxiety are also characterized by a
dependent interpersonal style in close relationships (e.g., Alnaes & Torgersen, 1988;
Bornstein, 1995; Darcy, Davila, & Beck, 2005; Overholser, 1997). Particularly in the
“developmentally salient close relationships upon which [they] may rely” (p. 171), socially
anxious individuals exhibit levels of interpersonal dependency ranging from normal
personality orientations to diagnosable personality disorders (Darcy et al., 2005). For
instance, individuals with social anxiety often exhibit features of sociotropy, a personality
orientation characterized by dependence on others and a need for involvement in
relationships (Darcy et al., 2005). Sociotropy is theorized to stem from low self-esteem, self-
criticism, and the fear of being rejected by others (Darcy et al., 2005). Similarly, socially
anxious individuals share common features with dependent personality disorder, such as
feelings of inadequacy and fears of abandonment (Darcy et al., 2005). As a consequence of
feeling dependent upon one’s partner and possessing a strong desire to avoid a breakup or the
dissolution of the relationship, socially anxious individuals may engage in more risk-averse
behaviors and less openness and emotional expressiveness with their partners (Kashdan et al.,

2007). Consistent with this, research indicates that socially anxious individuals willingly



sacrifice being authentic, expressive, and assertive partly to avoid isolation and
abandonment by their partners (Gilbert, 2001; Kashdan et al., 2007; Leary, 2001

Rejection by one’s partner may be particularly salient or frightening for socially
anxious individuals for several reasons. For instance, having an intimate partner may be
perceived as a sign that one is socially included and accepted (Leary, 2001). As a result,
socially anxious individual may prioritize the need to have and keep a partner over the desire
to feel deeply connected or fulfilled in the relationship. As a result, anything perceived as
likely to elicit disappointment, rejection, or other negative reactions from one’s significant
other, such as the self-disclosure of intimate or sensitive information, may be limited or
avoided. A socially anxious individual may equate disagreeing with one’s partner, standing
up for an opinion that contradicts the partner’s, or going “out on a limb” to share
unconventional or outspoken desires and private feelings, with risking serious damage the
relationship.

Not surprisingly, a fundamental desire to avoid the loss of one’s partner through the
dissolution or breakup of the relationship may prevent the growth of feelings of closeness,
intimacy, and satisfaction within the couple. Brunell, Pilkington, and Webster (2007) suggest
that individuals who view intimacy in close relationships as particularly risky (i.e., higher
scorers on the Risk in Intimacy Inventory; Pilkington & Richardson, 1988) typically
experience a fear of rejection similar to that experienced by highly rejection-sensitive (e.g.,
Downey & Feldman, 1996) and insecurely attached (e.g., Bartholomew & Perlman, 1994;
Hazan & Shaver, 1987) individuals. Such predispositions are associated with dissatisfaction
in intimate partnerships (Downey, Freitas, Michaelis, & Khouri, 1998; Murray & Derrick,

2005) and have been found to undermine such relationships (Downey & Feldman, 1996).



Additionally, individuals who perceive greater risk in or fear of intimacy generally disclose
less about themselves, and in turn, experience less intimacy, closeness, and satisfaction in
their intimate partnerships (Brunell et al., 2007). Furthermore, individuals who view intimacy
as being riskier trust their partners less (Johnston & Thomas, 1996) and feel less comfortable
with closeness and intimacy (Pilkington, 1997). Because less satisfying relationships are
more likely to end in break-up or divorce (O’Connor, Pickering, Durm, & Golding, 1999),
these individuals are likely to encounter more break-ups as a result of disclosing less (i.e., the
feared consequence or risk) and thus might be even less willing to disclose in subsequent
relationships (Brunell et al., 2007). In sum, limiting or avoiding self-disclosure may have the
opposite of the intended effect, and ultimately, socially anxious individuals’ unhappiness
with various aspects of their relationships may be rooted in their unwillingness or reluctance
to engage in authentic self-disclosure.

Taken together, a review of the literature on self-disclosure and intimacy suggests that
socially anxious individuals have a tendency to view their relationships as insecure or weak
and capable of losing stability and equilibrium. Consistent with this, connections have been
made between social anxiety and insecure adult attachment styles. Eng, Heimberg, Hart,
Schneier, and Leibowitz (2001, pp. 366-367) note a convergence between SAD symptoms
and “difficulties in the areas of trust, the perceived dependability of other, and self-esteem
that characterizes adult attachment in close relationships.” For instance, both socially anxious
individuals and those characterized by an avoidant adult attachment style exhibit the
tendency to deny their own emotional needs or desires, thereby “limiting their capacity for
developing truly intimate relationships” (Eng et al., 2001, p. 366). Additionally, individuals

with social anxiety and those characterized by an anxious-preoccupied attachment style



experience concerns about rejection or abandonment by a significant other (Eng et al., 2001),
and consequently, may demonstrate interpersonal dependency, neediness or clinginess in
their intimate partnerships. In support of these interrelationships, research by Mickelson,
Kessler, and Shaver (1997) demonstrated that SAD was negatively correlated with a secure
adult attachment style, and positively correlated with both avoidant and anxious attachment
styles in the National Comorbidity Survey epidemiological sample.

The tendency for individuals to be dependent on and insecurely attached to their
partners has similarly been described in terms of a lack of differentiation, or an inability to
maintain one’s sense of self while in close relationships. Schnarch (1997) proposes that the
lower an individual’s level of differentiation, the more prone he or she is to engage in highly
dependent relationships. This may be because poorly differentiated people have difficulty
handling anxiety on their own and thus often deal with the anxiety they experience through
their relationships—and specifically, through emotional fusion to their partners (Schnarch,
1997). This strategy “temporarily reduces anxiety and restores a sense of identity and
purpose,” but over time, poorly differentiated individuals become “increasingly dependent on
their relationship and their partner—or avoid emotional contact altogether” (Schnarch, 1997,
p. 115). In what Schnarch refers to as a “downward spiral,” anything that threatens the
intimate relationship “creates even greater anxiety for the individual because it also threatens
his or her ability to cope with other challenges” (Schnarch, 1997, p. 115).

Sexual Communication and Dependency

Individuals who are generally less willing to express their individuality might view

self-disclosure in the sexual domain as being especially risky or difficult. Socially anxious

individuals may perceive the sharing of their own sexuality as especially anxiety-provoking



or emotionally-charged, since openness in the sexual domain requires one to tolerate being
more vulnerable and exposed than does communication about other (i.e., nonsexual) aspects
of the relationship (Montesi et al., 2010). Furthermore, because the sexual aspects of the
relationship may not be discussed as openly or as often as nonsexual topics, individuals may
not feel as adept at predicting how their partners might react to open sexual communication.
In sum, socially anxious individuals may be reluctant to express discontent with aspects of
their sexual relationship, share sexual fantasies or desires with their partners, or voice their
specific preferences or dislikes.

Mind and Self

Another way of conceptualizing the issue of the risk and reward involved in open
sexual communication is from a context-centered psychotherapy perspective. Although it has
yet to be empirically evaluated, the conceptual framework presented below lends itself quite
well to the discussion of the concepts of interest in the current investigation. In this respect,
the context-centered psychotherapy perspective is presented as a heuristic framework for
discussing theory, interpreting the findings of the present study, and generating hypotheses to
guide further research in this area.

Although they note that individuals operate in numerous specific contexts in their
lives, Efran and Soler-Baillo (2008) use the terms “mind” and “self” to describe two “broad
frameworks with which almost all [individuals] grapple” (p. 89). Specifically, Efran and
Soler-Baillo (2008) refer to Smothermon’s (1979) definition of the context of “mind” as the
entirety of an individual’s defensive postures and mechanisms. The mind is driven by fear
and predominantly occupied with “ensuring safety and maintaining control” (Efran & Soler-

Baillo, 2008, p. 89); it is occupied not only with the individual’s survival and the integrity of



his or her possessions, but also with the individual’s attitudes, positions, and opinions (i.e.,
“psychological property”) (Efran & Soler-Baillo, 2008, p. 90). In contrast, the context of
“self’ is described as a collaborative, non-defensive awareness of one’s own integral role in,
and connection to, one’s relationships, community, and the world at large. In this way, the
self is open and accepting and has little investment in personal survival, self-protection, or
selfish endeavors (Efran & Soler-Baillo, 2008). Inasmuch as it expresses a fundamental
collaborative connectedness to others and to the universe (Smothermon, 1979), love is a
function of the self (Efran & Soler-Baillo, 2008).

Efran and Soler-Baillo (2008) describe our experience of these two contexts as a
dialectic between mind and self. If we lived solely in the context of mind, we would stay
home and avoid any potential risk or threat, “selfishly putting our own interests above the
welfare of others” (Efran & Soler-Baillo, 2008, p. 89). On the other hand, if we operated
entirely from the position of self, we would allow the interest of a relationship, the
community, or the world take precedence over our own personal desires. The mind’s self-
protective, defensive strategies are not without adaptive value; however, the mind’s position
becomes problematic because it cannot be satisfied, as it insatiably seeks a kind of total
safety and protection that simply does not exist in the real world. Thus, in the interest of
avoiding danger or threat, the mind “forgoes opportunity” (Efran & Soler-Baillo, 2008, p.
90). The mind’s defensive strategies often lead socially anxious individuals to avoid “even
the slightest risk of rejection,” thereby interfering with these individuals’ engagement in
opportunities that might lead to fulfilling relationships (Efran & Soler-Baillo, 2008, p. 90).
Similarly, for socially anxious individuals in intimate partnerships, the mind’s fear-driven

preoccupation with avoiding risk presumably makes it difficult to tolerate being vulnerable
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and risking rejection when attempting to engage in open sexual communication with one’s
partner. In other words, using these terms, the sort of collaborative, relationship-promoting
sexual communication that offers the potential for enhanced intimacy, sexual satisfaction,
and connection with one’s partner requires one to operate from the context of self. To do so,
it is necessary to cede control and the desire to maintain the “upper hand” (Efran & Soler-
Baillo, 2008, p. 90), and to put the interests of the relationship over one’s own personal
desires.
Approach and Avoidance

This conceptual framework is potentially related to a variety of empirical findings
pertaining to theories of approach and avoidance, risk-taking, and motivation (e.g., Carver,
2006; Carver & White, 2004; Schloer, Zou, Fujita, Stroessner, & Higgins, 2010). Carver
(2006) explains that over the past 20 years a “family of theories” has emerged that is centered
on the idea that “appetitive, motivation, and approach behavior” are dealt with by a
behavioral activation system (also known as a behavioral engagement system or a behavioral
facilitation system) (p. 105). This system exists in contrast to a second system known as the
behavioral inhibition system (or similarly, the withdrawal system) that manages “aversive
motivation and withdrawal or avoidance behavior” (Carver, 2006, p. 105). Before relevant
empirical findings pertaining to these systems are presented, it should be noted that the
approach and avoidance framework, although potentially similar in some ways, is not
interchangeable with Efran and Soler-Baillo’s (2008) conceptualization of mind and self. The
most striking distinction lies in the fact that the mind/self conceptual framework is contextual
and interpersonal, whereas the approach/avoidance framework is more mechanistic and less

(if at all) defined by context and contextual factors. More specifically, the mind as described



by Efran and Soler-Baillo (2008), in its strategic avoidance for the purpose of self-protection
and safety, could be considered a context conducive to effective functioning of the behavioral
inhibition system. Likewise, the self, in seeking out and engaging in opportunities based on
what could be described as more appetitive goals, could potentially be viewed as a context
which supports some functions of the behavioral activation system. In sum, the two
frameworks are not interchangeable, despite some potential similarities. However, a review
of empirical support for the roles and functioning of the behavioral inhibition and activation
systems is offered as a way of grounding the present discussion.

Carver and White (1994) developed scales to assess the sensitivity of individuals’
behavioral activation and inhibition systems and discovered differences in the sensitivity of
the two systems across individuals. Furthermore, these authors demonstrated that individuals
with higher behavioral inhibition system (BIS) sensitivity were more nervous in anticipation
of a punishment than were individuals lower in BIS sensitivity (Carver & White, 1994).
Furthermore, after controlling for initial happiness levels, individuals higher in behavioral
activation system (BAS) sensitivity were happier in anticipation of a reward than those lower
in BAS sensitivity. In other words, the sensitivity and functioning of the BIS and BAS
systems is unique to each individual and, according to Carver and White (1994), accounts in
part for the range of effects in affect, motivation, and behavior.

In a related line of inquiry, Schloer and colleagues (2010) examined why increased
threats to the status quo sometimes lead to increases in risk-taking behavior, and sometimes
lead to increases in rigidity and risk-aversion. These authors found support for a “regulatory
focus theory,” which posits the existence of two motivational systems (i.e., the promotion

system and the prevention system), which serve two distinct needs of the individual (Schloer
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et al., 2010). The promotion system is concerned with the individual’s needs for
“advancement, aspirations (ideals), and accomplishment and is marked by a sensitivity to
gains versus nongains” (Schloer et al., 2010, p. 217). Promotion-focused individuals were
found to be more sensitive to positive than to negative changes from the status quo (Schloer
et al., 2010). In contrast, the prevention system is more focused on “duties, responsibilities
(oughts), and security, and is sensitive to losses versus nonlosses” (Schloer et al., 2010, p.
217). Prevention-focused individuals are more sensitive to negative shifts from neutrality
(Higgins, 2009), and their primary aims are to maintain the security of the status quo
(Schloer et al., 2010). Returning to the Efran and Soler-Baillo (2008) theory, promotion-
focused individuals might be accurately characterized as operating more from the context of
self, as they have a tendency to view the opportunities or positive consequences that might
result from an action or risk without dwelling on the potential dangers or negative
consequences. On the other hand, prevention-focused individuals might be viewed as
operating more from the context of mind, as they are more aware of and focused on the
possibility of danger and negative outcomes than they are of possible gains that might result
from risk-taking.

With regard to sexual communication reluctance, it seems likely that promotion-
focused individuals might feel less reluctant to take risks if they felt that this could improve
their sexual and/or overall relationships, given that these individuals are more sensitive to
positive changes from the status quo than to negative ones. In other words, assuming that
sexual communication is seen as a means of enhancing satisfaction, promotion-focused
individuals would be more likely to take the risk of communicating about sex with their

partners than would be prevention-focused individuals. The latter, being more sensitive to
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negative changes from the status quo, would be more likely to risk sexual communication
with their partners only if they understood this type of exchange to be a means of preventing
or avoiding a negative shift in satisfaction. It seems likely, given that damage to the
relationship would involve a negative shift from the status quo, that individuals who report
higher fear of damaging the relationship would be characterized as being prevention-focused
(or higher in BIS sensitivity).

A similar model by Lopes and colleagues (Lopes, 1987; Schneider & Lopes, 1986)
proposes that individuals are oriented either toward security (i.e., the motivation to avoid
failure) or potential (i.e., the motivation to succeed). According to this model, security-
oriented individuals are generally risk averse, whereas potential-oriented individuals are
typically more risk seeking (Lopes, 1987). Schneider and Lopes (1986) demonstrated that
these two groups of individuals differed systematically in their willingness to take risks
(Schneider & Lopes, 1986, p. 535). More specifically, risk-seeking and risk-averse
individuals agreed that a “riskless lottery”” was highly desirable for gains but undesirable for
losses, and also that the “sure thing” was undesirable for losses (Schneider & Lopes, 1986).
However, the groups differed on the way they felt about the lottery tasks that involved a
disproportionally low probability of extreme positive outcomes (i.e., those offering very few
chances to “win big” and a high probability of not winning): risk-averse individuals disliked
these types of lottery tasks for both gains and losses, whereas risk-seeking individuals tended
to like them in both cases (Schneider & Lopes, 1986). In this respect, the risk-seeking group
preferred to take the chance of losing in order to have the (albeit slim) opportunity of an
extremely positive outcome, whereas the risk-averse group preferred to avoid the risk

completely. Returning once more to the theoretical framework proposed by Efran and Soler-
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Baillo (2008), the latter, in their reluctance to take risks in favor of certainty and avoiding
loss, might in some respects be characterized as operating more from the position or context
of mind, whereas the former, in their willingness to take risks in the interest of opportunity,
might be seen as operating more from the position of self. Likewise, the latter might report
higher reluctance to communicate about the sexual aspects of a relationship, preferring to
avoid risks altogether in favor of security; the former would presumably be more open to
sexual communication with their partners if they saw this type of exchange as a way to move

toward potential success in the relationship.
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CHAPTER 2
OVERVIEW OF THE PRESENT STUDY

To this point, very little research has examined the sexual communication of socially
anxious individuals in intimate partnerships. In one of the few studies in this area, Montesi
and colleagues (2009) tested a path model in which the relationship between social anxiety
and sexual satisfaction was mediated by both fear of intimacy and satisfaction with one’s
ability to communicate about sex with one’s partner. Individuals higher in social anxiety
reported increased fear of intimacy, and this was related to decreased satisfaction with their
sexual communication with their partners, and in turn, lower satisfaction with the sexual
aspects of the relationship (Montesi et al., 2009). Although these findings indicate that sexual
communication may play an important role in the sexual satisfaction of socially anxious
individuals, this study examined sexual communication satisfaction (i.e., one’s satisfaction
with one’s ability to communicate about sex with one’s partner), rather than qualities of the
communication itself. Thus, further work is needed to more fully understand the role of open
or transparent communication about sex in the context of the intimate relationships of
individuals with social anxiety.

To speak to this need, a primary aim of the present study was to examine the
relationships between interpersonal dependency, sexual communication, and satisfaction with
both the sexual and more general aspects of relationships among socially anxious individuals
in intimate partnerships. This study examined whether individuals higher in social anxiety
are not only more dependent on and less willing to engage in open sexual communication
with their partners, but also, whether socially anxious individuals report being less satisfied

with their sexual and overall romantic relationships because of these characteristics. This
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study tested the specific hypotheses described below to provide a more comprehensive and
thorough understanding of the experience of social anxiety in intimate partnerships, and
ultimately, to elucidate ways to enhance the satisfaction and fulfillment of socially anxious
individuals and their partners.
Specific Aims

Primary Aim

The primary aim of the present study was to test the explanations of the relationships
among social anxiety and two different indices of satisfaction in intimate partnerships (i.e.,
sexual satisfaction and overall relationship satisfaction) depicted in Figure 1. In the
hypothesized model (i.e., Model 1A), the relationship between social anxiety and each
satisfaction index is fully mediated by social anxiety’s relationship to two other variables :
interpersonal dependency and reluctance to communicate openly or transparently with one’s
partner about the sexual aspects of the relationship (i.e., sexual communication reluctance).
The model presumes no direct (i.e., residual) relationship between social anxiety and the
outcome variables. Instead, it proposes that social anxiety leads to increased dissatisfaction
with both the sexual relationship and overall relationship through at least two distinct
pathways. This model hypothesizes that the relationship between social anxiety and the
outcome variables will be fully mediated by the addition of sexual communication reluctance
and interpersonal dependency.

Furthermore, in the model presented in Figure 1, social anxiety is proposed to
increase one’s reluctance to communicate with one’s partner about the sexual aspects of the
relationship both directly and indirectly. The former is based on the understanding that the

nature of social anxiety produces reluctance to take risks, particularly with regard to exposing
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one’s self to criticism, scrutiny, or humiliation. Therefore, the model proposes that
individuals higher in social anxiety will experience a higher degree of reluctance to
communicate with their partners in the sexual domain. Because open sexual communication
is important for both the overall relationship satisfaction and the sexual satisfaction of
couples, it is expected that being more reluctant to engage in this type of sharing will, in turn,
be associated with lower satisfaction with the relationship overall, as well as in the sexual
domain specifically. Additionally, socially anxiety is hypothesized to affect one’s reluctance
to communicate with one’s partner about sex indirectly through its connection to
interpersonal dependency. This pathway emphasizes the tendency of socially anxious
individuals to feel dependent on their romantic partners and the social and emotional support
they provide. This hypothesis is based on the assumption that for those individuals who are
highly dependent in their intimate partnerships, the fear of abandonment by the partner and
concerns about damaging or jeopardizing the relationship may make it particularly difficult
to communicate openly about sensitive or personal topics such as sexuality.

The model depicted in Figure 1 hypothesizes that inclusion of either of the direct
paths from social anxiety to the outcome variables is not necessary, as it is hypothesized that
these relationships are completely explained by the indirect relationships from social anxiety
to the outcome variables through sexual communication reluctance.

Secondary Aim

A further aim of the study was to more closely examine the relationship between
interpersonal dependency and sexual communication reluctance. To this end, a second model
(i.e., Model 2A), depicted in Figure 2, was tested. This model was included to examine the

hypothesis that individuals higher in interpersonal dependency would be more reluctant to
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communicate openly with their romantic partners about the sexual aspects of the relationship,
specifically because they fear that doing so is likely to jeopardize or damage the relationship.
To this end, the model presented in Figure 1 was expanded by the addition of fear of
damaging the relationship. The expanded model presented in Figure 2 hypothesizes that the
relationship between interpersonal dependency and sexual communication reluctance is fully
mediated in that an individual’s fear of damaging the relationship, such that the direct
relationship between interpersonal dependency and sexual communication reluctance is no
longer significant after the addition of the meditational path through fear of damaging the
relationship.
Exploratory Aims

The final aims of the proposed study were exploratory in nature and not directly
related to the models presented in Figures 1 and 2. These questions pertain to secretive sexual
behavior as a potential repercussion or consequence of interpersonal dependency and/or the
fear of damaging the relationship. If, due to concerns about damaging the relationship,
individuals who are more dependent on their partners are more reluctant to communicate
openly with their partners about the sexual relationship and thus experience less sexual
satisfaction, these individuals may be more likely to seek sexual fulfillment in secretive ways
that do not involve their intimate partners. In this way, seeking sexual satisfaction in
secretive ways may be perceived as an alternative that does not overtly threaten the
relationship. If this is so, it is possible that higher interpersonal dependency and fear of
damaging the relationship may be correlated with higher self-reported incidence of engaging
in the following sexual behaviors, in secret: masturbation, using pornography and/or erotica,

and internet and/or phone sexual encounters. Perhaps to a lesser extent, it is possible that
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higher interpersonal dependency may also be correlated with higher self-reported incidence
of flirtation with someone other than one’s partner and/or sexual contact with someone other
than one’s partner. By virtue of the association between social anxiety and interpersonal
dependency (e.g., Davila & Beck, 2005), it is also possible that higher social anxiety will also

be correlated with higher engagement in the secretive sexual behaviors listed above.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODS
Participants

Participants in the current study were 135 Temple University undergraduate students.

These students and their intimate partners were recruited to participate in a larger study
examining social anxiety, sexuality, and sexual communication; however, only the student
participants’ data were utilized in the present investigation (i.e., partner data were not
examined). Data were collected between June 2008 and August 2009. All student participants
were enrolled in psychology courses offering course credit for participation in research
studies. The study was advertised through class visits and on the Department of Psychology’s
research participation website. To be eligible to participate, both partners of each couple (i.e.,
the undergraduate student participant and his/her intimate partner) had to endorse (a) being
involved in a committed, heterosexual romantic relationship of at least three months’
duration, and (b) describe the relationship as a primarily monogamous one (i.e., “casually

9% ¢

dating, we have agreed not to see other people,” “seriously dating, we are exclusive and
committed,” “engaged to be married,” or “married”).

Recruitment proceeded in two phases. One hundred twenty participants were
recruited during the first phase. Preliminary analyses revealed that the sample consisted of
disproportionally few individuals reporting moderate to high levels of social anxiety. This
may be due to the fact that as part of the larger study, all participants were required to
participate in an in-person interview, which may have deterred individuals with high levels of

social anxiety. To obtain a more representative sample, a second phase recruitment was

conducted, and individuals with moderate to high social anxiety were specifically targeted
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during this period. Individuals who were interested in participating were asked to complete
an online screener, which included the Social Interaction Anxiety Scale (SIAS; Mattick &
Clarke, 1998). In the second phase of recruitment, 15 participants were recruited with SIAS
scores equal to or above the cutoff score of 30 (i.e., the point at which the SIAS distribution
of the first wave of recruitment started to diminish).

Of the total sample of 135 individuals, 78.5% were female and 21.5% were male. The
mean age of participants was 21.8 years (SD = 5.53). The majority (88.7%) of individuals
and their partners self-identified as exclusively heterosexual; the remainder identified
themselves either as heterosexual with some homosexual experience (10.4%) or as bisexual
(0.9%). A plurality of couples had been together for over two years (63.1%). Of the
remaining couples, 24.5% had been together for one to two years, and 12.2% had been
together for less than one year. The majority of couples were dating but not married or living
together (77%), although some couples were cohabitating (11%) or married (12%). The
ethnic makeup of the final sample included individuals who self-identified as Caucasian
(67.9%), African or African American (14.2%), Asian or Asian American (8.5%), Hispanic
or Latino (2.8%), Biracial (3.8%), and Other (2.8%).

Power Analysis

Although power analyses were completed separately for each hypothesized model
that will be examined in the proposed study, only the power analysis conducted for the
hypotheses requiring the largest sample size is reported. Although no studies have examined
the meditational effects of interpersonal dependency and sexual communication reluctance
on the relationship between social anxiety and indices of relationship satisfaction, studies

examining social anxiety in relation to different variations of the other variables included in
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the present study (e.g., indices of communication behavior and/or emotional expression,
dependent interpersonal style, chronic interpersonal stress, relationship closeness) were used
to estimate an expected effect size for this study.

The primary aim of the proposed study was to examine the role of the relationships
among social anxiety, interpersonal dependency, and sexual communication reluctance in
determining individuals’ sexual and overall relationship satisfaction. A study of social
anxiety, emotional expressiveness, and relationship closeness found social anxiety to be
minimally correlated to relationship closeness (s = .04 to .16), and to have small to moderate
inverse correlations with emotional expressiveness (rs = -.12 to -.35) (Kashdan et al., 2007).
Using hierarchical regression models to examine the interactions of social anxiety and
negative and positive emotional expression in predicting relationship closeness, Kashdan et
al. (2007) reported medium effect sizes (rs = -.36 and -.29 for negative and positive
emotional expression, respectively; | R* = .07 to .04, respectively).

A study examining social anxiety and avoidant and dependent interpersonal styles, as
measured by the Relationship Questionnaire (RQ, Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991), found
social anxiety to be strongly correlated with dependency with regard to one’s romantic
partner (r = .38) (Darcy et al., 2005). When dependent (i.e., preoccupied) style and avoidant
(i.e., fearful) interpersonal styles in one’s romantic relationship were incorporated into
models predicting social anxiety, the interpersonally dependent style accounted for
significant variance in social anxiety above and beyond that accounted for by the avoidant
style, and a medium effect size was obtained (r = .29; ! R*= .07; Adj. R*= .19) (Darcy et al.,

2005).
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In astudy examining social anxiety and impairment in closdiogiships, small to
medium correlations were found between social anxiety and avoidance of expressing strong
emotions, the desire to and the actual avoidance of conflict, the fear of rejection, and
interpersonal chronic stress (= .21 to .36) (Davila & Bck, 2002). When simultaneous
multiple regressions were conducted to examine the ability of social anxiety and depressive
symptoms t@redictvarious interpersonal dysfunction (e.g., avoidance of expressing strong
emotions, overreliance on others, fearagéction) and interpersonal chronic stress, small to
medium effect sizes were foung’é = .07 to .17) (Davila & Beck, 2002).

To test each of the primary hypotheses of the proposed study, the number of
predictors (3), alpha level (.05), medium effecegjz= .15), and desired poweB() were
entered into a sample size calculator (G* PowerRal)j, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner,

2007) Results indicated that the minimwample size required to test the primary
hypothesesvas 77. Thus,our sample ofl35individualsseems ofufficientpower totest the
hypotheses of the currestiudy. However dter accounting for missing dateom the in
person interview administered to participants in the study, it was determined that some
analyses included itihe present investigatidne., those involving Sexual Communication
Reluctance and Fear of Damaging the Relationship) sligietly underpowerede.g.,N =

74). This issue iddressed in the discussion section

Measures

Social anxiety.

TheSocial Interaction Anxiety Scale (SIAS; Mattick & Clarke, 1998) was chosen as a
means of broadly assessing social anxiety. A& selfreport scale, the SIAS was

designed to measure anxiety about interactions in dyads or ghowailition to the fear of
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negative evaluation (e.g., “I get nervous if | have to speak with someone in authority
(teacher, boss)”; “I worry about expressing myself in case I appear awkward”), items ask
about the fear of conflict or disagreement with others (e.g., “I find it difficult to disagree with
another’s point of view”), concerns about rejection (e.g., “When mixing in a group, I find
myself worrying I will be ignored”), lack of social self-confidence (e.g., “I find myself
worrying that I won’t know what to say in social situations”), and the experience of
insecurity in relationships (“I am unsure whether to greet someone I know only slightly”).
Responses to various statements are scored on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 0
(Not at all characteristic of me) to 4 (Extremely characteristic of me). The SIAS has been
shown to have excellent psychometric properties (Mattick & Clarke, 1998) and it reliably
differentiates individuals with and without SAD (e.g., Brown et al., 1997). The SIAS has
demonstrated high internal consistency (as = .88 to .93) and high test-retest reliability after
one and three-month intervals (Brown et al., 1997; Heimberg, Mueller, Holt, Hope, &
Liebowitz, 1992; Mattick & Clarke, 1998). Alpha in the present study was .93.

Interpersonal dependency.

The Interpersonal Dependency Inventory (IDI; Hirschfield et al., 1977) is one of the
most widely used measures of interpersonal dependency (Loas et al., 2002). The IDI consists
of 48 items, which can be divided into three subscales or factors. The first subscale,
emotional reliance on another person (ER, 18 items), pertains to notions of attachment and
dependency (e.g., “I have always had a terrible fear that I will lose the love and support of
people I desperately need.”; “Disapproval by someone I care about is very painful to me.”; “I
would feel helpless if deserted by someone I love.”). The second subscale, lack of social self-

confidence (LSS, 16 items), reflects the need or desire for help in decision making,
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navigating social situations, and taking initiative (e.g., “When I have a decision to make, I
always ask for advice.”; “When I meet new people, I'm afraid that I won’t do the right
thing.”). The final subscale, assertion of autonomy (AUT, 14 items), centers on themes of
independent behavior and the preference for being alone, as well as the belief that one’s self-
esteem does not depend on others’ approval (e.g., “I prefer to be by myself.”; “Even when
things go wrong, I can get along without asking for help from my friends.”).

Split-half reliability coefficients for the three factors are .87 (ER), .78 (LSS), and .72
(AUT), respectively. Based on a mixed sample of normal controls and psychiatric patients,
ER and LSS are correlated .42; ER and AUT are correlated -.23; and LSS and AUT are
correlated -.08 (Hirschfield et al., 1977). The creators of the IDI never fully developed and
validated a formula for deriving total scores on the IDI, but subsequent research by Loas and
colleagues (2002) tested five possible whole-scale scoring formulas for sensitivity,
specificity, positive prediction value, and overall diagnostic value in a multicenter
collaborative outpatient study of addictive behaviors. Results indicated that the formula
ER+LSS-AUT yielded scores with the highest criterion validity, and the authors recommend
using this method to obtain a full score for the IDI (Loas et al., 2002). Alpha in the present
study was .86 for the full IDI measure, .84 for the ER subscale, .80 for the LSS subscale, and
.71 for the AUT subscale.

Sexual satisfaction.

The Index of Sexual Satisfaction (ISS; Hudson, Harrison, & Crosscup, 1981) was
used to assess individuals’ satisfaction with their current sexual relationship. A 25-item self-
report inventory, responses to each item were elicited on a Likert-type scale ranging from 1

(rarely or none of the time) to 5 (most or all of the time). Items are worded both positively



(e.g., “Sex is fun for my partner and me.”) and negatively (e.g., “Sex with my partner has
become a chore for me.”) to offset the potential for a response bias. After the relevant items
were reverse-scored, and provided that at least 80% of items were complete by an individual,
final scores were computed using the following formula recommended by the authors of the
scale. First, an individual’s scores on all items were summed and the number of completed
items was subtracted from this number. Next, the resulting figure was multiplied by100, and
the product was divided by the product of the number of items completed times six (Hudson,
Harrison, & Crosscup, 1981). This produced resulting final scores ranging from 0 to 100,
regardless of the number of items completed. This scoring strategy was used to maximize the
number of valid scores, so as to retain as many participants as possible.

Despite its title, the ISS was designed to measure the degree of sexual dissatisfaction
in dyadic relationships, and in the original scoring system, higher scores reflect higher sexual
dissatisfaction; for this reason, this measure will be discussed in terms of individuals’ sexual
dissatisfaction (i.e., rather than satisfaction) in the remainder of the current paper.

Internal consistency has been demonstrated by Hudson et al. (1981; a =.91) and
replicated by others (e.g., Purnine & Carey, 1997; a = .89). Cronbach’s alpha in the present
study was .93. The ISS is reliable over a 1-week interval (» = .93), and total scores on the ISS
have been shown to discriminate between couples with and without sexual problems (Hudson
et al., 1981). The ISS has shown consistent associations with measures of marital satisfaction
(rs = .66 to .68) (Cupach & Comstock, 1990; Hudson et al., 1981).

Overall relationship satisfaction.

The Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS; Spanier, 1976, 1989), one of the most widely

used indices in the couples literature, was used to measure individuals’ overall relationship
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satisfaction. The DAS was designed to assess the quality of intimate relationships as
perceived by married individuals or partners in similar dyads. Fifteen of the 32 items focus
on partner agreement on topics such as demonstrations of affection, aims, goals, and things
believed important; responses to these items range from 0 (al/ways disagree) to 5 (always
agree). Fifteen items focus on the frequency of behaviors in the relationship, such as
confiding in one’s mate and arguments; responses to these items generally range from 1 (all
of the time) to 6 (never) or from 0 (never) to 4 (every day). The last two items measure the
partner’s overall degree of happiness with and commitment to the relationship (Spanier,
1976).

The DAS has a theoretical score range from 0 to 151, with higher scores reflecting
greater satisfaction and 98 being the normative cutoff for distress (Spanier, 1976). Items were
initially evaluated and chosen on the basis of content validity. Criterion-related validity was
demonstrated by showing that each item on the scale, as well as the mean total scale scores,
correlated significantly with the external criterion of relationship status (Spanier, 1976).
Construct validity was demonstrated by showing correlations between the DAS and other
previously used marital adjustment scales for married (» = .86) and divorced samples (r =
.88), as well as through factor analysis (Spanier, 1976). Internal consistency, as demonstrated
by Cronbach’s alpha, is .96 (Spanier, 1976). Alpha in the present study was .90. As has been
the case in previous studies of couples who are not necessarily married (e.g., Hendrick,
1988), the word “spouse” was changed to “partner” to render the scale more suitable for
dating couples.

Sexual communication reluctance.



29

Individuals’ reluctance to communicate openly about sex with their partners was
conceptualized as a latent construct composed of three indicators. Each of the indicators was
assessed using a single item administered as part of an in-person interview designed for this
study to assess sexual behavior and sexual communication between intimate partners. Two of
the three items were worded negatively, directly assessing individuals’ reluctance to engage
in transparent sexual communication with their partners. The remaining item was worded
positively, assessing individuals’ willingness to communicate openly with their partners in
this domain. The three proposed indicators of the sexual communication reluctance construct
are described in detail below.

(1) Reluctance to discloseonstructive criticism/instructive feedbadke first item
pertained to individuals’ reluctance to discuss with their partners the things that they wish
their partners would do differently during the couple’s sexual interactions. Participants were
asked whether they could think of anything that they wished (at the time of the interview)
that their partners would do differently or better during sexual interactions, that they had not
yet told their partners about (i.e., “In the sexual domain, most people, at some point, have
something that they wish their partners would do differently. Without giving any specific
examples, is there anything that you wish your partner would do differently—for instance,
better, more or less often—when you are sexually intimate that you have not told him/her
abou?”). Individuals were given a few seconds to think of something they wished their
partners would do differently during sexual interactions, and were informed that they were
not required to share this information with the interviewer. Individuals were then asked to
rate their reluctance to share this information with their partners. If past but not current

experience of this feeling was endorsed, individuals were asked to recall and approximate
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their reluctance to provide this feedback to their partners at the time of having this
experience. Responses were elicited on a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (not at all
reluctant) to 7 (extremely reluctant). Individuals were not given this item if they denied
having had the experience of wishing their partners would do something differently during
sexual interactions. In this case and with all of the sexual communication reluctance items, a
form of maximum likelihood estimation was used by Amos (Arbuckle, 2005) to deal with
missing data. This strategy will be addressed in detail below.

(2) Reluctance to disclose: sexual fantasy. The second item pertained to individuals’
reluctance to share their sexual fantasies with their current partners. Individuals were first
provided with a definition of “sexual fantasy” (i.e., “sexual situations or experiences that you
think about, that you find arousing, exciting, or interesting”’) and asked to think about the
sexual fantasies that they have (without sharing this information with the interviewer).
Individuals were asked to rate their reluctance to share sexual fantasies with their partners at
the time of the interview. If past but not current experience of having secret sexual fantasies
was endorsed, individuals were asked to recall and approximate their reluctance share their
sexual fantasies with their partners at the time of having this experience. Responses were
elicited on a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (not at all reluctant) to 7 (extremely reluctant).
Individuals who denied having sexual fantasies (past or present) were not asked to provide
ratings for this question.

(3) Willingness to disclose: unsatisfying experience. The third item pertained to
individuals’ willingness to disclose to their partners negative feelings about, or a negative
evaluation of, a recent sexual encounter with their partners. Specifically, individuals were

instructed to rate how likely they would be to tell their partners that they did not find a recent
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sexual encounter pleasurable or satisfying (i.e., “If you were not satisfied by a recent sexual
encounter with your partner, how likely would you be to communicate this to your partner in
some way?”). Responses to this item were elicited on a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (not
at all likely) to 7 (extremely likely). Individuals’ ratings were reverse-scored to correspond
with the other two proposed indicators of the sexual communication reluctance construct.

Fear of damaging the relationship.

The concern that being open about one’s sexuality and/or one’s experience of the
sexual relationship might jeopardize, weaken, or somehow harm the intimate partnership was
assessed using 11 items from the in-person interview designed for this study.

(Items 1-2) Fear of damaging the relationship by providing sexual feedback. The fear
of damaging the relationship by providing feedback to one’s partner in the sexual domain
was assessed using two items. Individuals were first asked to call to mind something they
would like their partners to do differently during sexual interactions that they had not
previously shared with the partner (described above under Sexual communication reluctance,
Reluctance to disclose: constructive criticism/instructive feedback). Individuals were then
asked to consider a list of reasons why people might choose not to offer instructive feedback
or constructive criticism to their partners and to rate the extent to which they attributed their
own decision not to offer such feedback to each specific reason listed. Two of these reasons
were included in the fear of damaging the relationship index: (1) the fear of damaging the
chemistry between partners (i.e., “You think it might ruin the mood either when you share
this information or in the future) and (2) concerns about how the partner might react to the
disclosure (i.e., “You are afraid of how your partner might react”). Responses were elicited

on a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (not at all true for me) to 7 (extremely true for me).



When applicable, individuals who were unable to think of any instructive feedback or
constructive criticism that they could potentially share with their partners were asked to
provide ratings based on the past experience of wishing that their current partner would do
something differently during sexual interactions. Ratings were not elicited from individuals
who denied present or past experience of this feeling. As was the case with the sexual
communication reluctance items, for this item and all of the other fear of damaging the
relationship items, a form of maximum likelihood estimation was used by Amos (Arbuckle,
2005) to deal with missing data. This strategy will be addressed in detail below.

(Items 3-5) Fear of damaging the relationship by sharing sexual fantasies. The fear
of damaging the relationship as a result of sharing one’s sexual fantasies with one’s partner
was assessed using three items. First, individuals were instructed to think of a specific
fantasy that they had not shared with their partners at the time of the interview (i.e., “It
doesn’t have to be the darkest or wildest fantasy that you have. It should just be a fantasy that
you would feel vulnerable sharing.”). Then they were asked to consider a list of several
reasons that might keep people from sharing their sexual fantasies with their partners and to
rate the extent to which each reason contributed or was relevant to the individual’s own
choice not to share his or her fantasy with his or her partner. Responses to each item on the
list were elicited on a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (not at all true for me) to 7 (extremely
true for me). Individuals were asked to rate the following reasons for not sharing their sexual
fantasies with their partners: (1) concerns that the partner’s opinion of the individual would
change after hearing the individual’s sexual fantasy (i.e., “You are afraid your partner will
think differently about you™), (2) the fear of damaging the chemistry between partners (i.e.,

“You think it might ruin the mood either when you share this information or in the future”),
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and (3) concerns about how the partner might reabietdisclosure (i.e., OYou are afraid of
how your partner might reactO).

(Items 611) Fear of damaging the relationship through partner’s reaction to sexual
fantasies. Keeping a sexual fantasy in mind from the previous questions, individeats
then askd to consider several possible reactions their partners might have in response to
hearing about this sexual fantasy. Individuals were asked to rate how likely their partners
might be to react in the specific ways listed, in response to hearing ab@exihé fantasy.
Among the possible partner reactions queried were: ODisgustedtii@e®Angry/upsetO,
OJealousO, OJudgmental,O OShocked/surprisedO, OSad/hurt.O Responses to each were elicite
on a Likerttype scale ranging from Ld¢ at all likely) to 7 (extremely likely), with higher
values reflecting greater fear of damaging the relationship as a result of the partnerOs reaction
to oneOs open communication in the sexual doiainiduals who reported that they had
already shared all of their sexdahtasies with their current partners were asked to recall the
experience of having a fantasy in the past that they had not yet disclosed and to provide
ratings based on this experienBatings were not elicited from individuals who denied
having sexualantasieqpast or present).

ParticipantsO ratings of the 11 items described above (i.e., 2 possible reasons for not
providing sexual feedback to their partners, 3 possible reasons for not sharing sexual
fantasies with their partners, 6 likelihood rairgf relationshipdamaging reactions their
partners might have) were summed to obtain a Fear of Relationship Dardaggewith total
scores ranging from 0 to 7&ndhigher values indicating greater fear of relationship damage
as a result of open sexuaomunicationCronbachOs alpha in the present study was .85.

Secretive sexual behaviors.
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Incidence of engagement in secretive sexual behaviors (i.e., engaging in sexual
behaviors without partner's knowledge) was assessed using five items administered as part of
the in-person interview described above. For the first three items (i.e., Masturbation without
partner’s knowledge, Using pornography or erotica without partner’s knowledge, Engaging
in extradyadic phone or internet sexual encounters without partner’s knowledge), individuals
were asked to estimate the average number of times per week they had engaged in specific
sexual behaviors over the past three months, without telling their partnersResponses to each
item were coded as follows. Individuals who denied engaging in the behavior in question
received a score of 0. Individuals who endorsed having engaged in the behavior 1-2 times
each week over the past 3 months received a score of 1. Individuals who endorsed having
engaged in the behavior in question 3-4 times each week over the past 3 months received a
score of 2, and individuals who said they engaged in the behavior in question 5 or more times
per week over the past 3 months were given a score of 3.

Individuals were then asked whether they had engaged in either extradyadic flirtation
with a particular person or any extradyadic sexual interactions since the start of their current
relationships, without their current partner's knowledge. Individuals were asked to provide
“yes” or “no” responses to these two items. To maintain scoring consistency across items on
this index, individuals’ responses were scored as follows: Individuals were given a score of 3
for each “yes” response on these two items, indicating that they had engaged in the secretive
sexual behavior queried. Individuals were given a score of 0 for each “no” response,
indicating an absence of self-reported engagement in the secretive sexual behavior queried.

An individual's final scores on the five secretive sexual behavior items were summed

to obtain a Secretive Sexual Behavior Index score. Alpha in the present study was .40. Total
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scores ranged from 0 to 15, with higher scores indicating a higher incidence of self-reported
engagement in secretive sexual behavior. Additionally, an individual’s responses to each of
the items comprising this index were coded separately to facilitate the examination of items
individually.

Procedure

Participants were recruited from undergraduate psychology courses and were invited
to participate in a larger IRB-approved study of social anxiety, communication, and sexuality
in intimate relationships. To meet inclusion criteria, individuals had to be in committed,
heterosexual, monogamous intimate relationships of at least three months duration.
Additionally, participants were only eligible to participate if they endorsed being willing to
complete all three parts of the research study. Individuals first signed up for a 90-mintue in-
person interview on social anxiety and their sexual relationship (Part 1). Upon reserving an
interview time slot, individuals were emailed information describing all three parts of the
study in detail and were instructed to respond to the email with a statement confirming that
they were willing to participate in each of the three parts, one of which required the
completion of a series of online questionnaires by the individual’s intimate partner.

Once individuals agreed to participate in the complete three-part study, they were
emailed an access code and instructions for accessing the online questionnaire part of the
study examining communication, sexuality, relationship satisfaction, and other constructs of
interest. Included in the battery of questionnaires administered were the SIAS, IDI, DAS, and
ISS (Part 2). Upon receiving the access code, participants were free to complete the online
questionnaire portion of the study at their convenience (i.e., before or after their scheduled

in-person interview). Upon completion of the online questionnaire portion of the study,
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participants receivednaemail with instructions for having thentimatepartners complete a
similar battery of questionnaires online (Part 3). Informed consent was obtained from student
participants and their partners prior to the administration of the online questionhauEs.
emphasized to both partners that the questionnaires should be completed independently and
in privacy. It was also stressed timatither partner would be able to access the otherOs
responses once submitted.

Student participants were eligible to receive research participation credit for their
participation in Parts 1 and 2, and for their partnersO participation in Part 3 of the study. For
the purposes of the present study, only data obtained from the stadempant member of
each couple (i.e., Parts 1 anda®sutilized.

The inperson interview consisted of two modules (i.e., Module A and B), and was
conducted as follows. At the start of the interview session, informed consent to participate
and to bevideotaped was obtained. At this time, participants were informed that they were
free to leave the interview at any point if they felt uncomfortable or wanted to discontinue for
any reason; participants were told that they would not be penalized forgdhgimterview
at any point prior to completion of the interview (i.e., that they would still receive research
participation credit). Participants were administered two interview modules by the
researchers or trained research assistants. Interviews ideotaped, and participantsO
responses were recorded by the interviewers by hand during the intas/ieell.

In Module A of the interview, participants were asked to respond to various questions
pertaining to social anxiety, social support, andrtilimaterelationshig. Data obtained
from student participants in Module A of theperson interview (Part 1yerenot utilized in

the present study. In Module B of the interview, participants were asked to respond to
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questions related to their sexual bébaand openness in communicating with their partner
about various aspects of the sexual relationship (e.g., sexual fantasies, sexual satisfaction,
preferences or dislikes). Following the administration of the interview, participants were
given a list ofresources for individual and couples therapy, and encouraged to contact these
providers if they felt that this would be helpful. Participants were informed that this
information was provided to all participants, regardless of the experiences they endorsed
during the interview.
Analytic Strategy

Versions of theproposed recursiveartially-latent structural regressionodels
depicted in Figures (i.e., Model 1A)and 2(i.e., Model2A) were tested using Amos
statistical software (Arbuckle, 26 A two-step modeling approach was used; first,
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) techniques were usdithtban adequatkatent
measurement model of thexaialcommunicatiorreluctancdactor.A number of researchers
(e.g., Kline, 2011) caution againsetmclusion of factors with only two indicators (i.e., the
minimum required for identification) in confirmatory factor analysis and structural regression
analysis; this recommendation is based on the fact that factors with only two indicators are
more likdy to exhibit problems in the analys{Kline, 2011) Furthermore, research indicates
that nonconvergence or improper solutions are more likely in CFA estimation when there are
only twoindicators per factor awhen the sample size is 22680 cases (e.gMarsh & Hau,
1999).To circumvent problems that might arise due to-factor indicators in the present
investigation, only threeand fourindicatorsexualcommunicatiorreluctance latent
constructs were considerdehctor loadings and fit statistics werealuated prior to

including the latent construct in structural regression analyses.
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Next, the Models 1A and 2A were first analyzed as they are depicted in Figures 1 and
2, without the direct paths from social anxiety to each of the outcome variables (i.e., DAS
and ISS). This was done to examine the relationship between social anxiety and the two
outcome variables indirectly (i.e., through the other variables in the model). Then, three
variations (i.e., Models 1B, 1C, and 1D; Models 2B, 2C, and 2D; see Tables 6 and 7) of each
of these original models were tested to determine whether including the direct paths from (a)
social anxiety to overall relationship satisfaction (DAS), (b) social anxiety to sexual
dissatisfaction (ISS), or (c) social anxiety to both DAS and ISS resulted in an improvement in
model fit.

In all models, all variables other than sexual communication reluctance—that is,
social anxiety, interpersonal dependency, fear of damaging the relationship (in Models 2A,
2B, 2C, and 2D only), and both outcome variables (i.e., overall relationship satisfaction and
sexual dissatisfaction)—were represented as single indicator latent constructs. When a
variable is assessed using a single measure of the construct in question, this is an alternative
to representing the single indicator without a measurement error term, as one would in path
analysis (Kline, 2011). When using single indicator latent constructs, it is necessary to
estimate a priori the proportion of variance in the single indicator that is due to measurement
error, based either on the results of prior studies or on a researcher’s prior experience (Kline,
2011). In the present study, single indicator latent constructs were fixed to 1 minus
Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient for the measure in the present study, multiplied by
the variance for that measure in the present study (as recommended in Kline, 2011).

Direct effects, indirect effects, and overall model fit were estimated using full

information maximum likelihood (FIML) estimation. As mentioned above, missing
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responses were dealt with using Amos statistical software (Arbuckle, 2005) using a form of
maximum likelihood estimation appropriate for incomplete data. Rather than deleting or
imputing missing observations, missing cases in the raw data file are “partitioned into
subsets, each with the same pattern of missing observations” (Kline, 2010, p. 59). Relevant
statistical information (e.g., means, variances, etc.) is “extracted from each subset, so all
cases are retained in the analysis” (Kline, 2010, p. 59). In other words, using this method,
parameter estimates and their standard errors are calculated directly from the data that are
available without using imputation or deletion strategies. This strategy for dealing with
incomplete data has generally been found to outperform other methods (Arbuckle, 1996;
Enders & Bandalos, 2001; Peters & Enders, 2002).

Three goodness of fit statistics (i.e., Xz; Comparative Fit Index, CFI; and Root Mean
Square Error of Approximation, RMSEA) were examined for each model tested. A non-
significant y” statistic indicates that the hypothesized model does not significantly deviate
from the model present in the data. The CFI, which ranges from 0 to 1, indexes the
improvement in fit of the hypothesized model over a model of no relationship among the
variables after adjusting for sample size (Hu & Bentler, 1999); values equal to or greater than
0.95 suggest excellent fit, indicating that approximately 95% of the covariation in the data is
reproduced by the hypothesized model. The RMSEA is a measure of lack of fit per degrees
of freedom, controlling for sample size (Ullman & Bentler, 2003); values less than 0.06
indicate excellent model fit.

The chi square difference statistic was used to test the statistical significance of the
improvement in overall fit as free parameters are added, a process known as model building

(Kline, 2011). The chi square difference statistic was calculated to determine whether adding
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additional paths to models 1A and 2A substantially improved model fit. Nonsignificant chi
square difference statistics indicate that adding a path(s) to the model does not significantly
improve the explanatory capacity of the model. In other words, nonsignificant chi square
difference statistics suggest that adding one or more direct paths from social anxiety to the
outcome variables is not necessary for the hypothesized model to fit the observed data.
Parameter estimates were used to examine the significance of direct and indirect pathways in
the models. Correlation residuals were also examined for each model to clarify problems
with fit and/or model structure. Prior to running the analysis, degrees of freedom were
calculated to ensure that each model was over-identified. Model 1A is over-identified with 10
degrees of freedom, and Model 2A is over-identified with 16 degrees of freedom. All
variations of these models tested in the present study were over-identified, as well.

Finally, to investigate the exploratory hypothesis that interpersonal dependency will
be associated with secretive sexual behavior and fear of damaging the relationship, bivariate
correlations among interpersonal dependency, scores on the Secretive Sexual Behavior Scale,
and each individual secretive sexual behavior queried, were examined. Similarly, this step
was repeated substituting social anxiety for interpersonal dependency, based on findings that
individuals higher in social anxiety have a tendency to be more dependent in their close

relationships (e.g., Darcy et al., 2005).
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS

Data Management

First, univariate descriptive of the data were examined to look for accuracy of input
and the presence of missing data. A complete listing of the variables of interest to the present
study is presented in Table 1. Correlations, means, and standard deviations for all of the
variables analyzed in the examined models are presented in Table 2.

Outliers and Extreme Values

There were no out-of-range values or univariate outliers in the Interpersonal
Dependency (i.e., IDI) scores and in individuals’ responses to the three in-person interview
items representing the three indicators of the sexual communication reluctance latent
construct (i.e., share sexual feedback, share sexual fantasy, express sexual dissatisfaction);
furthermore, the means and standard deviations of these variables were plausible. The social
anxiety (i.e., SIAS) scores of three individuals were above 57 (0-64 score range, scores above
34 indicate clinical severity), indicating the presence of extreme social anxiety. These
individuals’ scores were considered an indication that the full range of social anxiety was
represented in the present sample, and thus all scores on this measure were retained. A single
individual’s fear of damaging the relationship scale score was quite high (76 out of 77), but
this score was nevertheless plausible and thus retained in the sample. Although the ISS
scores of six individuals were indicative of above average sexual dissatisfaction for the
current sample, these score values were also viewed as representing part of the normal
variation of sexual dissatisfaction in the present sample, and thus all scores on this measure

were retained. Similarly two individuals’ Overall Relationship Satisfaction (i.e., DAS) scores
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indicated greater-than-normal relationship distress for the current sample, but these values
were also plausible and thus retained. Finally, the SSBS scores of four individuals indicated
greater-than-average engagement in secretive sexual behaviors in comparison to the present
sample. As with extreme values of other variables, the scores of these individuals were
retained, as they were interpreted to be a reflection of the relatively wide span of normal
sexual behavior in the population.

Normality

Additionally, there appear to be no problems with skewness or kurtosis with the
following variables: interpersonal dependency, fear of damaging the relationship, and the
share sexual feedback indicator of the sexual communication reluctance construct.
Furthermore, although there was indication of mild skewness or kurtosis in several variables,
as described below, the data were not affected by skewness, kurtosis, or nonnormality to the
extent that any variable required transformation.

Individuals’ scores on the SIAS were slightly skewed toward lower social anxiety,
possibly indicating a selection effect for less anxious individuals; similarly, the SIAS
distribution was mildly leptokurtic, indicating greater representation about the mean than at
the extreme ends of the social anxiety spectrum. Despite the fact that there are fewer
individuals with extremely high social anxiety in the current sample, the second phase of
recruitment targeting highly socially anxious individuals nevertheless yielded a total sample
with representation by individuals spanning the entire range of social anxiety present in the
population. In the present sample, scores on the ISS were mildly skewed toward lower levels

of sexual dissatisfaction, and scores on the DAS were mildly skewed toward higher levels of
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overall relationship satisfaction; this has also been reported for other non-distressed samples
of dating or relatively young couples (e.g., Litzinger & Gordon, 2005).

Finally, scores on the SSBS were mildly skewed toward lower levels of self-reported
secretive sexual behavior; it is possible that this reflects an under-reporting bias due to the
sensitive nature of the subject matter. Scores on the SSBS were also mildly leptokurtic,
possibly because a number of individuals were more comfortable simply reporting an
absence of these behaviors. This issue will be further addressed in the Discussion section.
Similarly, data for the share sexual fantasy indicator of the sexual communication reluctance
construct were slightly skewed toward lower self-reported reluctance to share one’s sexual
fantasies with one’s partner. It is possible that this pattern of responses also represents
individuals’ desire to “opt out” of additional questions inquiring about their reasons for
choosing not to disclose their sexual fantasies to their partners. In other words, if individuals
reported no reluctance to share their fantasies, the interviewer did not administer a set of
follow-up questions asking about this behavior in more depth. Because several sets of
questions were structured similarly, it may have become clear to interviewees that by
endorsing zero reluctance to engage in or disclose specific behaviors, they could shorten the
length of their interview. Ordering effects might explain why data from similarly-structured
question sets (e.g., share sexual feedback) administered toward the beginning of the
interview, unlike the share sexual fantasy question set, did not exhibit significant skew.

While the Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk tests of normality indicate that
only data for the IDI, FDRS, and DAS were normally distributed, an examination of the Q-Q
plots suggests that there are no sharp deviations from normality. Taken together, analyses of

the relevant variables indicate that there was no need to perform transformations.
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Missing Data

Missing values in the data indicated that an analysis of missingness was appropriate
to determine if data were missing completely at random (MCAR). Before presenting the
results of the analysis of missingness, a brief explanation of this issue is in order. When an
analysis of missingness indicates the presence of significant differences in the means of
missing versus nonmissing groups on specific variables, the MCAR assumption is violated.
Consequently, it is necessary to assume that the data are missing at random (MAR), although
there is no way to statistically test the accuracy of this assumption (Kline, 2011). To address
this issue, full information maximum likelihood (FIML) is used in structural equation
analysis to obtain unbiased parameter estimates (McDonald & Ho, 2002). Specifically,
without deleting or imputing missing cases, parameter coefficients and their standard errors
are obtained using all cases in the data (i.e., using listwise deletion in place of pairwise
deletion) (Kline, 2011). Additionally, as mentioned previously, cases are partitioned into
subsets, each representing a particular pattern of missingness; relevant statistical information
(e.g., means and variances) are then extracted from each subset. Obtaining overall fit
statistics involves estimating multiple versions of the model, some of which might not
converge to a solution (Kline, 2011). The FIML method is not appropriate when data are not
MAR (i.e., when the missing data mechanism is systematically missing), and there are no
available corrections or methods of imputation for this issue (McDonald & Ho, 2002).
Furthermore, Kline (2010) explains that there is no remedy for systematic data loss, and that
the most appropriate response to the situation of systematic data loss is to “attempt to
understand the nature of the underlying data loss pattern and then accordingly qualify your

interpretation of the results” (p.56). This strategy is employed below when relevant.
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There were no missing scores on the SSBS variable. The group missing SIAS scores
differed significantly from the nonmissing group on Overall Relationship Satisfaction
(Missing M = 152, Nonmissing M = 122.56), Secretive Sexual Behavior Scale scores
(Missing M = 0.53, Nonmissing M = 1.93), and the Express Sexual Dissatisfaction indicator
of the sexual communication reluctance construct (Missing M = 4.69; Nonmissing M = 6.40).
One explanation for these differences is the fact that two of the three variables above (i.e.,
Secretive Sexual Behavior Scale and Express Sexual Dissatisfaction) were administered
during the in-person interview. It is possible that the individuals who were not comfortable
disclosing information about their experience of social anxiety and/or who chose not to
respond to a sufficient number of items on the SIAS questionnaire to render their final scores
valid were those who experienced a greaterdegree of social anxiety. If this was in fact the
case, then based on prior research (e.g., Sparrevohn & Rapee, 2009), these individuals would
be expected to score lower on an index of intimate relationship satisfaction (e.g., DAS).
Consistent with this possibility, evidence was also obtained in support of the reciprocal
scenario: individuals who were missing Overall Relationship Satisfaction (i.e., DAS) values
differed from those who were not missing DAS scores on social anxiety (Missing M = 27.58,
Nonmissing M = 19.08). Individuals who were less satisfied in their intimate relationships
may have been less likely to report this (i.e., perhaps to avoid experiencing negative feelings
such as shame or dissatisfaction). Given the possibility that missing DAS scores are
indicative of lower relationship satisfaction, it would be expected that individuals missing
DAS scores would also report greater social anxiety (i.e., based on evidence that lower
relationship satisfaction is associated with higher social anxiety, e.g., Sparrevohn & Rapee,

2009).
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Similarly, because individuals higher in sociakity tend to be less assertive in their
intimate relationshipsiarcy et al, 2005) these individuals would also presumably be less
likely to express sexual dissatisfaction to their intimate partners. Furthermore, given that
individuals higher in social anxiety would presumably have more difficulty disclosing their
engagement in secredi sexual behaviors to an unfamiliar person during qermon
interview, it is perhaps not surprising that these individuals would also have chosen to report
fewersecretive sexual behaviors than individuals characterized by less social Asxiety
individuals higher in interpersonal dependency have been found to lack soeial self
confidence and to be less comfortable asserting their autonomy (Hirshfield, 1977), it is also
not surprising that the missing and nonmissing groups on the IDI differed sigmyfioant
Secretive Sexual Behavior Scale scores (Misking0.75, Nonmissingl = 2.11); in other
words, endorsing the secretive sexual behaviors queried might require a degree of social self
confidence and/or assertion of oneOs autonomy that individualsigtigr IDI scores simply
donot have.

The group missing FDRS scores differed significantly from the nonmissing group on
the expresssexual dssatisfaction variable (Missing = 6.15,NonmissingVl = 4.58)and on
theshare sexual fantasy variable (MissMg= 1.23, Nonmissing/l = 3.03) This pattern of
missingness is quite logical given the structure of thgerrson interview. For the Express
Sexual Dissatisfaction item, individuals were first asked lkely they would be to disclose
to their partners #it they were not satisfied by a recent sexual interaction. For the share
sexual fantasy item, individuals were asked melctantthey would be to share a sexual
fantasy with their partner. Theear ofDamaging thdRelationshipScale was comprised of a

number of followup questions pertaining to individualsO reasons for choosing not to offer
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their partners constructive criticism related to the sexual relationship, share their sexual
fantasies with their partng and so orimportantly, the fear of damaging the relationship
items were administeregh/y if individuals endorsed having had the experience of choosing
not to disclose particular aspects of their sexuality to their parineigiduals who reported

that they were moreKely to express sexual dissatisfaction an@/ereless reluctant to

disclose their sexual fantasies to their partners would presumably be less likely to have scores
on the FDRS, given that they would also presumably be less likely to have had the
experierwe of withholding such informatio®similarly, the group missing FDRS scores
differed significantly from the nonmissing group on the secretive sexual behaviors variable
(MissingM = 0.19, Nonmissing/ = 2.46). This again seems likely based on the fact that
individuals were only administered the FDRS items if thegorsedhaving had the

experience of choosing not to disclose particular aspects of their sexuality to their partners.
Presumably, if individuals were willing to share that they were more likaeljithhold this

type of information from their partners, they would also be more likely to endorse
engagement in more (and more frequent) secretive sexual behaviors.

Finally, the group missing scores on the express sexual dissatisfaction variable
differed significantly from the nonmissing group on secretive sexual behaat® scores
(MissingM = 0.72 NonmissingV/ = 2.04). Similarly, the group missing scores on the share
sexual fantasy variable differed significantly from the nonmissing group on secekual
behavior scores (Missing = 0.00, Nonmissing/ = 2.24), as did the grougmissing scores
on the express sexual dissatisfaction (Misgihg 0.95, Nonmissing/ = 2.42) share sexual
feedback variable@ViissingM = 0.00, Nonmissing/ = 2.24), and DAS scores (Missing =

0.61, Nonmissing/ = 2.06) Individuals missing values for the share sexual feedback
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variable differed from those who were not missing this variable on the likelihood that they
would express sexual dissatisfaction teithpartners (i.e., express sexual dissatisfaction
variable; MissingV/ = 5.72, Nonmissing/ = 4.64).
Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Table3 presents model fit statistics for the thraaed fourindicator standrd CFA
measurement models ob&m communicatbn reluctance. Withthreeobservations anthree
parameters, thiareeindicator sexual communicatioeluctance factor has zero degrees of
freedom and thus is justadtified as such, this model can perfectly reproduce the sample
covariances (i.e., theath), but cannot test any particular hypothesis (Kline, 20tiBrefore,
the factor loadings provida more informative method of examining the thiregicator
measurement model in comparison to the-{4adicator model than nuel fit statistics (see
Tables 4and5). As shown in Tabld, the factor loadings for the thré®dicator model range
from 0.56 to 0.63. According to Kline (2011), ideally, a CFA model explains the majority of
the variance of each indicator; specificatlye proportion of explained variandebtained
by squaring the standardized estimate for each indicator) should be greater than 0.50 for each
indicator (Kline, 2011). Although the standardized estimates for the-ititeator
measurement model of sexwaimmunicatiorreluctance are somewhat weaker than what
might be considered ideal, the standardized estimates for each indicator included in the three
factor model are nevertheless a substantial improvement over those for tfecfouCFA
model, which rage from 0.39 to 0.65. Furthermore, although the chi squatistit for the
four-indicator sexual@mmunicatiorreluctance factor was nonsignificagt,{ = 5.20,p =

.07), the CFI (0.91) and RMSEA (0.12) indicate significant problems with overalt tiif
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model. As such, the three-indicator measurement model of sexual communication reluctance
was retained for structural regression analysis.
Error and Disturbance Covariance Specification

One of the advantages of structural equation modeling over other methods of analysis
is the capability to explicitly model measurement error (Kline, 2011). Two scenarios
involving the error variance of the indicators of the sexual communication reluctance factor
were addressed, as described below.

First, the two outcome variables in the structural regression models examined—ISS
and DAS— both assess individuals’ satisfaction (i.e., or dissatisfaction) with aspects of their
intimate relationships. Given the potential for measurement overlap between the outcome
variables, the disturbance variances of the single-indicator latent constructs represented by
the ISS and DAS indicators were allowed to covary in all of the models examined in the
present investigation.

Additionally, two of the three items representing indicators of the latent sexual
communication reluctance factor were worded negatively, asking about individuals’
reluctance to share either their sexual fantasies or sexual feedback/criticism with their
partners (i.e., share sexual fantasy, share sexual feedback). In contrast, the third indicator
item was worded positively, asking individuals to estimate how likely they felt they would be
to express their sexual dissatisfaction to their partners (i.e., express sexual dissatisfaction).
Due to the similar wording of the two “reluctance” items, versions of Model 1A and 2A in
which the error terms of the two similarly-worded indicators were assumed to covary were
examined. Similarly, two of the items representing indicators of the sexual communication

reluctance factor dealt with an individual’s negative evaluation or experience of aspects of
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the sexual relationship (e.g., share sexual feedback: reluctance to ask one’s partner to do
something differently or better during sex; express sexual dissatisfaction: how likely one
would be to express dissatisfaction with a recent sexual encounter). In contrast, the
remaining indicator did not pertain to an individual’s evaluation of any aspect of the sexual
relationship, but instead, asked about his/her reluctance to disclose his/her sexual fantasies to
his/her partner (i.e., share sexual fantasy). Due to potential similarities in the responses
elicited as a result of the framing of the two “evaluative” indicator items, versions of Model
1A and 2A in which the error terms of the two similarly-worded indicators were assumed to
covary were examined.

Prior to specific hypothesis testing, structural regression models 1A and 2A were
examined to determine the extent to which adding one or both of these additional covariances
improved model fit. Model fit statistics indicated that allowing the error terms of both the
“reluctance” and “evaluative” indicators to covary resulted in an improvement in the overall
fit of Model 1A. Without either additional error covariance, Model 1A had relatively good fit
(X’ = 15.874,df = 12, p = .197; CFI = 0.96; RMSEA = 0.05). Allowing only the error terms
of the “reluctance” indicators to covary did not significantly improve model fit, as
demonstrated by a nonsignificant chi square difference test (x*y = 15.123, df =11, p = .177;
o =0.751, dfp= 1, p = .386). Similarly, allowing only the error terms of the “evaluative”
indicators to covary did not significantly improve model fit, as demonstrated by a
nonsignificant chi square difference test (y* v = 15.284, df = 11, p = .170; ¥’ = 0.590, df p= 1,
p=442).

Furthermore, adding both covariances to Model 1A resulted in excellent overall fit

(x’m= 12.360, df=10, p = .262; CFI = 0.98; RMSEA = 0.04). Chi square difference statistics
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indicated that this model did not have significantly better fit than the variant of Model 1A
with zero indicator error covariances (y’p = 3.514, df,=2, p =.173), but its improvement over
both the model in which only the “reluctance” indicators were allowed to covary (y°p =
2.763, dfp= 1, p = .096), and the model in which only the “evaluative” indicators were
allowed to covary (y’p = 2.924, df = 1, p = .087), approached statistical significance. On the
basis of these marginally significant chi square difference tests and improvements in the CFI
and RMSEA fit indices values for the model in which both sets of indicator error terms were
allowed to covary in the model, the three-indicator sexual communication reluctance factor
which included both pairs of indicator error term covariances was used in the subsequent
structural regression analysis of Models 1A, 1B, 1C, and 1D (See Figure 3).

The same steps were taken to examine the variants of the latent sexual
communication reluctance construct in Model 2A. Without either additional error covariance,
Model 2A had relatively poor fit (x> = 26.057, df =18, p = .098; CFI = 0.93; RMSEA =
0.06). Correlating only the “reluctance” error terms did not significantly improve overall
model fit, as demonstrated by a nonsignificant chi square difference test (y* = 25.075, df =
17, p=.093; ¥’p = 0.982, df = 1, p = .322). Likewise, correlating only the “evaluative” error
terms also resulted in a nonsignificant chi square difference test (y* y=26.009, df =17, p =
074; v’ = 0.048, df p= 1, p = .827).

Furthermore, adding both covariances to Model 1A resulted in a slight improvement
in overall model fit (y* y=24.937, df = 16, p = .071; CFI = 0.92; RMSEA = 0.065). Chi
square difference statistics indicated that this model did not have significantly better fit than
the variant of Model 1A with zero indicator error covariances (x’p = 1.120, dfp=2, p = .571),

the model in which only the “reluctance” indicators were allowed to covary (x’p = 0.138, dfp
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=1, p =.710), or the model in which only the “evaluative” indicators were allowed to covary
(17, =1.072, dfp= 1, p = .300). Nevertheless, in order to maintain consistency and constancy
across variations of Models 1 and 2, and for the purposes of being able to utilize an identical
latent factor structure in both sets of analyses, the three-indicator latent sexual
communication reluctance factor which included both pairs of correlated indicator error
terms was used in subsequent structural regression analysis of Models 2A, 2B, 2C, and 2D,
as well (See Figure 3).
Model Fit Statistics

Table 6 presents model fit statistics for the structural regression analysis of Models
1A, 1B, 1C, and 1D. Model 1A is distinguished from 1B, 1C, and 1D by the absence of any
direct paths from social anxiety to the outcome variables. The model 1A chi square was
nonsignificant, suggesting that the covariances predicted by the model are consistent with the
population covariances (Kline, 2011). Furthermore, the RMSEA and CFI for Model 1A both
indicate excellent overall model fit. Model fit statistics for Model 1B, to which the direct
path from social anxiety to overall relationship satisfaction was added, also indicate excellent
fit; however, the chi square difference statistic indicates that the addition of the direct path
from SIAS to DAS did not significantly improve the explanatory power of the model.
Similarly, although model fit statistics for Model 1C, to which the direct path from social
anxiety to sexual dissatisfaction was added, also indicate excellent fit, the chi square
difference statistic also indicates that the addition of the direct path from SIAS to ISS did not
significantly improve the model. In contrast, adding both direct paths from social anxiety to
sexual dissatisfaction and overall relationship satisfaction in Model 1D resulted in a

significant improvement in model fit over Model 1A.
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Table 7 presents model fit statistics for Models 2A, 2B, 2C, and 2D. Model 2A is
distinguished from 2B, 2C, and 2D by the absence of direct paths from social anxiety to the
outcome variables. The model 2A chi square statistic was marginally significant, suggesting
that there may be discrepancies between the population covariances and those predicted by
the model. Furthermore, the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) and
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) for Model 2A were both indicative of less than ideal overall
model fit. Although the chi square statistic and RMSEA were suggestive of excellent model
fit for Model 2B, which includes the direct path from social anxiety to overall relationship
satisfaction, the CFI was not; furthermore, the chi square difference statistic indicates that the
degree of improvement in model fit as a result of adding the direct path from SIAS to DAS
was not statistically significant. Similarly, overall model fit statistics for Model 2C, to which
the direct path from social anxiety to sexual dissatisfaction was added, indicate relatively
poor fit; additionally, the chi square difference statistic indicates that the addition of the
direct path from SIAS to ISS did not significantly improve the model. In contrast, adding
direct paths from social anxiety to both sexual dissatisfaction and overall relationship
satisfaction in Model 2D resulted in a significant improvement in model fit over Model 2A.
Parameter Estimates

As presented above, an analysis of fit statistics for each of the nested variations of
Models 1 and 2 indicates that adding direct paths from social anxiety to both of the outcome
variables (i.e., Models 1D and 2D) significantly improved the overall fit of Models 1A and
2A. As such, the parameter estimates for Model 1D and 2D are presented below in addition

to the parameter estimates for Model 1A and 2A.
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Table 8 presents all direct effects, indirect effects, and disturbance variances for
Model 1A. Social anxiety significantly predicted interpersonal dependency but not sexual
communication reluctance. Interpersonal dependency did not significantly predict sexual
communication reluctance. The ability of sexual communication reluctance to predict sexual
dissatisfaction approached significance, as did the direct path from sexual communication
reluctance to overall relationship satisfaction. Furthermore, as presented in Table 8, none of
the indirect pathways in Model 1A were significant’.

For the single indicator latent variables (e.g., interpersonal dependency, sexual
dissatisfaction, and overall relationship satisfaction), the estimated disturbance variances
represent the proportion of the variance that is not explained by the model after the
measurement error has been removed from the construct. As presented in Table 8, 58.6% of
the variance in interpersonal dependency, 84.7% of the variance in sexual dissatisfaction, and
67.4% of the variance in overall relationship satisfaction remain unexplained in Model 1A.
With regard to the indicators of the sexual communication reluctance factor, substantial
portions of the variance of each remain unexplained by Model 1A. The model explains
29.0% of the variance in express sexual dissatisfaction, 8.50% of the variance in share sexual
feedback, and 36.6% of the total variance in share sexual fantasy.

Table 9 presents all direct effects, indirect effects, and disturbance variances for
Model 1D. Social anxiety significantly predicted interpersonal dependency but not sexual
communication reluctance. Furthermore, interpersonal dependency did not significantly
predict sexual communication reluctance. In contrast, sexual communication reluctance
significantly predicted overall relationship satisfaction, and the relationship between sexual

communication reluctance and sexual dissatisfaction approached significance. Additionally,
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social anxiety significantly predicted both sexual dissatisfaction and overall relationship
satisfaction. Furthermore, as presented in Table 9, none of the indirect pathways in Model 1D
were significant.

As presented in Table 9, 58.3% of the variance in interpersonal dependency, 86.4% of
the variance in sexual dissatisfaction, and 69.9% of the variance in overall relationship
satisfaction remain unexplained in Model 1D. With regard to the indicators of the sexual
communication reluctance factor, the model explains 33.8% of the variance in express sexual
dissatisfaction, 3.70% of the variance in share sexual feedback, and 42.8% of the total
variance in share sexual fantasy.

Table 10 presents all direct effects, indirect effects, and disturbance variances for
Model 2A. Social anxiety significantly predicted interpersonal dependency but not sexual
communication reluctance. Interpersonal dependency did not significantly predict fear of
damaging the relationship. In contrast, fear of damaging the relationship significantly
predicted sexual communication reluctance. Furthermore, the ability of sexual
communication reluctance to predict overall relationship satisfaction approached
significance, but the direct path from sexual communication reluctance to sexual
dissatisfaction did not. Furthermore, although none of the indirect pathways presented in
Table 10 reached statistical significance?, the indirect relationship between fear of damaging
the relationship and overall relationship satisfaction through sexual communication
reluctance approached statistical significance.

For the single indicator latent variables (i.e., interpersonal dependency, fear of
damaging the relationship, sexual dissatisfaction, and overall relationship satisfaction), the

estimated disturbance variances represent the proportion of the variance that is not explained
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by the model after the measurement error has been removed from the construct. As presented
in Table 10, 61.5% of the variance in interpersonal dependency, 98.7% of the variance in fear
of damaging the relationship, 100.0% of the variance in sexual dissatisfaction, and 89.6% of
the variance in overall relationship satisfaction remain unexplained in Model 2A. With
regard to the indicators of the sexual communication reluctance factor, Model 2A explains
24.7% of the variance in express sexual dissatisfaction, 60.0% of the variance in share sexual
feedback, and 58.6% of the total variance in share sexual fantasy.

Table 11 presents all direct effects, indirect effects, and disturbance variances for
Model 2D. Social anxiety significantly predicted interpersonal dependency but not sexual
communication reluctance. Interpersonal dependency did not significantly predict fear of
damaging the relationship. As was the case in Model 2A, fear of damaging the relationship
significantly predicted sexual communication reluctance. Furthermore, sexual
communication reluctance did not significantly predict sexual dissatisfaction, but the direct
relationship between sexual communication and overall relationship satisfaction approached
significance. In contrast, social anxiety significantly predicted both sexual dissatisfaction and
overall relationship satisfaction. Furthermore, although none of the indirect pathways
presented in Table 11 reached statistical significance® in Model 2D, two of the indirect
relationships in the model approached statistical significance; both the indirect relationship
between social anxiety and overall relationship satisfaction through sexual communication
reluctance and the indirect relationship between fear of damaging the relationship and overall
relationship satisfaction through sexual communication reluctance were marginally

significant.
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Finally, as presented in Table 11, 61.0% of the variance in interpersonal dependency,
98.6% of the variance in fear of damaging the relationship, 93.9% of the variance in sexual
dissatisfaction, and 81.1% of the variance in overall relationship satisfaction remain
unexplained in Model 2D. With regard to the indicators of the sexual communication
reluctance factor, Model 2D explains 23.6% of the variance in express sexual dissatisfaction,
65.3% of the variance in share sexual feedback, and 62.5% of the total variance in share
sexual fantasy.

Correlation Residuals

Tables 12 and 13 present correlation residuals, or the difference between the model-
implied correlations and the observed correlations, for Models 1A and 1D, and Tables 14 and
15 present correlation residuals for Models 2A and 2D.

The data presented in Table 12 suggest that Model 1A captures a number of the
relationships among the variables involved relatively effectively. However, in Table 12, there
are several correlation residuals with an absolute value of greater than 0.10, suggesting the
possibility of poor fit in specific areas of the model. Correlation residuals greater than 0.10
might be an indication that the model does not explain some aspects of the corresponding
sample correlation very well (Kline, 2011). For instance, the correlation residuals
corresponding to the relationships among social anxiety, interpersonal dependency, and the
outcome variables range from an absolute value of 0.132 to 0.152. This pattern of correlation
residuals suggests that Model 1A likely does not model the relationships among these
variables well; in contrast, when the direct paths between social anxiety and the outcome
variables are added to the model (i.e., Model 1D; See Table 13), all of the correlation

residuals describing the relationships among social anxiety, interpersonal dependency, and
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the outcome variables fall well below 0.10. In other words, adding the direct paths from
social anxiety to the outcome variables results in a model that better explains the role of these
variables in the corresponding sample.

Additionally, as presented in Table 12, the correlation residuals suggest that there
might be problems pertaining to the relationships among interpersonal dependency and two
of the indicators of the latent sexual communication reluctance construct—Express Sexual
Dissatisfaction and Share Sexual Fantasy. In contrast, when the direct paths between social
anxiety and the outcome variables are added in Model 1D, these two correlation residuals fall
well below the 0.10. Again, the pattern of correlation residuals indicates that adding the
direct paths to Model 1A resulted in an improvement in several areas of the model. As shown
in Table 13, there is only one correlation residual in Model 1D that exceeds the 0.10 “cutoft”
point. In other words, this pattern of results adds to evidence based on the overall model fit
statistics, the significant chi square difference test, and the parameter estimates, indicating
that Model 1D provides a substantial (and significant) improvement over Model 1A.

The data presented in Table 14 suggest that there are a number of potential problems
with relationships among the variables included in Model 2A. As shown in Table 14, there
are two correlation residuals with an absolute value of greater than 0.20, suggesting poor fit
between social anxiety and both sexual dissatisfaction, and overall relationship satisfaction in
Model 2A. Similarly, the values shown in Table 14 indicate potential problems with fit
between interpersonal dependency and both sexual dissatisfaction, and overall relationship
satisfaction in Model 2A. In contrast, as shown in Table 15, with the addition of the two
direct paths from social anxiety to the outcome variables in Model 2D, all of the correlation

residuals pertaining to relationships between both social anxiety and interpersonal
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dependency and the outcome variables are reduced to absolute values of 0.02 or below; in
other words, adding the direct paths improves fit in these areas of the model.

Additionally, the correlation residuals for Model 2A suggest that there might be
problems pertaining to the relationships between reluctance to share sexual feedback and
both sexual dissatisfaction and overall relationship satisfaction. Adding the two direct paths
from social anxiety to the outcome variables in Model 2D results in a slight improvement in
these correlation residuals, but the resulting values remain above an absolute value of 0.10.

Furthermore, adding the direct paths from social anxiety to the outcome variables in
Model 2D does not improve the model’s ability to explain some aspects of the corresponding
sample correlations in some cases. For instance, the correlation residual describing the
relationship between social anxiety and fear of damaging the relationship is the same in
Model 2A and 2D. Similarly, the relationship between interpersonal dependency and the
reluctance to share one’s sexual fantasy is only slightly improved with the addition of the
direct paths between social anxiety and the outcome variables in Model 2D. Moreover, the
relationship between fear of damaging the relationship and overall relationship satisfaction
changes only slightly from Model 2A to Model 2D, and the correlation residual values
describing this relationship in both models are above the 0.10 “cutoff.” The absolute value of
the correlation residual for the relationship between overall relationship satisfaction and
reluctance to express one’s sexual dissatisfaction to one’s partner becomes slightly higher in
Model 2D after the addition of the two direct paths between social anxiety and the outcome
variables to Model 2A. Finally, two correlation residuals with absolute values below 0.10 in
Model 2A were indicative of poor fit in areas of Model 2D: the correlation residual

describing the relationship between sexual dissatisfaction and the reverse-scored likelihood
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of expressing oneOs sexual dissatisfaction to oneOs guaditttez correlation residual for the
relationship between social anxiety and reluctance to offer sexual feedback to oneOs partner.

In sum,the pattern of correlation residuals provides some support for the
improvement in fit of Model 2D over 2A, but a thorough examination of these data indicates
that there are nevertheless a te@mof potential problems with the fit of specific aspects of
Model 2D. Taken together, however, the overall model fit statistics, the significant chi square
difference test, the parameter estimates, and the pattern of correlation residuals suggest that
the addition of the direct paths from social anxiety to the outa@mables results in an
improvement in Model 2D over Model 2A.

It is perhaps worth pointing out thigiar of damaging the relationship, which was not
included in Models 1A or 1D, has only minimal problems in Models 2A and 2D, as
evidenced by a single getation residual slightly above an absolute value of 0.10 in each
model.
Exploratory Hypothesis Testing

To test the exploratory hypothesis that individuals higher in interpersonal
dependency, social anxiety, and/or those who report higher fear of dantiagjirelationship
might be more likely to engage in secretive sexual behaviors without their artner
knowledge, bivariate correlations among the variables of interest were examined. Results are
presented in Tablg4. Neither irterpersonal dependennogr social anxiety was significantly
associated witlsecretive sexual behaviarade (SSBS)scores; likewise, neither interpersonal
dependency nor social anxiety was associated with any of the individual component items of
the SSBS. In contrast, an individ@s fear of damaging the relationship was significantly

associated with his/her score on the S@B3%vell as with his/her seléported weekly use of
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pornography or erotica and his/her self-reported weekly engagement in extradyadic internet
or phone sexual encounters.

Secretive Sexual Behavior Scale scores were significantly correlated with all of the
component items of the scale. Of interest, individuals who were more likely to endorse
engaging in extradyadic flirtation with a particular person were also more likely to report
extradyadic sexual involvement. These individuals were also more likely to report
extradyadic involvement in sexual encounters over the internet or phone without their
partner’s knowledge. Additionally, individuals who were more likely to masturbate in secret
without telling their partners were also more likely to use pornography and erotic material
and to report that they had engaged in extradyadic sexual interaction without their partner’s
knowledge. Finally, individuals who reported using pornography and erotic material more
frequently without their partner’s knowledge were also more likely to report engagement in

extradyadic internet or phone sexual encounters.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION

Previous research (e.g., Bodinger et al., 2002; Sparrevohn & Rapee, 2009) has
demonstrated that socially anxious individuals report lower satisfaction with various aspects
of their relationships than do non-anxious individuals. The present investigation sought to
arrive at a more thorough and complete understanding of the mechanisms underlying the
relationship between social anxiety and overall relationship satisfaction and sexual
satisfaction by focusing on the constructs of interpersonal dependency, reluctance to
communicate openly with one’s partner about one’s sexuality and one’s experience of the
sexual relationship, and fears of damaging the relationship.

The primary aim of this study was to test a set of structural regression models in
which the relationship between social anxiety and the satisfaction variables could be fully
explained by the proposed meditational pathways against alternate versions of the models
that included significant “direct” paths from social anxiety to the outcome satisfaction
variables. It was hypothesized that to completely explain the relationship between social
anxiety and the outcome variables, it would not be necessary to add these direct paths into
the structural regression models examined. However, results indicated that adding direct
paths from social anxiety to sexual dissatisfaction and overall relationship satisfaction
significantly improved the overall fit of the models tested. Although not in support of the
hypotheses of the present study, these findings nevertheless provide insight into the nature of
the relationships among social anxiety, sexual communication reluctance, sexual
dissatisfaction, overall relationship satisfaction, and the other variables included in the

models examined.



In the current sample, there were statistically significant associations among the
various measures of social anxiety, interpersonal dependency, and both general and sexual
dissatisfaction. In an attempt to better understand these associations, the roles of two
potentially related constructs—sexual communication reluctance and fear of damaging the
relationship—were examined in connection with the other variables of interest. More
specifically, sexual communication reluctance and fear of damaging the relationship were
included as a means of examining the possible ways that aversion to interpersonal risk-
taking, the feeling of being vulnerable in the presence of another person, and the possibility
of rejection by or loss of one’s partner might lead some individuals to stifle open sexual
communication in their relationships. It was hypothesized that, rather than protecting or
securing the relationship in some way, this would ultimately have negative consequences for
both the sexual and the more general relationship. In the present study, results were
consistent with some aspects of these hypotheses. Although there seems to be a relatively
robust connection between sexual communication reluctance and overall relationship
satisfaction in the current sample, this connection seems to exist mostly independent of social
anxiety and interpersonal dependency. More specifically, although social anxiety and
interpersonal dependency did not predict sexual communication reluctance in the models
examined, sexual communication reluctance was predictive of individuals’ satisfaction with
the relationship in general (but not of their sexual satisfaction with the relationship).

Additionally, when included in the model, fear of damaging the relationship was
found to significantly predict sexual communication reluctance, and the indirect path from
fear of damaging the relationship to overall relationship satisfaction through sexual

communication reluctance approached statistical significance. Although these results suggest
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that the extent of what can be gledrfimm examininghe constructs afexual

communication reluctance and fear of damaging the relationship in connedimiab

anxiety, interpersonal dependen@nd sexual dissatisfactimsomewhalimited, it seems
likely that these constructs deerthelesplay somerole in determining individualsO
satisfaction with their intimate relationshigsis is at least consistent with the idea that
when concern over damaging the relationship as a result of open, honest communication
about sex results invaidance and/or reluctance to engage in communication about the
sexual relationship, the relationships as a whole suffers. Although the pmatye the
survival of the relationship, keeping oneOs thoughts and feelings pertaining to the sexual
relationship to oneself may in fact have the opposite of the intended effect.

This explanation isonceptually consistemtith Efran and SoleBailloOs (2008
conceptualization of the mind and self, discussed above. In the language of that metaphorical
framework, the mind believes that it is necessary to maintain control in the relationship, and
it attempts to do so by operating from a defensive;meliective position (i.e., guardedness,
secretiveness). From the desire to protect the intimate relationship and keep it safe, the mind
works to promote theurvival of the relationship, with no interest in allowing it to grow and
deepen in what might feel like predictable or uncontrollable ways. In contrast, operating
from the position of self, an individual might be willing to engage in opengdefensive,
and perhaps seemingly risky communication with oneOs partner because doing so would
ultimately be collabtive and in the best interest of the relationship as a whole. When
acting from self, the individual is willing to give up the Oupper héalién & SolerBaillo,

2008, p. 90) and risk rejection by allowing him/herself to be vulnerahkeself acceptdie

possible loss of the relationship as a necessary conditidaiferin the relationship;
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furthermore, the self knows better than to try to avoid all risk of loss or threat of rejection
because it understands that doing so would mean Oforgo[ing]jfy@}unityGEfran &
SolerBaillo, 2008, p. 90) for establishing deeper connection and intimacy with oneOs partner.
Insofar as lower relationship satisfaction is a consequence of reluctance to communicate
about sex with oneOs partner, and insofar asthidance stems from the fear of damaging

or losing the relationship, it seems that this process is driven by mind rather than by self.

This explanation is alsoonsistent with the literature on approach and avoidance
behavior(e.g., Schloer et al., 2018chneider & Lopes, 1986fror instancesisk-averse
preventionfocused securityoriented and/or individuals higher in BIS sensitivity tend to
prefer to avoid risks (e.qg., a lottery offering a small number of chances to Owin bigO and a
high probabilityof no gair), despite the fact that this ultimately meémrgjoingeitherthe
chanceo OwinO at gBchneider & Lopes, 1988 the opportunityto advance from the
status quo (Schloer et al., 201B)om this perspective, individuals with greater fear of
damaging the relationship may be more prevenrtimused or securitgriented, valuing the
safety and stability offered by an intimate partner over the possibility that it might be
improved or deepened. Consequently, these individualikelyto bereludantto engage in
communication with their intimate partners about, gggferring simply to maintain the
status quo.

There are a numbeif possible explanations for the lack of support for the
relationships of social anxiety and interpersonal dependency to sexual communication
reluctance and/or fear of damaging the relationgbipge possible way to understand these
findings is in relation téhe prevention versus promotiofiocused model of Higgins (2009)

andSchloer and colleagues (2010). According to this mqutel;entionfocused individuals
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are more sensitive to negative shifts from neutrality. In other words, these individuals are not
typically interested in advancing beyond the status quo, and because they are not sensitive to
positive shifts from the status quo, they also avoid risk-taking for the purposes of achieving
gains. However, although more risk-averse in general, prevention-focused individuals do
engage in risk-taking behavior under certain circumstances (Schloer et al., 2010). More
specifically, when prevention-focused individuals view themselves to be in a position below
the status quo, they are more likely to take risks to restore neutrality (Schloer et al., 2010).
Thus, in the present study, it may be the case that although dissatisfied with their sexual and
overall relationships to some degree, individuals higher in social anxiety and interpersonal
dependency simply consider this to be the status quo. In this respect, if these individuals do
not feel that their “neutrality” is being threatened, they are not likely to take action to restore
it. As such, insofar as they are more prevention-focused, socially anxious and interpersonally
dependent individuals would presumably be unlikely to report higher sexual communication
reluctance because they are comfortable with the (albeit to some degree dissatisfying) status
quo and thus do not view this as a loss to be restored.

Consider as an illustration an individual who has never physically encountered an
Olympic-standard diving tower at a swimming pool; this person, having never had the
experience of being forced to either accept or refuse a challenge to do so, would probably not
report being highly reluctant to attempt a jump from the “high dive.” This risk and/or
opportunity is simply outside the realm of the person’s emotional and physical experience.
Similarly, it may be that with sufficiently low expectations for relationship satisfaction and
fulfillment, individuals high in social anxiety and/or interpersonal dependency in our study

do not view themselves as being particularly reluctant to engage in sexual communication



with their partners because this type of risk has simply never presented itself. Furthermore, to
the extent that these individuals can be considered prevention-focused and thus not typically
interested in improvement or gains extending beyond the neutral or maintenance point, it also
follows that as they are not likely to report engaging in sexual communication for the
purposes of enhancing their relationships.

Alternatively, it may be that whereas individuals higher in social anxiety and
interpersonal dependency in the present investigation did view their levels of sexual and
relationship dissatisfaction as constituting a “loss,” they did not consider some or all of the
specific types of sexual communication queried to be appropriate means of restoring the
status quo. For instance, whereas expressing sexual dissatisfaction might be seen as an
appropriate way to increase one’s chance of achieving satisfaction in the future, perhaps
describing one’s sexual fantasies might not. Similarly, based on unsuccessful past attempts or
the expectation of low self-efficacy (Hope et al., 2010), individuals higher in social anxiety
(and possibly interpersonal dependency, as well) might have lower confidence in their ability
to use sexual communication effectively as a tool to address threats to the relationship. This
explanation is less likely to account for the lack of statistically significant relationships
among social anxiety, interpersonal dependency, and sexual communication reluctance in the
present study, given that participants in the study were not explicitly asked to rate their
reluctance to use sexual communication with their partners as a tool for improving the
relationship; rather, participants were asked more generally to rate their reluctance to
communicate about various sexual topics with their partners. However, because individuals
were asked to respond to interview items based on their current relationships, it is

nevertheless possible that any feelings of dissatisfaction and/or concerns about the future or
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stability of the relationship could have influenced individuals’ ratings on these items.

The direct relationship between sexual communication reluctance and sexual
dissatisfaction approached statistical significance in Models 1A and 1D. On the other hand,
in the models that included fear of damaging the relationship (i.e., 2A and 2D), the direct
relationship between sexual communication reluctance and sexual satisfaction was not
significant or even marginally significant. Furthermore, there were no significant or
marginally significant indirect effects when sexual dissatisfaction was examined as the
outcome variable. It could be that the robust association between fear of damaging the
relationship and sexual communication reluctance was responsible for the weak or
nonsignificant direct and indirect relationships among sexual communication reluctance and
sexual dissatisfaction. Given that sexual communication reluctance was more strongly related
to overall relationship satisfaction as described below, the lack of relationship to sexual
satisfaction is nonetheless somewhat surprising and difficult to explain.

In contrast, in all of the models tested, the direct relationship between sexual
communication reluctance and overall relationship satisfaction was statistically significant
(or approached statistical significance), such that higher reluctance to communicate with
one’s partner about sexuality and the sexual relationship was predictive of lower satisfaction
with the relationship overall. This pattern of findings is in line with the hypothesis that
reluctance to communicate openly about sex with one’s partner is an important predictor of
lower satisfaction in intimate relationships. Furthermore, these results are consistent with
research demonstrating that the benefits of open sexual communication with one’s partner are
not limited to the sexual domain; in fact, as stated above, in our study it is even more strongly

associated with individuals’ satisfaction with and fulfillment in the relationship as a whole



69

than with the sexual aspects of the relationship. It may be that allowing oneself to be
vulnerable enough to share one’s sexual fantasies or other sensitive or private aspects of
one’s sexuality with one’s partner somehow enhances feelings of satisfaction with the
relationship in general, despite the fact that this sort of open communication does not seem to
have a direct impact on the sexual relationship.

Based on this pattern of results, it appears that there might be something generally
relationship enhancing about honest, intimate, vulnerable communication about sex between
partners that goes beyond the sexual relationship itself. One interpretation of this is that it
may be the process, rather than the content of sexual communication exchanges between
partners that has transformative benefits for the relationship. In other words, contrary to prior
findings (e.g., Byers & Demmons, 1999; Montesi et al., 2010; Sprecher, 2006), results of the
present study suggest that reluctance to communicate with one’s partner about one’s
sexuality and experience of the sexual relationship is not necessarily tied to one’s sexual
satisfaction. These results seem to be in line with Efran and Soler-Baillo’s (2008) framework
of the mind and self. Perhaps individuals who are more willing to engage in collaborative,
open communication with others have a tendency to operate more from self in general; in
other words, perhaps these individuals are simply more aware of or able to appreciate the
value of this type of open communication and the impact that it has on the connection they
feel to their partners (and beyond). Of course, the converse may also be true: it may be that
individuals who are more satisfied in general with these relationships (perhaps but not
necessarily because they are more apt to operate from self) are, as a consequence, more
comfortable risking threatening consequences of open expression based on the connection

they feel to their partners.



Similarly, these results are consistent with the notion that individuals who are more
approach-oriented (i.e., BAS-sensitive, promotion-focused, or potential-oriented) are more
likely to attempt what might be seen as risky communication with their partners. Based on
prior findings that engagement in open communication about sex with one’s intimate partner
results in enhanced sexual satisfaction (e.g., Byers & Demmons, 1999; Sprecher, 2006) and
greater satisfaction with the relationship in general (e.g., Banmen & Vogel, 1985; Montesi et
al., 2010), it is not surprising that in the current study, individuals who are less reluctant to
communicate about the sexual relationship with their partners also reported being more
satisfied with their relationships overall.

The seemingly counterintuitive finding that open sexual communication is more
strongly related to individuals’ satisfaction with their relationships in general than with their
sexual satisfaction becomes quite relevant when juxtaposed with the issue of treatment
options for couple distress and/or sexual problems. More specifically, popular wisdom views
“sex therapy” and “marital therapy” (or couples therapy) as separate and distinct disciplines
with unique and mutually exclusive functions (Montesi et al., 2010). However, insofar as
research findings support the need for “cross talk” among these disciplines (i.e.,
communicating about sex enhances overall satisfaction with the relationship), then sex
therapy might not, in actuality, be the appropriate arena for discussing sexual issues;
similarly, “couples therapy” or “marital therapy” might not be the most effective outlet for
individuals seeking to enhance the quality of their relationship as a whole.

In line with this idea, contemporary “sex-positive” (Savage, 2011) writers have
recently begun to question the “either/or” framework on which the sex therapy versus

marital/couples therapy dichotomy is founded. From a sex-positive stance, sexuality is
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viewed as a natural and normal aspect of one’s individuality, and the positive aspects of
sexuality (e.g., sexual pleasure) are considered to be as important as the negative ones (e.g.,
sexually transmitted infection). Pertinent to the present discussion, a sex-positive position
also views sexual expression as fundamental to one’s humanity and thus something all
humans are entitled to, regardless of the form this expression may take. In contrast, a sex-
negative position takes a more conservative approach to sexuality in general (Lieblich &
Friedman, 1985). To illustrate the distinction, Churchill (1967) described homophobia as
being one manifestation of a sex-negative or sexually conservative culture. For Savage and
others, sex-positive couples therapy exists as a superior alternative to more traditional marital
or couples therapy, in which openness about sexual issues such as one’s preferred methods of
sexual expression may not be encouraged or adeptly handled (Savage, 2011).

Schnarch (1997) describes the new and relatively “immature” discipline of sexual-
marital therapy (p. 15). Although Schnarch (1997) notes that this discipline, which integrates
sexual and marital therapy for couples, is still in development, he emphasizes that it

[1%]

represents a significant departure from the “’tried and true’ methods of contemporary marital
therapy and sex therapy” (p. 15). Schnarch (1997) makes the point that insofar as open
communication in the sexual domain requires considerable interpersonal risk-taking,
intimacy, and vulnerability, engaging in this sort of intimate communication can be a
powerful way to enhance and even transform one’s relationship as a whole. To the best of the
present author’s knowledge, the discipline of sexual-marital therapy has not evolved in recent
years. Nevertheless, preliminary support for this understanding of the vital role of sexual

communication in intimate partnerships has been demonstrated by prior research (e.g.,

Montesi et al., 2010) as well as by the present investigation.
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Finally, based on the association between sexual communication and sexual
satisfaction in the literature (e.g., Sprecher, 2006), it was hypothesized that individuals who
are reluctant to engage in this type of communication might be less likely to experience
sexual satisfaction in their relationships as a result. Furthermore, given the challenges faced
by individuals higher in social anxiety and dependency, it was proposed that these
individuals might prefer to engage in alternative means of achieving sexual satisfaction,
rather than communicating with their partners about their sexuality and the sexual
relationship. In other words, seeking sexual satisfaction without one’s partner, either alone or
through extradyadic interactions, might in some ways seem safer and less threatening than
risking damage to the relationship through open sexual communication.

Partial support for this hypothesis was found in the current investigation. Although
higher social anxiety and interpersonal dependency were not associated with higher
incidence and/or frequency of engagement in secretive sexual behaviors, fear of damaging
the relationship was positively correlated with total scores on the Secretive Sexual Behaviors
Scale. Additionally, higher fear of damaging the relationship was also significantly
associated with higher self-reported use of pornography and erotica, as well as with higher
self-reported extradyadic internet or phone sexual encounters. It is perhaps worth noting that
neither SIAS scores nor IDI scores were significantly associated with higher fear of
damaging the relationship scores. In other words, as it was measured in the current study,
fear of damaging the relationship seems to be a construct that is largely independent of social
anxiety and interpersonal dependency. It is important to keep in mind that the relatively
simple and nonvalidated approach to operationalizing and assessing fear of damaging the

relationship in the present investigation might account for its lack of relationship to social
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anxiety and interpersonal dependency.

With regard to social anxiety and interpersonal dependency, it may in fact be the case
that individuals higher in social anxiety and/or those who experience greater dependency in
their relationships may feel resigned to accept lower sexual satisfaction in order to maintain
the relationship and the partner’s support. From the defensive stance of mind, open sexual
communication might require one to open oneself to the danger or risk of negative
consequences like rejection, negative evaluation, or relationship dissolution, and this may
simply not seem justified by the possibility of rewards that might result. Furthermore,
engaging in secretive sexual behaviors might seem even riskier to these individuals than
sexual communication. It may be that these individuals prioritize keeping the relationship
over feeling sexually satisfied in (or out of) the relationship. In many cases, this likely
involves not only accepting a sexual relationship that may not be especially satisfying, but
also actively choosing not to seek sexual satisfaction in secretive ways or in ways that might
upset or break the trust of their partners. This explanation is also in line with the literature on
approach and avoidance. From that perspective, individuals who are more risk-averse, BIS
sensitive, security-oriented, and/or prevention-focused would be less likely to engage in
secretive sexual behavior, regardless of the possibility of pleasurable outcomes that might
ensue. This is because doing so would not only necessitate taking a risk, but it would also
involve accepting the possibility of losing the stability, security, and predictability so highly
valued by these individuals. In short, assuming they are able to maintain the status quo (i.e.,
maintain the relationship), prevention seems to be the strategy of choice for these individuals.

By contrast, individuals who have a greater fear of damaging the relationship seem to

be more willing to seek sexual satisfaction outside the confines of the sexual domain of their
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intimate relationshipHowever, these individuablppear to beéloing so via methods that do
not involve inperson contact with other individuals (e.g., flirtatiarsexual interactions
with others). Instead, theseem to beasorting to more impersonaleansof satisfying their
sexual needs or desires, such as printed material, photographs, arthes® of the
telephone or internet fateractwith presumably unfamiliar individuals who will likely
remain strangers. In this way, individuals with a higher fear of damaging their relationships
can be seen a®nceptuallysimilar to those higher isome aspectsocial anxiety in that they
seem to bavoiding inperson social interactions with othe@n the other hand, they appear
to be distinct from individuals higher in social anxietyd dependenadn that they are
nevertheless willing toeport engagingh somesecretive sexual behaviors for theposes
of sexual fulfillment

Interestingly, in the current sampéngagement in secretive sexual behawas not
significantly correlated with sexual dissatisfactibnweverpbecause the items comprising
the Index of Sexual Satisfaction assess sexligatisfaction ai relates specifically to oneOs
current partner, it is not possible to say whether engagement in secretive sexual behaviors is
correlated with higher sexual satisfaction. Thia jssibly fruitful area for further
investigation.
Limitations and Future Directions

There area number ofimitations to the present studyirst, recruited participants
werecollege students and their partnéRglatively young couples in college are often seen
as less committed, serious, or sexually experienced than other groups-t&frfong
committed partnerships. In our sample, howeoeer 60% of couples had been together for

at leastwo years and allparticipantsendorsed being sexually active with their partners in
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committed, monogamous relationships. Nevertheless, the generalizability of these findings to
more long-term, committed relationships is unclear. Additionally, in the present study, only
data from the student participant member of each couple were included in the analysis. Once
the relationships at work in the model are clarified through further examination, it will be
important to further investigate the relationships among the variables in question by
including data from both partners of each couple. Furthermore, the models tested are cross-
sectional in nature and do not allow for causal inferences to be drawn. The use of a
longitudinal design in future work would make it possible to more directly examine
competing interpretations and draw stronger conclusions about the relationships presumed to
be at work in the models.

In this study, a semi-structured in-person interview designed to more thoroughly and
flexibly investigate the specific hypotheses examined was administered to each participant.
There were several potential advantages to this method of data collection. For example, it
allowed for follow-up questions and/or brief discussions for the purposes of clarifying
responses and the interviewer could ascertain that individuals took time to thoughtfully
respond. In contrast, the in-person administration of a small number of interview items may
have made it more difficult to obtain valid, honest, or thorough responses. For example, as
mentioned previously, it is possible that individuals were more comfortable denying
engagement in the secretive sexual behaviors queried. It may also be the case that any under-
reporting bias due to the sensitive nature of the subject matter only affected a small minority
of individuals. However, given the particular challenges faced by socially anxious

individuals, coupled with the use of a nonvalidated approach to assessing these phenomena in
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the present study, results of analyses involving the secretive sexual behaviors queried must
be interpreted with caution.

As mentioned previously, a power analysis indicated that a sample size of 77 was the
minimum necessary to detect statistically significant results in this investigation. Although
135 individuals participated in the present study, the structure of the in-person interview was
such that only 74 individuals provided responses to the full battery of in-person interview
questions. More specifically, during administration of the in-person interview, individuals
who did not endorse certain behaviors or feelings were not asked subsequent items in the set.
For instance, individuals who denied having had the experience of wishing their partner
would do something differently during sex but not sharing this with the partner were not
given follow-up items pertaining to their reasons for not sharing this information and/or how
they felt about the experience. Consequently, it was possible for individuals with “complete”
data to be lacking scores on specific interview items. Concerns about power related to this
issue pertain solely to the “sexual communication reluctance” construct (N = 74, 104, and
106 for three component items of this construct), as the data available for the other in-person
interview constructs were sufficient to meet the minimum power requirement (i.e., fear of
damaging the relationship: N = 93; secretive sexual behavior items: N = 106). Although a full
information maximum likelihood estimation strategy (described above) was utilized to deal
with missing data, it is possible that this method was simply not sufficient to address
problems of missing data in the present study, particularly with regard to analyses involving
the sexual communication reluctance construct. As such, results should be interpreted
cautiously. Replication of the present study using a larger sample might address this issue

and potentially provide additional insight into relationships among the variables examined.
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It may be that although the loadings of the measured indicators of sexual
communication reluctance factor were roughly equivalent, they were simply not strong
enough to be considered true or valid indicators of this construct. As mentioned above, an
ideal CFA model explains the majority of the variance of each indicator such that the
proportion of explained variance (obtained by squaring the standardized estimate for each
indicator) is greater than 0.50 for each indicator (Kline, 2011). The standardized estimates for
the three-indicator measurement model of sexual communication reluctance used in the
structural regression models examined in the present study were simply not strong enough to
meet this criterion. Nevertheless, sexual communication reluctance as measured by the
present models was significantly predictive of sexual dissatisfaction and lower overall
relationship satisfaction; this suggests that, although in a presumably limited way, the sexual
communication reluctance factor as measured in the present investigation captures to some
extent its intended construct. In future research, perhaps adding additional indicators and/or
considering clustering the various indicators in different ways based on previous findings and
theory (e.g., negative versus positive sexual communication, evaluative or critical
communication versus praise, communication pertaining to one’s own sexuality versus the
sexual relationship, etc.) would help to clarify the nature and role of this construct.

Despite the relatively low rate of self-reported engagement in secretive sexual
behaviors in the current sample, total scores on the Secretive Sexual Behaviors Scale were
significantly correlated with each of the component secretive sexual behavior items. This
suggests that each of the component items is in some way relevant to the hypothetical
construct that the scale purports to measure. Scale development focused on adequately

measuring and norming responses, as well as further investigation of the role and function of
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this construct would add to our understanding of secretive sexual behaviors in relation to
other constructs of interest.

One of the things not assessed in the present investigation was the extent to which
individuals in the sample were sexually experienced and/or experienced in communicating
about sexual issues within the context of an intimate relationship. In future work examining
intimate relationships, sexual communication, and aspects of the sexual relationship between
partners, it is possible that briefly assessing individuals’ relationship and sexual histories
would be helpful in interpreting and understanding the statistical results. For example,
individuals who have had more opportunity to experiment with their own sexuality with an
intimate partner might report higher levels of sexual satisfaction. Similarly, individuals who
have had more “practice” talking about their sexual relationship with an intimate partner
might report being less reluctant to communicate in this way.

Another important area for future research pertains to Kashdan and colleagues’
(2007) finding that for individuals higher in social anxiety, suppressing negative emotion
actually had positiveconsequences for intimate relationships. It may be the case that for these
individuals, reluctance to communicate openly about sex with their intimate partners may be
similarly adaptive in some ways. In other words, for individuals higher in social anxiety,
withholding sexual feedback or suppressing the expression of sexual dissatisfaction might
actually enhance the relationship overall. For instance, if attempts to provide feedback to
one’s partner typically do not go well or fail to elicit the desired response, then the absence of
such exchanges might in some cases prevent conflict and/or resulting feelings of guilt,
frustration, shame, or negative self-evaluation. We considered the possibility that this might

account for the nonsignificant direct and indirect relationships pertaining to social anxiety
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and sexual communication. Hierarchical regression analyses indicated that in our sample,
although social anxiety (SIAS) significantly negatively predicted overall relationship
satisfaction (! (SIAS) = -0.28, p = .005), this relationship was only slightly attenuated by the
addition of sexual communication reluctance’ as a meditational path (! (SIAS) =-0.27,p =
.005). It may be that, if examined or measured differently (e.g., perhaps with a greater focus
on the emotional expression present/absent in the communication), sexual communication
might play a more central role in determining the dissatisfaction reported by socially anxious
individuals in intimate relationships. Given previous findings (e.g., Kashdan et al., 2007),
this will be an important area for further examination.

In conclusion, this study was an attempt to extend prior work on the intimate
relationships of socially anxious individuals. It was among the first to use structural
regression modeling to this end, and as such, was able to examine interrelationships among a
number of ongoing, dynamic, and potentially interconnected processes. Of particular interest
to the author were the constructs of sexual communication reluctance and fear of damaging
the relationship, based on the hypothesis that satisfaction and fulfillment in intimate
relationships is directly tied to risk and reward. In other words, the present study attempted to
investigate the notion that individuals who are more willing to take the risk required to be
open, authentic, and truly known by another person ultimately experience more “rewards”
(i.e., satisfaction with various aspects of their relationships). These constructs were
hypothesized to lie at the root of the dissatisfaction reported by individuals higher in social
anxiety (and interpersonal dependency) in intimate relationships. Although support was not
found for the role of these constructs in relation to social anxiety or interpersonal

dependency, results do suggest that sexual communication reluctance and fear of damaging
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the relationship might be connected in important ways to individuals’ levels of satisfaction
and fulfillment in their intimate relationships.

Future work directed at fine-tuning the measurement of these constructs and/or better
understanding the nature of their roles in relation to relationship satisfaction will likely add a
great deal to the literature in this area. For instance, one way of investigating some form of
the constructs of sexual communication reluctance and fear of damaging the relationship
might be from the conceptual framework of the mind and self. More specifically, a future
study might begin with an attempt to assess specific aspects of “mind” and “self” in relation
to individuals’ behavior, thoughts, fears, and desires within the context of their intimate
relationships. Assessment of these modes of operating would not necessarily be limited to
sexual communication and fear of damaging the relationship, but might also cover topics
such as secretive sexual behaviors, and would ideally extend beyond the sexual domain to
cover other areas of interpersonal risk-taking and vulnerability. For example, one set of
questions might pertain to sharing sexual feedback with one’s partner, whether one has
attempted to do so in the past, one’s reasons for sharing (or not sharing), the specific
concerns or fears that might lead one to withhold such communication, the predicted
consequences of sharing (or withholding), and so on. Other measures designed to assess
satisfaction and fulfillment in various aspects of the relationship, sexual behavior in general
(i.e., not limited to the context of the relationship itself), self-disclosure, sexual self-
disclosure, communication between partners, and so on, could also be administered to each
partner.

Furthermore, the inclusion of previously validated measures used to assess

characteristics such as BIS/BAS sensitivity (e.g., the BIS/BAS Scales; Carver & White,
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1994), riskaversion versus riskeeking behavior (e.g., a series of lottery tasks similar to
those utilizedoy Schneider and Lopes, 1986), or promaotiegrsus preventiefocus (e.g.,
regulatory focus strength measure; Higgins, Shah, & Friedman, 1997) would further
strengthen the proposed study. Not only would this allow an examination of areas of overlap
between thesespecificconstructs and the contexts of mind and self, but it would also make it
possible tadetermine the extent to whiékar of damaging the relationship generalizes to or

is captured by general rislversion; in other word#, may be that faaof damaging the
relationship as measured in the present investigation is simply one aspect of a broader
inhibition or aversion to riskaking and extends beyond individualsO behavior in intimate
relationships. Along these lines, it will also be interagto ascertain whether rislieeking,
potentiatoriented, or promotiofiocused, individuals report experiencing more pleasure or
fulfillment both sexually and more generally in their intimate relationships. Based on
potential overlap with sensati@eekingand/or personality dimensions related to impulsivity,
the inclusion of validated means of assessing these constructSd@es@ion Seeking Scale,
Zuckerman, Kolin, Price, & Zoob, 1964) will likely enhance the clarity and accuracy of
findings.

The utilty of the mindself framework could be further examined by using an
experimental paradignParticipating ouplescould be randomly assigned to receive
standard, communication skilmsedosychoeducational lessan intimate relationships,
brief introduction to the mind/self framework as it applies to intimate relationshripm
lesson at allCouples would be asked to return to fill out a series of questionnaires (perhaps
simply a repetition of the initial battery) after a period of time. Ideally, several additional

OlessonsO would be provided for participating couples, and data collectiomevo
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continuous. A study design of this sort would provide a better understanding of how the
intimate relationships of participating couples progress over time, and it would also allow for
flexibility and/or expansion of the scope of data collected based on preliminary findings. The
primary aim of an investigation along these lines would be an in-depth study of vulnerability,
risk-taking, and the role that an awareness of the mind/self framework might play in the
context of intimate partnerships. Based on the literature and preliminary findings from the
present investigation, it will be important to investigate both the “sexual” domain and the
“general” domain of relationships, although ideally this could be done in a way that fully
appreciates the interrelatedness of these domains. It is likely that a study like the one
proposed above or similar research aimed at investigating the constructs of interest from
other angles will add to our growing understanding of the ways that coordinated,
collaborative, and satisfied partners function in relationships. Ideally, as our knowledge is
clarified and broadened through further investigation, the tools available for use with couples
in therapy and/or resources available to couples in distress will become more fine-tuned and

effective.
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ENDNOTES
'Ttem responses elicited during the in-person interview on a Likert-type scale ranging
from 1 to 7 were converted to an identical scoring scale in most cases, except as noted for
specific items. Responses were converted based on the following scales:

Response Scale:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Scoring Scale:
(-3) (-2) -1 (©0) (+1) (+2) (+3)

*Estimates for indirect effects through multiple mediators (i.e., Social Anxiety >
Interpersonal Dependency = Sexual Communication Reluctance = Sexual Dissatisfaction, Social
Anxiety = Interpersonal Dependency = Sexual Communication Reluctance = Overall Relationship

Satisfaction) are not provided by Amos output and cannot be calculated using a Sobel test
statistic (Kline, 2011). However, Cohen and Cohen (1983) suggest that if all of the
component unstandardized path coefficients are significant at the same level of alpha, then an
entire indirect effect can be considered statistically significant at the same alpha level. Using
this rule of thumb as a guideline, it is concluded that neither indirect effect through two or
more mediators in Model 1A, 1D, 2A, or 2D is significant at the .05 alpha level, given that
none of the component indirect effects is significant at this level.

3For these analyses, we created a sexual communication reluctance total score by
combining the three indicators of the sexual communication reluctance construct used in the
structural regression models into a total Sexual Communication Reluctance Scale (SCRS)

Score.
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Table 1. Variables of Interest (i.e., Name, Construct Measured, Method of Assessment)

Variable Name

Construct of Interest

Method of Assessment

SIAS

Social Anxiety

Social Interaction Anxiety Inventory

(SIAS)

IDI

Interpersonal Dependency

Interpersonal Dependency Inventory (IDI)

FDRS

Fear of Damaging the Relationship

Fear of Damaging the Relationship Scale

(FDRS); Summed scores of 11 in-person

interview items assessing fear that the

following might damage relationship:

* Providing sexual feedback to partner (2
items)

* Sharing sexual fantasies with partner (3
items)

* Partner’s negative reaction to hearing
one’s sexual fantasies (6 items)

Share Sexual
Feedback

Sexual Communication Reluctance
(indicator of latent construct)

1 in-person interview item assessing
reluctance to provide constructive criticism
or instructive feedback to one’s partner in
the sexual domain

Share Sexual Fantasy

Sexual Communication Reluctance
(indicator of latent construct)

1 in-person interview item assessing
reluctance to disclose one or more of one’s
sexual fantasies to one’s partner

Express Sexual

Sexual Communication Reluctance

1 in-person interview item (reverse-scored)

Dissatisfaction (indicator of latent construct) assessing willingness to express to one’s
partner that one was not satisfied by a
recent sexual interaction with the partner

ISS Sexual Dissatisfaction Index of Sexual Satisfaction (ISS),
measures sexual dissatisfaction

DAS Overall/General Satisfaction with the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS)

Relationship
SSBS Secretive Sexual Behaviors Secretive Sexual Behavior Scale (SSBS);

Summed scores of 5 in-person interview

items assessing:

* Masturbation in secret/without partner’s
knowledge

* Using pornography or erotica in
secret/without partner’s knowledge

* Extradyadic phone or internet sexual
encounters without partner’s knowledge

* Extradyadic flirtation without partner’s
knowledge

* Extradyadic sexual interactions without
partner’s knowledge
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Table 2. Input Data (Correlations, Means, and Standard Deviations) For Analysis of all Examined Models

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Social 1.00
Anxiety
2. Interpersonal 0.59**  1.00
Dependency
3. Express Sexual 0.03 -0.04 1.00
Dissatisfaction
4. Share Sexual 0.05 -0.07 0.36**  1.00
Fantasy
5. Share Sexual 0.14 0.09 0.32**  0.37**  1.00
Feedback
6. Fear of Damaging 0.18 0.07 0.18 0.32**  0.43** 1.00
the Relationship
7. Sexual 0.24%* 0.18 0.20 0.22%* -0.003  0.03 1.00
Dissatisfaction
8. Overall Relationship  -0.27**  -0.20 -0.30**  -0.36** -0.08 -0.04 -0.56** 1.00
Satisfaction
9. Secretive Sexual -0.05 0.50 0.21* 0.24%* 0.27* 0.24%* -0.04 -0.15  1.00
Behaviors
M 19.95 39.80 3.24 2.81 3.49 24.35 16.68 122.53 1.76
SD 12.57 15.31 2.12 1.83 1.75 12.36 11.85 1442 2.39

Note. Social Anxiety = Social Interaction Anxiety Scale (SIAS); Interpersonal Dependency = Interpersonal Dependency Inventory (IDI); Express
Sexual Dissatisfaction = reverse-scored response to in-person interview item, latent indicator of Sexual Communication Reluctance construct;
Share Sexual Fantasy = response to in-person interview item, latent indicator of Sexual Communication Reluctance construct; Share Sexual
Feedback = response to in-person interview item, latent indicator of Sexual Communication Reluctance construct; Fear of Damaging the
Relationship = Fear of Damaging the Relationship Scale (FDRS), items compiled from in-person interview; Sexual Dissatisfaction = Index of
Sexual Satisfaction (ISS); Overall Relationship Satisfaction = Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS); Secretive Sexual Behaviors = Secretive Sexual
Behavior Scale (SSBS), items compiled from in-person interview. Means and standard deviations provided for the entire sample. * p < .05 (2-
tailed) ** p < .01 (2-tailed)



Table 3. Values of Selected Fit Statistics for CFA Measurement Model of Sexual Communication Reluctance

RMSEA
Model M dfy v’m Sig.  RMSEA  (90% CI) CFI
3-indicator standard CFA? 0.000 0 NA NA NA 1.00
4-indicator standard CFA 5.195 2 .074 119 .000-.251 910

Note. CFA = Confirmatory Factor Analysis; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; CFI = Comparative Fit Index.

*Model just identified.
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Table 4. Factor Loadings for a 3-Indicator Model® of Sexual Communication Reluctance

Indicator Unstandardized SE Standardized
Share Sexual Feedback 0.916° - 0.605
Share Sexual Fantasy 1.000 0.369 0.634
Express Sexual Dissatisfaction 1.021 0.329 0.561

Note Express Sexual Dissatisfaction was reverse-scored.

“Not tested for statistical significance. All other unstandardized estimates are statistically significant at p
<.0l.

®Model just identified. X2M= 0.000, dfy = 0, statistical significance cannot be computed; CFI = 1.00;
RMSEA not computed for default model.

Table 5. Factor Loadings for a 4-Indicator Model® of Sexual Communication Reluctance

Indicator Unstandardized SE Standardized
Share Sexual Feedback 1.000* -- 0.645
Share Sexual Fantasy 1.043 0.386 0.642
Express Sexual Dissatisfaction 0.921 0.309 0.491
Keep Sexual Fantasy to Self 0.592 0.221 0.389

Note Express Sexual Dissatisfaction was reverse-scored.

“Not tested for statistical significance. All other unstandardized estimates are statistically significant at p
<.01.

PyPu=5.195, dfy= 2, p=.074; CFI=0.91; RMSEA =0.12.
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Table 6. Values of Selected Fit Statistics for Structural Regression Model Building to Examine Sexual Communication Reluctance

RMSEA

Model 12y dfy  !’wSig. % dfp !’ Sig. RMSEA  (90% CI) CFI

Model 1A: without direct paths 12.36 10 .26, -- -- -- .042 .000-.108 977
from SIAS to DAS, ISS

Model 1B: with direct path 9.49 9 39 2.87 1 .09 .020 .000-.101 995
from SIAS to DAS

Model 1C: with direct path 10.84 9 29 1.52 1 22 .039 .000-.109 982
from SIAS to ISS

Model 1D: with direct paths 3.48 8 .90 8.88 2 .01 .000 .000-.043 1.00

from SIAS to ISS & DAS

Note. 1°p test calculated to compare each expanded model (i.e., 1B, 1C, 1D) to original model (i.e., 1A). RMSEA = Root
Mean Square Error of Approximation; CFI = Comparative Fit Index.

Table 7. Values of Selected Fit Statistics for Structural Regression Model Building to Examine Sexual Communication Reluctance and
Fear of Damaging the Relationship

RMSEA

Model 2y dfy 17y Sig. 1 dfp 12, Sig.  RMSEA  (90% CI) CFI

Model 2A: without direct paths 24.94 16 .07 -- -- -- .065 .000-.111 923
from SIAS to DAS, ISS

Model 2B: with direct path 21.55 15 12 3.39 1 .07 .057 .000-.107 943
from SIAS to DAS

Model 2C: with direct path 23.02 15 .08 1.92 1 17 .063 .000-.112 931
from SIAS to ISS

Model 2D: with direct paths 15.07 14 .37 9.87 2 .01 .024 .000-.089 991

from SIAS to ISS & DAS

Note. ! *p test calculated to compare each expanded model (i.e., 2B, 2C, 2D) to original model (i.e., 2A). RMSEA = Root Mean Square
Error of Approximation; CFI = Comparative Fit Index.
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Table 8. Full Information Maximum Likelihood Estimates for a Structural Regression Model of
Causes and Effects of Sexual Communication Reluctance (Model 1A)

Parameter Unstandardized SE Standardized
Direct Effects

Social Anxiety = Interpersonal Dependency 0.802%*** 0.111 0.677
Social Anxiety = Sexual Communication 0.028 0.019 0.315
Reluctance

Interpersonal Dependency = Sexual -0.007 0.018 -0.089
Communication Reluctance

Sexual Communication Reluctance—> Sexual 4.7907 2.760 0.435
Dissatisfaction

Sexual Communication Reluctance—> Overall -7.194% 3.821 -0.562
Relationship Satisfaction

Indirect Effects

Social Anxiety = Interpersonal Dependency -0.006 0.014 -0.388
—> Sexual Communication Reluctance

Social Anxiety = Interpersonal Dependency 0.027 NA NA

- Sexual Communication Reluctance =

Sexual Dissatisfaction

Social Anxiety = Interpersonal Dependency 0.040 NA NA
- Sexual Communication Reluctance =

Overall Relationship Satisfaction

Social Anxiety = Sexual Communication 0.134 0.119 1.123
Reluctance = Sexual Dissatisfaction

Social Anxiety = Sexual Communication -0.201 0.174 -1.160
Reluctance = Overall Relationship

Satisfaction

Interpersonal Dependency = Sexual 0.034 0.088 -0.379
Communication Reluctance = Sexual

Dissatisfaction

Interpersonal Dependency = Sexual 0.050 0.174 -1.160
Communication Reluctance = Overall

Relationship Satisfaction

Disturbance Variances

Interpersonal Dependency 111.518%** 20.484 0.586
Sexual Communication Reluctance 1.059 0.652 NA
Express Sexual Dissatisfaction 3.179*** 0.694 0.710
Share Sexual Feedback 2.887*** 0.509 0.915
Share Sexual Fantasy 2.226*** 0.630 0.634
Sexual Dissatisfaction 111.730%%** 23.765 0.847
Overall Relationship Satisfaction 127.419** 39.192 0.674

Note. Standardized estimates for disturbance variances are proportions of unexplained variance. tp < .10
*p <.05 ** p<.01 *¥** p<.001
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Table 9. Full Information Maximum Likelihood Estimates for a Structural Regression Model of
Causes and Effects of Sexual Communication Reluctance (Model 1D)

Parameter Unstandardized SE Standardized
Direct Effects

Social Anxiety = Interpersonal Dependency 0.803*** 0.110 0.679
Social Anxiety = Sexual Communication 0.015 0.021 0.156
Reluctance

Interpersonal Dependency = Sexual -0.012 0.019 -0.143
Communication Reluctance

Sexual Communication Reluctance—> Sexual 3.271% 1.734 0.322
Dissatisfaction

Sexual Communication Reluctance—> Overall -5.164* 2.398 -0.436
Relationship Satisfaction

Social Anxiety = Sexual Dissatisfaction 0.250* 0.100 0.258
Social Anxiety = Overall Relationship -0.341%* 0.121 -0.301
Satisfaction

Indirect Effects

Social Anxiety = Interpersonal Dependency = -0.012 0.017 -0.711
Sexual Communication Reluctance

Social Anxiety = Interpersonal Dependency = -0.040 NA NA
Sexual Communication Reluctance = Sexual

Dissatisfaction

Social Anxiety = Interpersonal Dependency = 0.062 NA NA

Sexual Communication Reluctance = Overall
Relationship Satisfaction

Social Anxiety = Sexual Communication 0.049 0.073 0.668
Reluctance = Sexual Dissatisfaction

Social Anxiety = Sexual Communication -0.077 0.114 -0.678
Reluctance = Overall Relationship Satisfaction

Interpersonal Dependency = Sexual -0.040 0.066 -0.599
Communication Reluctance = Sexual

Dissatisfaction

Interpersonal Dependency = Sexual 0.062 0.102 0.606

Communication Reluctance = Overall
Relationship Satisfaction

Disturbance Variances

Interpersonal Dependency 110.812%** 21.450 0.583
Sexual Communication Reluctance 1.3217 0.731 NA
Express Sexual Dissatisfaction 2.967*** 0.808 0.662
Share Sexual Feedback 3.037%** 0.529 0.963
Share Sexual Fantasy 2.007%** 0.704 0.572
Sexual Dissatisfaction 113.870%%** 18.487 0.864
Overall Relationship Satisfaction 132.127%** 27.421 0.699

Note. Standardized estimates for disturbance variances are proportions of unexplained variance. ¥p < .10
*p <.05 ** p<.01 *¥** p<.001
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Table 10. Full Information Maximum Likelihood Estimates for a Structural Regression Model of Causes
and Effects of Sexual Communication Reluctance Including Fear of Damaging Relationship (Model 2A)

Parameter Unstandardized SE Standardized
Direct Effects

Social Anxiety = Interpersonal Dependency 0.956%*** 0.136 0.700
Social Anxiety 2 Sexual Communication Reluctance 0.004 0.016 0.028
Interpersonal Dependency = Fear of Damaging Relationship 0.078 0.091 0.103
Fear of Damaging Relationship 2 Sexual Communication 0.061 *** 0.016 0.507
Reluctance

Sexual Communication Reluctance—> Sexual Dissatisfaction 1.733 1.305 0.202
Sexual Communication Reluctance> Overall Relationship -3.0527 1.589 -0.306
Satisfaction

Indirect Effects

Social Anxiety = Interpersonal Dependency = Fear of 0.075 0.088 0.851
Damaging Relationship

Social Anxiety = Interpersonal Dependency = Fear of 0.005 NA NA
Damaging Relationship = Sexual Communication Reluctance

Social Anxiety = Interpersonal Dependency = Fear of 0.008 NA NA

Damaging Relationship = Sexual Communication Reluctance =2

Sexual Dissatisfaction

Social Anxiety = Interpersonal Dependency = Fear of -0.014 NA NA
Damaging Relationship = Sexual Communication Reluctance -2

Overall Relationship Satisfaction

Social Anxiety 2 Sexual Communication Reluctance = Sexual 0.007 0.028 0.246
Dissatisfaction

Social Anxiety 2 Sexual Communication Reluctance - Overall -0.012 0.049 -0.248
Relationship Satisfaction

Interpersonal Dependency = Fear of Damaging Relationship 2> 0.005 0.006 0.836
Sexual Communication Reluctance

Interpersonal Dependency = Fear of Damaging Relationship 2> 0.008 NA NA
Sexual Communication Reluctance - Sexual Dissatisfaction

Interpersonal Dependency = Fear of Damaging Relationship 2> 0.015 NA NA
Sexual Communication Reluctance = Overall Relationship

Satisfaction

Fear of Damaging Relationship 2 Sexual Communication 0.106 0.084 1.254
Reluctance - Sexual Dissatisfaction

Fear of Damaging Relationship 2 Sexual Communication -0.1867F 0.109 -1.715

Reluctance - Overall Relationship Satisfaction

Disturbance Variances

Interpersonal Dependency 116.982%** 22.522 0.615
Sexual Communication Reluctance 1.393* 0.699 NA
Express Sexual Dissatisfaction 3. 372%%* 0.633 0.753

Share Sexual Feedback 1.261 0.995 0.400
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Share Sexual Fantasy 1.452% 0.728 0.414
Fear of Damaging Relationship 128.404%** 22.310 0.987
Sexual Dissatisfaction 132.645%** 19.341 1.00
Overall Relationship Satisfaction 169.410%** 28.241 0.896

Note. Standardized estimates for disturbance variances are proportions of unexplained variance. ¥p < .10
*p <.05 ** p< .01 *** p<.001
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Table 11. Full Information Maximum Likelihood Estimates for a Structural Regression Model of Causes
and Effects of Sexual Communication Reluctance Including Fear of Damaging Relationship (Model 2D)

Parameter Unstandardized SE Standardized
Direct Effects

Social Anxiety = Interpersonal Dependency 0.963*** 0.136 0.704
Social Anxiety 2 Sexual Communication Reluctance 0.001 0.015 0.006
Interpersonal Dependency = Fear of Damaging Relationship 0.076 0.090 0.102
Fear of Damaging Relationship 2 Sexual Communication 0.062%** 0.016 0.493
Reluctance

Sexual Communication Reluctance—> Sexual Dissatisfaction 1.300 1.121 0.157
Sexual Communication Reluctance> Overall Relationship -2.5417 1.384 -0.264
Satisfaction

Social Anxiety—> Sexual Dissatisfaction 0.301** 0.117 0.283
Social Anxiety—> Overall Relationship Satisfaction -0.402%* 0.140 -0.325
Indirect Effects

Social Anxiety = Interpersonal Dependency = Fear of 0.073 0.087 0.839
Damaging Relationship

Social Anxiety = Interpersonal Dependency = Fear of 0.005 NA NA
Damaging Relationship = Sexual Communication Reluctance

Social Anxiety = Interpersonal Dependency = Fear of 0.006 NA NA
Damaging Relationship - Sexual Communication Reluctance =2

Sexual Dissatisfaction

Social Anxiety = Interpersonal Dependency = Fear of -0.012 NA NA
Damaging Relationship = Sexual Communication Reluctance =2

Overall Relationship Satisfaction

Social Anxiety 2 Sexual Communication Reluctance = Sexual 0.001 0.020 0.067
Dissatisfaction

Social Anxiety 2 Sexual Communication Reluctance - Overall -0.0037 0.038 -0.067
Relationship Satisfaction

Interpersonal Dependency = Fear of Damaging Relationship 2> 0.005 0.006 0.825
Sexual Communication Reluctance

Interpersonal Dependency = Fear of Damaging Relationship 2> 0.006 NA NA
Sexual Communication Reluctance = Sexual Dissatisfaction

Interpersonal Dependency = Fear of Damaging Relationship 2> -0.012 NA NA
Sexual Communication Reluctance = Overall Relationship

Satisfaction

Fear of Damaging Relationship = Sexual Communication 0.081 0.073 1.111
Reluctance - Sexual Dissatisfaction

Fear of Damaging Relationship 2 Sexual Communication -0.158%F 0.095 -1.659
Reluctance - Overall Relationship Satisfaction

Disturbance Variances

Interpersonal Dependency 115.964%** 22.282 0.610
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Sexual Communication Reluctance 1.5267 0.779 NA
Express Sexual Dissatisfaction 3.420%** 0.654 0.764
Share Sexual Feedback 1.095 1.103 0.347
Share Sexual Fantasy 1.317 .807 0.375

Fear of Damaging Relationship 128.202%*%* 22.261 0.986

Sexual Dissatisfaction 123.82]*%** 17.950 0.939

Overall Relationship Satisfaction 153.293%** 25.846 0.811

Note. Standardized estimates for disturbance variances are proportions of unexplained variance. ¥p < .10

£p <05 ** p< .01 **% p< 001
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Table 12. Correlation Residuals for Model 1A

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Social .000
Anxiety
2. Interpersonal -.017 .000
Dependency
3. Express Sexual -.100 -.106 .000
Dissatisfaction
4. Share Sexual -.093 -137 .044 .000
Fantasy
5. Share Sexual .087 .065 -.011 -.007 .000
Feedback
6. Sexual 136 132 -.037 -.030 -.102 .000
Dissatisfaction
7. Overall Relationship -.143 -.152 .018 .034 .032 -.002 .000
Satisfaction

Note. Correlation residual values > .1 (bolded) indicate potential problems with fit.

Table 13. Correlation Residuals for Model 1D

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Social .000
Anxiety
2. Interpersonal -.019 .000
Dependency
3. Express Sexual -.001 -.024 .000
Dissatisfaction
4. Share Sexual .014 -.048 .009 .000
Fantasy
5. Share Sexual 136 .095 -.030 -018 .000
Feedback
6. Sexual -.024 .032 .002 .010 -.043 .000
Dissatisfaction
7. Overall Relationship .025 -.048 -.020 -.004 -.039 .002 .000
Satisfaction

Note. Correlation residual values > .1 (bolded) indicate potential problems with fit.
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Table 14. Correlation Residuals for Model 2A

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Social .000
Anxiety
2. Interpersonal -.017 .000
Dependency
3. Fear of Damaging 125 -.026 .000
the Relationship
4. Express Sexual .004 -.079 -.051 .000
Dissatisfaction
5. Share Sexual .007 -.123 -.034 -.011 .000
Fantasy
6. Share Sexual .099 .037 .075 .000 .007 .000
Feedback
7. Sexual 231 .168 -.067 .098 .071 -.156 .000
Dissatisfaction
8. Overall Relationship -.257 -.193 121 -.126 -.058 131 .001 .000
Satisfaction

Note. Correlation residual values > .1 (bolded) indicate potential problems with fit.
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Table 15. Correlation Residuals for Model 2D

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Social .000
Anxiety
2. Interpersonal -.021 .000
Dependency
3. Fear of Damaging 125 -.025 .000
the Relationship
4. Express Sexual .015 -.069 -.038 .000
Dissatisfaction
5. Share Sexual .022 -111 -.035 -.015 .000
Fantasy
6. Share Sexual 114 .049 .007 .005 .007 .000
Feedback
7. Sexual -.013 -.021 -.062 116 .092 -.137 .000
Dissatisfaction
8. Overall Relationship .008 .013 119 -.143 -.072 119 .003 .000
Satisfaction

Note. Correlation residual values > .1 (bolded) indicate potential problems with fit.
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Table 16. Associations Among Interpersonal Dependency, Social Anxiety, and Secretive Sexual Behaviors

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Social 1.00

Anxiety
2. Interpersonal 0.66**  1.00

Dependency

3. Fear of Damaging 0.21 0.07 1.00
the Relationship

4. Secretive Sexual -0.06 0.003 0.22% 1.00
Behavior
5. Masturbation -0.16 0.02 0.05 0.65%* 1.00
6. Porn/Erotica 0.02 0.08 0.40**  (0.42%*  (.32%* 1.00

~

. Extradyadic Internet  0.11 0.07 0.26* 0.36*¥*  -0.04 0.25* 1.00
or Phone Sex

8. Extradyadic Flirtation 0.03 0.003 0.06 0.71**  0.13 -0.05 0.23* 1.00
9. Extradyadic Sexual -0.13 -0.15 -0.001 0.52**  (0.28%* -0.14 -0.06 0.30**  1.00
Involvement
M 19.20 40.60 24.97 2.53 0.81 0.40 0.10 1.00 0.22
SD 12.20 15.23 12.54 2.61 1.04 0.82 0.49 1.42 0.79

Note. N =81. Social Anxiety = Social Interaction Anxiety Scale (SIAS); Interpersonal Dependency = Interpersonal
Dependency Inventory (IDI); Fear of Damaging the Relationship = Fear of Damaging the Relationship Scale (FDRS),
items compiled from in-person interview; Secretive Sexual Behaviors = Secretive Sexual Behavior Scale (SSBS),
items compiled from in-person interview; Masturbation = weekly incidence of masturbation without partner’s
knowledge over past 3 months; Porn/Erotica = weekly incidence of using pornography or erotica without partner’s
knowledge over past 3 months; Extradyadic Internet or Phone Sex = weekly incidence of engaging in extradyadic
internet or phone sexual encounters without partner’s knowledge over past 3 months; Extradyadic Flirtation = whether
individual reported engaging in extradyadic flirtation with a specific person without partner’s knowledge over past 3
months (Yes = 3, No = 0); Extradyadic Sexual Involvement = whether individual reported engaging in extradyadic
sexual contact without partner’s knowledge over past 3 months (Yes = 3, No = 0); * p <.05 (2-tailed) ** p <.01 (2-
tailed)
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Figure 1. Model 1A. Squares represent observed (i.e., measured) variables. Circle represents latent

construct. Linear solid arrows between variables present direct paths between variables and correspond to

direct effects presented in Table 8. Error and disturbance variances not depicted in figure. The model had

excellent fit: x>y = 12.36, df = 10, p = .26; RMSEA = 0.04; CFI = 0.9). However, when the direct paths

from social anxiety to overall relationship satisfaction and sexual dissatisfaction were added to the model

i.e., Model 1D), the fit significantly improved (y>v= 3.48, df =8, p = .90, y*»=8.88, df =2, p = .01;
g Yy 1mp X p X V4

RMSEA = 0.00; CFI = 1.00).
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Figure 2. Model 2A. Squares represent observed (i.e., measured) variables. Circle represents latent

construct. Linear solid arrows between variables present direct paths between variables and correspond to

direct effects presented in Table 9. Dotted curved line represents direct effect of fear of damaging the

relationship on sexual communication reluctance, hypothesized to be nonsignificant as a result of the

inclusion of fear of damaging the relationship as a meditational path. Error and disturbance variances not

depicted in figure. Overall model fit statistics (y* v= 24.94, df = 16, p = .07, RMSEA = 0.07; CFI1 = 0.92)

and correlation residuals were suggestive of discrepancies between the population covariances and those

predicted by the model. In contrast, when the direct paths from social anxiety to overall relationship

satisfaction and sexual dissatisfaction were added to the model (i.e., Model 2D), the fit significantly

improved (> = 15.07, df=14, p = .3, ¥’»=9.87, df = 2, p = .01; RMSEA = 0.02; CFI = 0.99).
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Figure 3.Three Indicator Sexual Communication Reluctance Factor Measurement Bgdates

Dissatisfactio

represent observed (i.e., measured) variables. Large ellipse represents latent construct. Circles represent
error variance terms for observed indicators and disturbance term for latent construct. Linear solid arrows
between variables present direct paths between variables and correspond to factor loadings (Table 4) and
disturbance variances (Tables 8 and 9). Curved lines represents covariance effects. Measurement model is
just identified ¢?u = 0.00, df = 0, statistical significance could not be computed; RMSEA not computed

for default model; CFl = 1.00).



