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Abstract We use the gender relations perspective from fem-
inist theorizing to investigate how gender and daily emotion
work predict daily relationship quality in 74 couples (148
individuals in dating, cohabiting, or married relationships)
primarily from the southwest U.S. Emotion work is character-
ized by activities that enhance others’ emotional well-being.
We examined emotion work two ways: trait (individuals’ av-
erage levels) and state (individuals’ daily fluctuations). We
examined actor and partner effects of emotion work and tested
for gender differences. As outcome variables, we included six
types of daily relationship quality: love, commitment, satis-
faction, closeness, ambivalence, and conflict. This approach
allowed us to predict three aspects of relationship quality:
average levels, daily fluctuations, and volatility (overall daily
variability across a week). Three patterns emerged. First, emo-
tion work predicted relationship quality in this diverse set of
couples. Second, gender differences were minimal for fixed
effects: Trait and state emotion work predicted higher average
scores on, and positive daily increases in, individuals’ own
positive relationship quality and lower average ambivalence.
Third, gender differences were more robust for volatility: For
partner effects, having a partner who reported higher average
emotion work predicted lower volatility in love, satisfaction,
and closeness for women versus greater volatility in love and
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commitment for men. Neither gender nor emotion work pre-
dicted average levels, daily fluctuations, or volatility in con-
flict. We discuss implications and future directions pertaining
to the unique role of gender in understanding the associations
between daily emotion work and volatility in daily relation-
ship quality for relational partners.

Keywords Gender - Emotion work - Relationship quality -
Daily diary - Daily volatility

Introduction

Emotion work is characterized as activities relevant to the
enhancement of significant others’ emotional well-being and
the giving of emotional support (e.g., offers of encourage-
ment, listening closely to partner; Erickson 2005). Emotion
work is an important construct in predicting divisions of
household labor, childcare and relationship satisfaction, and
contributions to family life (Erickson 2005; Holm et al. 2001;
Pfeffer 2010; Stevens et al. 2006). Emotion work is distin-
guished from other kinds of work in that the former cannot
be delegated to individuals outside of the partnership or group
(Erickson 2005), and from emotional labor, or work occurring
in the paid or public sections of the market economy
(Hochschild 1989).

Using the gender relations perspective from feminist theo-
rizing (Ferree 1990, 2010; Fox and Murry 2000; Risman
2004), we argue that emotion work is tied to relational power
attributed to men and women through exaggerated gender
differences and historically and socially constructed gender
roles. Emotion work can underscore greater relational inequal-
ity between partners, including perceptions that women are
held accountable for emotion work in ways that men are not
(Daniels 1987), or where women consider the provision of
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emotion work to be work, whereas men consider emotion
work to be part of the romantic relationship (Erickson 2005).
Unequal emotion work is associated with dissatisfaction and
dissolution of martial relationships when women put in the
work to connect to their husbands and their husbands do not
reciprocate (Duncombe and Marsden 1993). Despite these
negative findings, emotion work can also allow for greater
relational equality between partners, including positive feel-
ings about the relationship when both members contribute to
emotion work (Holm et al. 2001).

We examine how emotion work predicts relationship
quality in a sample of women and men in romantic rela-
tionships in the U.S. We extend the existing knowledge
about gender issues and relationship quality in several
ways. First, we use the gender relations perspective of
feminist theorizing to understand the association between
emotion work and relationship quality for both partners in
the romantic relationship. In this way, we focus our dis-
cussion on family rather than on women or men (Ferree
2010) while also advancing the feminist challenge of con-
ventional views of “separateness and solidarity” (Ferree
1990, p. 870). Second, we use a daily diary approach to
study both emotion work and relationship quality. Daily
diary studies are important for untangling the lives of
individuals in coupled relationships (Bolger et al. 2003).
Third, we take a nuanced approach in understanding emo-
tion work, separating emotion work into effects of trait
(i.e., individuals’ average levels) and state (i.e., individ-
uals’ daily fluctuations). Fourth, we examine emotion
work in association with six unique types of relationship
quality, including positive (love, commitment, satisfaction,
closeness) and negative (ambivalence, conflict) relationship
quality. This increased specificity permits a more nuanced
understanding of the ways in which emotion work differ-
entially influences relational quality.

All empirical studies we describe use U.S. samples unless
otherwise noted. We recognize that conceptualizations of
emotion work and relationships are not universal. We hope
that readers from other countries may be able to use the infor-
mation gained from this study as a starting point for examina-
tion of emotion work and relationship quality to further ad-
vance a discussion of gender issues evidenced in romantic
relationships and within families in their own research and
dialogue with one another.

Conceptual Framework

A feminist perspective is purposely inclusive of many mean-
ings and practices, with core themes including power and
agency, as manifested in family relationships (Allen et al.
2009). Feminism is central in understanding family relation-
ships because families consist of the emotional and physical
locations in which constructs such as power, conflict, and care
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come together to explain how people live their lives (Few-
Demo et al. 2014).

Although feminist scholars have been challenged to study
power in other contexts outside of the home (Collins 2000),
the study of individuals within families on issues in the home
remains a central one for feminist scholars (Hochschild 1989;
Lachance-Grzela and Bouchard 2010). The understanding of
which family members come into, maintain, or lose power, or
the perceptions of power within families, is an important one
for feminist scholars because the ability to understand such
power dynamics predicts how both women and men act with-
in interdependent relationships (Deutsch 2007; Few-Demo
et al. 2014; Komter 1989 using data from The Netherlands;
Sassler and Miller 2011).

These power and relational dynamics can be understood
through the gender relations perspective of feminist theorizing
(Ferree 1990). Gender is central (i.e., a structure, an institu-
tion) and is embedded in all social processes in everyday life
(Risman 2004). That is, “the axis of feminist inquiry is gender,
which consists of deeply ensconced social meanings and their
derivative, power” (Fox and Murry 2000, p. 1160). Further,
families are increasingly seen as places in which gender mat-
ters and can deeply affect women, men, and the realtionships
between the two (Ferree 2010; Fox and Murry 2000).

To this end, the gender relations perspective focuses on the
social construction of gendered behaviors, objects, and rela-
tionships (Ferree 2010). Gender is not a static norm or ideal,
but rather “...a social relation characterized by power inequal-
ities that hierarchically produce, organize, and evaluate
masculinities and femininities through the contested but con-
trolling practices of individuals, organizations and societies”
(Ferree 2010, p. 424). In these ways, differences between
women and men are seen as socially and culturally construct-
ed, politically meaningful, understood within larger structures
and levels that have their own practices and meanings, and
deeply embedded in society (Ferree 2010; Fox and Murry
2000; Risman 2004).

A key way that gender is constructed is through societal
and structural exaggeration of the differences between women
and men (Ferree 1990). On average, there are many more
similarities than differences between women and men; thus,
by exaggerating differences between genders, social power is
given to one gender over another in specific contexts (Ferree
1990; Fox and Murry 2000). For example, by creating a di-
chotomy that women are primarily nurturers within the home,
whereas men are primarily providing financially for the family
outside of the home (Ferree 1990), women are given more
power in childrearing and men are given more power in ca-
reers and economic resources.

The power gained from constructing gender in this manner
can be manifested in the form of emotion work between wom-
en and men. This pattern is likely due to exaggerated differ-
ences and expectations about the roles in relationships for
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women versus men, such as constructed expectations that be-
cause women are often more nurturing than men, all women
are nurturing and all men are not (Davis and Greenstein 2009;
Erickson 2005; Pfeffer 2010). The beliefs about exaggerated
differences and expectations about gender roles in relation-
ships are that women are more emotional than men and thus
bear the majority of burden for maintaining the family, includ-
ing doing most to all of the emotion work (Erickson 2005).
Emotion work then becomes one of many ways gender is used
to structure hierarchies both within and outside families, sim-
ilar to child care and housework (Collins 2000). By concep-
tualizing emotion work as women’s work and subsequently
devaluing it, gendered structures are reinforced through be-
liefs that women belong in the home, deferring to their hus-
bands, while men should be doing paid work outside the
home. This then “manufactures naturalized hierarchies”
(Collins 2000, p. 158) by socializing individuals to believe
that what occurs in families is a reflection of the natural order
of society. Gendered beliefs that are reinforced in the family
are then replicated in the public sphere: Men occupy more
prestigious and valued positions and women serve under them
in devalued, supportive positions; men are overrepresented in
political systems, etc.

Although many relationships are more egalitarian as wom-
en have increasingly entered the workforce (Sayer et al. 2004),
often women are still expected to perform, and do, the major-
ity of family and emotion work in the home (Hochschild
1989; Lachance-Grzela and Bouchard 2010). In one study,
despite how couples described their relationships in the lan-
guage of equality (“we’re a partnership”, p. 86), none
achieved actual equality (Knudson-Martin and Mahoney
1998). Instead, many of the women gave more and received
less emotional nurturing than their partners, despite many of
these couples being dual-earners (Knudson-Martin and
Mahoney 1998). The gendered expectation that women are
more nurturing than men is also demonstrated such that fe-
male partners of transgender men reported doing most of the
emotion work in their romantic relationships (Pfeffer 2010,
using data from the U.S and Canada).

Further, the gender relations perspective takes into account
historically constructed differences between women and men
in the labor market; it is a myth that men have traditionally
held the role of the provider (Ferree 1990). As a result of the
construction of a sole provider model of relationships, there
occurs differential power in heterosexual couples. Women
may be more invested in relationships because they are often
more financially dependent on the relationship (Baker and
McNulty 2011), and consequently the bulk of emotion work
rests on their shoulders. Thus, constructed gender differences
and unequal divisions in the labor cycle may contribute to
inequalities in emotion work (e.g., why emotion work is seen
as work by women, but viewed as part of relational duties by
men; Erickson 2005).

The sole provider model has the particular consequence of
reinforcing structural inequalities between women and men
because family work and the private sphere are considered
of lower value than the public sphere of paid work, specifical-
ly because the spheres are gendered as feminine and mascu-
line, respectively (Collins 2000; Osmond and Thorne 1993).
Researchers have found that women in both same-sex and
different-sex relationships do more emotion work than men
to allow and encourage the sharing of personal thoughts, feel-
ings, and emotions between relational partners (Umberson
et al. 2015). When men do engage in emotion work, they
describe it in masculinized terms, similar to how they would
describe themselves as financial providers (Thomeer et al.
2015). In Thomeer et al.’s (2015) sample of heterosexual cou-
ples in which one partner had significant health problems,
men explained doing emotion work because they were “being
arock” for their wives (p. 16). Still, the men in the sample did
not report doing nearly as much emotion work as their wives,
even when their wives were the ones with health problems.
Further, men in this study overemphasized their wives’ femi-
ninity when they were caretakers, referring to their wives as
nurses, but specifically ruled out being considered nurses to
their wives. Such perceptions position emotion work as fem-
inized and “highlight that a key part of the enactment of heg-
emonic masculinity [the culturally defined ideal of how men
should behave] within marriage involved relationally contrast-
ing it to emphasized femininity and wifehood” (p. 19). That is,
in these marriages, roles for women and men were seen as
exclusive and opposite, underscored by a strict binary of roles
and attributes appropriate for each gender (Ferree 2010;
Thomeer et al. 2015).

Emotion Work and Relationship Quality

Thus far, we have described emotion work in a more negative
light (e.g., inequalities between romantic partners). But emo-
tion work has positive contributions to relationships as well,
such as possibilities of greater equality between partners. This
pattern is especially evident when both members of the couple
contribute to emotion work. As one example, in a study on
couples seeking therapy, both men and women reported high
relational satisfaction when emotion work was approximately
equal between the two of them (Holm et al. 2001). In a related
study, men’s provision of sensitive support (similar to emotion
work) improved both their own and their wives’ marital out-
comes (Jensen et al. 2013).

These studies provide evidence of the association between
emotion work and relationship quality (i.e., relationship satis-
faction and marital quality), as well as the inclusion of data
from both members of the couple. Although other authors
have studied emotion work, data are not necessarily from cou-
ples (e.g., men and women not in a relationship together;
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Erickson 2005), or data from only one partner are included
(Erickson 1993; Wharton and Erickson 1995).

Here, we report data from both partners in the couple, per-
mitting a more balanced examination of gender and emotion
work dynamics between partners. In previous research on re-
lationships and families, researchers often considered women
to be the representatives of the family, to maintain the rela-
tionship, or to be the ones to provide emotion work for the
couple (Erickson 2005; Few-Demo et al. 2014; Ogolsky and
Bowers 2013). Yet, relationships and families do not only
consist of women, or one member of the couple. Instead,
families are characterized as a social group of two or more
people who are interdependent, have long-term commitments
to one another, and are constructed through social interactions
and communication with one another (Baxter and Braithwaite
2006; Vangelisti 2004). Thus, in our examination of both
members of the couple in the current study, we deconstruct
the assumption that woman is synonymous with family
(Ferree 2010; Few-Demo et al. 2014).

Emotion work should be beneficial to relationship quality
when enacted by both members of the couple. This prediction
is in line with earlier research in this area (e.g., Holm et al.
2001), as well as the capacity for both partners to engage in
emotion work (e.g., letting one’s partner know that she or he
was appreciated). Specific to emotion work in the current
study, we include both actor effects, or how one’s behaviors
impact one’s own outcomes, and partner effects, or how one’s
partner’s behaviors impact one’s outcomes.

Beyond this inclusion of data from both members of the
couple, we also add to the literature about emotion work and
relationship quality in other ways. First, we examine positive
relationship qualities other than relationship satisfaction (e.g.,
Holm et al. 2001), as well as other more negative relationship
qualities that are understudied in the area of emotion work.
Specifically, we examine emotion work in association with six
unique types of relationship quality: commitment, satisfac-
tion, closeness, love, as well as ambivalence and conflict.
We specify these relationship quality variables as relationships
involve both positive and negative experiences and interac-
tions (Kelley et al. 1983; Totenhagen 2011; Totenhagen et al.
2012). Further, all of these study variables are common in
studies of romantic relationships (e.g., Braiker and Kelley
1979; Kelley 1979; Reis et al. 2000). In previous work using
variants of the sample we use in this paper, the authors found
that all six of the relationship qualities that we examine here
significantly varied within-person from day to day and are
suitable for daily examination (Totenhagen 2011).

Second, we take a nuanced approach in conceptualizing
emotion work. Here, we examine emotion work at the trait
level (i.e., individuals’ average levels of emotion work across
aweek, or variation between individuals) as well as at the state
level (i.e., individuals’ fluctuations around their individual
mean level of emotion work, or variation within individuals;

@ Springer

Bolger and Laurenceau 2013). Both types of variability are
informative, as we can better understand the association be-
tween emotion work and relationship quality at between- and
within-person levels. Using this design, we can gain knowl-
edge of how certain levels of emotion work relate to overall
levels of relationship quality (between-person differences;
trait) and how levels of emotion work on a specific day relate
to levels of relationship quality on that day (within-person
differences; state). Said another way for state emotion work,
on days in which individuals report emotion work that is
higher or lower than their own average, we are able to exam-
ine whether this change impacts individuals’ relationship
quality for that day.

Finally, we have alluded to some gender differences (e.g.,
Hochschild 1989; Lachance-Grzela and Bouchard 2010).
Specific to the study of gender, emotion work, and relation-
ship quality, few studies have been published (e.g., Holm et al.
2001; Pfeffer 2010). It may be that when both female and male
partners report higher emotion work, relationship quality ben-
efits. But it may also be that women and men have different
expectations and reactions to emotion work (Daniels 1987;
Erickson 2005; Thomeer et al. 2015). To this end, and as
articulated below, we consider the influence of gender in as-
sociations between daily emotion work and each type of daily
relationship quality.

To test our hypotheses and research questions (RQs),
we used MLM, or multilevel modeling. MLM is a form
of regression in which multiple sources of interdepen-
dence are accounted for (e.g., data from both members
of the couple; data from individuals measured each day
across the week; Kenny et al. 2006). In contrast, a re-
gression analysis assumes independence of sampling
from the population, which would not be a correct as-
sumption given the nested or interdependent data we
have here. Further, to understand the perspectives of
both members of the couple, we used Actor Partner
Interdependence Models (APIM; Cook and Kenny
2005) to examine both actor and partner effects.
Specifically, we examined how daily trait emotion work
for individuals and partners and daily state emotion
work for individuals and partners (the independent var-
iables) predicted daily relationship quality (i.e., love,
commitment, satisfaction, closeness, ambivalence, con-
flict; the dependent variables). We also included the
impact of gender as a moderator between daily emotion
work and daily relationship quality. That is, we created
four interaction terms (i.e., Gender X Trait emotion
work; Gender X State emotion work; Gender X
Partner trait emotion work; Gender X Partner state emo-
tion work) as further independent variables in predicting
each type of daily relationship quality. In total, we an-
alyzed six separate multilevel models; one for each dai-
ly relational quality variable.
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Specific to these fixed effects, we pose these hypotheses
and research questions (RQs):

HI1:  Higher trait emotion work for both individuals and
partners should be associated with higher love, com-
mitment, satisfaction, and closeness, as well as lower
ambivalence and conflict.

What is the influence of gender (i.e., women versus
men) when examining associations between trait emo-
tion work and each type of daily relationship quality?
H2:  On days in which individuals or their partners experi-
ence higher than average state emotion work, they
should report higher love, commitment, satisfaction,
and closeness, as well as lower ambivalence and
conflict.

What is the influence of gender (i.e., women ver-
sus men) when examining associations between
state emotion work and each type of daily rela-
tionship quality?

RQI:

RQ2:

In addition to trait and state emotion work as associated
with levels of relationship quality, we seek to examine
associations between emotion work and the extent of
volatility in relationship quality across a week. Volatility
is a between-person factor, which means that some indi-
viduals may experience less variability (or more stability)
in relationship quality, whereas other individuals experi-
ence more variability (or less stability) in relationship
quality from day to day across a week. That is, relation-
ships are often experienced in different ways, and it may
be too simplistic to state that an individual is generally
satisfied or not satisfied (Arriaga 2001; Berscheid and
Lopes 1997). We seek to understand how trait (average)
levels of emotion work predict differences in volatility of
relationship quality between individuals.

The study of volatility in relationship quality is impor-
tant because high fluctuations in relationship quality typi-
cally do not bode well for relationships (Karney and
Bradbury 1995). For example, fluctuations in relationship
quality are associated with eventual breakup in romantic
couples (Arriaga 2001; Arriaga et al. 2006) as well as
increasing psychological distress, decreasing life satisfac-
tion, and depressive symptoms over time (Whitton and
Whisman 2010; Whitton et al. 2014). To our knowledge,
the associations between trait emotion work and volatility
in relationship quality across a week have not been exam-
ined. We tested whether trait emotion work and partner trait
emotion work predicted overall volatility in relationship
quality. We also interacted these two variables with gender
to test for potential gender differences. All of these tests
were performed simultaneously in the models while testing
the fixed effects mentioned previously in HI, RQI, H2,
and RQ2. Specific to the tests of volatility (which we

further explain in the Results section), we pose the follow-
ing RQs:

RQ3: For individuals or partners who experience higher
than average trait emotion work, what is the prediction
of volatility in each type of relationship quality?

RQ4: What is the influence of gender (i.e., women versus

men) when examining associations between trait emo-
tion work and volatility in each type of relationship

quality?

In addition to the variables already specified, we also
included several controls: Overall relationship quality,
race/ethnicity, relationship length, and marital status. We
chose these constructs as they are common controls in
studies of emotion work and/or romantic relationships
(Erickson 2005; Ruppel and Curran 2012; Totenhagen
2011; Totenhagen and Curran 2011; Totenhagen et al.
2012, 2013). For example, relationship length has been
used to predict connections between individuals in roman-
tic relationships, as well as if individuals should move
forward with their relationship (Braiker and Kelley
1979). Further, researchers have documented the protective
benefits of marriage compared to other relationship status-
es such as cohabitation (e.g., Stanley et al. 2006).
Relatedly, marriage is tied to education, such that college
graduates are more likely to marry compared to individ-
uals without a college degree (Cherlin 2010), as well as
race/ethnicity (i.e., 81 % of non-Hispanic White women
are predicted to marry by age 30 versus 52 % of non-
Hispanic African American women; Cherlin 2010).
Finally, parent status is important such that the presence
of children can increase time for one or both adult part-
ners specific to childcare and/or housework (Voydanoff
2007), while also sometimes adversely impacting romantic
relationships between parents (Doss et al. 2009; Twenge
et al. 2003). Originally we included age as a control var-
iable, but given high correlations and multicollinearity
with relationship length, we removed age from the models
reported here.

Method
Procedure and Participants

Participants were 74 heterosexual couples (N=148 individ-
uals) in which both partners agreed to participate in a 7-
day diary study and who had at least three matching days
of data with their partners. Participants were recruited
through two different departments (i.e., Family Studies
and Human Development and Communication) at a large
Southwestern university in the U.S. Students learned about
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the study from their instructor, a flyer about the study
posted to the students’ class website, and/or a graduate
student coming into the students’ classroom to tell them
about the study. Students in these classes could earn extra
credit by participating in the study themselves along with
their romantic partners, or by passing a flyer on to other
couples who participated and entered the students’ name
for extra credit (e.g., friends, parents, roommates). Thus,
not all participants were students (students comprised
61 % of the sample). Students who did not wish to par-
ticipate or refer others to participate were offered a com-
parable alternative extra credit assignment expected to take
approximately the same amount of time as participating in
the study (e.g., finding a course content-relevant article to
read and summarize). Because the surveys were online
(described in more detail in this section), individuals did
not have to live in the city or state in which the study
took place. If individuals met the study criteria, they were
eligible for participation. To qualify, both individuals in a
couple were 18 years old or older, in a romantic relation-
ship with their current partner for at least 6 weeks (e.g.,
married, dating, or cohabiting), and have their own e-mail
address.

The sample was primarily Caucasian, followed by
Hispanic (17.6 % for men and 14.9 % for women).
Average relationship length was 7.18 years (SD=9.86,
Mdn=2.50; range from 2 months to 36.6 years). Only
three couples (7.69 % of the total sample) reported re-
lationship lengths less than or equal to 6 months.
Approximately 30 % of the couples were married. See
Table 1 for additional details on men and women in the
sample. We tested for gender differences in the demo-
graphic characteristics (i.e., MANOVAs, follow-up
ANOVAs for each variable, and crosstab / chi-square
tests). No significant gender differences (i.e., p<0.05)
emerged.

We collected all data via a secure Internet-based system.
We directed participants to a website in which they created a
unique couple ID that linked the two partners and indicated
the individual’s gender. Individuals were instructed to com-
plete surveys separately from their partners. The first time they
logged onto the system, participants completed informed con-
sent, demographic information, and an initial survey.
Individuals were then asked to log onto the website at approx-
imately the same time each day for seven consecutive days to
complete daily surveys, at which time they were instructed to
think about survey items they had experienced in the past
24 hours. We chose 7 days because of the desire to increase
the chances that participants would remain in the study rather
than experience fatigue (e.g., Bolger et al. 2003) and drop out,
and because it is common to collect data over the course of a
week in daily diary studies (e.g., Neff and Karney 2005;
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Ruppel and Curran 2012; Surra et al. 2009; Totenhagen
2011; Totenhagen and Curran 2011; Totenhagen et al. 2012;
Totenhagen et al. 2013; Witt and Wood 2010; Young et al.
2012). One advantage of using online methods is that every
submission is time and date stamped (Ogolsky et al. 2009).
We used this information to remove any entries that were
deemed invalid due to duplicate entries (i.e., submitting data
more than once in a single day). The time and date stamps also
permitted us to identify daily entries in which partners did not
match (i.e., both did not submit an entry on a particular day).
Only couples who completed and matched on at least 3 days
were retained in the final sample (Totenhagen et al. 2012,
2013).

Although some participants completed more than 7 days, we
restricted the sample to the first 7 days of data for each individ-
ual. Individuals completed an average of 5.12 days of data
(84 % completed at least 4 days) for a total of 758 person-
days of data. We used Proc Mixed in SAS, which can handle
missing data on the outcome variable using restricted maximum
likelihood; however, we dropped from the analysis any days of
data that contained any missing predictor data (i.e., daily emo-
tion work and control variables), leaving 732 person-days of
data. Depending on which relationship quality construct was
examined (i.e., love, commitment, satisfaction, closeness, am-
bivalence, or conflict), there was a small amount of missing data
on each of the outcome variables (ranging from 1 day missing
on some to 14 days on one of them) that was handled by re-
stricted maximum likelihood estimation in SAS Proc Mixed.

Measures
Emotion Work

Using the measure by Erickson (2005), each day we asked
participants to rate how often in the past 24 hours they en-
gaged in each of eight items with their partner on a 1 (never) to
5 (very often) point scale. Sample items include “Initiated
talking things over” and “Recognized the importance of my
partner’s feelings even if my partner did not share the feelings
with me.”

We averaged items to produce an overall emotion work
score each day for each participant (alphas=0.88 for both
men and women). We grand-mean centered participants’
scores, as this generally reduces multicollinearity between
predictors, allows the predicted intercept in our models to
represent the average value of the outcome for the average
man or woman in the sample, and allows effects of this
variable to be interpreted as the meaning of effects when
individuals are above or below average on the predictor
(Aiken and West 1991). Then we created the trait
(between-person) and state (within-person) versions of
emotion work. We created the #rait portion by computing
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Table 1 Participant demographic

characteristics Mean age (SD) Men Women
27.61 (11.14) 26.11 (10.60)
Ethnicity
Caucasian or White 50 (67.6 %) 54 (73.0 %)
American Indian or Alaska Native 1(1.4 %) 1 (1.4 %)
Hispanic or Latin American origin 13 (17.6 %) 11 (14.9 %)
African-American or Black 2 (2.7 %) 1(1.4 %)
Asian or Pacific Islander 2 (2.7 %) 3 (4.1 %)
Mixed Race/Ethnicity 5(6.8 %) 4(54 %)
Education level
Less than high school 1 (1.4 %) 0 (0 %)
Some high school 0 (0 %) 1 (1.4 %)
Graduated high school 10 (13.5 %) 6 (8.1 %)

Some college or Associate’s degree

Bachelor's degree

Some graduate school

Master’s degree

Degree such as M.D. or Ph.D.
Parent status

Mean number of children (SD) for parents

39 (52.7 %)
15 (20.3 %)

49 (66.2 %)
15 (20.3 %)

227 %) 1(1.4 %)
5(6.8 %) 1(1.4 %)
227 %) 1(1.4 %)
20 (27.3 %) 18 (24 %)
2.25(0.79) 2.28(0.83)

Means with SDs in parentheses are included where indicated. Otherwise, we provide the number for each
category with percent of the sample. We found no gender differences in the demographic characteristics

each participant’s mean across the 7 days (for women, M=
0.00, SD=0.66; for men, M=0.00, SD=0.66). We created the
state portion by subtracting each participant’s mean from each
day’s score, which conceptually produces deviations from
one’s usual level of emotion work (for women, M=0.00,
SD=0.57; for men, M=0.00, SD=0.54). Higher scores on trait
emotion work represent greater average emotion work across
a week, and positive scores on state emotion work represent
greater emotion work on a particular day than one’s own av-
erage level of emotion work across a week.

Relationship Quality

Each day we asked participants to rate six relational qualities
via single items on a 1 (not very much or just a little) to 7 (very
much or a lot) point scale, with a score of 4 indicating neutral
(Totenhagen et al. 2012, 2013). We retained the relationship
quality variables as distinct in line with our previous research
in this area in which we demonstrated unique predictions to
certain constructs of relationship quality (e.g., commitment)
over others (Totenhagen et al. 2012, 2013).

Participants rated how they felt today with respect to
each quality, including love, closeness, satisfaction,
commitment, ambivalence, and conflict (e.g., “Today,
how satisfied were you with your relationship with your
partner?”; “Today, how ambivalent, or uncertain did you
feel about the future of your relationship with your

partner?”). Higher scores indicate more daily positive
relationship quality (i.e., greater love, closeness, satisfac-
tion, commitment) as well as more daily negative relationship
quality (i.e., greater ambivalence and conflict). See Table 2 for
means and standard deviations by gender.

Control Variables

Controls included overall relationship quality, race/ethnicity
(Caucasian=1), education (attended at least some college=1),
relationship length in months, parent status (have children=1),
and marital status (married=1). We measured overall relationship
quality at baseline as the average of the same six relational quality
items (e.g., for satisfaction, the item was worded as “Overall,
how satisfied are you with your relationship with your
partner?”), with negative items reverse scored (female alpha=
0.84, male=0.85). We mean-centered relationship quality and
relationship length before including them in analyses.

Results
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations
Descriptive statistics and between-person correlations

are in Table 2 (categorical demographic control vari-
ables are in Table 1). We tested for gender differences
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Table 2 Correlations and descriptive information

Correlations Means (SDs)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Men Women
1 Relationship Quality 0.49** —0.14 0.14 0.07  0.54**%  0.68*%*  0.58*%* 0.54** —0.67** —0.35** 5.93(1.03) 6.04 (0.91)
2 Relationship -0.04  1.00** -020 -0.11 -0.36** -021 -021 -020  0.09 0.22 88.01 (119.97) 87.74 (120.25)

Length (months)

3 Emotion Work' 0.24*  —0.11 0.55%* 0.55%% 0.51*¥* 049** 0.38** 047** -0.17 -0.09  3.49(0.68) 3.51(0.68)
4 Partner Emotion Work' 0.13 —0.20 0.55**  0.55%% 0.26%  0.24* 0.27* 0.29*  -0.16  —0.01 3.51 (0.68) 3.48 (0.67)
5 Love' 0.60*¥*  —0.11  0.54**  0.40** 0.48** (0.80** 0.74** 0.86** —0.55%* —-0.35%* 6.09 (0.92) 6.17 (1.05)
6 Commitment' 0.59%*  —0.10 0.43**  0.34** 0.86** 0.59** 0.81** 0.78** —0.70** -035  6.09 (1.11) 6.41(0.99)
7 Satisfaction' 0.58%*  —0.10 0.56**  0.39%* 0.81** 0.77** 0.46%* 0.84** —0.64** -040** 5.75(1.21) 5.84(1.13)
8 Closeness ' 0.56%*  —0.10 0.59**  0.40** 0.90%* 0.75*¥* 0.88%* 0.53** —0.55%* —039** 5.73 (1.04) 5.87 (1.08)
9 Ambivalence' —0.65** —0.08 —0.34** —0.20 —0.65%* —0.70** —0.68** —0.62** 0.56** 0.51** 2.09 (1.26) 1.97 (1.23)
10 Conflict' -047  —0.02 -0.11 —0.06 —0.41** —049  —0.57** —0.53** 0.50** 0.64** 2.15(1.01) 1.98 (1.00)

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01. Correlations for men are reported above the diagonal, and correlations for women are reported below the diagonal. Correlations
between men and women are reported in bold on the diagonal. ! Correlations and descriptive information of daily variables are provided for individuals®
mean scores of the daily variables. We assessed relationship quality, love, commitment, satisfaction, closeness, ambivalence, and conflict on a 1-7 point
scale. Emotion work and partner emotion work were on 1-5 point scales. We found no significant difference between men and women for any of the

study variables

in the study and control variables (i.e., MANOVAs,
follow-up ANOVAs, and crosstab / chi-square tests
for categorical variables). No significant gender differ-
ences (i.e., p<0.05) emerged. Specific to correlations,
and as expected, all correlations of the study variables
were significant between women and men (with these
correlations indicated on the diagonal).

Multilevel Models: Plan of Analysis

As noted at the end of the Introduction, we have distinguish-
able dyadic data across 7 days, with individuals (women and
men) nested within couples and crossed with time. Given this
nesting (or interdependence) of data we used MLM using Proc
Mixed in SAS 9.3.

Our data have a three-level structure: from lowest to
highest level, day (Level 1), individual (Level 2), and
dyad (Level 3). Level 3 has no variability in a standard
3-level dyadic data MLM model, as there are only two
possible members in each dyad. Thus, we created dum-
my coded variables for women and men (Bolger and
Laurenceau 2013), which we entered on the random line
in the model. This specification of the terms, women
and men, appropriately accounts for the structure and
interdependencies in the data and error structure, and
allows for interindividual differences (random effects)
in women’s and men’s intercepts on relationship quality.
In sum, these specifications make the model a two-level
model with day (Level 1) and women and men

@ Springer

specified within couples (Level 2). Also, we allowed
for random variability in the slope between state emo-
tion work and daily relationship quality, as substantively
not all individuals should react identically to the same
level of emotion work.

To increase parsimony in the models, we utilized a
one-intercept model and entered an indicator of gender
(1 = male, 0 = female; similar to Campbell et al. 2005).
We chose this method, rather than use of the two-
intercept model with dummy coded variables for women
and men in the fixed effects (as done in Bolger and
Laurenceau 2013), as the latter would have given us
two separate intercepts (one for women and one for
men) as well as separate estimates for all of the study
variables for women and men. That is, the single inter-
cept model provides a more parsimonious option for
testing the significance of gender differences as opposed
to reporting effects separately for women and men.

To test all hypotheses and RQs, we analyzed six
separate. MLM models; one for each daily relational
quality variable (i.e., love, commitment, satisfaction,
closeness, ambivalence, conflict). Specific to fixed ef-
fects (i.e., HI, RQI, H2, RQ2), we entered controls,
trait and state emotion work (both actor and partner),
gender, and interactions with gender into the models.
Specific to volatility (i.e., RQ3, RQ4), we utilized
Hoffman’s (2007) methods to examine both actor and
partner effects of trait level emotion work on the het-
erogeneity (or overall daily volatility) in daily
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relationship qualities. To predict residual variability, we
entered actor and partner trait emotion work, as well as
gender and interactions with gender, as predictors on
the repeated line in Proc Mixed. The residual variabil-
ity was exponentiated to allow for linear prediction of
the variance component by trait levels of emotion
work. Upon evaluation of the models, we trimmed all
nonsignificant interactions with gender. Finally, we cal-
culated degrees of freedom in all models using the
Satterthwaite approximation, which takes into account
the amount of interdependence for any outcome variable

and adjusts both between- and within-person effects
accordingly. This also explains why the degrees of
freedom for each fixed effect may vary widely.
Below we describe the general equations for our MLM
models:

Level 1:

Rel.Quality,, = By; + B1;Day,; + B,;State Emotion Work,

+ (5;,Partner State Emotion Work,; + e

Level 2:

Boi = Yoo + 7Yo1Gender; + vy, Trait Emotion Work; + o3 Partner Trait Emotion Work;

~+ Yoa Trait Emotion Work* Gender; + ~yysPartner Trait Emotion Work* Gender;

+ vosBaseline Rel .Quality; + vy, Caucasian; + g3 College; + o Rel .Length;

+ YoioParent Status; + o, Marital Status; + males * ji,; + females™ 1,

Bii = 7o

Boi = a0+ Ya1Gender; + iy
By = 30 + V31 Gender;
Heterogeneous Variance:

2

el

oo = qpexp (alGenderi + anTrait Emotion Work; + osPartner Trait Emotion Work;

+ a4 Trait Emotion Work*Gender; + asPartner Trait Emotion Work*Genderi)

At Level 1, we have the equation describing the within-
person relationship of daily relationship quality (Rel.Quality,; )
to the daily predictors, state emotion work (/3,; ) and partner
state emotion work (3s; ). The predicted value for relationship
quality for each individual “i” on a given occasion “t” is a
function of the individual’s average relationship quality on day
1 (intercept, By; ), the linear slope of day (0,; ), deviations
around the individual’s average emotion work ((3,; ), deviations
around the individual’s partner’s average emotion work (3s; ),
and residual variation in relationship quality (e;; ).

At level 2, we entered between-person predictors, trait emo-
tion work, and between-person random effects. The average re-
lationship quality score (3, ) is a function of the overall sample
average relationship quality score (v, ), gender (7, ), trait emo-
tion work (7, ), partner trait emotion work (3 ), the interac-
tions of trait emotion work with gender (v, and y,s ), controls
(Yo 10 Yo1; ), and random variation around the sample average

for males and for females (males* 1y, and females* 11, ). The
linear slope in relationship quality over days (3,; ) is the average
sample linear slope across days (v, ). The effect of state emotion
work (3,; ) is a function of the sample average state emotion
work effect (77, ), gender (,; ), and random variation (t,; ). The
effect of partner state emotion work ((35; ) is a function of the
sample average partner state emotion work (73, ) and gender
(731 )- We did not include random effects at Level 2 for the linear
slope (3;; ) and partner state emotion work (35; ) as the model
could not converge with these included and therefore had to be
simplified.

Finally, the overall residual variability across days (within-
person variability not accounted for by any of the predictors)
for each individual “i” (02 ), what we call volatility, was
modeled by level-2 variables, including gender (o ), trait
emotion work («y ), partner trait emotion work (a3 ), and
interactions with gender (a4 and as ).
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Table 3  Multilevel models of daily relationship quality predicted by daily emotion work and gender

Fixed effects Love Commitment Satisfaction Closeness Ambivalence Conflict
Intercept, Y00 6.15%** 6.24%** 5.38*%** 5.75%** 2.47%** 2.61%**
Day, v10 0.02 0.006 0.02 0.02 —0.009 —0.0002
Gender, y01 -0.07 —0.25%* —0.08 —0.13 —0.01 0.13
Control variables
Relationship quality, Y06 ' 0.53%** 0.59%** 0.61%*** 0.55%** —(.73%** —0.34%**
Caucasian, Y07 —-0.10 —0.08 —-0.02 —0.09 —0.001 —-0.19
Attended some college, Y08 0.008 0.08 0.33 0.08 —0.49% —0.57*
Relationship length (months), y09 ' —0.002 —-0.002 —0.002* —0.001 —0.0008 —0.0001
Parent status, Y010 0.28 0.14 0.73* 0.3 0.12 0.06
Marital status, y011 -0.02 0.29 -0.14 —-0.02 —0.13 0.005
HI and RQI: Trait emotion work and interactions with gender as predictors of average relationship quality
Trait emotion work, Y02 0.56%** 0.49%** 0.59%*** 0.59%** —0.27* -0.14
Partner trait emotion work, Y03 -0.12 —0.05 -0.01 —-0.01 -0.03 0.08
Gender * Trait emotion work, Y04 - - - - - -
Gender * Partner trait emotion work, Y05 - - - - - -
H?2 and RQ?2: State emotion work and interactions with gender as predictors of daily relationship quality
State emotion work, Y20 0.34%** 0.25%* 0.46%** 0.57%%* 0.01 -0.24
Partner state emotion work, Y30 0.08 —-0.07 0.16* 0.16* -0.01 —0.003
Gender * State emotion work, y21 - - - - - -
Gender * Partner state emotion work, y31 0.27%* - - - - -
RQ3 and RQ4: Trait emotion work and interactions with gender as predictors of residual error variance (i.e., overall daily volatility)
Gender, «l 0.11 0.50%** 0.03 0.14 —0.16 0.18
Trait emotion work, &2 —0.39% —1.18%%%* —0.28* —0.28* —-0.10 -0.04
Partner trait emotion work, o3 —0.51%%* -0.25 -0.37* —0.72%%* 0.02 —0.09
Gender * Trait emotion work, o4 —(.95%** —1.08*** — — 0.51%* —
Gender * Partner trait emotion work, o5 1.271%** 0.84** 0.46* 0.96%*** - —

*¥*%p<0.001, **p<0.01, *p<0.05. Gender is coded 0 = female and 1 = male; for interactions, the main effect is for women, and the interaction is the
value to add to the main effect in order to get the effect for men. Nonsignificant interactions were trimmed and are marked with a “~”. We coded control
variables as: Gender (1 = male, 0 = female), Caucasian (1 = Caucasian, 0 = other), College (1 = attended some college, 0 = did not attend some college),
Parent status (1 = yes, has children, 0 = no children), and Married (1 = married, 0 = not married). As overall volatility in relationship quality is a between-
person factor, it is predicted with between-person (trait) emotion work, not within-person (state) emotion work. Estimates of the effects of predictors of
volatility must be exponentiated before being added to the residual variance to get the estimate of the residual variance at a certain level of the predictor

! Grand mean centered.

In Table 3, we report unstandardized estimates from the
results of our MLM models. As the categorical control vari-
ables (e.g., Caucasian, married) and effects of gender on the
intercept in relationship quality were generally nonsignificant,
the intercept values can be interpreted such that the average
individual on an average day in this sample experienced fairly
high positive relationship quality (v, range from 5.38 to 6.24,
dfs range from 66 to 106, ps<0.001) and low negative rela-
tionship quality (y,, range from 2.47 to 2.61, dfs range from
122 to 127, ps<0.001). Men and women differed only on
feelings of commitment, with men reporting lower overall
levels of commitment than women (v,, = —0.25, df=57,
p<0.01).

For the controls, and as expected, higher baseline
relationship quality was significantly associated with

@ Springer

higher love, commitment, satisfaction, and closeness,
and less ambivalence and conflict. Having attended at
least some college was significantly associated with
lower ambivalence and conflict. Longer relationship
length was significantly associated with lower relation-
ship satisfaction. Finally, parental status (i.e., having
children) was significantly associated with greater rela-
tionship satisfaction.

HI1:  Trait emotion work (individuals’ average levels) and
relationship quality (Fixed effects)
As hypothesized, individuals with higher average
levels of emotion work (trait level) across a week re-
ported higher scores on average on love, commitment,
satisfaction, and closeness (7, values range from 0.49



Sex Roles (2015) 73:157-173

167

RQI:

H2:

RQ2:

RQ3:

to 0.59, dfs range from 114 to 136, ps<0.001), and
lower scores on ambivalence (v, = —0.27, df=126,
p<0.05). This association did not emerge for conflict
(Ygp =—0.14, df=131, ns). Unexpectedly, we found no
significant partner effects for trait emotion work (7,3 )
in predicting the relational qualities.

What is the influence of gender (i.e., women versus
men) when examining associations between trait emo-
tion work and each type of daily relationship quality?
(Fixed effects)

We found no significant gender interactions (see o4
and s ).

State emotion work (individuals’ daily fluctuations)
and relationship quality (Fixed effects)

As hypothesized, on days when individuals reported
higher scores on emotion work than their average lev-
el, they also reported greater love, commitment, satis-
faction, and closeness (7, values range from 0.25 to
0.57, dfs range from 43 to 60, ps<0.01). Contrary to
the hypothesis, daily fluctuations in emotion work
were not significantly associated with daily fluctua-
tions in negative relationship qualities (ambivalence
and conflict) (7,, values range from 0.01 to —0.23,
dfs range from 43 to 58, ns).

Partner effects (i.e., effects of fluctuations in one’s
partner’s reports of emotion work) emerged for one’s
own feelings of satisfaction and closeness (both 5,
values=0.16, dfs=566 and 550 respectively, ps<
0.05). Individuals experienced greater satisfaction
and closeness on days when their partner reported
higher emotion work than their typical amount.

What is the influence of gender (i.e., women versus
men) when examining associations between state
emotion work and each type of daily relationship qual-
ity? (Fixed effects)

We found only one significant gender interaction for
partner state emotion work on love (v;; = 0.27, df=
488, p<0.01). Unlike women (73, = 0.08, df=296,
ns), men reported greater feelings of love on days when
their partner reported higher emotion work than their
average level (73, + 73, = 0.084+0.27=0.35, df=224,
p<0.01).

Does trait level emotion work predict overall volatility
in relationship quality? (Volatility)

As the extent of volatility across a week in relationship
quality is a between-person factor, we examined
whether trait emotion work predicted differences in
the amount of volatility in relationship quality. We
summarize the pattern of findings overall, while not-
ing that gender differences emerged. That is, findings
were qualified by higher level interactions with gen-
der, and we refer the reader to the next section (i.e.,

RQ4:

RQ4) for specific estimates for women and men.
Overall, individuals with higher trait emotion work
reported lower volatility in love, commitment, satis-
faction, and closeness (see the findings for RQ4 for
specific estimates for women and men, which often
differed). Trait emotion work largely did not predict
volatility in ambivalence or conflict (although see one
potential difference by gender in RQ4). Often, indi-
viduals whose partners reported higher trait emotion
work reported similar patterns of lower volatility in
love, satisfaction, and closeness, but not commitment
(although some gender differences emerged and esti-
mates differed by gender; see RQ4).

What is the influence of gender (i.e., women versus
men) when examining associations between trait emo-
tion work and volatility in each type of relationship
quality? (Volatility)

Several gender differences emerged, both for actor and
partner effects. For actor effects, men experienced great-
er daily volatility in feelings of commitment than wom-
en (o =0.50,2z=3.92, p<0.001). Further, the impact of
trait emotion work on volatility differed for women and
men. Women and men who reported higher average
emotion work across a week experienced lower overall
daily volatility in love, commitment, satisfaction, and
closeness (o, estimates range from —0.28 to —1.18, z
values range from —2.32 to —6.40, ps<0.05), and this
effect was stronger for men than women on volatility in
love (aq =—0.95, z=—3.97, p<0.001) and commitment
(g = —1.08, z=-3.93, p<0.001). We also saw gender
differences for ambivalence, such that men who report-
ed higher average emotion work experienced greater
daily volatility in ambivalence (o, + a4 = —0.10+
0.51=041, z=2.70, p<0.01), whereas women experi-
enced no significant effect (o = —0.10, z=—0.72, ns).
For partner effects, we found significant interac-
tions between partner emotion work and gender
(as estimates range from 0.46 to 1.21, z values
range from 1.99 to 5.34, ps<0.05). For women,
having a partner who reported higher average
emotion work predicted women’s experiences of
lower volatility in love, satisfaction, and closeness
(a3 estimates range from —0.37 to —0.72, z values
range from —2.18 to —4.30, ps<0.05; not significant
for commitment although in the same direction, a3 =
—0.25, z=—1.46, ns). For men, having a partner who
reported higher average emotion work predicted
men’s experiences of greater volatility in love (a3 +
as =-0.51+1.21=0.70, z=4.12, p<0.001) and com-
mitment (a3 + a5 = —0.25+0.84=0.59, z=2.99,
p<0.01). Unlike for women, partner trait emotion
work was not significantly associated with

@ Springer



168

Sex Roles (2015) 73:157-173

volatility in men’s feelings of satisfaction (a3 + a5 =
—0.37+0.46=0.09, z=0.58, ns) or closeness (a3 + as
=-0.72+0.96=0.24, z=1.59, ns).

Discussion

We used the gender relations perspective from feminist theo-
rizing to examine how daily emotion work predicts daily re-
lationship quality for both partners. We chose emotion work
because this construct extends the discussion away from eco-
nomic or relative resources (Lachance-Grzela and Bouchard
2010) to relational dynamics within the family (Deutsch 2007;
Ferree 1990), while also focusing on activities specific to the
enhancement of others’ emotional well-being and to the pro-
vision of emotional support (Erickson 2005).

Specifically, we examined how individuals’ average levels
(trait) and daily fluctuations (state) of emotion work predict
various types of relationship quality. We also examined how
trait emotion work predicts volatility in relationship quality (or
overall daily variability across a week). We discuss when pat-
terns of gender differences between emotion work and rela-
tionship quality were minimal (e.g., fixed effects) compared to
when patterns of gender differences were more robust (e.g.,
volatility). Below we discuss three patterns of results.

Emotion Work Matters

First, emotion work predicted most kinds of relationship qual-
ity in this diverse set of couples (individuals in dating, cohab-
iting, and married relationships). Typically, emotion work has
been examined with samples of married couples (e.g.,
Erickson 2005). We demonstrate that emotion work, charac-
terized by activities that enhance others’ emotional well-be-
ing, is a construct of importance for individuals in multiple
kinds of relationships.

Gender Differences as Minimal

Second, when examining fixed effects of emotion work spe-
cific to trait (i.e., average levels) or state (i.e., daily fluctua-
tions) and levels of relationship quality, gender differences
between emotion work and relationship quality were minimal.
Instead, across gender, we found that both trait and state emo-
tion work predicted higher average scores on, and positive
daily increases in, the four types of positive relationship qual-
ity: love, commitment, satisfaction, and closeness. The only
exception in which women and men significantly differed was
for partner state emotion work on love: Unlike women, men
reported greater feelings of love on days when their partner
reported higher emotion work than their average level.
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When focused on trait or state emotion work and relation-
ship quality overall, our findings support the conclusions by
feminist scholars that gender differences are often exaggerated
and there are more similarities than differences between men
and women (Ferree 1990; Fox and Murry 2000). Further,
these findings offer support for how the context being studied
between women and men (or the “gendered relational context,”
Umberson et al. 2015, p. 543) may be more influential than
the gender of the participants in understanding a construct like
emotion work (Umberson et al. 2015). Replication of our study
with same-gender couples and couples with individuals of less
studied gender identities (e.g., transgender individuals) may
further reveal whether it is gender or the gendered relational
context at play when it comes to associations between emotion
work and relationship quality.

Because of the robust pattern of results for individuals (ac-
tor effects), we were surprised that the patterns for partner
effects (effects of average level and fluctuations in one’s part-
ner’s reports of emotion work) were more limited. We found
only that on days when their partner reports higher emotion
work than their typical amount, individuals experience greater
satisfaction and closeness. In other studies of romantic rela-
tionships, authors have noted that partner effects are some-
times less frequent (or nonexistent) compared to actor effects
(e.g., Gable et al. 2003; Kelley 1979; Overall et al. 2012, using
New Zealand data; Totenhagen et al. 2013).

From an attributional standpoint, individuals often overesti-
mate how much they do in the relationship, while
underestimating how much their partners do (Kelley 1979), per-
haps explaining the fewer significant partner effects versus actor
effects. Individuals may perceive that they are doing high
amounts of emotion work, but those perceptions may not be
shared by the partner. The extent to which perceptions of emo-
tion work are shared and how this level of similarity predicts
relationship quality is an important one for future research.
Recall the study by Holm et al. (2001) in which both women
and men were satisfied with their relationship when levels of
emotion work were equal or balanced between them. Using a
daily diary approach, future researchers could examine how
different patterns of daily emotion work (e.g., how the amount
of similarity changes from day to day between partners; daily
reciprocity between partners versus across the span of a week;
how degree of similarity between partners interacts with the
level of daily emotion work) predict daily relationship quality.

Gender Differences as Robust and Patterned

Third, because researchers have identified fluctuations or vol-
atility in relationship quality to bode poorly for relationships
(e.g., Arriaga 2001; Karney and Bradbury 1995; Whitton et al.
2014), we extended this literature by focusing on patterns of
volatility in relationship quality as predicted by trait emotion
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work and gender. For actor effects, both women and men who
reported higher average emotion work across a week experi-
enced lower overall daily volatility in love, commitment, sat-
isfaction, and closeness, although this effect was stronger for
men than women on volatility in love and commitment.

Specific to the latter part of this finding, these men seem to
be experiencing a “status bonus” (Cottingham et al. 2014, p.
4), such that when men report higher average emotion work
across a week, they are not only “shielded from the negative
effects of covering emotion” (Cottingham et al. 2014, p. 1),
but they benefit in terms of lower volatility in love and com-
mitment compared to women. That is, men’s privileged status
often shields them from having to enact emotion work as often
as women (Cottingham et al. 2014; Hochschild 1983).

For partner effects, the patterns of findings were quite differ-
ent between women and men. For women, having a partner who
reported higher average emotion work predicted lower volatility
in love, satisfaction, and closeness. In contrast, we found the
opposite direction of effects for men. That is, for men, having
a partner who reported higher average emotion work predicted
greater volatility in love and commitment. Although we posed
research questions rather than hypotheses, it seems puzzling to
find greater volatility in love and commitment for men who have
partners who report higher average emotion work. We say this
as emotion work refers to activities specific to the enhancement
of others’ emotional well-being and with the provision of emo-
tional support (Erickson 2005). Further, given that emotion
work is considered as work, or effort expended, it needs to be
“managed, focused, and directed so as to have the intended
effect on the care recipient” (Erickson 2005, p. 349).

It may be that these men feel overbenefitted when their
female partners report higher average emotion work.
Overbenefitting is a form of inequality that can occur when
individuals receive greater benefits relative to contributions in
comparison to their partner, and it has been linked with higher
feelings of guilt (Guerrero et al. 2008; Walster et al. 1978) and
possible feelings of inefficacy, dependence, and indebtedness
(Gleason et al. 2003). Connected to gender and power, it may
be that the male partner perceives more emotion work per-
formed on his behalf than he desires or needs, which connects
to his feelings of lack of relational control or the female part-
ner having more relational power. Relatedly, it may be that
men perceive higher trait levels of emotion work by their
female partners as demanding and a threat to their power,
although the female partners may not intend their emotion
work to be perceived in this way.

Further, though conceptualizations of masculinity as ratio-
nal and nonemotional are shifting to recognize changes in
men’s roles in family life (e.g., househusbands, fathers as
caretakers; Smith 1998), men who feel relationally
overbenefitted and dependent may feel that they are not
performing appropriately under hegemonic masculinity, the

dominant form of masculinity in a given context. These men
may be attempting to construct a more conventional mascu-
linity and recreate gender stratification in their relationship
more closely matched to that of dominant society (Connell
and Messerschmidt 2005; Hanlon 2012).

Yet by following these rules of hegemonic masculinity,
men may be experiencing disadvantages in at least two ways:
first, in terms of lower quality romantic relationships (Wade
and Donis 2007) and second, in terms of the benefits offered
by care work (here, emotion work), including feelings of be-
ing emotionally fulfilled (Hanlon 2012). However, men are
unlikely to change unless these benefits offset losses of priv-
ilege that occur as relationships become more equal (Hunt and
Hunt 1987). This set of patterns elucidates Risman’s (2004)
discussion of the importance of work that pinpoints the direc-
tion and strength of relationships between genders on certain
dimensions. That is, these patterns from the current study
could help identify the sites in which change between genders
could occur, in which “habitualized” gender routines could be
rejected, and how such “rebellion” could change institutions
themselves (Risman 2004, p. 434).

Taken together, these findings specific to emotion work
and volatility in relationship quality underscore the impor-
tance of the gender relations perspective, or how gender is a
social relation in which the focus should be on the social
construction of gendered behaviors and relationships (Ferree
2010). That is, if we had only focused on average levels or
daily fluctuations (fixed effects, like our findings that across
gender, both trait and state emotion work predicted higher
average scores on, and positive daily increases in, the four
types of positive relationship quality) we would have con-
cluded that gender differences were more or less absent from
the discussion of daily emotion and daily relationship qual-
ity. Yet when we consider how emotion work predicts
volatility over the course of the week, gender differences
are robust and patterned (e.g., our finding that having a
partner who reported higher average emotion work predicted
lower volatility in love, satisfaction, and closeness for wom-
en versus greater volatility in love and commitment for
men). By examining periods of time across days, we can
see the ways in which gendered behaviors influence roman-
tic relationship outcomes and demonstrate the way that gen-
der is constructed and based on many levels and institutions
(Ferree 2010).

Thus far, our patterns have been specific to positive rela-
tionship quality. We found only a few significant results for
emotion work and ambivalence: Individuals with higher trait
emotion work experienced lower scores on ambivalence, and
men who reported higher average emotion work experienced
higher daily volatility in ambivalence, whereas women expe-
rienced no significant effect here. We found no significant
patterns for emotion work and conflict.

@ Springer



170

Sex Roles (2015) 73:157-173

Given the limited research on emotion work and relation-
ship quality (e.g., Holm et al. 2001; Pfeffer 2010), we do not
know why patterns are more robust for positive rather than
negative relationship quality. We have found in other research,
however, that uplifting daily events had same-day impacts
only on positive relationship quality, and not negative rela-
tionship quality (Totenhagen et al. 2012). Further, in research
regarding social exchanges, researchers have found a similar
pattern in that both positive and negative social exchanges
impact positive mood, whereas negative mood is impacted
only by negative social exchanges (e.g., Rook 2001). Our
findings suggest the need to study both positive and negative
relationship quality.

Limitations, Future Directions, and Conclusion

We note some limitations of our study. All participants were
heterosexual; how such results apply to samples of lesbian,
gay, bisexual, transgender, and queer individuals is beyond the
scope of our study. In our review of emotion work, we did find
one study (Pfeffer 2010) in which the author used qualitative
methods to examine how female partners of transgender men
experienced housework and emotion work. However, the
couples in the study by Pfeffer (2010) can still be considered
other-gender/mixed-gender couples based on gender identity
even if they did not identify as heterosexual. Because we have
argued that families reproduce societal inequities within them-
selves (Few-Demo et al. 2014), an analysis of emotion work
and gender within heterosexual couples provided the most
clarity; however, examining if and how same-gender couples
also reproduce these inequities would advance discussions of
gender and power.

We also acknowledge that the complexities of
intersectionality were underrepresented in our study, leaving
unanswered questions about many levels of exclusion and
marginalization versus privilege (e.g., Risman 2004; Shields
2008) within romantic relationships. Intersectionality is de-
fined as the “relationships among multiple dimensions and
modalities of social relations and subject formations”
(McCall 2005, p. 1771). In thinking about intersectionality
and feminism, and specific to emotion work and related topics
such as housework and childcare, many published studies are
specific to married individuals (see Ferree 2010), leaving un-
known the experiences of individuals in dating relationships
or unmarried cohabitors. Much work is still needed to “bring
the standpoint of marginalized persons and groups into the
research design” and to “embrace different forms of family”
(Ferree 2010, p. 427 and 430). To this latter point, we included
responses from individuals who were married, dating, and
cohabiting. For cohabitors in particular, issues of marginaliza-
tion may occur (e.g., on average, people with less education
are more likely to cohabit; Cherlin 2010) and gender differ-
ences in cohabitation are documented (e.g., female cohabitors
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“waiting to be asked” in relationship transitions; Sassler and
Miller 2011, p. 19).

In regards to areas for future research, relationship status as
a moderating variable of emotion work and relationship qual-
ity for couples would be important to study. For example,
would associations between emotion work and relationship
quality differ between daters versus cohabiting and married
individuals given that the former do not live together but the
latter do? Or might it be that such associations matter less
depending on living arrangements and more on relational
commitment to one another (daters and marrieds vs.
cohabitors; see Stanley et al. 2006)? As another area of future
research, more information about the extent to which percep-
tions of emotion work are shared by both partners within the
couple is needed.

While participants were diverse in relationship lengths and
types, they lacked diversity in other constructs (e.g., 70 % were
Caucasian; 88 % reported at least some college or more).
Returning to intersectionality, in the study by Pfeffer (2010),
transmen lacked cisgender (i.c., someone whose gender aligns
with the sex they were assigned at birth) privilege for identify-
ing as transgender; however, they found privilege in their rela-
tionships through identifying as men. This example illustrates
the importance for future researchers to investigate how both
relational partners reinforce or subvert societal inequalities and
power dynamics in their own relationships. Further, like the
vast majority of the literature we reviewed specific to emotion
work, our sample was also specific to individuals in the U.S.
To this end, we do not assume that the results of our study
represent universal truths that are independent of culture and
cultural differences. Thus, we acknowledge the point by
Shields (2008) of “not enough information” (p. 305), and we
will continue to learn from intersectional feminists and incor-
porate this focus into our future research.

We chose 7 days of diary data to have a span of weekdays
and a weekend, and also not to overly burden our participants,
in line with other researchers who do daily diary work (e.g.,
Bolger et al. 2003). It may be that our study week was unique
to the participants in some ways of which we were not aware.
It may also be that a longer period of time may have been
needed to assess the relationship between emotion work and
negative relationship quality. Related to this point, although
our data allow us to answer questions about daily variability,
we could not examine how daily levels or volatility in emotion
work influence long-term changes in relationship quality.
Finally, following the example of others (e.g., Laurenceau
et al. 2005), and our previous research (e.g., Totenhagen
et al. 2012, 2013), we chose to use single-item measures in
efforts to minimize participant fatigue. Nevertheless, single-
item measures have limitations, including the inability to re-
port reliability and the possibility for reduced variability (al-
though we found significant variability across days in all of
our relational quality variables; Totenhagen 2011).
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We also note several strengths. From the gender relations
perspective from feminist theorizing, we focused on emotion
work as a construct of power, rather than more traditional
concepts of economic or relative resources (Erickson 2005;
Lachance-Grzela and Bouchard 2010). We examined emotion
work and relationship quality using data from both members
of the couple. Although others have studied emotion work,
those data are not always from couples or from both members
of the couple (Erickson 1993; Wharton and Erickson 1995).
Further, we examined emotion work and relationship quality
as daily constructs, while furthering our understanding of re-
lationship quality as average levels, daily fluctuations, and
volatility. When we examined emotion work for partners in
predicting volatility in relationship quality we uncovered
unique gender differences, which have important implications
in understanding both greater equality and inequality in ro-
mantic relationships.

In sum, we make several contributions to the literature as to
how gender and emotion work are integral constructs in un-
derstanding relational dynamics between partners. In general,
we suggest that partners engage in emotion work as it is asso-
ciated with more positive relationship quality on a daily basis
and across the span of a week. We also suggest that romantic
partners pay attention to gender stratification in their relation-
ship and interactions with one another, especially in under-
standing the association between emotion work and volatility
across the course of the week in multiple types of relationship
quality. For example, specific to volatility, when women re-
ported higher trait emotion work, their male partners reported
greater volatility in love and commitment. Both partners are
encouraged to maintain open lines of communication regard-
ing emotion work, and the intentions of their emotion work, as
part of efforts to balance inequities and work toward greater
equality in the relationship.

Acknowledgments Our sources of funding were from the McClelland
Institute at the University of Arizona for Melissa Curran, and from the
National Institute on Drug Abuse (Award Number T32DA017629) for
Brandon McDaniel.

We would like to thank both Drs. Emily Butler and Mark Borgstrom
for their statistical assistance.

Contflict of Interest
interest.

The authors declare that they have no conflict of

References

Aiken, L. S., & West, S. G. (1991). Multiple regression: Testing and
interpreting interactions. Newbury Park: Sage.

Allen, K. R., Lloyd, S. A., & Few, A. L. (2009). Reclaiming feminist
theory, method, and praxis for family studies. In S. A. Lloyd, A. L.
Few, & K. R. Allen (Eds.), Handbook of feminist family studies (pp.
3—17). Thousand Oaks: Sage.

Arriaga, X. B. (2001). The ups and downs of dating: Fluctuations in
satisfaction in newly formed romantic relationships. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 80, 754-765. doi:10.1037/
0022-3514.80.5.754.

Arriaga, X. B, Reed, J. T., Goodfriend, W., & Agnew, C. R. (2006). Do
fluctuations in perceived partner commitment undermine dating re-
lationships? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 91,
1045-1065. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.91.6.1045.

Baker, L. R., & McNulty, J. K. (2011). Self-compassion and relationship
maintenance: The moderating roles of conscientiousness and gen-
der. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 100, 853-73.
doi:10.1037/a0021884.

Baxter, L. A., & Braithwaite, D. O. (2006). Introduction: Meta-theory and
theory in family communication research. In D. O. Braithwaite & L.
A. Baxter (Eds.), Engaging theories in family communication (pp.
1-16). Thousand Oaks: Sage.

Berscheid, E., & Lopes, J. (1997). A temporal model of relationship
satisfaction and stability. In R. J. Stemberg & M. Hojjat (Eds.),
Satisfaction in close relationships (pp. 129-159). New York:
Guilford Press.

Bolger, N., & Laurenceau, J. P. (2013). Intensive longitudinal methods:
An introduction to diary and experience sampling research. New
York: Guilford Press.

Bolger, N., Davis, A., & Rafaeli, E. (2003). Diary methods: Capturing life
as it is lived. Annual Review of Psychology, 54, 579—616. doi:10.
1146/annurev.psych.54.101601.145030.

Braiker, H., & Kelley, H. (1979). Conflict in the development of close
relationships. In R. Burgess & T. Huston (Eds.), Social exchange in
developing relationships. New York: Academic.

Campbell, L., Simpson, J. A., Boldry, J., & Kashy, D. A. (2005).
Perceptions of conflict and support in romantic relationships: The
role of attachment anxiety. Journal of Personality And Social
Psychology, 88, 510-531. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.88.3.510.

Cherlin, A. (2010). Demographic trends in the United States: A review of
research in the 2000s. Journal of Marriage and Family, 72, 403—
419. doi:10.1111/j.1741-3737.2010.00710.x.

Collins, P. H. (2000). It’s all in the family: Intersections of gender, race,
and nation. In U. Narayan & S. Harding (Eds.), Decentering the
center: Philosophy for a multicultural, postcolonial, and feminist
world (pp. 156-176). Bloomington: Indiana University.

Connell, R. W., & Messerschmidt, J. W. (2005). Hegemonic masculinity:
Rethinking the concept. Gender and Society, 19, 829-859. doi:10.
1177/0891243205278639.

Cook, W. L., & Kenny, D. A. (2005). The actor—partner interdependence
model: A model of bidirectional effects in developmental studies.
International Journal of Behavioral Development, 29, 101-109.
doi:10.1080/01650250444000405.

Cottingham, M. D., Erickson, R. J., & Diefendorff, J. M. (2014).
Examining men’s status shield and status bonus: How gender frames
the emotional labor and job satisfaction of nurses. Sex Roles. doi:10.
1007/s11199-014-0419-z.

Daniels, A. K. (1987). Invisible work. Social Problems, 34,403-415. doi:
10.1525/sp.1987.34.5.03200020.

Davis, S. N., & Greenstein, T. N. (2009). Gender ideology: Components,
predictors, and consequences. Annual Review of Sociology, 35, 87—
106. doi:10.1146/annurev-soc-070308-115920.

Deutsch, F. (2007). Undoing gender. Gender and Society, 21, 106—127.
doi:10.1177/0891243206293577.

Doss, B. D., Rhoades, G. K., Stanley, S. M., & Markman, H. J. (2009).
The effect of the transition to parenthood on relationship quality: An
8-year prospective study. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 96, 601-619. doi:10.1037/20013969.

Duncombe, J., & Marsden, D. (1993). Love and intimacy: The gender
division of emotion and ‘emotion work’: A neglected aspect of
sociological discussion of heterosexual relationships. Sociology,
27,221-241. doi:10.1177/0038038593027002003.

@ Springer


http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.80.5.754
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.80.5.754
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.91.6.1045
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0021884
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.54.101601.145030
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.54.101601.145030
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.3.510
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2010.00710.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0891243205278639
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0891243205278639
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01650250444000405
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11199-014-0419-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11199-014-0419-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1525/sp.1987.34.5.03a00020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-070308-115920
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0891243206293577
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0013969
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0038038593027002003

172

Sex Roles (2015) 73:157-173

Erickson, R. J. (1993). Reconceptualizing family work: The effect of
emotion work on perceptions of marital quality. Journal of
Marriage and the Family, 55, 888-900. doi:10.2307/352770.

Erickson, R. J. (2005). Why emotion work matters: Sex, gender, and the
division of household labor. Journal of Marriage and Family, 67,
337-351. doi:10.1111/5.0022-2445.2005.00120.x.

Ferree, M. M. (1990). Beyond separate spheres: Feminism and family.
Journal of Marriage and the Family, 52, 866-884. doi:10.2307/
353307.

Ferree, M. M. (2010). Filling the glass: Gender perspectives on families.
Journal of Marriage and the Family, 72, 420—439. doi:10.1111/.
1741-3737.2010.00711 .x.

Few-Demo, A. L., Lloyd, S. A., & Allen, K. R. (2014). It’s all about
power: Integrating feminist family studies and family communica-
tion. Journal of Family Communication, 14, 85-94. doi:10.1080/
15267431.2013.864295.

Fox, G. L., & Murry, V. M. (2000). Gender and families: Feminist per-
spectives and family research. Journal of Marriage and the Family,
62, 1160-1172. doi:10.1111/j.1741-3737.2000.01160.x.

Gable, S. L., Reis, H. T., & Downey, G. (2003). He said, she said: A
quasi-signal detection analysis of daily interactions between close
relationship partners. Psychological Science, 14, 100-105. doi:10.
1111/1467-9280.t01-1-01426.

Gleason, M. E., Iida, M., Bolger, N., & Shrout, P. E. (2003). Daily sup-
portive equity in close relationships. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 29, 1036-1045. doi:10.1177/
0146167203253473.

Guerrero, L. K., La Valley, A., & Farinelli, L. (2008). The experience and
expression of anger, guilt, and sadness in marriage: an equity theory
explanation. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 25, 699—
724. doi:10.1177/0265407508093786.

Hanlon, N. (2012). Masculinities, care, and equality: Identity and nurture
in men’s lives. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Hochschild, A. R. (1983). The managed heart: Commercialization of
human feeling. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Hochschild, A. R. (1989). The second shift: Working parents and the
revolution at home. New York: Viking.

Hoffman, L. (2007). Multilevel models for examining individual differ-
ences in within-person variation and covariation over time.
Multivariate Behavioral Research, 42, 609-629. doi:10.1080/
00273170701710072.

Holm, K. E., Werner-Wilson, R. J., Cook, A. S., & Berger, P. S. (2001).
The association between emotion work balance and relationship
satisfaction of couples seeking therapy. American Journal of
Family Therapy, 29, 193-205. doi:10.1080/0192618017504243 16.

Hunt, J. G., & Hunt, L. L. (1987). Male resistance to role symmetry in
dual earner households: Three alternative explanations. In N. Gerstel
& H. E. Gross (Eds.), Families and work (pp. 192-203).
Philadelphia: Temple University Press.

Jensen, J., Rauer, A., & Volling, B. (2013). A dyadic view of support in
marriage: The critical role of men’s support provision. Sex Roles, 68,
427-438. doi:10.1007/s11199-012-0256x.

Karney, B. R., & Bradbury, T. N. (1995). The longitudinal course of
marital quality and stability: A review of theory, methods, and re-
search. Psychological Bulletin, 118, 3-34. doi:10.1037/0033-2909.
118.1.3.

Kelley, H. (1979). Personal relationships: Their structure and processes.
New York: Wiley.

Kelley, H. H., Berschied, E., Christensen, A., Harvey, J. H., Huston, T. L.,
Levinger, G., & Peterson, D. R. (1983). Close relationships. New
York: W. H. Freeman.

Kenny, D., Kashy, D., & Cook, W. (2006). Dyadic data analysis. New
York: Guilford Press.

Knudson-Martin, C., & Mahoney, A. R. (1998). Language and processes
in the construction of equality in new marriages. Family Relations,
47, 81-91. doi:10.2307/584854.

@ Springer

Komter, A. (1989). Hidden power in marriage. Gender and Society, 3,
187-216. doi:10.1177/089124389003002003.

Lachance-Grzela, M., & Bouchard, G. (2010). Why do women do the
lion’s share of housework? A decade of research. Sex Roles, 63, 11—
1. doi:10.1007/s11199-010-9797-z.

Laurenceau, J. P., Barrett, L. F., & Rovine, M. J. (2005). The interpersonal
process model of intimacy in marriage: A daily-diary and multilevel
modeling approach. Journal of Family Psychology, 19, 314-323.
doi:10.1037/0893-3200.19.2.314.

McCall, L. (2005). The complexity of intersectionality. Signs, 30, 1771—
1800. doi:10.1086/426800.

Neff, L. A., & Karney, B. R. (2005). Gender differences in social support:
A question of skill or responsiveness? Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 88, 79-90. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.88.1.79.

Ogolsky, B. G., & Bowers, J. R. (2013). A meta-analytic review of rela-
tionship maintenance and its correlates. Journal of Social and
Personal Relationships, 30, 343-367. doi:10.1177/
0265407512463338.

Ogolsky, B., Nichuis, S., & Ridley, C. (2009). Using online methods and
designs to conduct research on personal relationships. Marriage &
Family Review, 45, 610-628. doi:10.1080/01494920903224202.

Osmond, M. W., & Thome, B. (1993). Feminist theories. In P. Boss, W. J.
Doherty, R. LaRossa, W. R. Schumm, & S. K. Steinmetz (Eds.),
Sourcebook of family theories and methods (pp. 591-625). New
York: Springer.

Overall, N. C., Fletcher, G. J., & Kenny, D. A. (2012). When bias and
insecurity promote accuracy: Mean-level bias and tracking accuracy
in couples’ conflict discussions. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 38, 642-55. doi:10.1177/0146167211432764.

Pfeffer, C. A. (2010). “Women’s work?” Women partners of transgender
men doing housework and emotion work. Journal of Marriage and
Family, 72, 165-183. doi:10.1111/j.1741-3737.2009.00690.x.

Reis, H. T., Collins, W. A., & Berscheid, E. (2000). Relationships in
human behavior and development. Psychological Bulletin, 126,
844-872. doi:10.1037/0033-2909.126.6.844.

Risman, B. J. (2004). Gender as a social structure: Theory wrestling with
activism. Gender and Society, 18, 429-450. doi:10.1177/
0891243204265349.

Rook, K. S. (2001). Emotional health and positive versus negative social
exchanges: A daily diary analysis. Applied Developmental Science,
5, 86-97. doi:10.1207/S1532480XADS0502 4.

Ruppel, E., & Curran, M. A. (2012). Relational sacrifices in romantic
relationships: Satisfaction and the moderating role of attachment.
Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 29, 508-529. doi:
10.1177/0265407511431190.

Sassler, S., & Miller, A. (2011). Waiting to be asked: Gender, power, and
relationship progression among cohabiting couples. Journal of
Family Issues, 32, 482-506. doi:10.1177/0192513X10391045.

Sayer, L. C., Cohen, P. N., & Casper, L. M. (2004). Women, men and
work. In R. Farley & J. Haaga (Eds.), The American people (pp. 76—
106). New York: Sage.

Shields, S. A. (2008). Gender: An intersectionality perspective. Sex Roles,
59,301-311. doi:10.1007/s11199-008-9501-8.

Smith, C. D. (1998). “Men don’t do that sort of thing”: A case study of
the social isolation of househusbands. Men and Masculinities, 1,
138-172. doi:10.1177/1097184X98001002002.

Stanley, S., Rhoades, G., & Markman, H. (2006). Sliding versus deciding:
Inertia and the premarital cohabitation effect. Family Relations, 55,
499-509. doi:10.1111/.17413729.2006.00418 x.

Stevens, D., Minnotte, K., Mannon, S., & Kiger, G. (2006). Family work
performance and satisfaction: Gender ideology, relative resources,
and emotion work. Marriage & Family Review, 40, 47-74. doi:10.
1300/J002v40n04_04.

Surra, C. A., Curran, M. A., & Williams, K. (2009). Thinking and talking
about relationships: Effects of participation in a longitudinal study of


http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/352770
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.0022-2445.2005.00120.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/353307
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/353307
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2010.00711.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2010.00711.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15267431.2013.864295
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15267431.2013.864295
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2000.01160.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-9280.t01-1-01426
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-9280.t01-1-01426
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167203253473
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167203253473
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0265407508093786
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00273170701710072
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00273170701710072
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/019261801750424316
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11199-012-0256x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.118.1.3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.118.1.3
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/584854
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/089124389003002003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11199-010-9797-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.19.2.314
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/426800
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.1.79
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0265407512463338
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0265407512463338
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01494920903224202
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167211432764
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2009.00690.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.126.6.844
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0891243204265349
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0891243204265349
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/S1532480XADS0502_4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0265407511431190
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0192513X10391045
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11199-008-9501-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1097184X98001002002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.17413729.2006.00418.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1300/J002v40n04_04
http://dx.doi.org/10.1300/J002v40n04_04

Sex Roles (2015) 73:157-173

173

dating. Personal Relationships, 16, 1-21. doi:10.1111/j.1475-6811.
2009.01207.x.

Thomeer, M. B., Reczek, C., & Umberson, D. (2015). Gendered emotion
work around physical health problems in mid- and later-life mar-
riages. Journal of Aging Studies, 32, 12-22. doi:10.1016/j.jaging.
2014.12.001.

Totenhagen, C. J. (2011). Daily processes in romantic relationships.
Dissertation Abstracts International Section A Humanities and
Social Sciences, 72, 2589.

Totenhagen, C. J., & Curran, M. (2011). Daily hassles, sacrifices, and
relationship quality in pregnant cohabitors. Family Science, 2, 68—
72. doi:10.1080/19424620.2011.597101.

Totenhagen, C. J., Serido, J., Curran, M. A., & Butler, E. A. (2012). Daily
hassles and uplifts: A diary study on understanding relationship
quality. Journal of Family Psychology, 26, 719-728. doi:10.1037/
20029628.

Totenhagen, C. J., Curran, M. A., Serido, J., & Butler, E. A. (2013). Good
days, bad days: Do sacrifices improve relationship quality? Journal
of Social and Personal Relationships, 30, 881-900. doi:10.1177/
0265407512472475.

Twenge, J. M., Campbell, W. K., & Foster, C. (2003). Parenthood and
marital satisfaction: A meta-analytic review. Journal of Marriage
and Family, 65, 574-583. doi:10.1111/j.1741-3737.2003.00574.x.

Umberson, D., Thomeer, M. B., & Lodge, A. C. (2015). Intimacy and
emotion work in lesbian, gay, and heterosexual relationships.
Journal of Marriage and Family, 77, 542-556. doi:10.1111/jomf.
12178.

Vangelisti, A. L. (Ed.). (2004). Handbook of family communication.
Mahwah: Erlbaum.

Voydanoff, P. (2007). Work, family, and community: Exploring
interconnections. Mahwah: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Wade, J. C., & Donis, E. (2007). Masculinity ideology, male identity and
romantic relationship quality among heterosexual and gay men. Sex
Roles, 57, 775-786. doi:10.1007/s11199-007-9303-4.

Walster, E. H., Walster, G. W., & Berscheid, E. (1978). Equity: Theory
and research. Boston: Allyn and Bacon.

Wharton, A. S., & Erickson, R. J. (1995). The consequences of caring:
Exploring the links between women’s job and family emotion work.
The Sociological Quarterly, 36,273-296. doi:10.1111/j.1533-8525.
1995.tb00440.x.

Whitton, S., & Whisman, M. (2010). Relationship satisfaction instability
and depression. Journal of Family Psychology, 24, 791-794. doi:10.
1037/20021734.

Whitton, S. W., Rhoades, G. K., & Whisman, M. A. (2014). Fluctuation
in relationship quality over time and individual well-being: Main,
mediated, and moderated effects. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 40, 858-871. doi:10.1177/0146167214528988.

Witt, M. G., & Wood, W. (2010). Self-regulation of gendered behavior in
everyday life. Sex Roles, 62, 635-646. doi:10.1007/s11199-010-
9761-y.

Young, V., Curran, M. A., & Totenhagen, C. (2012). A daily diary study:
Working to change the relationship and relational uncertainty in under-
standing positive relationship quality. Journal of Social and Personal
Relationships, 30, 132-148. doi:10.1177/0265407512453826.

@ Springer


http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.2009.01207.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.2009.01207.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jaging.2014.12.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jaging.2014.12.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/19424620.2011.597101
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0029628
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0029628
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0265407512472475
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0265407512472475
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2003.00574.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12178
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12178
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11199-007-9303-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1533-8525.1995.tb00440.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1533-8525.1995.tb00440.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0021734
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0021734
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167214528988
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11199-010-9761-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11199-010-9761-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0265407512453826

	Gender, Emotion Work, and Relationship Quality: A Daily Diary Study
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Conceptual Framework
	Emotion Work and Relationship Quality
	Method
	Procedure and Participants
	Measures
	Outline placeholder
	Emotion Work
	Relationship Quality
	Control Variables


	Results
	Descriptive Statistics and Correlations
	Multilevel Models: Plan of Analysis
	Discussion
	Emotion Work Matters
	Gender Differences as Minimal
	Gender Differences as Robust and Patterned
	Limitations, Future Directions, and Conclusion
	References


