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Abstract

Accepting influence is a salient coupkevel phenomenon, first observed by Coan,
Gottman, and colleagues (1997), that is walbwn to impact outcomes amongst couples. While
accepting influence has been discussed as vital for couple satisfaction and ,staloléitg, no
studies have actually examined the beneficial effecis@pring influence on couple
relationships. Rather, the literature has focused on the detrimental effefissofginfluence
leading to adverse couplevel outcomes. Using a dyadic sample of military couples\= 244), a
population for which accepting influence may be particularly helpful, this study uses an actor
partner interdependence model with data from each partner to investigate the relationship
between accepting influencecapositive outcomes for both couples and families. Specifically,
this study adds to the literature by examining accepting influence as it is related to service
membersO and civilian spousesO reported couple communication satisfaction and satisfaction with
the family, using systems theory and spillover hypothesis as a theoretical foundation. Actor
effects for both service members and civilian spouses show that accepting influence is related to
both couple communication satisfaction and satisfaction witfathiy; civilian spouses’
reports of accepting influence were also related to their service member partners’ outcomes.
Implications for clinical practice and future directions for measurement and research of accepting
influence are discussed.

Keywords: accepting influence; communication satisfaction; family satisfaction; actor-partner
interdependence model; systems theory; spillover hypothesis
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Accepting influence within couple relationships is a concept and ctexgeprocess
thatwas first observed and introduced to the scientific literature by Gottman and colleagues
(Coan, Gottman, Babcock, & Jacobson, 1997; Gottman, Coan, Carrere, & Swanson, 1998). It is
when one or both partners in a relationship allow themselves to be influenced by their significant
other. Accepting influence refers to both #wionof allowing oneOs partner to influencehe
moment actions and decisions, as well asafifgoachof being open to oneOs partnerOs
perspectives and opinions (Gottman, 1999). In Gottman and colleaguesO observational research
of couples in conflict conversations, a refusal to accept influence was related to adverse couple
level outcomes such as mangtreme forms of intimate partner violence and divo&eaf,
Gottman, Babcock, & Jacobson, 19%&ttman, Coan, Carrere, & Swansdf898§. In contrast,
later observational research of couples in conflict conversations has demonstrated that accepting
influence is related to positive couple-level outcomes, such as improved communication skills,
decreased aggression, and decreased intensity of arguB@nteck, Graham, Canady, & Ross,
2011). In addition to this, at least one study demonstrated that acceyhience is a skill that
can be taught to couples in order to decrease aggressiveness in datflictk et al., 2011).
Taken together, accepting influence appears to be a salient, potentially malleabldes@liple
process with the potential to besaciated with positive couplevel outcomese.g.,Babcock et
al., 2011). Additionally, the research indicates that if partners in a couple relationship are
refusing influence from one another, there may be significant detrimental effects on the

relationship (Coan et al., 1997; Gottman et al.,1998.



The existing research on accepting influence demonstrates its importance as-a couple
level phenomenon and its potential to be used as an intervention, a skill that can be taught to
couples (Babcock et al., 2011). However, to date, most of the research on GottmanOs identified
construct of accepting influence has focused om#tementalresults of couplesefusingto
accept influence from each other, rather tharbéheficial results of couples accepting influence
from each other. This may stem from GottmanOs operationalization of accepting influence via
observational research. When observing couples, Gottman and colleagues termed this concept
after witnessing what they felt was actually dppositeof acceping influence; Gottman and
colleagues observed partners in a couple relatiomshiseeach otherOs influence in conflict
conversations when they escalated negativity in response to their partnerOs positive or neutral
affect Coan et al., 1997)This obgrvation formulated the baseline for researching accepting
influence by demonstrating what refusing influence looks like and how it may be linked with
adverse couple outcomes and by creating a method for conceptualizing, observing, and
measuring refusal taccept influence in couples.

More recently, scholars have continued to investigate accepting influence by observing
couples refuseinfluence via escalations in negativifggttmanet al.,1998 Babcock et al.,
2011). Research from this vantage point ténsicholarly conclusions about accepting influence.
In other words, because research has predominantly focusedamvésecffects of
individualsO and couplaesfusalto accept influence, less is known about whettteepting
influence actually halseneficial effects on couples and families. This study fills this gap in the
literature by utilizing dyadic data from a sample of military couples and anzatiorer
interdependence model approach to examine the relationship betessgningnfluence in

oneOs couple relationship and important ceepkd outcomes, specifically couple



communication satisfaction. | also extend this area of study by determining whether accepting
influence in oneOs couple relationship may also be associated with betfatiqreroé family
level outcomes, specifically satisfaction with the family, based on theoretical suppositions from
family systems theory and the spillover hypothesis.
Theoretical Foundation

GottmanOs conceptualization of accepting influence, and howiagéefluence impacts
the couple relationship (Gottman, 1999), parallels theoretical assumptions of family systems
theory and the spillover hypothesis. Family systems theory maintains that individuals,
subsystems, and families as a whole influence the emotions, thoughts, behaviors, and
interactional patterns of other individuals and subsystems within the family as well as the family
as a whole (Bowen, 1966; Whitchurch & Constantine, 2009; Nichols, 2013). This indicates that
people are a product of their environments, and that environments are created by the people
within them. Two key tenets of family systems theory are interdependence and mutual influence.
Interdependence describes that individuals and subsystems within a family are dependent on
each otlkr; mutual influence describes that individuals and subsystems within a family both
influence and are influenced by each otherOs thoughts, feelings, and beWvitorsitch &
Constantine, 200 urran & Yoshimura, 2016). Interdependence and mutual mfkiéogether
imply that thoughts, feelings, and behaviors in one subsystem will influence thoughts, feelings,
behaviors in another subsystem. The tenets of interdependence and mutual influence in systems
theory provide theoretical underpinnings for theasgt of accepting influence. The action and
approach of accepting influence in a couple relationship stems from individuals influencing other

individuals with whom they share close relationships.



Spillover hypothesis is also relevant when discussing dogepfluence. Spillover
hypothesis describes that dynamics, emotions, and behaviors in one subsystem can OspilloverO
into other parts of the family, transferring into a different subsystem in a different context and
influencing individuals within that fflerent subsystemA{meida, Wethington, & Chandler,
1999; Nelson, O'Brien, Blankson, Calkins, & Keane, 2009; Curran & Yoshimura, 2016). The
spillover hypothesis is often used to explain how emotions and behaviors in the couple
subsystem may spillover ineamotions in the parental subsystem (Almeida et al., 1999; Kouros,
Papp, Goekdorey, & Cummings, 2014). For example, if a couple gets into an argument over a
couplerelevant topic and following this, the couple then gets into an argument over their childOs
bed time, a parenting topic, a spillover of negative affect and argumentative behaviors has
occurred. Spillover hypothesis helps explain why accepting influence in couples may be related
to couplelevel outcomes, such as communication satisfaction.dtlays the foundation for
examining whether accepting influence may be positively associated with healthy outcomes in
other subsystems of the family and the family as a whole.

To the authorOs knowledge, there is no study to date that examines acdéyimeeina
couplelevel phenomenon, as it relates to a fardelyel outcome. This study, grounded in
systems theory and spillover hypothesis, investigated accepting influence in couples as it relates
to satisfaction with the family, filling this gap in theerature.
Current Study

Using the theoretical frameworks of systems theory and spillover hypothesis, this study
examinathe relationship between accepting influence and couple communication satisfaction,
addressing the gap of positively valenced results of accepting influence in couples in the

literature. This study also examines the relationship between accepting influence and satisfaction



with the family, addressing the gap of family-level variables in the literature. In addition to
addressing thesgaps in the literature, this study investigaieepting influence in a population
in which the ability to accept influence may be critically important: military families.

Nearly five million people in the United States are living in military familiesg@&tment
of Defense, 2018). Due to the nature of military service, military personnel and their families
must undergo frequent transition periods due to deployments, temporary duty assignments, and
permanent changes of stations (Drummet, Coleman, & CHMl&; Lucier-Greer, O’Neal,
Arnold, Mancini, & Wickrama, 2014). These transitions are both physical, characterized by the
actual physical moves and separations of family members, and emotional, the process of moving
away from friends and family as well as the stress of the service member leaving their family to
deploy to a potentially dangerous area. These transitions can leave couples and families stressed
and disconnected from each other and from support systems (Segalp™886; Lucier-Greer,
Duncan, Mallette, Arnold, & Mancini, 2018). The literature has previously demonstrated that
strong couple relationships have a positive impact on military families, despite the frequent
physical and emotion transitions (Lewis, Lamson, & Leseuer, 2012; O’Neal, Lucier-Greer,
Mancini, Ferraro, & Ross, 2016). To my knowledge, accepting influence in couple relationships
has not been examined as a potential protective factor for military couples and families.
However, the action and approach of accepting influence may be particularly beneficial for
military couples and military families who must undergo these repeated risky transitions. To
address this gap in the literature, this studyexamine accepting influence in a sample of military
families.

This study examinethe relationship between accepting influence and couple

communication satisfaction, and the relationship between accepting influence and satisfaction



with the family in a dyadic study of military couples. An actor-partner interdependence
framework is used to address these specific research questions:

RQ1a. When a service member perceives that their partner accepts influence, will this be

related to higher levels of couple communication satisfaction for both partners?
RQ1b. When acivilian spouseperceives that their partner accepts influence, will this be
related to higher levels @buple communication satisfactiéor both partners?

RQ2a. When aservice membeperceives that their partner accepts influence, will this be

related to higher levels of satisfaction with the family for both partners?
RQ2b. When a civilian spouseperceives that their partner accepts influence, will this be
related to higher levels shtisfaction with the familfjor both partners?

This study controlled for certainiltary-related variables, number of months deployed
and rank, along with length of marriage and gender. This studyséiaw GottmanOs previous
research on accepting influence, empirical research on similar constructs, and theoretical
underpinnings proded by systems theory and the spillover hypothesis. This study ssenple

of military families, a population in which the ability to accept influence may be salient.



Chapter 2: Literature Review

Introduction

Accepting influence in couple relationships is bothabton of letting oneOs partner
influence opinions and decisions and #éperoachof considering oneOs partner in an open and
accepting manner (Gottman, 1999). Accepting influence has been linkesitisgooutcomes in
couples, such as happiness and marital stab@libtt(nan, Coan, Carrere, & Swanson, 1998),
and healthier behaviors within the couple relationship, including better communication skills,
reductions in aggressive feelings, and the ghitidecrease the intensity of an argument and
facilitate compromiséBabcock, Graham, Canady, & Ross, 20Gbttman, 1999). Accordingly,
this type of research has direct application to educational and therapeutic interventions with
couples (e.g., Babcoek al., 2011). Based on a nigiear study of abusive relationships, John
Gottman and colleagues have gone so far to express that couple relationships will only work to
the extent that both partners, but particularly men, share power and accept inflaenttesir
partners Coan, Gottman, Babcock, & Jacobson, 19Ri¢obson & Gottman, 199&is finding
was corroborated in a three-year study of non-abusive newlywed couples, which found that
accepting influence was a key factor in couples staying tog@ththis study, 80% of the
marriages in which the partners, particularly the men, did not accept influence ended in divorce
(Gottman et al., 1998).

GottmanOs research establishes a link between accepting influence antteduple
outcomes. However, more research is needed to confirm this link and to investigate its

importance within specific populations, such as military families. Additionally, the effect of



accepting influence in couple relationships as it influences fdmill outcomes is an
underdevelped area of research that has both theoretical underpinnings and practical
applications. Given the wedistablished link between stable and happy couple relationships and
healthy family dynamics, such as family satisfaction (Gottman, 1999; Verbrugge, (1878
& Yoshimura, 2016)and reduced family conflict (Wheeler, 2012), this study exémd area of
research by replicating research on accepting influence as it is associated witHesalple
outcomes and examining if accepting influence withincigple relationship has familgvel
implications. More recent work has shown accepting influence to be a malleable and teachable
concept (Babcock et al., 2011). This indicates accepting influence is a potential source of
intervention for couple relationgs that may improve couplevel outcomes, such as
relationship satisfaction, as well as fardigyel outcomes, such as family wbking and family
adjustments. This could be an important point of intervention for supporting families,
particularly thoséamilies who may encounter higher levels of family stress and regularly
encounter family transitions, such as military families.

In the United Stated (US) military, there are currently nearly 2.4 million service
members. Nearly half (1,038,649) of these service members are married (Department of Defense,
2018). Including service members, their partners, and their children, there are over 4.8 million
people living in military families. Living in a military couple or military family means living
with certainunavoidable stressors. Military couples and families must undergo multiple physical
and emotional transitions, brought about by frequent relocations, deployments, and temporary
duty assignments (Drummet, Coleman, & Cable, 2008ier-Greer, OONeal, ArrthlMancini,
& Wickrama, 2014 These transitions can leave couples and families disconnected from

extended family and friends and can leavh@he partners stressed, managing the needs of their



family alone while the service member is gone (Segal, 1986; O'Neal, Lucier-Greer, Duncan,
Mallette, Arnold, & Mancini, 2018)Additionally, service members have rigid schedules,
limiting the already restricted time service members have with their partners and families (Segal,
1986).

Research has demonstrated that strong couple relationships in military families have a
positive impact on the health and wiedling of the service member and their partner (Lewis,
Lamson, & Leseuer, 2012; OONeal, LuGeeer, Mancini, Ferraro, & Ross, 2016), but based on
my review ofthe literature, accepting influence has not been explored as a central construct of
research and application among military couples. Howevegdi@ensandapproachof
accepting influence within the couple relationship may be especially beneficialitarym
couples given the context of stress and transition and the potential to be positively associated
with family outcomes. To address these gaps in the literature, this study exactegting
influence in military couples as it relates to overallgewand family satisfaction.
Theoretical Foundation

GottmanOs conceptualization of accepting influence, and how accepting influence impacts
the couple relationship (Gottman, 1999), parallels theoretical assumptions of family systems
theory and the spilleer hypothesis. These two theories also shed light as to why accepting
influence, a coupkevel process, may influence both cou@ad familylevel outcomes, such as
satisfaction, and why this may be particularly pertinent for military families.

Family systems theoryFamily systems theory is a broad conceptual framework for
understanding families and family-level processes (Bowen, 1966; Nichols, 2013). Broadly,
family systems theory describes that individuals and subsystems (i.e., smaller units within the

family, such as the marital/couple, parental, and sibling relationships) influence other



individuals, subsystems, and the organizational and interactional patterns of the family and vice
versa Bowen, 1966; Whitchurch & Constantine, 2009; Nichols,2013). Family systems theory
accounts for how people and subsystems in families change or remain the same as a result of

other individuals and/or subsystems changing or remaining the same. In essence, how people

think, feel, and behave influences how others and the family as a whole think, feel, and behave.
Family systems theory indicates that people are a product of their environments, and

environments are a product of the people in them. For example, stressful family dynamics can

create anxious individuals, and anxious individuals can create or maintain stressful family

dynamics. In this way, individuals feed into the system and the system feeds into individuals,
creating a cyclical effect (Bowen, 1966; Whitchurch & Constantine, 2009; Nichols, 2013).

Family systems theory is composed of several foundational tenets. In Bowen’s original
conceptualization, important processes of family systems theory included: differentiation of
oneself from one’s family of origin, triangulation (i.e., diffusion of conflict between one two
person subsystem by bringing a third person into the conflict), and the multigenerational
transmission process (i.e., a process through which children are influenced by their parents and
go on to influence the future families they create) (Bowen, 1966; Knauth, 2003)In more
contemporary iterations of the theory, key tenets include interdependence and mutual influence,
hierarchy, and boundaries. The tenets of interdependence and mutual influence go hand-in-hand.
Interdependence descriltdat individuals and subsystems within a family are dependent on
each other; mutual influence describes that individuals and subsystems within a family both
influence and are influenced by each otherOs thoughts, feelings, and beWvitorsitch &
Constatine, 2009Curran & Yoshimura, 2016onsidering the subsystems are held together

within the system as a whole, the tenets of interdependence and mutual influence espouse that
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behaviors and actions within subsystems influence what occurs in other subsystems (Whitchurch
& Constantine, 2009\ichols, 2013). Hierarchy within families is the idea that subsystems are
organized in a ranking order, based on power and structure. Hierarchy indicates that some
subsystems more significant than others, allowing tteeaxert a greater influence on the family
and other subsystems. For example, the parental subsystem exhibits a larger influence on the
childrenOs subsysteWl{itchurch & Constantine, 2009). Boundaries define who is in the system
and subsystems, and thées for interaction between the various subsys{@ktstchurch &
Constantine, 2009). Typically, boundaries are described in one of three waiggdas:
(indicating a hardo-break boundary that does not allow for the passage of people and
information fran subsystem to subsystem@yrmal (indicating an appropriate degree of
permeability, allowing for some passage of people and information from subsystem to
subsystem), odiffuse(indicating an almost neexistent boundary, allowing for extremely easy
passge of people and information from subsystem to subsygMhixchurch & Constantine,
2009;Nichols, 2013.

The concepts of interdependence and mutual influence, hierarchy, and boundegies
applied in this study. Specifically, the action of and abititya¢cept influence stems directly
from two people in a couple relationship being dependent on one another (interdependence) and
sharing influence on each otherOs thoughts, feelings, and behaviors (mutual influence). The way
in which accepting influence,@uplelevel process, influences each individual within a couple
relationship, and then their perception of coupled familylevel outcomes demonstrates
permeability of boundaries and hierarchy among individuals and subsystems within a family.

Spillover hypothesis.The spillover hypothesis describes a method through which

dynamics of one subsystem in a given context can OspilloverO and influence members of another
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subsystem in a different context. The spillover hypothesis posits that emotions andionigrac
both positive and negative, in one subsystem have the potential to transfer to another subsystem
(Almeida, Wethington, & Chandler, 1999; Nelson, O'Brien, Blankson, Calkins, & Keane, 2009;
Curran & Yoshimura, 2016). Spillover has occurred if theeedsect transfer of emotions or
actions from one context to anoth&he spillover hypothesis has commonly been used to
describe workelated stressors in one partner adversely influencing the couple relationship (e.g.,
Bakker & Demerouti, 2013), thussaillover of emotions from the work context to the family
context has occurred.

The spillover hypothesis also can be applied to the ways in which different subsystems
within a family influence each other. In particular, the spillover hypothesis hasibeeno
explain the relationship between marital tension and tension in ganiéhtelationships, as well
as the relationship between marital quality and paskitd relationship quality (Almeida et al.,
1999; Kouros, Papp, Goelorey, & Cummings, 2014 For example, if tension in the marital
relationship, characterized by shouted arguments between the two partners, is followed by
tension in the paresthild relationship, also characterized by one parent shouting at their child,
spillover of both emotins and actions has occurred. The spillover hypothesis also explains
positive spillovers of emotions and actions from couple relationships to jouiteht
relationships Curran & Yoshimura, 2016¢ie, Ma, Tang, & Jiang, 2017). For example, if
affection in he couple relationship, displayed by words of affirmation, is followed by affection
in the parenthild relationship, demonstrated by physical touch (i.e., a hug), a spillover of
emotions has also occurred.

The spillover hypothesis has direct applicatiothis study and the rationale behind why

couplelevel processes have implications for famédyel outcomes. It has been established that
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both couple tension and couple quality spills over into pasieifld relationships dynamics
(Almeida et al., 1999; Kuros et al., 2014)t follows that accepting influence at the coulaeel
may influence familylevel outcomes, such as satisfaction with the family.
Accepting Influence: Applying and Expanding GottmanOs Conceptualization

This section defines and exparithe concept of accepting influence as a means of
deconstructing this couplevel phenomenon. Then, a discussion of terminology is presented
noting divergences between conceptual and operational definitions of accepting influence in the
literature and istances of when research examines accepting influence, albeit while utilizing a
different term, thus, highlighting the jingjangle fallacy that exists surrounding the construct of
accepting influence.

Accepting influence defined.The concept of acceptinnfluence in couple relationships
was identified by John Gottman and colleagues (1997). Accepting influence is the inclination to
and the ability of each partner in a couple relationship to share in decision making, share power,
compromise, and respeciah otherOs opinions and preferences (Gottman, Gottman, & Silver,
2015). Accepting influence is tlaetion of directing every day decisions and more serious
conflicts towards a suitable compromise between oneself and oneOs partner. It is also the
approachof viewing oneOs partner as someone worthy of listening to. It is allowing oneOs partner
to influence oneOs self (Gottman et al., 2015; Gottman, 1999).

Components of accepting influencdn his book, Gottman lists observable examples of
behaviors and aicins that occur when two people accept influebsbaring in decisions
making, sharing power, compromising, and respecting each other (Gottman et al., 2015). In

defining accepting influence in this manner, he highlights two key phenomena in couple
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relationships, that when conceptualized together, result in accepting influence: power and
mutuality.

Gottman and colleagues asserted that couple relationships will work to the extent that
men share power and accept influence from their female par@eas ¢ial., 1997; Jacobson &
Gottman, 1998). Power is an integral part of accepting influence. Power within couple
relationships is defined as one individual having the capacity to influence the decisions and
outcomes of their partneBlair, Nelson, & Colemar2001). In relationships in which there is
unequal power, typically one partner withholds access to certain resources such as affection,
approval, support, and/or monesifipson, Farrell, Ori—a, & Rothman, 2015). Ti@sults in
adjustments made by the otlpartner to receive these desired resources, which might include
withholding emotional states and true thoughts from their partner or conceding to their partnerOs
demands\(Valt, Hunter, Salina, & Jason, 2Q1Zhe more powerful partner is likely to less
receptive to the less powerful partnerOs na®dk €t al., 2013 Power within the context of
accepting influence indicates that both partners are receptive to each otherOs needs, do not
withhold relationship resources, and welcome mutually shafeance, as opposed to using
influence to exercise oneOs will.

Another key element of accepting influence is mutuality. While Gottman never used the
term OmutualityO in describing the concept of accepting influence, it certainly applies. Davila and
colleagues (2017) define mutuality as both partners within a relationship considering their own
needs as well as the needs of their partner and behaving in a way to best satisfy both partnersO
needs. Mutuality corresponds well with the power aspect of acgaptinence. In other words,
if relationships are mutual, both partners share power. When partners are equals and act in the

interest of the couple as a whole, these partners tend to compromise, and act with respect and
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consideration for each other (Davétal., 2017). It is possible for partners to be receptive to
their partnerOs needs without forsaking their own (Davila et al., 2017). Subsequently, the
literature has demonstrated that when partners aim for equality within their relationship,
relationshp satisfaction is higher compared to partners in relationships in which the power is
perceived as imbalanced (Worley & Samp, 2016). When couples share in power and operate
with mutuality, they accept influence.

Jingle-jangle fallacy and accepting influere.To locate accepting influence within the
larger family science literature, it is necessary to explore the research more broadly because not
all studies share the same conceptual and operational definitions of accepting influence. Rather,
there is varihility across studies regarding the use of terms; this phenomenon is more generally
referred to as the jinglangle fallacy. The jinglgangle fallacy combines two incorrect
assumptions in one phenomenon. The first (the jingle fallacy) is assumingahadrieepts are
the same thing just because they have the same name; the second (the jangle fallacy) is assuming
that two identical or extremely similar concepts are different because they do not bear the same
name Roeser, Peck, & Nasir, 200&or exampleearlier | referenced power as the capacity to
influence the decisions of outcomes of oth{@&lsir et al., 2001), yet the word power can also
refer to electrical energy; thus, it would be a mistake to assume every time you saw the word
OpowerOQ it was egfing to power within couple relationships. As mentioned above, Gottman did
not utilize the term OmutualityO when discussing accepting influence. Nonetheless, mutuality and
accepting influence overlap in definitions, and as such, is an example of tleefgiagy.

Relatedly, in this review of the literature, | encountered several other constructs that
resembled accepting influence but did not represent the same construct. Galliher and colleagues

(2004) used the term Oaccepting influenceO in a studyigaiimg adolescent relationships,
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interactions, and relationship quality. In this study, however, the authors conceptualized
accepting influence as one individual being persuaded in response to their partnerOs efforts to
persuade them (Galliher, Welshp$Rosky, & Kawaguchi, 2004). The authors noted this

definition did not account for power within a couple relationship, but that it does reflect Gottman
and colleaguesO (1998) conceptualization of sharing power within couple relationships (Galliher
et al.,2004). While this definition does reflect some aspects of couples sharing power, it does not
wholly represent the construct of accepting influence as an action and approach involving both
sharing power and mutually beneficial decisions, exemplifying tiuggifallacy.

Additionally, I also encountered instances of the jangle fallacy; in other words, |
encountered constructs that were similar to accepting influence, but utilized a different term.
Slotter and colleagues (2014) utilized the construct OpamthemceO investigating acceptance
or rejection of characteristics developed within a relationship after the termination of the
relationship. In this study, partner influence is the characteristics, thoughts, and behaviors that an
individual possessesgalting from being in a relationship with their partner (Slotter et al., 2014).
The natural adoption of characteristics resulting from being in a relationship with a specific
person reflects accepting influence. While partner influence does not sharathsame
definition as accepting influence, it reflects mutuality and is a possible outcome of accepting
influence, indicating similarity between the terms. Another study investigates OconvergenceO
between two partnerOs emotions and personalitiesetaésrto relationship satisfaction
(Gonzaga, Campos, & Bradbury, 2007). This study defines convergence as the proclivity for two
partners to become more alike over time (Gonzaga et al., 2007). Similar to partner influence,
convergence does not share thme exact definition of accepting influence, but it reflects the

key component of mutuality and is a possible outcome of two partners accepting influence.
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While these studies do not utilize the term accepting influence, they are examining constructs
that ae very similar to, if not overlapping with, accepting influence.

These are just a few examples of constructs that reflect the components of and have
definitions similar to accepting influence. While there is little research using the term accepting
influence, there is a plethora of research on related constructs. This research has linked related
constructs, such as partner influence or convergence, to outcomes such as substance use
behaviors Bartel et al., 2017; Leonard, & Mudar, 2Q0Qhealth behavioréarkey, Markey, &

Gray, 2007, personality characteristics (Gonzaga et al., 2007; Slotter et al., 2014)., and self
esteem $chafer & Keith, 1992n couples. This demonstrates that two individuals in a couple
relationship exert some influence over eadtentThese studies inform our knowledge and

provide insight into the concept of accepting influence, as well as potential outcomes. However,
using a clear definition of accepting influence allows us to better understand the processes we are
studying. Forhis reason, much of the background research for this study is based in GottmanQOs
work, using GottmanQOs conceptualization of accepting influence, but this review also branches
out to include some relevant, related constructs.

Additionally, it is this concptualization in which the measure of accepting influence is
based off of for the current study. Traditionally, accepting influence has been measured utilizing
the Specific Affect Coding System. This involves the observation and recording of couple
converstons (typically arguments) and the systemic coding of each individualOs affect in this
conversation@oan et al., 1997). Using this system, a refusal to accept influence is
conceptualized by one individualOs escalation in negative affect in respoesepartherOs less
negative affect (Coan et al., 1997). Less consistency exists when measuring accepting influence

via survey methodology; to my knowledge, there is no directreptrt measure of accepting
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influence. In this study, specific survey iterepresenting the key elements of accepting
influence, sharing power and mutuality, are used to assess each partnerOs accepting influence. A
more comprehensive review of the measurement of accepting influence is provided later in this
chapter.
Accepting Influence and Couple Relationships

GottmanOs research has demonstrated accepting influence to be an important approach
and ability in couple relationships. In this section, a review of the literature on the construct of
accepting influence, its emergencehe literature, and its connection to coulgeel outcomes
is provided, highlighting studies that explicitly use the term accepting influence and those that
tap into the construct of accepting influence but use a different term to describe it.

Construct emergence within the study of domestic violenc&he construct of
accepting influence was identified by Gottman and colleagues in their research on couples,
specifically in the context of domestic violence. In this research, husbandsO refusal to accept
influence from their wives was linked to more severe forms of domestic violenea €t al.,
1997;Gottman, 1999 Coan, Gottman, and colleaguesO study (1997) was the first to
conceptualize accepting influence in terms of negative affect among couplesstlitigiutilized
a sample of 33 distressed and 61 violent couples, all of which were heterosexual and the man
was the abuser. Differetypes of abusers were examined: Type 1 abusers, whose heart rates
decreased when they are violent, and Type 2 abuskoseweart rates remained the same or
increased during violenc€g¢an et al., 1997). Couples were asked to discuss a problem in their
relationship while researchers observed and recorded their conversations, using the Specific
Affect Coding System. When aples in which the husband was a Type 1 abuser were asked to

discuss a problem in their relationship, the husbands tended to use hostility, defensiveness,
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and/or contempt in response to their wivesO statePwaiisther the statement was a small
complaintor an attempted solution. Coan, Gottman, and colleagues (1997) conceptualized this
increased intensity of negative affect in response to their wivesO lower levels of negativity as the
abusersO refusal to accept influence from their wivge 1 abusers we systematically found
to reject influence from their wives (Coan et al., 1997), and Type 1 abusers were also found to be
more abusive than Type 2 abusers and more likely to threaten their wives with weapons
(Gottman, 1999 Two key findings emerged frothis study: first, a refusal to accept influence
can be measured through observational research; and second, a refusal to accept influence,
specifically the male partnerOs refusing influence, was linked to adverselevelpteitcomes
(i.e., more severeofms of domestic violence).

Construct development in studies of couple separation and divorcEollowing this
study, Gottman and colleagues sought to replicate these findings-inatemt couples. Having
learned that a refusal to accept influence cteldbserved in coupleOs negative affect during
conflict discussions, Gottman and colleagues (1998) utilized this method to examine accepting
influence in a thregear study of 130 heterosexual newlywed couples to predict happiness,
stability, and divorceThis study demonstrated that a refusal to accept influence was associated
with divorce in nordistressed and neriolent couplesHowever, this finding was gender
specific.Gottman and colleagues observed that almost every wife accepted influence from her
husband. However, wivesO capacity for accepting their husbandOs influence was not related to
happiness or divorce in GottmanOs stu@estnan et al., 1998; Gottman, 199® contrast, a
husbandOs refusal to accept his wifeOs influence was showrkay li@ctor in predicting
couple outcomes. Approximately fofifths of marriages in which the husband refused his

wifeOs influence ended in divorce (Gottman, L98®ese findings led to GottmanOs
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proclamation that marriages will be happy and stable textent male partners accept influence
from their female partners (Gottman, 1999

It is important to highlight here again that in GottmanOs studies, these findings were
gender specific; that is, female partnerOs accepting influence was not relateditcothes of
either study while male partnerOs refusing influence was related to adverse obiromees
severe forms of domestic violence and divorce (Coan et al., G@fdfman et al., 1998). It is also
important to highlight that both studies were loadinhal, following the couples for several years
(Coan et al., 199Gottman et al., 1998). Refusing influence was an impactful phenomenon for
both couples with domestic violence who were together for at least nine years, and for
newlyweds in their first tlee years of marriage. This suggests that refusing influence may be an
important construct for couples at various relationship stages and lengths. In prior research,
length of relationship, particularly longksting relationships, have been shown to be a
protective factor, relating to positive outcomes for couples such as increased gtedihtgy &
Bradbury, 199% Given that refusing influence is impactful on couples of various relationship
lengths, it is possible that the action and approach of es@aicepting influence may be
influenced by length of the coupleOs relationship.

These two studies linking a refusal to accept influence to domestic violence and divorce
are the foundation for research into accepting influence. However, to our knowledge,
additional research studies corroborate these findings. Gottman and colleagues discuss the
importance of accepting influence in their later books (Gottman, Ta&®&man et al., 2015);
however, it appears there are few, if any, studies replicating fihdsggs, verifying the
importance of accepting influence within couple relationships. This study adds to the literature

by examining accepting influence in a more recent sample of military couples, a unique
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population with distinct risks and sources @dilience, establishing the contemporary
importance of accepting influence in couple relationships.

Accepting influence as an interventionAccepting influence may be an important
couplelevel phenomenon to leverage in educational and clinical settvgs igs relationship to
couple outcomes (e.g., relational stability) and its potential to be taught to couples as a malleable
skill. To our knowledge, only one study exists that demonstrates accepting influence is a skill
that can be taught, leading tositove couplelevel outcomesKabcock et al., 2011

Babcock and colleagues (2011) demonstrated that accepting influence can be taught to
couples experiencing intimate partner violence as a communication skill, leading to positive
couplelevel outcomes.n this study, a refusal to accept influence was operationally defined in
terms of responding to neutral or positive affective messages with an increase in negativity
(Babcock et al., 20)1as is consistent with GottmanOs literature on abusive relat®(Shiamn
et al., 1997). Babcock and colleagues (2011) expanded on GottmanOs conceptualization of
accepting influence by regarding it as a communication strategy, something that individuals in a
couple relationship can utilize when in conflictual conversati@abcock et al., 201I)his
study tested an accepting influence intervention against a control condition and an additional
intervention designed to decrease negative expression (Babcock et al., 2011). The sample was
comprised of 100 heterosexual cogpéxperiencing intimate partner violence in which the man
was the abuser. These couples were observed and recorded arguing for seven minutes, similar to
the technique Coan and Gottman use in their studies (Coan et al., 1997; Gottman et al., 1998).
Following the seveiminute argument, the male partner was given a brief intervention facilitated
by a research assistant. In this intervention, male participants were guided on how to speak to

their partner if they accepted influence. The male partner listemeddaded conflictaden

21



conversations between other couples, which provided examples of statements portraying
accepting influence. These recorded conflict conversations had strategic pauses, allowing the
male partners time to practice formulating respotisasaccept influence. Following the
intervention, the couple yengaged in their argument for another seven minutes (Babcock et al.,
2011). The Specific Affect Coding System was utilized to assess both partnersO affect and to
determine the male partnegddity to accept influence positervention. The male partners who
received the accepting influence intervention displayed less aggressive affect compared to the
male abusive partners that received the control or intervention designed to decreage negati
expression. Additionally, for those couples in which the male partner received the accepting
influence intervention, both the male and female partners reported believing the male partner was
acting less aggressive in the subsequent argument (Babalck2€X11).This study

demonstrates that accepting influence may be a potential source of intervention for couples with
intimate partner violence.

Research has demonstrated the potential importance of accepting influence in couple
relationships as it irelated to adverse coudkevel outcomegCoan et al., 1997; Gottman et al.,
1998)and the potential for accepting influence to be utilized as an intervéBncock et al.,
2011). To my knowledge, these are the only studies that utilize GottmanOsuztizedion of
accepting influence and consider couleieel outcomes. However, when broadening my search
to incorporate the components of accepting influence, power and mutuality, the relationship
between accepting influence and codlplel outcomes ispparent.

Literature of related terms Bpower and mutuality. GottmanOs conceptualization of

accepting influence and the term accepting influence is used only sparingly in the literature, yet
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the key components of accepting influence, power and mutuadig, reen more frequently
used and studied in relation to coufgeel outcomes.

Neff and Harter (2002) investigated the role of shared power and mutuality and the
relationship between these constructs and psychological outcomes, including validation in
relationships, voice in relationships, and individual sslifeem and depressed affect. In their
study, they identified three different relationship stysedtfocused autonomyelationships
high in selfpower, emphasizing autonomy over connectrontualty, relationships in which
partners regard each other as equals and share power, balancing autonomy and connection; and
otherfocused connectiomelationships high in partngrower, placing connection before
autonomy (Neff & Harter, 2002). This study lnded 251 heterosexual couples and was €ross
sectional in nature. In order to assess relationship style and power, participants were provided
with descriptions of the relationship styles and a visual prompt demonstrating relationships
ranging from high sélpower to mutual power to high partq@ower. Participants were
instructed to identify the type of relationship and power dynamic that most closely represented
their own romantic relationship. Mutuality and equal power in relationships was relatedeo high
levels of relationship validation and feelings of having a voice in the relationship as well as
higher selfesteem and lower levels of depressed affect. This demonstrates that mutuality and
sharing power, key components of accepting influence, aredd@positive individualevel
and coupldevel outcomes.

Building on the previous study, Worley and Samp (2016) utilized the construct of power,
examining the relationship between decismaking power, topic avoidance, and relational
satisfaction. Th crosssectional study included 146 heterosexual couples, 292 participants total.

Online selfreport surveys were used to assess power dynamics within relationships as well as
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relationship satisfaction. For this study, power was conceptualized in tedesision making

and was defined as the ability to influence decisions within oneOs relationship (Worley & Samp,
2016). Using the same visual prompt Neff and Harter (2002) utilized, which has a range from
high seltpower to mutual power to high partqgower, participants designated the power split
they perceived within their relationship. The results demonstrated a curvilinear relationship,
indicating that participants with a relationship that was mutually powerful, and therefore more
equally balanced iability to influence decisions within the relationship, had higher relationship
satisfaction (Worley & Samp, 2016). This indicates that couples that share power may have
better coupldevel outcomes. Assuming that sharing power is a key component ofiagcept
influence, this adds to the literature supporting a relationship between accepting influence and
positive coupldevel outcomes.

Another study by Davliand colleagues (2017) investigates the construct of relationship
competence, which upon closer inspection, shares similar key components with accepting
influence. Relationship competence includes three primary components: insight, mutuality, and
emotion egulation (Davila et al., 2017); it is defined as the ability to think about relationships
while balancing the needs of the self and the needs of the partner, approaching relationship
decisions with an effort choose the most suitable option for both pgramel the ability to
regulate emotions. In this study, 102 women completed-sengtured interviews designed to
assess their relationship competence along with the ctaygeoutcomes of relationship
satisfaction, relationship security, and relatlopsiecision making (Davila et al., 2017). The
study found significant small to moderate associations between relationship competence and
satisfaction, security, and decision making (Davila et al., 2017). The constructs of relationship

competence and acdeq influence share similar definitions, both including mutuality. As such,
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this study adds to the literature supporting that notion that accepting influence is likely related to
positive coupldevel outcomes.

Importance of reviewing couple satisfactionGottmanOs research identified
relationships between a refusal to accept influence and couple outcomes such as divorce and
domestic violenceGottman et al., 1998; Coan et al., 19%fpm these relationships, Gottman
inferred that accepting influence is a key component of couple relationships promoting both
couple satisfaction and stability (Jacobson & Gottman, 1998), although his research actually
studied a refusal to accept influen&eaipplemental research into the components of accepting
influence and constructs similar to accepting influence demonstrate links between accepting
influence and positive couplevel outcomesHowever, to our knowledge, a direct link between
GottmanOs oeoeptualization of accepting influence and variables representing couple
satisfaction has not yet been fouttmanOs background research, along with the research into
mutuality and shared power within couples, gives reason to believe a positive selation
between accepting influence and variables related to couple satisfaction exists. Additionally,
family systems theory provides theoretical underpinnings for this relationship (i.e., accepting
influence is a coupHevel process that may potentially lifnce each individual partnerOs
relationship outcomes). This study adds to the literature-byamining the relationship
between accepting influence and codpheel outcomes, specifically looking into the
relationship between accepting influence (asosed to oneOs refusal to accept influence) and
couple communication satisfaction. This study also adds to the literature by examining some key

control variables relevant in GottmanOs previous research: gender and length of relationship.
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Accepting Influence and Family Relationships

Research into accepting influence and related terms along with family systems theory and
the spillover hypothesis give reason for examining the relationship between accepting influence
and coupldevel outcomes. Family systertiseory and the spillover hypothesis also provide
theoretical rationale for examining accepting influence as it relates to feavdlyoutcomes, a
previously underexamined area of research.

Systems theory posits that individuals and subsystems witlaimiéyfsystem can
influence each other via various processes and interacBomg(1, 1966Whitchurch &
Constantine, 200Nlichols, 2013). The spillover hypothesis more specifically demonstrates that
affect in subsystems can transfer over to differentystiés Almeida et al., 1999; Nelson et
al., 2009). Using this, it follows that tlaetionandapproachof accepting influence, a couple
level process, may influence various processes, interactions, and affect within the couple
relationship, which may thenfluence outcomes at the famigvel. Further supporting this
relationship, there is research demonstrating that céenpdd variables, such as couple
satisfaction and communication, influence fanmdyel variables, such as family functioning and
family satisfaction.

One such study examines affectionate communication with fathers as it relates to both
motherOs and childOs family satisfac@amrén & Yoshimura, 2016). In this study, families
were comprised of a father, mother, and one child. Motmsischildren completed seképort
surveys assessing their perception on the affectionate communication in their relationship with
the father, along with measures of family satisfacf@arran & Yoshimura, 2016). For both
mothers and children, affectioeatommunication with the father was related to assessments of

higher levels of family satisfaction as reported by both the mothers and cliinegan &
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Yoshimura, 2016). This result indicates that affection in the motherOs relationship with the father,
as well as affection in the childOs relationship with the father, spilled over from the smaller
subsystem into the larger family unit and influenced the mother and childOs family satisfaction.
Accepting influence, a couplevel process, may yield similapgitive results for satisfaction

with the family.

Another study by OONeal and colleagues (2018) using a sample of military families
demonstrated some of the principle tenets of these theories. This study investigated family
communication during deploymeas it related to service member, civilian spouse, and
adolescent childrenOs experiences of reintegrationl@oistyment, and how this related to
family functioning as reported by service member, civilian spouse, and adolescent children
(OONeal et al., 28). This study found that service member, civilian spouse, and adolescent
experiences of reintegration were related to their own report of family functioning (OONeal et al.,
2018). Additionally, service member, civilian spouse, and adolescentsO exparfence
reintegration were related to different family membersO reports of family functioning,
demonstrating the spillover effect (OONeal et al., 2018). Specifically, negative experiences of
reintegration reported by the civilian spouse were related to tlesaentOs and the service
memberOs reported family functioning; the service memberOs negative experiences of
reintegration were related to the civilian spouseQOs reported family functioning; and the
adolescentOs reported position experiences of reintegnagie related to the civilian spouseOs
family functioning (OONeal et al., 2018). This study demonstrates support for the spillover
hypothesis within samples of military families, and, as such, pamEsésses, interactions, and
affectmay influence citdrenOs outcomes and that childregm@sesses, interactions, and affect

may influence parentOs outcomes.
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Using the theoretical underpinnings of systems theory and spillover hypothesis, this study
expands the literature by investigating accepting inflega couplelevel variable, as it relates to
outcomes at the familevel, specifically satisfaction with the family. This study defines
satisfaction with the family as the extent to which individual family members are satisfied with
their familyOs closess, their familyOs caring and concern for each other, and their familyOs
ability to come together to resolve conflict.

Measurement of Accepting Influence

Studies that investigate accepting influence as Gottman conceptualizes it tend to use the
same metbd: observations of couples in conflictual conversations, nadmgtyssing problem
areas in their relationshippheir observational methothe Specific Affect Coding System,
observations provides a systemic way of coding affect through the observatmmtd
interactions and conflict conversations (Coan et al., 18®ftman, McCoy, Coan, & Collier,

1994 Krokoff, Gottman, & Hass, 19897Jrained researchers observe the aftéaach

individual in the couple relationship by examining facial expressions, body language, tone of
voice, and the spoken content of the conversation; physiological measures, such as heatrt rate, are
taken in conjunction with these observations as v@gabh et al., 1997).

This affective expression is then coded as positive, neutral, or negative, and further coded
into categories, such as belligerence or humor. An example of positive affect may be humor
represented by one partner telling a joke or ma&kmgmusing facial expression, or affection
displayed by one individual reaching out to hold their partnerOs hand. Negative affect may be
contempt exhibited by a cruel joke at one partnerOs expense, or hostility heard in one partnerOs
tone of voice (Coantal., 1997). Using this instrument, Coan and colleagues (1997)

conceptualized a refusal to accept influence as one partner escalating negativity in response to
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the other partnerOs lower levels of negativity (Coan et al.,. FRg@xample, if one indivigl

is affectively neutral, but their partner responds to them using a hostile tone, this would be
considered an increase in negative affect. This conceptualization indicates a refusal to accept
influence as the partner escalating the negativity is refusibe influenced by their partnerOs
positive or neutral affe¢Gottman et al., 1998}t is worth repeating that this measure and
method captures individualefdusalto accept influence from their partner; this is not the same
as measuring acceptinglurence. In fact, Gottman and colleagues (2000) directly state they are
measuring a refusal to accept influence, not accepting influence, in a response to a critique on
their measurement and findings. The action and approaatceptingnfluence may belde to

be measured using the Specific Affect Coding System. However, to my knowdedgpting
influence has not yet been conceptualized using the Specific Affect Coding System. As such,
where the current literature standsfusingto accept influence e construct that has been
conceptualized and measured.

This conceptualization and measure of accepting influence has many benefits including
direct observation, reliability, and expert evaluation of affect supported by physiological
measuresGottman éal., 2000) However, some have argued that this method more accurately
reflects an inability to regulate emotion rather than a refusal to accept influence (Stanley,
Bradbury, & Markman, 2000{zottman and colleagues have responded to these concergs citin
their study on domestic violence (Coan et al., 1997) and the study on newlgedtsan et al.,
1998),both of which found that when men increased negativity in response to their wivesO
calmer statements, their heart rates decre&attinan and colleages suggested this indicates
that the escalation in negativity did not result from an inability to regulate emotion and was

actually an attempt to control their wives, demonstrating a refusal to accept influence (Gottman
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et al., 2000). In sum, benefitsthie Specific Affect Coding System include observational,
affective, and physiological data, yet challenges and limitations of this measure also exist.

| argue that the study of accepting influence may benefit from considering new methods
and measures oteepting influence. Regarding measurement, our field may benefit from having
a tool that directly measures accepting influence rather than measuring a refusal to accept
influence. Regarding methods selfreport measure of accepting influence may be ha@ateby
allowing researchers and practitioners easier access to information on the coupleOs ability to
accept influenceTo our knowledge, a seteport measure of GottmanOs conceptualization of
accepting influence does not yet exist. This study addwetbtérature by utilizing questions
from an existing survey to create a measure for accepting influence. | would like to emphasize
here that this study and this measurement were designed within the context of secondary data
analysis. Items that represehé key aspects of accepting influence, such as partners sharing
power, operating with mutuality, respecting each otherOs opinions and preferences, and viewing
each other with openness and acceptance, were included. This is by no means a comprehensive
measire of accepting influence. However, as there are nagegadirt measures of accepting
influence available nor measures that directly assasptingnfluence, this preliminary
measure of accepting influence expands the literature in novel and meawaggul
The Current Study

The current study investigates accepting influence as it relates to couple communication
satisfaction and satisfaction with the family, using a subased approach to assessing
accepting influence with a sample of military f&es. Military couples are a unique population
who experience normative stressors related to typical family life and situational stressors related

to the transitional nature of military life. These couples also face certain unavoidable stressors of
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military life, such as multiple physical and emotional transitions and separ@amamet et al.,
2003;Lucier-Greer et al., 2004 These transitions involve the family becoming disconnected
from one another and then reuniting time and time again (Paley 20H8). This cycle can

create stress in all members of the family, including the service memberhthr@eafpartner,

and the childreifSegal, 1986Q'Neal et al., 2018), but the transitions in and out of the family
home may be particularly salient foeteervice member. Extended time down range, away from
oneOs home garrison has been associated to adverse individual, andgamilylevel

outcomes for service members. Members of military families are also at risk for the development
of mental healtldisorders such as posttraumatic stress disorder, depression, or anxiety (Paley,
Lester, & Mogil, 2013), and some military families are at greater risk than others. Notably,
families of enlisted service members report elevated rates of mental healtlerdisdrese

mental health disorders then put families at further risk because the symptoms can adversely
influence coupleand familylevel interactions and phenomenon, such as negatively effecting
parenting, which can then adversely impact other membéne damily (Paley, Lester, &

Mogil, 2013).

While military families are susceptible to multiple risk factors, there are several
protective factors that may help mitigate the risk of these stressors. Military installations offer
various programs to suppdrodth service members and their families in an effort to mitigate the
known stressors of living in a military family. Additionally, military families are also protected
by various familylevel interactions and phenomenon. For example, a strong coupiengta
has been shown to positively impact physical health and emotionab&wet] of both service
members and their partndisewis et al., 2012; OONeal et al., 2016), as is the case for the

majority of families. Military families also must be considemith normative family factors,

31



such as length of couple relationship, which can serve as a protective factor in the majority of
families Karney & Bradbury, 1996

Due to this, accepting influence may be an important protective factor within these
families although ihas not yet been examined in a sample of military families. As previously
discussed, accepting influence involves the ability to share power anditguitia ability to
share power and have mutuality in relationships has been linked to positiveleveple
outcomes in civilian populationdléff & Harter, 2002; Worley & Samp, 2016, Davlia et al.,
2017).Military couples and families may benefit fromethoupleOs ability to share power,
operate with mutuality, and accept influence. In fact, accepting influence may be particularly
important for military couples and families considering the numerous physical and emotional
transitions these couples must argb, and the multiple stressors these families are exposed to.
This study addressithese gaps in the literature.

As noted earlier, much of the research into accepting influence is GottmanQOs work, using
GottmanOs conceptualization of accepting influaattee action of allowing oneOs partner to
influence them and tre@pproachof being open to oneOs partnerOs needs and preferences
(Gottman, 1999). This conceptualization addresses the power dynamics and mutuality within a
couple relationship. Gottman andlleagues proclaim the importance of accepting influence,
citing it as a key factor in couple relationshi@o{tman et al., 1998however, limited research
exists confirming this assertion. Research into power and mutuality demonstrates that accepting
influence may be related to positive coulgdeel outcomegNeff & Harter, 2002; Worley &

Samp, 2016, Davlia et al., 201Biven the potential for accepting influence to serve as an
intervention for couples, this is an important construct to study. Addltygrtonsidering the

historical concerns with how accepting influence has been measured, it is also important to
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evaluate a potentially new method for measuring accepting influence. The current stedipaim

fill these gaps by investigating acceptinduehce as it relates to couple communication
satisfaction (see Research Questions 1la and 1b) and satisfaction with the family (see Research
Questions 2a and 2b), utilizing a dyadic sample of military couples, a unique population in which
accepting influene may be a salient intervention point. More specifically, in this stuctgr

partner interdependence modaite usedo address the following research questions:

RQ1la When aservice membeperceives that their partner accepts influence, will this be
related to higher levels afouple communication satisfactiéor both partners?

RQ1b. When acivilian spouseperceives that their partner accepts influence, will this be
related to higher levels @buple communication satisfactiéor both partners?

RQ2a. When aservice membeperceives that their partner accepts influence, will this be

related to higher levels shtisfaction with the familfjor both partners?

RQ2b. When acivilian spouseperceives that their partner accepts influence, will this be

related to higher levels cfatisfaction with the familfjor both partners?

This theoreticallyinformed study also expands the literature on accepting influence by
piloting a new measure that utilizes questions which assess the mutuality and power dynamics,
vital components of the construct of accepting influence. Contextual military variables, including
total number of months deployed and rankreaccounted for in these models based on
previous researchP@ley, Lester, & Mogil, 2013ther controlvariables for which the literature

gives reason for examining, specifically gender and length of relationship, were also included.
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Chapter 3: Methods
Participants

This studyutilized a sample of military couples from a larger existing study entitled th
military family life project (USDA/NIFA award No. 20089868006069; Jay Mancini, Principal
Investigator). From this larger study, data were collected from one Army installation in the
continental United States. Families were eligible to participateeisttidy if they contained at
least one parent that was an active duty service member and one adolescent between the ages of
11 and 18. If it was a twparent home, inclusion criteria maintained that both parents had to
participate in the study. This resdtin a total of 273 participating families.

To address the research questions for the current study, the analytic samplé include
dyadic data from families with two parents who are in a couple relationship. Accordingly, single
parent families were remogtdn = 29). The analytic sample for the current studyduseadic
data and is comprised of 244 military couples, with one service member and one civilian spouse.
A large majority of service members were male (94.8%230), only 13 service members were
female; data for one participant was missing. A majority of both service members and civilian
spouses in the analytic sample were between the ages 31 to 40 (67.9% service members, 71.8%
civilian spouses). The average length of couplesO current romatitbnseip was 12.6 years
(SD=5.71). Of the service members included in the sample, 839214) of service members
were enlisted and 11% € 27) of service members were officers; data for three participants was
missing. The average number of months dggdl among the service members was almost 30

months M = 29.86,SD= 1516. The majority of both service members and civilian spouses had
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at least some college education (83.5% service members, 76.5% civilian spouses had at least
some college).
Procedure

The current study is a secondary data analysis designed to address my specific research
qguestions. For the original data collection process, researchers collected family data at three
locations on a single military installation in the continental UnitiatieS. Participation was
voluntary. Military families were recruited via radio and print advertisements, i.e., signs and
flyers posted at local stores, restaurants, and community centers on post. All members of
participating families gave consent, andtfusse adolescents under the age of 18, consent was
given by a parent. All family members completed online surveys at the same time using
computers at the community centers located on the military installation. Parents and adolescents
from each family cometted the surveys on different computers so that they would not discuss
responses or influence the response choices of other family members.
Measures

Partner accepts influenceThe measure includes five items adapted from the Quality of
Parental Relationgbs Inventory (Conger, Ge, Elder, Lorenz, & Simons, 199#& original
measure included items to assess parental warmth and parental hostility ircpédent
relationships. The measuirethis studyincluded five questions to assess the frequency ofbnes
partner doing certain behaviors that represent sharing power and mutuality. As such, the measure
was name@Partner accepts influenceO reflecting that it is assessing the perception of whether
onepartner displays behaviors that reflect accepting émfte.

The stem question for all items in the measure @athen you and (partner) spent time

talking or doing things together, how often did he/sheEO and the included ite@& Hidp
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you do something that was important to yoleQi€ten carefully to yourpoint of view;E
Act supportive and understanding towards yd@ Qet you know they appreciate you, your
ideas, or the things you doB Understand the way you felt about thing$@r the items, the
responses ranged from 1 (never) to 4 (always); this is a continuous vdf@idervice
membersM = 3.03,SD= 0.64, ! = .879; for spoused) = 2.99,SD=0.67, ! =.893. A copy of
this measure can be found in Appendix A.

This measuw# includes items that map onto different portions of the construct of accepting
influence, including thactionof directing everyday decision making towards a suitable
compromise, thapproachof viewing oneOs partner in an open and accepting mannéneand
components of accepting influence, sharing of power and mutuality, acting in a way to meet both
partnersO needs. For example, when oneOs partner helped them do something that was important
to them, this partner is acting in a way to meet both partneg@s; when oneOs partner listens
carefully to their point of view, this partner is demonstrating they view their partner in an open
and accepting manner. One partner acting in a supportive manner and demonstrating
understanding displays respect for opims and preferences and the sharing of power; one
partner saying they appreciate the other for what they do again shows respect and mutuality; one
partner understanding the way their partner felt about something also shows openness and
mutuality.

This measure had good reliability for service members and spouses, showing the items
are related to each other. Additionally, this measure offers face validity, meaning it appears to
measure accepting influence as the statements map onto various portiongeditéreagcepting

influence constructNevo, 1985).
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It is important to note here again that this studgsecondary data analysis, utilizing
data collected in the military family life project (Jay Mancini, Principal Investigator). The items
included in tlis study are the items that most closely represented the construct of accepting
influence from the questions available in the dataset. These five items do not fully encompass the
dynamic construct of accepting influence. However, these five items offieitiahstarting point
for assessing accepting influence, within a new modality of measurement, specifically survey
items. To my knowledge, there is no s&port measure of accepting influence. Additionally,
there is no direct measureaxceptingnfluence. While the partner accepts influence measure is
by no means a complete measure of accepting influence, it is the finss®lf measure
assessing thacceptancef influence available in the literature.
Couple communication satisfactionThis measte, Couple communication satisfaction,
was measured using eight items adapted from the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 1976). The
specific questions assessed the extent to which partners were satisfied with their communication
on various relationship daams. Reponses ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly
agree); this is a continuous variable. The question stem for all items in the measure was Ol am
satisfied with how we talk EO and some sample items are Oto each other overallO or Oabout our
child-rearing.O Mean scores, standard deviations, and reliability coefficients are in Table 1.
Satisfaction with the family. This measuresatisfaction with the family, was measured
using ten items from FACES IV (Olson, Gorall, & Tiesel, 2006). These itesgessed the extent
to which partners are satisfied with their familyOs closeness, concern, and coming together in
times of conflict. Responses ranged from 1 (very dissatisfied) to 5 (very satisfied); this is a
continuous variable. The question stem foitaths in the measure was OHow satisfied are you

withEO and some sample items are Othe degree of closeness between family membersO or Oyour
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familyOs ability to share positive experiences.O Mean scores, standard deviations, and reliability
coefficients forare also in Table 1.

Control variables. Based on existing literature, two militarglated control variables
wereaccounted for in this study, specifically total number of months deployed and rank. Number
of months deployed was measured by a single isam@ the service member to total the
number of months they had been deployed since 2001; thus, it is a continuous variable. Rank was
measured by a single item asking service members to indicate their rank as junior enlisted (E1
E4), senior enlisted (ER9), junior officer (O1X04), or senior officer (O®9). For this study,
this item was recoded and dichotomized, such that O indicated enlisted service members and 1
indicates officers.

Additionally, relationshigspecific and demographic control variablesreaccounted for,
specifically length of relationship and gender. Length of relationship was a continuous variable
measured by a single item asking both service members and civilian spouses to report the length
of their current relationship in years amdnths. Gender was measured by one question asking
service members and civilian partners to report their identified gender, male or @erader
was dichotomized, such that O indicated male and 1 indicated female.

Analytic approach

To answer the resedrguestions, | began by creating the measure of partner accepting
influence using SPSS. Five questions adapted from the Quality of Parental Relationships
Inventory (Conger et al., 1994)at assess the sharing of power and mutuality, key components
of accepting influence, within the coupleOs relationship were used to create this scale. A
composite scorerascreated for each participant using the means of their scores across these five

items. This composite scoweas then,used in further analyses. Mean composite scores for
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couple communication satisfaction and satisfaction with the famhgalso created using all
items from these scales. These composite seagesused in further analyses.

Partner accepts influence suae the predictor variable. The outcome variables in this
studywere couple communication satisfaction and satisfaction with the family. For all variables,
descriptive statisticaereexamined in SPS%.or all variablesnean, standard deviation,
skewnessand kurtosisvere examined examined skewness ttetermine the nature of the
distribution of the variables. Normal distributiomsdetermined if the skewness statistic is lying
within the range of normality (skewnes2:to 2) (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2A(). No variables
were outside the range of normality so no transformations were conduetadhinel kurtosis
to understand the peakedness of the variable.prbisdal insight into the distribution of
responses. The range of normality for kurtosispsclly -7 to 7 Ryu, 201). If my variables
hadfallenoutside this range of normality, thisould have beegood information to have.
However,asthe kurtosis values for all variables were normal lamtiosis does not typically
impact the results of furer statistical analysi®érrett, Morgan, Leech, & Gloeckner, 20Q,180
transformations were conductddilso examingthe reliability of each scaley checking the
CronbachOs alpha values to determine if they were higher than 0.7; values higheratean 0.7
considered tde acceptable@eVellis, 2016.

To understand the bivariate relationship of the variablesaimine the correlations
between the variables in SPSS. Multicollineawgsassessed by examining if the variables have
high correlation alues (e.g., > 0.8).he military contextual variables (number of months
deployed and rank), demographic variables (gender), and relationship variables (length of
marriage)were significantly correlated witbertainstudy variablesand as such were inced

in the path modelwith paths to the variables they were correlated with.
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To address both the research questions, two path moeed§itvuising anactorpartner
interdependence framewor€gok & Kenny, 2005)Actor-partnerinterdependence models use
dyadic data. This is a benefit because data on both partnersO behaviors and outcomes in a couple
relationship can be analyzed simultaneously. For my specific study, this means that service
membersO partner accepts influemeeerelated to both service membersO and spousesO
outcomes (couple communication satisfaction or satisfaction with the family), and that spousesO
partner accepts influeneeererelated to both service membersO and spousesO outcomes (couple
communication satfiaction or satisfaction with the family), all within the same model.

For RQ1 assessing the relationship betwmsetner acceptsfluence and couple
communication satisfaction, actorpartnernnterdependence framewowasutilized to
investigate both dor and partner effects partneracceps influence on couple communication
satisfaction. This modeVasfit in AMOS so that both actor and partner effectpaftner accepts
influence on couple communication satisfactieereexamined within one model h& model fit
statistics CFl and RMSEwereexamined to determine if the model fit the d#&taCFl value>
0.9 and RMSEA < 0.08yere the standards used to determirteafmodel hd acceptable fit.

The relationships between the variables were examinbkd ihbdel had acceptable fithe
individual regression statistics of each pathwayaexamined to determine the relationship of
partneracceps influence on couple communication satisfaction. Specifically, the actor and
partner effects of accepting influee on couple communication satisfactwereexamined. See
the conceptual model in Appendix B.

For RQ2 assessing the relationship betwwtneracceps influence and satisfaction
with the family, the same procesasused. Anactorpartnerinterdependnce frameworkvas

utilized to investigate both actor and partner effectgaofner accepts influenom satisfaction
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with the family. This model investigatactor and partner effects pértneracceps influence on
satisfaction with the family. This metiwasfit in AMOS so that both actor and partner effects of
partneracceps influence on satisfaction with the familyereexamined within one model. The
model fit statistics CFl and RMSE&ereexamined to determine if the model fit the data. If the
model ha acceptable fit, the relationships between the variateeexamined. The individual
regression statistics of each pathwareexamined to determine the relationship of accepting
influence on satisfaction with the family. Specifically, the actor and partner effeptatoier

acceps influence on satisfaction with the familyereexamined. See the conceptual model in

Appendix C.

41



Chapter 4: Results
Univariate Analysis

To understand theature of the variables, descriptive statistics were examined.
Specifically, the means, standard deviations, skewness, kurtosis, and reliabilities of each variable
were examined. Partner accepts influence appeared to be normally distributed, evideheed by
descriptive statistic¥dqr service memberda = 3.03,SD= 0.64, skew =.262, kurtosis =.673,;
for spousesM = 2.99,SD= 0.67,skew= -.238,kurtosis =-.661). Couple communication
satisfaction appeared to be normally distributed, evidenced luetweiptive and skewness
statistics for service memberdd = 3.34,SD= 0.56, skew =1.425, kurtosis = 3.314; for
spousesM = 3.35,SD= 0.60,skew=-1.107 kurtosis = 1.43%lying within the range of
normality. Satisfaction with the family also apped to be normally distributed, evidenced by
the descriptive and skewness statistfos $ervice member$] = 3.86,SD= 0.70, skew =.921,
kurtosis = 1.790; for spousead: = 3.90,SD= 0.68,skew= -.615,kurtosis = .87blying within
the range of noraity.

The partner accepts influence variable demonstrated good reliability (service members: !
=.879; spouses: ! =.893). The couple communication satisfaction variable demonstrated good
reliability (service members: ! = .895; spouses: ! = .915). $htsfaction with the family
variable also demonstrated good reliability (service members: ! = .944; spouses: ! = .936).

For service members, the average number of months deployed was3I9:86%.07
months). The majority of service members were enligied214, 89% enlisted) = 27, 11%

officers; data were missing for three participants). Of the 244 participating service members, the
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majority were male service membens{230 malen = 13 femalen = 1 unreported). The
average length of marriage waa @5 years§D= 5.67 years).
Bivariate Analysis

To understand the nature of the relationships between the variables, | examined the
correlations between all variables; analyses were conducted in SPSS. See Table 1 for full details.
First, | assessed fany indicators of multicollinearity; no two variables were correlated at a
level higher tham = 0.8, thus, none of the variables appeared to exhibit multicollinearity. The
relationship between service membersO partner accepts influence and service@eoupbe
communication satisfaction exhibited the correlational value with the largest magnitude (
.536,p < .001).

Partner accepts influence for both service members and spouses was significantly
positively correlated with couple communication satisibn for both service members and
spouses, such that higher levels of partner accepts influence was related to higher levels of
couple communication satisfaction within individuals and between partners. More specifically,
service membersO and spousesiitsef partner accepts influence were both highly correlated
with their own report of couple communication satisfaction (service membeg36,p < .001;
spouser = .528,p < .001), indicating possible actor affects (within individual). Service
membesO partner accepts influence was significantly correlated with spousesO couple
communication satisfaction at a small effect size (178,p = .006). SpousesO partner accepts
influence was significantly and moderately correlated with service membeps® cou
communication satisfactiom € .329,p < .001). These correlations indicafgossible partner

effects (between partners).
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Partner accepts influence for both service members and spouses was significantly
correlated with satisfaction with the familyrfboth service members and spouses. More
specifically, service membersO and spousesO reports of partner accepts influence were both highly
correlated with their own report of satisfaction with the family (respectively480,p < .001;r
= .456,p < .00L), indicating possible actor affects. Service membersO partner accepts influence
was significantly correlated with spousesO satisfaction with the family at a moderate effect size (
= .260,p < .001). SpousesO partner accepts influence was significahtiycalerately correlated
with service membersO satisfaction with the famity.282,p < .001). These correlations
indicatel possible partner effects.

The control variables (i.e., number of months deployed, rank, length of marriage, and
gender) were exained in relation to the partner accepts influence variables, the couple
communication satisfaction variables, and the satisfaction with the family variables. Number of
months deployed was negatively correlated with service membersO report of partter accep
influence at a level that was approaching significanee-Q.105,p = .122). RanKO = Enlisted,;

1 = Officer) was significantly positively correlated with spousesO couple communication
satisfaction (= .146,p = .024), such that spouses of enlistedspnnel tended to report lower

levels of couple communication satisfaction. Length of current relationship was significantly
positively correlated with spousesO report of satisfaction with the familjL85,p = .037).

These control variablesereincluded in the model for further exploration. Length of marriage
was not correlated with partner accepts influence or with couple communication satisfaction for
either partner. Gender was not correlated with partner accepts influence, couple communicatio
satisfaction, or satisfaction with the family. Significant correlatiwaseaccounted for in each

model. Additionally, there was a significant positive correlation between service membersO and
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spousesO partner accepts influence variabte846,p < .001); to account for this relationship,
these variablewerecovaried in the model.
Accepting Influence and Couple Communication Satisfaction

This model examirgthe actor and partner effects of service membersO and civilian
spousesO report of partnecepts influence on couple communication satisfaction, as reported
by both partners, accounting for number of months deployed and rank. The model fit the data,
CFIl = 0.963, RMSEA = .062, meeting the requirementsiéoceptable model fit.

Two actor effectand one partner effect were identified as significant in this model (See
Figure 1). Service membersO report that their partner accepts influersignifiaaintly related
to higher levels of their own couple communication satisfaction ©@.418,p < 0.0QL), an actor
effect. Service membersO report that their partner accepts influence was not significantly related
to their civilian spousesO couple communication satisfa@ien.001,p = 0.986) Civilian
spousesO report that their partner acceptshcBugassignificantlyrelated to higher levels of
their own couple communication satisfacti@=0.458,p < 0.001), an actor effecCivilian
spousesO report that their partner accepts influence wagyalfoantlyrelated to higher levels
of servicemembersO couple communication satisfacBon@.141,p = 0.003), a partner effect
This model explaied approximately 31% of the variance in service membersO couple
communication satisfaction and approximately 29% of the variance in civilian spousgieO cou
communication satisfaction.

With regard to the control variables, service membersO number of months deployed was
marginally associated with their own report of partner accepts infl{@we0.004,p = 0.09),
such that more cumulative months away on deployment was marginally associated with lower

levels of partner accepts influence. Rank was significantly related to spousesO couple
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communication satisfactiofd = 0.227,p = 0.026), such that spousafsenlisted service

members tended to report lower levels of couple communication satisfaction and spouses of
officers tended to report higher levels of couple communication satisfaction. Length of marriage
and gender were not significantly correlated vaiéintner accepts influence or with couple
communication satisfaction in the initial descriptive statistics; as such, these variables were not

included in this model.
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Member — Accepts » | Communication
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Report NN R =313
—
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Figure 1 Partner Accepts Influence and Couple Communication Satisfabtior244 couples).
Note: * =p <.05, * =p <.01, ** = p<.001; CFI = 0.963, RMSEA = .062. Control variables
rank and number of months deployed, and the relationship between both partner accepts
influence variablesvereaccounted for in this model. Unstamdized betasB) werereported.
Accepting Influence and Satisfactiorwith the Family

This model exanmiedthe actor and partner effects of service membersO and civilian
spousesO report that their partner accepts influence on satisfaction with the $aneyigrtad by
both partners, accounting for number of months deployed and length of marriage. The model fit

the data, CFI = 0.986, RMSEA = .033, meeting the requirements for acceptable model fit.
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Two actor effects and one partner effect were identifiesiggsficant in this model (See
Figure 2). Service membersO report that their partner accepts influence was significantly related
to higher levels of their own satisfaction with the faniiy= 0.458,p < 0.001), an actor effect.
Service membersO repodtttheir partner accepts influence was marginally related to higher
levels of civilian spousesO satisfaction with the fa(Bily .105,p = 0.095), at a small effect size
that was approaching significance. Civilian spousesO report that their partneriafioepte
was significantly related to higher levels of their own satisfaction with the f§Bi#y0.426,p <
0.001), an actor effect. Civilian spousesO report that their partner accepts influence was also
significantly related to higher levels of sam@imembersO satisfaction with the farfBly 0.153,

p = 0.011), a partner effecthis model explaiadapproximately 25% of the variance in both
service memberstisfaction with the familyR¢ = 0.251)and in civilian spouses&? & 0.247)
satisfaction with the family

With regard to the control variables, service membersO number of months deployed was
marginally related to their own report of partner accepts influ®ee-0.005,p = 0.088), such
that more cumulative months ayvan deployment was associated with lower levels of partner
accepts influence. Length of marriage was significantly and positively related to the civilian
spousesO report of satisfaction with the fa(Bity 0.015,p = 0.027), such that longer marriages
were associated with higher levels of satisfaction with the family. Rank and gender were not
significantly correlated with partner accepts influence or with satisfaction with the family in the

initial review of descriptive statistics; as such, these vasalre not included in this model.
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Figure 2 Partner Accepts Influence and Satisfaction with the Famiky 244 couples).
Note: * =p <.05, * =p <.01, ** = p<.001; CFI = 0.986. RMSEA = 0.033. Control variables
number of months deployed and lengthmarriage, and the relationship between both partner
accepts influence variablegreaccounted for in this model. Unstandardized bédasvére
reported.
Post hoc Analysis

In the bivariate analysis, gender was not significantly related to servicearssnor
spousesO partner accepts influence, couple communication satisfaction, or satisfaction with the
family variables. However, according to GottmanOs findings, the gender of partners may be
particularly important to the processes related to acceptfhgence. To reiterate, in GottmanOs
study of newlywed couples, he found that the male partnerOs refusing their female partnerOs
influence was related to divorce, and that the majority of females in the heterosexual
relationships he observed were not refgsnfluence(thus, considered to be accepting
influence),but this had no effect on relationship satisfaction or dissolution (Gottman et al.,
1998). Given this, in order to better understand the potential influence of gender on the study

variables, a post hoc analysis was conducted. In this, both study model wgain using a
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subset of couples from our original sample in which service memigeesmale and civilian
spousesvere female i = 230 couples) to see whether differences in the results emerged.

Accepting influence and couple communication satisfaictn. This model examined the
actor and partner effects of male service membersO and female civilian spousesO reports that their
partner accepts influence on couple communication satisfaction, as reported by both partners (
230). The model fit the dat&FI = 0.962. RMSEA = 0.063, meeting the requirements for
acceptable model fit. In this model, similar to model with all 244 couples, number of months
deployed and rank were controlled for.

Similar to the original model, two actor effects and one parfifectevere identified as
significant. Male service membersO reports of partner accepts influence were significantly related
to higher levels of their own couple communication satisfagon0.397,p < 0.001), an actor
effect. Male service membersO répof partner accepts influence were not significantly related
to their female civilian spousesO couple communication satisfé8to0.007,p = 0.904).

Civilian spousesO report that her partner accepts influence was significantly related to higher
leves of her own couple communication satisfactiBr= 0.468,p < 0.001), an actor effect.

Civilian spousesO report that her partner accepts influence was also significantly related to higher
levels of the male service membersO couple communication satisfBet 0.156,p < 0.01), a

partner effectThis model explained approximately 30% of the variance in male service

membersO couple communication satisfaction and approximately 29% of the variance in female
civilian spousesO couple communication satisfacti

The control variables rank and number of months deployed were included in this model.

In contrast to the model with all 244 participants, rank was only marginally related to spousesO

couple communication satisfactiaof® = 0.185,p = 0.09) However the effect size and direction
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of the effect remained similar to that of the first model. Almost identical to the first model,
service membersO number of months deployed was marginally associated with their own report
of partner accepts influen¢B = -0.00, p = 0.07) such that more cumulative months away on
deployment was marginally associated with lower levels of partner accepts influence. The
directionality, magnitude, and significance of all pathways in the model were very similar to
those of the modetith all 244 couples.

Accepting influence and satisfaction with the familyThis model examined the actor
and partner effects of male service membersO and female civilian spousesO report that their
partner accepts influence on satisfaction with the fgrag reported by both partners{230).

The model fit the data, CFl = 0.992. RMSEA = 0.020, meeting the requirements for acceptable
model fit. In this model, similar to model with all 244 couples, number of months deployed and
length of marriage were controlled for.

Similar to the orignal model, two actor effects and one partner effect were identified as
significant. Service membersO report that his partner accepts influence was significantly related
to higher levels of his own satisfaction with the fanfiBy= 0.453,p < 0.001), an &or effect.

Service membersO report that his partner accepts influence was related to higher levels of their
female civilian spousesO satisfaction with the family at a level that approached sigrilBcance
=.125,p = 0.06). Civilian spousesO report thatdaetner accepts influence was significantly

related to higher levels of her own satisfaction with the fa(Bily 0.411,p < 0.001;R? =

0.205), an actor effect. Civilian spousesO report that her partner accepts influence was also
significantly relatedd higher levels of the male service membersO satisfaction with the (@mily

=0.172,p< 0.01;R? = 0.214), a partner effecthis model explained approximately 21% of the
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variance in both service membessfisfaction with the familgnd in civilian sposesO
satisfaction with the family

With regard to the control variables, service membersO number of months deployed was
marginally related to their own report of partner accepts influ®ee-0.005, p = 0.07), such
that more cumulative months away ompldgment was associated with lower levels of partner
accepts influencerhis was nearly the same effect in regards to effect size, direction of effect,
and statistical significance seen in the first model. Length of marriage was significantly and
positivel related to the civilian spousesO report of satisfaction with the {@wil§.015, p =
0.04), such that longer marriages were associated with higher levels of satisfaction with the
family. This too was almost identical to the effect seen in the model with all 244 participants.
The directionality, magnitude, and significance of all pathways in thaeetwerevery similar to

those of the model with all 244 couples.
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Chapter 5: Discussion

General Findings

This study utilized a systems approach to examine how accepting influence within the
couple relationship was associated with salient cegpldfamily-level dynamics, specifically
couplecommunication satisfaction and satisfaction with the family usiehgadic study of
military couples. This study found support for the positive relationship between partners
acceptingnfluence andeneficialcouplelevel outcomes. This relationship was expected to
exist based on GottmanOs prior findings relafuginginfluence to adverse couplevel
outcomes. This study also found support for the relationship beteeeptingnfluence and
healthierfamily-level outcomes, sudhat those whoeported that their romantic partriended
to accept influencalso reportd higher levels of satisfaction with the family system as a whole,
suggesting apillovereffect These findings make a unique contribution to the scholarly
literature in both advancing our understanding of accepting influence as a positive, behavioral
acton and approach within the couple relationship and expanding our methodological
assessment of this construeach of these study findings are explored further in this discussion
within the context of theory and the broader research literature. Imphisdtocouples,
particularly military couples, are also presented along with implications for reseasdtier
regard to the measurement of accepting influence.

Accepting influence is a salient coupéarel phenomenon firstlentifiedin GottmanOs
reseach with couplesin the late 19900s, specifically within sampbaseriencing domestic

violence andthers who weraewlywed couples (Coan et al., 1997; Gottman et al., 1998). This
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researcldemonstrated the adverse outcomes of male partners refuffiregce from their

female partnersas couples in which the male partners refused influence had higher levels of
more severe forms of domestic violence and were more likely to divorce. This rdedaiech
GottmanOs proclamation that marriages will wotke extent that men share power and accept
influence from their wivesGoan et al., 1997%Gottman et al., 1998acobson & Gottman, 1998).
In other words, research focused on the behavior of refusing to accept influence and its
detrimental impact on theuple relationship.

Although no research specifically on accepting influence was identiéséarcton key
components of accepting influenshared poweandmutuality, is available andupports the
notion thataccepting influences associated witpositive coupldevel outcomes, such as
validation in relationships and relationship satisfaction (Neff & Harter, 2002; Worley & Samp,
2016; Davila et al., 2017). Family systems theory (Bowen, 1966; Whitchurch & Constantine,
2009) and the spillover hypotie (Almeida et al., 1999; Nelson et al., 2009) provided
theoretical underpinnings for this relationship.

Findings from the current study complement the work of previous empirical research and
support the theoretically based notion that accepting infeuaiihin the couple relationship is
posited to have a systemic impact on the couple relationship and family system. Specific to this
study, service membersO and civilian spousesO perceptions that their partner accepts influence
were related to higher lesebf their own couple communication satisfaction, actor effébis.
may indicate that when one feels that their influence is being accepted by their partner, this
facilitates communication and improves satisfaction.

Additionally, civilian spousesO peptien that their partner accepts influence was related

to higher levels of their service member partnersO couple communication satisfaction, a partner
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effect.In contrast, service membersO perception that their partner accepts influence was not
related tecivilian spousesO couple communication satisfaction. This is may be related to the
concept that in military families civilian spousesO psychologicabeily or psychological

distress can be conceptualized as a barometer for family health. ReseantkeldasiVilian

spousesO psychological distress, anxiety, and depression to higher levels of family conflict and
lower levels of family cohesion supp@@reen, Nurius, & Lester, 2013)he unidirectional

partner effects may indicate that it is more impurtar service membeto accept influenc®

or, at the very least, for civilian spouses to perceive their service member is accepting their
influence.

The unidirectional partner effects could also potentially relate to the influence the
military has on couple§.he military exerts numerous direct demands on service members
including deployments, temporary duty assignments, and permanent changesref statio
(Drummet et al., 2003;ucier-Greer et al., 2004as well as a variety of indirect demands and
expectations on military families, including moving with service members, assuming different
roles and responsibilities while the service member is awaythanekpectation to participate in
military culture (Segal, 1986). These expectations can be conceptualized in terms of power
within a relationship; the military is an outside entity holding the majority of resources for the
family, and is capable of infencing the outcomes and decisions of not only the service member,
but all members of the family (Segal, 198B)e demands may interfere with civilian spousesO
capacity to maintain a consistent career trajectory, live where they would like to live,ranato
full autonomy over their social lives (Segal, 1986). As such, the ability for service members to
accept influence may be particularly important for civilian spousesO outcomes and satisfaction,

including couple communication satisfactitthmay be patcularly important for civilian
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spouses to feel hearsuppored respected, and generaltyfeelthat their influence is accepted
given that there are many instances in military life in which they do not have a lot of Osay.O
Additionally, considering most service members in our sample were male, this may
reflect the gendered effect of accepting influence found in GottmanOs research. Gottman found
that women commonly accepted their male partnersO influence, and this was unrelated to
relationship stabilit. In contrast, nearly 80% of marriages in which the male partner did not
accept his female partnerOs influence ended in divorce (Gottman et al., 1998). Wiusilyhe
female civilian spousdslt their partner accepted their influence, this was relatédgher levels
of couple communication satisfaction for both partnerken themostly male service members
felt their partner accepted their influence, this waly celated to their own couple
communication satisfactiolhe same pattern of partner etewas also found in my post hoc
analysis in which all service members were male and all civilian spouses were female. This
could indicate that male partners accepting influence (or at least, female partners believing their
male partner accepts their iménce) is more indicative of couple outcomes than female partners
accepting influencelhis may also indicate that more women are already accepting influence, as
Gottman (1998) found, and that more womeneximected t@ccept influence; this possibly
indicates that when men accept influence, it is more impactful because it is less expected.
Overall, the results indicate that there is a positive relationship between accepting
influence and couple communication. This supports GottmanOs research and statement that
accepting influence is an important phenomenoméathycouplelevel outcomesJacobson &
Gottman, 1998).
Resultsfrom the current study also demonstrate a meaningful and s&liatonship

between accepting influence and satisfaction with the family, as refyrtestvice members
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and civilian spouses. Similar to the model wittugle communication satisfaction, two actor
effects were found: Service membersO and civilian spousesO perceptions that their partner accepts
influence were related to higher levels of their own satisfaction with the family. This indicates
that acceptingnfluence may lead to higher levels of satisfaction with the whole family for both
partners in a couple relationship. It is possible that the action of collaborating and compromising
on decision making or the approach of viewing oneOs partner in an Gueepiing manner
spills over, resulting in similar behaviors and attitudes being present within the interactions of all
family members, enhancing satisfaction with the overall family. This reflectet¢bat research
that hagdemonstrate how certain coufe-level and parental dynamics, such as affectionate
communication or communication during deployment, are related to féaw#y outcomes, such
as family satisfaction or family functioning (Curran & Yoshimura, 2016; OONeal et al.; 2018)
these studies st utilizedfamily systems theory and the spillover hypothésiame their work

A similar pattern in regards to partner effects was discerned in this model as well.
Civilian spousesO perception that their partner accepts influence was signifitatetlytoe
higher levels of their service member partnersO satisfaction with the Beniice membersO
perception that their partner accepts influence was only marginally related to higher levels of
civilian spousesO satisfaction with the fanilye difference in the partner effects may be related
the link between civilian spousesO psychologicatlvestig or distress and family support and
conflict (Green, Nurius, & Lester, 2013). This relationship suggests that civilian spousesO
psychological wetbeingor distress is particularly impactful on the family as a whole. For this
study, this suggests that civilian spousesO perception that their partner accepts their influence
may have a larger impact on the family as a whole and on service membersOm@atigthdtie

family, than service membersO partner accepts influencefgga®viously mentionedhe
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unidirectional partner effect may also be related to the influence of the military on couple
relationships (Segal, 1986). That is, it may be more impbfta civilian spouses to perceive the
service member partner accepts influence than for the service member to feel their civilian
partner accepts influence. This could also reflect the gendered findings of GottmanOs research
(Coan et al., 199Gottman éeal., 1998 Jacobson & Gottman, 1998%ottman (1998) found that
generally women are already accepting influgboé this is not related to couple outcomes
Ratherwhen men refuse to accept their female partnersO infliigsaelated to adverse
outcomesin this study, when the mostly female civilian spouses perceived the mostly male
service members accepted their influence, this was related to both partnersO outcomes, paralleling
GottmanOs research that male partnecgptimg or refusing influence is more impactful on
couplelevel and familylevel outcomes.

However, it is important to note here that when the outcome was satisfaction with the
family, the pathway between service memberQOs partner accepts influenaivitethespousesO
outcome (again, in this case, satisfaction with the family) approached significance.
Comparatively, the pathway between service membersO partner accepts influence and civilian
spousesO couple communication satisfaction was not signifibéindicates that the influence
of gender or military status (that is, if one partner is a service member or civilian spouse) may be
less impactful when considering famigvel outcomes. Perhaps when considering satisfaction
with the family, both paners accepting influence has an impact, males and females, service
members and civilians alike.

Overall, the results indicate a positive relationship between accepting influence and
satisfaction with the familyThis novel contributiomo the literaturaeinderliesthe importance of

accepting influencea couplelevel processpn thefamily system
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Resultsfrom the current studglid notsuggesthat gender was significantly related to any
study variables. This was unexpected given the large and sigh#ifact gender has had on
accepting influence in GottmanQOs research (Jacobson & Gottman, 1998). While the
unidirectionality of the partner effects may hint at gender having an influence on the findings, the
sample did not have a large enough portion wigle service members and male civilian spouses
to truly tease apart the potential influence of gender and military status on the partner accepts
influence variable, or upon couple communication satisfaction or satisfaction with the family.

The results initate that there is a relationship between service membersO and civilian
spousesO perception that their partner accepts influence and their own couple communication
satisfaction and their own satisfaction with the family. Civilian spousesO perceptibeithat
partner accepts influence was also related to service membersO couple communication
satisfaction and satisfaction with the family. However, service membersO perception that their
partner accepts their influence was not related with their civiliansgs® outcomes. The results
generally support a positive relationship between accepting influence and couple communication
satisfaction and satisfaction with the family. More research needs to be done in order to discern
the possible effect gender or naliy status may have on couplesO ability to accept influence.
Implications

The findings of this study, along with GottmanOs work indicate that accepting influence is
an important construct that can be linked to positive outcomes amongst couples aed.famil
follows that if partners can learn to improve their ability to accept influence, their couple and
family relationships may benefit. As previously discussed, one study has already demonstrated
that accepting influence can be taught to couples toowepdifferent aspects of couple

relationships. Babcock and colleagues (2011) designed an accepting influence intervention to
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teach accepting influence to couples experiencing intimate partner violence. In this study,
couples engaged in an argument and,teeven minutes into the confljatere asked to pause

The male partners (who were the perpetrators of the abuse) listened to examples of accepting
influence and practiced accepting influence in simulated conversaten®male partnemsere

not coackd in accepting influence and instead during this tistened to calming music

Following this, the male partners exhibited less aggression after resuming the argument with
their partner (Babcock et al., 2011). Accepting influence may be able to b¢ @swah
communication skill in a similar fashion to nonviolent couples, which may lead to outcomes
such asigher levels otouple communication satisfaction as this study examined or other
beneficial outcomes for couples.

While Babcock and colleagues (20 display accepting influence can be taught as a
communication skill leading to positive results in couples, there has still not been a
comprehensive intervention or program designed to help couples hone their accepting influence
skills. Again, acceptingnfluence is a dynamic construct. It is both an action and an approach
encompassing behaviors that display acceptance, sharing in power and decision making, viewing
oneQs partner with openness and respect, compromising, operating with mutuality,tetan(Got
et al, 2015). While there is not an intervention designed to address the full construct of accepting
influence, there are interventions aimed at addressing the components of accepting influence
and/or related constructs. Research into these inteomsntay serve as a blueprint for a
comprehensive accepting influence intervention. Considéniaigccepting influence is both an
action and an approach, reviewing interventions aimed at both active behaviors (actions) and

perceptios of oneOs partner (@pach) may be helpful.
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Accepting influence actionsAccepting influence involves taking actions that display
one is sharing power, sharing decision making, compromising, and operating with mutuality
(Gottman et al, 2015). Babcock and colleagues (20damodstrated that accepting influence
interventions based in communication may be effective. Teaching people what accepting
influence sounds like may enhance peopleOs ability to share power, share in decision making, and
compromise; at the very least, ilnc@duce aggression in the conversation (Babcock et al, 2011).
A focus on communicating accepting influence may also be effective in different ways. For
example, communication skills such as softened-sf@tand repair attempts have been shown
to improveconflict in relationships (Gottman, 1999). Softened sipd are initiating conflict
conversations in a nesggressive manner, atiteyinvolve taking into consideration what one
partner may be doing, feeling, or needing in that moment (Gottman, Biffned startips are
actions in conflicsituationsthat show mutuality, a key component of accepting influence.
Repair attempts are act®a partner takes to decrease conflict, lessen tension, show they care
about their partner, or show that they apemto their partnerOs opinions (Gottman, 1999).
Intentionally using repair attempts to demonstrate that one wants to compromise, share in
decision making, and compromise may be another action that shows one is accepting influence.
Additionally, simply taling the time to express that one cares about their partnerOs opinions and
preferences or asking to hear their partnerOs point of view may promote accepting influence in
couples.

Accepting influence approachAccepting influence involves respecting one®dspr
and viewing oneOs partner in an open and accepting manner, perceiving oneOs partner as a person
worthy of accepting influence from and sharing power with (Gottman et al, 2015). While

intervertionsfocused on altering personOs percepsonay be dificult, this may be related to
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GottmanOs idea of positive sentiment override. Positive sentiment override refers to the overall
level of affection and positive feelings in a couple relationship (Gottman, 1999). When a person
in a relationship with positeysentiment hears their partner express something negative, the
OoverridingO sensdypically to perceivethe statemerds neutral or less negative than someone
else observing the conversation may have. The positive feelings in the relationshipoées a wh
shape a personQOs perception of their partner and then permeate different interactions, allowing the
overall affectionate nature of the relationship to OoverrideO the negativity that may characterize
one interaction. Positive sentiment override doedlossom in large defining moments within
relationships; rather, it is cultivatedthin simple dayto-day interactions and small but routine
positive moments (Gottman, 1999). It is possthitaccepting influence may work in a similar
manney partners an work to display respect and show their openness and acceptance to their
partnerOs ideas and preferences in briefadgy actions in everyday life. This may enhance
feelings ofaccepanceand lead to positive results among couples.

Additionally, theapproach portion of accepting influence may be improved by
interventions aimed at sharing power and leveling the hierarchy amongst cobtelegpy
approachessuch as structural family therapy (Minuchin & Fishman, 198hYplace an
emphasis on partneirs a couple relationship sharing in power may facilitate partnersO ability to
accept influence from each other.

Relationship education Psychoeducation and relationship education programs also have
potential to improve coupleOs action and approach of accepting influence. The National
Extension Relationship and Marriage Education Model (NERMEM) is a relationship education
modelthat bothdirectly and indirectly addresses accepting influemitkin the couple

relationshipand how couples can hone skitb promoténealthy relationship functioning
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NERMEM provides a model for couples relationship education (Futris & AHeder, 2013).
Themodel highlights seven key components to include in relationship education prolgeams.
the components of OcareO and OmanageO are discussed. These components most directly relate to
the construct of accepting influence.

One of these components is OGawich involves being open to, listeningatag
accepting on@partner valuing their differences, and displaying warmth and affection via caring
actions (Futris & AdleBaeder, 2013). This maps on to both the action and approach portions of
acceptingmfluencebthat is, the caring, open, and accepting perception a person has towards
their partner is both cultivated and shown in the small affectionate actions. Relatedly, Gottman
(1994) recommends that people actively take part in shaping their thabglistheir partned
taking time to remember positive moments, creating lists of what you love about your partner,
focusing on the fun you have and happiness you feel when with your partner (as cited by Futris
& Adler-Baeder, 2013, p. 51). These actionsnpote a perspective of openness and willingness
to accept oneOs partnerOs influence.

The OmanageO component also provides direction for accepting influence interventions.
This component refers to managing conflict and negativity within the relationshipvay that
is constructive anavithout harm Futris & AdlerBaeder, 2013). This component explicitly
encourages couples to learn to accept influence. In doing this, the authors recommend people
lean into their empathy for their partner and use thisfasradation for approaching conflict
with both partnerOs interests in mind, that is, with mutuality (Futris & -Bdleder, 2013). In
this fashion, partners approach differences with the intention of sharing power and sharing in

decision making, so both paers are satisfied with the way the conflict is handled.
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The information addressed in NERMEM that addresses accepting influence may serve as
an intervention within itself. If couples learn some of the research behind the care and manage
components, coues may be able to improve their ability to accept influence independently.
Additionally, care and manage highlight some simple and practical actions couples can take to
improve their ability to accept influence, such as intentionally focusing on thevpsesitithe
relationship or using their empathy to steer conflict resolution. Communicating that one wants to
accept their partnerOs influence, or using softenediptadr repair attempts may also improve
oneOs ability to accept influence as well.

Limit ations andFuture Directions

Despite the potential implications from this research, study limitations must be
consideredvhen interpreting the findingghemeasure of accepting influenaas derived from
items adapted from the Quality of PareRalationships Inventory (Conger, Ge, Elder, Lorenz,

& Simons, 1994within an existing dataset of military famili€Bhe fiveitem measure provides

a glimpse at partners accepting influence particularly the components of mutuality and sharing
power, but des not offer a comprehensive viedaccepting influenceg dynamic construct
conceptualized asn action and approach including sharing in power, operating with mutuality,
sharing in decision making, compromising, and respec¢he future, researchersudd amend

or expand this measure to create an instrumentrtbet comprehensivelyaptures the entirety

of accepting influence. The observational method of assesfungjnginfluence, the specific

affect coding system (Gottman et al, 1996, Krokoffle1@89; Gottman et al., 2000), could also
be adapted tepecificallymeasure accepting influence. This could even be used in conjunction
with a selfreport measure to enhance the validity of aiegbrt measure and to unearth

potential discrepancies eten what people feel they do or perceive in a relationship and what
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is actually observed. Further research into this may also examine if rejecting influence and
accepting influencexist atopposite ends of the same continuum or if they are separate
constucts.

Correspondingly, in this study, each partner reported their perceptidhehgtartner
accepts their influence, meaning one partner was reporting othivepartner® behaviorsn
the future, it may be beneficial to have both partners repottieir own ability to accept
influence, as well as their partnersO, in order to have a clearer picture on what accepting influence
looks like and how it is perceived by both partners. Additionally, this would help discern any
bias that may exisExamining the difference between an individualOs perceptions of their own
behaviors compared to their partnerOs perception of their behaviors may also be an important
next step in this area of study as levels of congruence may also be an important predictor of
couple quality and functionindn regards to familfevel outcomes, it would also be beneficial
to include data on family satisfaction from other family members. This study utilized only the
couplesO perception of satisfaction with the fartiiuding da& on familylevel outcomes
from different family membersuch as children within the familig, important to confirm that
the spillover from the couple subsystem to the larger family system is occurring. OONeal and
colleagues (2018) found that negativpexences of reintegration after deployment as reported
by service members, civilian spouses, and adolescent children were related to both their own
report of family functioning, and the reported family functioning of other family members.
Future researcmcluding additional family members would enhance our understanding of
spillover in relation to accepting influence.

This study utilized crossectional dataRegarding the direction of effects, weuld

expect that accepting influen@predictsO highlevels ofcouplecommunication satisfaction
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and satisfaction with thiamily given that this study wagounded in theory and extant

literature Yet, lecauseahere was no time delay in measurement of accepting influendbesel
outcomescausality canrtdoe inferredLongitudinal and experimental data may help researchers
assess causality in the future.

Additionally, there were somgharacteristics ahe samplevorth reiterating A majority
of the service members € 230) were male. GottmanOs resesindws that gender has an effect
on a person(ikelihood ofacceping influence, which moderates couple outcomkg¢bson &
Gottman, 1998). However, the sample didinolude enough female service members to truly
discernwhethergender itself had aoutright effect or if the difference in partner effects was
related to something elseamely military statusn the future, more inclusive samples with
largerproportionsof female service members may be beneficial in order to determine the effect
gendethas on contemporary couplesO action and approach of accepting influence. As discussed
earlier, the military is an institution outside the couple relationship that exerts influence on the
couple (Segal, 1986) and may have implications for power dynantias wwiilitary couples.

Including more female service members in future research would also allow for the exploration
of if andhowbeing a service member or a civilian spouse has an effect on oneQOs ability to accept
influence and/owhether itmoderates daomes. Additionally, more research into power

dynamics within military couples may also shed light on their ability to accept influence.

In the primary data collection procedure, researchers were not allowed to ask or record
information onparticipants@ace or ethnicity. This was done in order to protect participants
privacy (i.e., participants from the military installation would have an easier time being identified
if racial and ethnic information was provided); however, this prevented exploratichento

possible influence race, ethnicity, and cultural differences may have had on the results. Research
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into norms and interactional patterns among families of different races and ethnicities has found
that power dynamics vary both among and between difteacial groupgVcGoldrick,
Giordano, & Garcidreto, 2005). For example, it is common for Arab American families to
practice patriarchal traditions in which men maintain more power in relationships and are
positioned as the head of the family. Othenifees of other ethnicities and cultures, such as
European Americans, may aim to be more egalitarian (McGoldrick, Giordano, & Gaet@
2005). While power dynamics and gender roles are always shifting within families amd with
cultures (McGoldrick eal, 2005), it is still common for power dynamics to vary between
families of different races, ethnicities, and cultures. Considering the importance of sharing power
in relation to accepting influence (Jacobson & Gottman, 1998; Gottman et al., 2015) and the
tendency for power structures among families to differ along racial and ethnic lines, it follows
that race and ethnicity may be related to accepting influence. In the future, collecting information
on race and ethnicity (while still protecting and enspianonymity) would allow for exploration
in how accepting influence may vary with different cultures. This may also provide insight into
cultural considerations with regard to accepting influence interventions as interventions aimed at
improving acceptingnfluence may not be appropriate for all people in all cultures (Futris &
Adler-Baeder, 2013).

This study found a positive relationship between accepting influence and couple
communication satisfaction and satisfaction with the family; the results atidatigns,
however, must be considered with these limitations in ndditionally, it is important to note
thatthis study used a specific sample of heterosexual military couples from one specific military
installation. As such, all results and impliceis are only likely to generalize to other

heterosexual military couples with one service member partner and one civilian spouse.
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Conclusion

This study examined the relationship between service membersO and civilian spousesO
ability to accept influencandtwo salient outcomegouple communication satisfactiand
satisfaction with the family. An actgrartner interdependence framewg@@ook & Kenny,
2005)was used to analyze the dyadic daban military couplesand to determine the impact of
service nembersO and civilian spousesO perceptions that their partner accepts their influence on
their own outcomes and each otherOs outcomes. The results showed support for a positive
relationship between accepting influence and both couple communication Satiséact
satisfaction with the family. However, the relationships found warearily actor effects.
Service membersO perceptivattheir partner accepts influence was related to their own couple
communication satisfaction and satisfaction with the fgnaivilian spousesO perceptibat
their partner accepts influence was related to their own couple communication satisfaction and
satisfaction with the family. The same partner effect was found in both models: civilian spousesO
perceptiorthattheir parher accepts influence was related to service membersO couple
communication satisfaction and satisfaction wfié family. Overall, the results support a
relationship between accepting influence and couple communication satisfaction and satisfaction
with the family.

This research must be considered within the context of its limitations; however, some
strengths of this study should be noted. First, this study confirms the importauzepfing
influence in relation to positive couglevel outcomes. GottmanOs research demonstrated that
this relationship was no doubt important, yet this study is the first to directly affirm a relationship
betweeracceptinginfluence andeneficialcouplelevel autcomesSecondly, liis study also

expands the literature base by relating accepting influence to feawdli/outcomes. The
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theoretical frameworks of family systems theory and spillover hypothesis provided support for
this relationship, and this study pslto confirm the potential importance and implications of
accepting influence at the coupéel relating to familylevel outcomesThird, the majority of
the previous literature examine=fusinginfluence via observational methods (Coan et al., 1997;
Gottman et al., 1998}his study presents an initial look at conceptualizing accepting influence
via survey methoddVhile the measure of accepting influence is preliminaryreedls further
validation and perhaps a more comprehensive scomamains thdirst actual measure of
acceptingnfluence in the literature. It is also the first sedport conceptualization of accepting
influence. Considering this, this measure is a starting point for future research in accepting
influence;this partner acceptsifluence measure can now be utilized, adapted, and expanded
upon by future researchefourth this study examines accepting influence in military couples.
Military couples have numerous strengths and support systems (Lewis et al., 2012; OONeal et al.,
2016); however, they are undeniably at risk given the repeated transitions and unavoidable
stressors these families endure (Drummet et al., 2003; LGcemr et al., 2014). Military
couples are a population in which the action and approach of acceptuenadlmay be
particularly beneficial in navigating the multiple transitions and stressors related to military life.
Finally, this study utilized an actgrartner interdependence framework to examine dyadic data.
This allowed for both partnersO acceptifigémce behaviors and outcomes to be examined
within the same model, meaning both partnerOs behaviors in relation to their own outcomes as
well as the outcomes of their partners were examined.

Accepting influence is a significant and dynamic couple phemam. Accepting
influence may lead to positive couptarel and familylevel outcomestefusinginfluence may

lead to adverse couplevel outcomes (Coan et al., 1997; Gottman et al., 1998). Perhaps most
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paramount is that accepting influence is both aaale and malleable construct. Couples can
practice and improve their ability to accept influence from each other. This study supports that
accepting influence is related to positive outcomes for couples and families and offers
suggestions on how couplesdapractitioners may go about improving accepting influence.

Future research may further benefit couples and families by testing the intervention suggestions

described here, or others that may be relevant to accepting influence.
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Table 1.

Correlaton Matrix for All Study Variablesrn{= 244 military couples)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1. Partner Accepts
Influence(Service -
member)

2. Partner Accepts
Influence(Civilian  .346*** -
spouse)

3.Couple

Communication

Satisfaction 536%**  329%** -
(Service member)

4.Couple

Communication

Satisfaction 178 528r** 316rr

(Civilian spouse)

5. Satisfaction with

the Family(Service .480%%*  282***  A72*xx  D%+x _
member)

6. Satisfaction with
the Family(Civilian
spouse) 260%**  ABG*** 323%*  408%** [ 320%** -

7. Number of
Months Deployed -.105 .004 -.033 -.069 -.065 -.012 -
(Service member)

8. Rank (Service
member) -.013 .044 .059 146 081 .032 -111 -

9. Length of
Marriage (years)  -.027 .033 .029 .014 053 .135* -.035 -.026 -

10. Gender (Service

member) .040 .093 .048 .069 .036 .054 -.056 .090 -.036 -

Scale Range 1-4 1-4 1-4 1-4 1-5 1-5 2-72 N/A 0-29 N/A
! .879 .893 .895 915 .944 .936 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Mean 3.03 2.99 3.34 335 386 390 29.86 .112 12.69 0.05
Standard Deviation .64 .67 .56 .60 .70 .68 15.16 N/A 5.63 N/A

Note *p < .05, *p< .01, *** p <.001. The following variables are dichotomous
variables: rank = Enlisted and 1 = Officer) and gend@r=Male andl = Female).
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Appendix A

Partner accepts influence.

My proposed measure of accepting influence includes five questiassdss the frequency of
oneQs partner doing certain behaviors that represent sharing power and mutuality, key
components of accepting influence. As such, the proposed name of the measure is OPartner
accepts influenceO reflecting that it is the percepfiomeOs partnerOs accepting influence
behaviors that are being measured.

OWhen you and (partner) spent time talking or doing things together, how often did he/sheEO

(L)
(2)
)
(4)
)

E Help you do something that was important to you

E Listen carefully to your point of \ew

E Act supportive and understanding towards you

E Let you know they appreciate you, your ideas, or the things you do
E Understand the way you felt about things

For the items, the responses ranged from 1 (never) to 4 (always).
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Appendix B

Conceptual Model the Research Question 1a and 1b Depicting the Relationship between

Partner Accepts Influence and Couple Communication Satisfaction in a Dyadic Sample of
Military Couple

bt

2
Couple

E £ Partner p .
s o Communication
S B Accepts Influence . .
82 Satisfaction
E
7]

9 ¢ Couple

2 & Facier Communication
&2 Accepts Influence Satisfaction
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Appendix C

Conceptual Model the Research Question 2a and Zhepicting the Relationship between
Partner Accepts Influence and Satisfaction with the family in a Dyadic Sample of Military
Couples

B
e
g 5 Partner . Family
% = Accepts Influence Satisfaction
S
5
[0
n
0 Famil
4 5 Partner amiy
5 & — Satisfaction
&2 Accepts Influence
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