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Although much has been learned from cross-sectional research on marriage, an understanding of
how marriages develop, succeed, and fail is best achieved with longitudinal data. In view of growing
interest in longitudinal research on marriage, the authors reviewed and evaluated the literature on
how the quality and stability of marriages change over time. First, prevailing theoretical perspectives
are examined for their ability to explain change in marital quality and stability. Second, the methods
and findings of 115 longitudinal studies—representing over 45,000 marriages—are summarized and
evaluated, yielding specific suggestions for improving this research. Finally, a model is outlined that
integrates the strengths of previous theories of marriage, accounts for established findings, and indicates new directions for research on how marriages change.

For many people, marriage begins as a source of satisfaction
and fulfillment but ends as a source of frustration and despair.
How does an endeavor approached with so much optimism lead
so frequently to disillusionment? How do marriages change?
Addressing these questions is important because nearly all people marry in their lifetime (Bjorksten & Stewart, 1984), yet
nearly two thirds of all first marriages are expected to end in
separation or divorce (Castro-Martin & Bumpass, 1989). Subsequent remarriages are common and are even more likely to
end (Brody, Neubaum, & Forehand, 1988; Cherlin, 1992).
Moreover, whereas satisfying marriages tend to buifer spouses
from psychological distress and negative life events (e.g., Waltz,
Badura, Pfaff, & Schott, 1988), marital distress and instability
have negative consequences for the physical and emotional wellbeing of spouses (Bloom, Asher, & White, 1978) and their children (Emery, 1982; Grych & Fincham, 1990) and are leading
reasons why people seek psychological counseling (Veroff,
Kulka, & Douvan, 1981).1
A basic premise of this article is that a thorough understanding of how marriages develop and change would be important
in its own right and would contribute to the prevention and
treatment of marital dysfunction (see Bradbury & Fincham,
1990b). A second basic premise is that an understanding of
marital development is best achieved with data collected in Ion-
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gitudinal research designs. The extensive literature on marriage
is based primarily on cross-sectional data and, although it has
proven valuable in several respects, this work reveals little about
how marriages may become more or less satisfying and more or
less stable over time. The limitations of this research for understanding how marriages succeed and fail have been recognized,
and the calls for longitudinal research on marriage have been
numerous (e.g., Belsky & Pensky, 1988; Bowerman, 1964;
Glenn, 1990; Gottman, 1991; Hicks & Platt, 1970; Hollingsworth, 1939; Levinger, 1980; Locke, 1968; Markman & Floyd,
1980; Raush, Barry, Hertel, & Swain, 1974).
In response to these calls, longitudinal studies of marriage are
appearing in the research literature at an increasing rate (see
Berscheid, 1994). However, when longitudinal studies are reported, it is common even for leading researchers to grossly underestimate the amount of previous research devoted to investigating change in marital quality and stability. Indeed, we believe that many would be surprised to learn that over 100
longitudinal studies of marriage have been published to date.
This lack of awareness no doubt owes to the fact that the research has been spread across many decades and disciplines,
and that, to our knowledge, there is no single source that identifies, analyzes, and integrates this literature. Researchers therefore lack a common base of knowledge for interpreting their
studies or for designing new studies, and as a result new data
are unlikely to accumulate to refute theory or inform clinical
interventions.
In view of the basic and applied value of a clearer account
of how marriages succeed and fail, the increasing amount of
longitudinal research on this topic, and the absence of a comprehensive analysis of this research, the purpose of this article
1

Throughout this article, the terms marital quality, marital satisfaction, marital adjustment, and marital distress are used interchangeably
to refer to spouses' evaluations of their marriage (see Fincham & Bradbury, 1987a). In contrast, the terms marital stability and marital instability are used to refer to the status of the marriage (i.e., whether it is
continuing or the spouses have separated or divorced).
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is to review and evaluate the available literature and to offer
an integrative framework to guide future research on how the
quality and stability of marriages change over time. The article
is organized into four sections. First, theoretical perspectives
that have influenced longitudinal research on marriage are examined for their ability to explain how marriages change. Second, the longitudinal research itself is reviewed, with regard to
both the methods that have been used and the findings that have
resulted. Third, a model is proposed that integrates the
strengths of current theories of marriage, accounts for replicated findings, and suggests specific directions for future longitudinal research on marriage. A concluding section identifies
immediate research priorities and explores the broader implications of this review.2

Review of Theoretical Perspectives on Marriage
Four theoretical perspectives that have influenced research on
marriage are reviewed in this section to provide a background
for interpreting the large body of longitudinal data and to assist
in developing an integrative framework that might inform subsequent research on marital development. Although an analysis
of theory is important in any area, the need is particularly acute
in the study of marriage because, as we conclude later in the
article, much of the longitudinal work has not been explicitly
theoretical in orientation and because subsequent progress in
understanding how marriages change is likely to depend heavily
on the quality of the available models. The four major theoretical perspectives that have influenced marital research to date
are evaluated in terms of three criteria.
First, the theory should encompass a full range of possible
predictors of marital outcome and should provide links between
different levels of analysis (Furman, 1984;Kellam, 1986; Newcomb & Bentler, 1981; Raush, Greif, & Nugent, 1979; S. W.
White & Mika, 1983). In the search for predictors of marital
outcome, researchers have examined such macro-level variables as cultural norms as well as such micro-level variables as
the number of negative statements spouses make in an interaction. However, Riskin and Faunce (1972) pointed out that "noticeably lacking . . . are the intermediate level concepts and
steps through which to relate the low-order observational data
and variables to high-order abstractions" (p. 400). Many researchers have since echoed this sentiment (e.g., Furman, 1984;
Newcomb & Bentler, 1981; Teachman, Polonko, & Scanzoni,
1987). Influential theories of marriage therefore are evaluated
in terms of whether they acknowledge the full range of possible
influences on couples and whether they suggest how variables at
different levels of analysis affect each other.
Second, the theory should specify mechanisms of change
within marriage (Duck & Sants, 1983; Furman, 1984; Gale &
Vetere, 1987; Glenn, 1990; O'Leary & Smith, 1991; Rutter,
1981). Theorists have argued that a defining feature of any close
relationship is that it evolves over time. A major task of a theory
of marriage is to describe how development and change come
about. Including this criterion emphasizes the importance of
explaining how marriages achieve different outcomes, a goal
that is related to but likely to be more difficult than the actuarial
task of predicting which marriages will succeed or fail.
Third, the theory should account for variability in marital

outcomes between couples and within couples over time (Baltes,
Reese, & Lipsitt, 1980; Belsky & Rovine, 1990; Glenn, 1990;
Wamboldt & Reiss, 1989). A complete theory of marriage
would explain more than simply why couples divorce. A full
understanding of marriage would account for the range of possible marital outcomes, including divorce at different marital
durations, marriages that persist despite dissatisfaction, marriages that decline in quality and then improve, and marriages
that endure stably. A theory should explain how different couples or individuals reach different outcomes and why different
couples or individuals may obtain different outcomes at different times over the course of a marriage.
Although the theories reviewed below have influenced much
of the longitudinal research on marriage, they were not always
offered with the goal of explaining marital change per se; it is
therefore possible that no one perspective meets all three of
these criteria. Nevertheless, examining theoretical perspectives
on marriage in terms of the standards that such a theory must
meet is useful for identifying what each theory might contribute
to a model of marital development. At the outset, we emphasize
that our review is necessarily brief; detailed discussions of the
theories are cited where appropriate.

Social Exchange Theory
Overview. Social exchange theory, the most cited theoretical
perspective in research on marriage and close relationships,
draws from Thibaut and Kelley's (1959) theory of interdependence and asserts that "relationships grow, develop, deteriorate,
and dissolve as a consequence of an unfolding social-exchange
process, which may be conceived as a bartering of rewards and
costs both between the partners and between members of the
partnership and others" (Huston & Burgess, 1979, p. 4). Levinger (1965, 1976) was among the first to apply the concepts of
social exchange to marriage. He argued that marital success or
failure depends on an individual's weighing of the attractions of
the relationship, or all the aspects of the relationship that may
be rewarding (e.g., emotional security, sexual fulfillment, and
social status), the barriers to leaving the relationship (e.g., social and religious constraints and financial expenses), and the
presence of attractive alternatives outside the relationship (e.g.,
preferable partners and escape from the current relationship).
According to this perspective, marriages end when the attractions of the relationship are few, the barriers to leaving the rela2
Detailed consideration of three well-developed subfields of marital
research has been excluded from our discussion. Specifically, treatment
outcome studies are omitted because the present concern is with marriages as they develop and change naturally, rather than as a result of
clinical intervention (see Hahlweg, Baucom, & Markman, 1988; Shadish et al., 1993). Research on the transition to parenthood is omitted
from the summary of studies because this is a well-developed literature
in its own right, and thorough reviews of this research are available (see
Belsky & Pensky, 1988; Michaels & Goldberg, 1988). Because this topic
is directly relevant to understanding the course of marriage, however, it
is discussed in the integrative section of the article. Finally, research on
remarriage is omitted from the review of studies (see Spanier & Furstenberg, 1987), but because remarried and first-married couples often
have been examined together, results involving data from remarried
couples are necessarily included.
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tionship are weak, and the alternatives to the relationship are
enticing.
Using these ideas, Lewis and Spanier (1979, 1982) formed
an exchange typology of marital relationships in which marital
satisfaction and marital stability are conceived as orthogonal
dimensions of marital outcome. Marriages can be satisfied and
stable, satisfied but unstable, unsatisfied but stable, or unsatisfied and unstable; social exchange concepts explain couples'
placement within specific quadrants. For example, unsatisfiedstable couples are those for whom the attractions within the relationship may be low, but the barriers to leaving the relationship are prohibitively high. Satisfied-unstable relationships are
those for whom attractions within the relationship may be adequate, but barriers to leaving the relationship are low and alternatives outside the relationship are even more attractive.
Critique. A strength of social exchange theory, and a major
source of its popularity, is that many types of variables can be
incorporated into its framework. For example, within the concept of attractions, Levinger (1976) placed micro-level variables such as perceptions of companionship as well as sociodemographic variables such as occupational status. Barriers were
also conceived broadly and included macro-level variables such
as community norms against divorce as well as more specific
within-spouse feelings of obligation. For most sets of variables,
social exchange suggests how those variables may combine to
influence marital outcomes. A second strength of social exchange is that, by clearly distinguishing marital satisfaction
from marital stability, the theory potentially can account for a
variety of marital outcomes. Lewis and Spanier's (1979, 1982)
typology addresses varieties of success and failure in marriage,
in that it allows for unhappy couples who remain together and
for relatively happy marriages that nevertheless dissolve.
On the other hand, Lewis and Spanier's (1979, 1982) typology also reveals an important weakness of the social exchange
perspective. Whereas it acknowledges that "the quality and stability of a relationship may vary over the life cycle" (Lewis &
Spanier, 1979, p. 286), social exchange theory does not address
how change in marriage comes about. Social exchange describes
marriages that should be stable or unstable, but it does not speculate about how an initially stable marriage might become unstable over time. A temporal perspective is also lacking from
conceptualizations of attractions and barriers. Although the
theory links concurrent perceptions of attractions and alternatives to marital satisfaction and stability at a given moment, it
does not explain where these perceptions originate or how they
develop. Instead, this view maintains that "when persons are
dissatisfied with their relationship they are apt to view it as inequitable; and. . . when they are satisfied they are likely to see
it as both equitable and equal" (Huston & Burgess, 1979, p.
12). Thus, the variables that serve as attractions and barriers
for a given couple are likely to change as spouses' evaluations of
the relationship change. One must look outside the theory to
understand what constitutes attractions and barriers at different
points in the course of a marriage.
Summary. Levinger (1976) called his original formulation
of exchange theory a "perspective on marital dissolution" (p.
21). Within that scope, social exchange is a useful tool, explaining how two couples who are equally dissatisfied with their marriages might have different thresholds for divorce. However, in

its current form, the theory does not address the question of
how couples reach the brink of dissolution, nor does it explain
how couples who enter marriage satisfied with the attractions
within the relationship become more or less satisfied with those
attractions over time.
Behavioral Theory
Overview. Behavioral theories of marriage, like social exchange, have their roots in the work of Thibaut and Kelley
(1959). The focus of social exchange theory, however, is primarily intrapersonal. Marital satisfaction is understood to be
the result of each individual's weighing of attractions and alternatives, and those attractions and alternatives are conceived
to be "aspects of perception, not action" (Gottman, 1982, p.
950; see also Newcomb & Bentler, 1981). Although rewards and
costs are also basic elements of behavioral conceptions of marriage, instead the focus is on the interpersonal exchange of specific behaviors. Research in this tradition has concentrated on
behaviors exchanged during problem-solving discussions and
has been guided by the premise that rewarding or positive behaviors enhance global evaluations of the marriage while punishing or negative behaviors do harm (e.g., Markman, 1981;
Stuart, 1969; Wills, Weiss, & Patterson, 1974). This basic
framework has been expanded to include the attributions that
spouses make for partner behaviors (e.g., Baucom, 1987; Bradbury & Fincham, 1990a; Weiss, 1984). Unlike social exchange
theory, however, which focuses on these perceptions as direct
determinants of marital outcome, the behavioral model suggests that cognitive responses affect marriage through their influence on subsequent interaction behaviors. Over time, the accumulation of experiences during and after interaction are
thought to gradually influence spouses' judgments of marital
quality (Bradbury & Fincham, 1991; Gottman, 1990,1993b).
Critique. A strength of this approach is that it suggests a
mechanism to explain how judgments of marital satisfaction
change over time. Specifically, "spouses learn on the basis of
their interactions and the appraisals that follow from them
whether or not they are in a rewarding relationship" (Bradbury
& Fincham, 1991,p.l34). For satisfied couples, each satisfying
interaction justifies continued satisfaction, which in turn makes
further satisfying interaction more likely. Marital distress, on
the other hand, may be largely a consequence of a couple's
difficulty dealing with conflict. As Markman (1991) noted, "to
the extent that normal marital disagreements are not handled
well, unresolved negative feelings start to build up, fueling destructive patterns of marital interaction and eventually eroding
and attacking the positive aspects of the relationship" (p. 422).
A more detailed discussion of the formation of these patterns
is offered by coercion theory (Patterson & Reid, 1970), which
describes how spouses reward and shape each other's negative
behaviors inadvertently. If repeated nagging from one spouse
ultimately results in a desired behavior from the other spouse,
for example, the nagging is reinforced and is likely to recur.
Gottman and Levenson's (1986; Gottman, 1993b) escape conditioning model makes the similar prediction that behaviors
leading to decline in both spouses' level of emotional arousal
will be negatively reinforced. To the extent that aversive behav^
iors, such as expressing anger or contempt, are followed by de-
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clines in arousal, these behaviors will increase in frequency and
destructive patterns of behavior may become entrenched. Each
of these mechanisms describes marriage as a dynamic phenomenon, characterized by an ongoing feedback from the interaction between spouses to the sentiments of each spouse about the
marriage and back again. In this respect, behavioral theory has
a perspective on change in marriage that appears to be lacking
in social exchange theory.
However, the strong focus on interaction also can be viewed as
a weakness of this model. Marital interaction, to be understood
fully, probably needs to be examined within the broader context
of spouses' lives (Davis, 1982; Raush et al., 1979; Smith, Vivian, & O'Leary, 1990). Within the behavioral tradition, microlevel analyses of interaction have been emphasized at the
expense of considering the circumstances in which interaction
occurs. The sources of marital interaction patterns, and the
variables that affect day-to-day variation in these patterns, have
been outside the scope of behavioral models of marriage. As a
result, there have been few attempts to link macro-level variables—such as personality, education, or life events—to behavior exchange, despite the strong possibility that these variables
affect marital interaction.
A second weakness of behavioral theory is that it explains
only a limited range of marital outcomes. For example, behavioral models explain within-couple variation in marital satisfaction but only in one direction. Coercion theory and the escape conditioning model suggest how negative behaviors might
develop into entrenched destructive patterns, but they do not
explain how initially adaptive communication patterns might
deteriorate over time or how couples lacking adequate skills
might improve spontaneously. Also unaddressed is the question
of when distress leads to divorce. The presence of harmful interaction patterns characterizes some couples that divorce after
a few years of marriage and others that remain married despite
years of conflict. Behavioral theory alone does not account for
variation in marital duration.
Summary. Behavioral models make unique contributions
to an understanding of marital development. They offer a
framework for investigating the behaviors that spouses exchange, and they suggest plausible and concrete mechanisms
for change in judgments of marital quality. On the other hand,
perhaps as a result of this detailed focus on interaction, these
ideas have not yet been incorporated into a broader developmental perspective on marriage.

Attachment Theory
Overview. Attachment theories of marriage draw from
work by Bowlby (1969) on relationships between infants and
their primary caregivers. Bowlby suggested that the nature of
this first close relationship determines a child's internal working
model of what close relationships are like, so it should determine the nature of an individual's close relationships throughout the life course. Although in theory the variety of possible
infant-caregiver bonds is infinite, in practice researchers have
emphasized three major styles of early attachment (Ainsworth,
Blehar, Waters, & Wall, 1978). Secure attachment, the style
most commonly observed between mothers and infants, is
thought to be the ideal and describes parents who are available

for their children and children for whom the attachment to the
caregiver provides a base for exploration of novel stimuli.
Anxious /ambivalent attachment describes parents who are inconsistently responsive to their infants, resulting in infants who
simultaneously crave and resent the caregiver. Anxious/
avoidant attachment describes parents who are not responsive
to their infants and infants who, therefore, avoid contact with
the caregiver and are not distressed by separations.
Kazan and Shaver (1987, 1994; Shaver, Kazan, & Bradshaw,
1988) applied these ideas to adult relationships directly, arguing
that close relationships between adults reflect enduring styles of
attachment developed in infancy and early childhood, and that
the attachment styles described by Ainsworth et al. (1978) accurately describe styles of adult attachment as well. This perspective emphasizes that individuals' early experiences in close
relationships shape the nature and development of subsequent
relationships in adulthood. Relationship satisfaction, therefore,
"depends largely on the satisfaction of basic needs for comfort,
care, and sexual gratification" (Kazan & Shaver, 1994, p. 13)
and the success of a given relationship will rest on whether each
spouse trusts that the partner can fulfill those needs.
Critique. According to attachment theory, marital success
or failure will be affected by enduring aspects of each partner's
relationship history and family of origin. A strength of this approach is that it suggests links between levels of analysis that are
underemphasized in or absent from exchange and behavioral
theories. In its focus on continuity over the life span, however,
attachment theory often overlooks sources of change and variability in marriage. For example, attachment theory draws attention to the importance of personal history in determining
the relationship needs of each partner, but it does not describe
how personal histories affect the development of a marriage
once two people with different relationship needs come together.
Although the theory suggests that "the relative importance of
various needs changes over time" (Kazan & Shaver, 1994, p.
14), the sources of change in relationship needs and how this
change comes about remain to be specified. Similarly, the theory maintains that marriages remain satisfying to the extent
that partners are able to meet each other's new needs as they
arise, but it does not address the possibility that spouses' abilities to meet each other's needs may change over time, even when
the needs themselves remain stable. In other words, attachment
theory does not explain how individual differences in personal
history affect the development of a marriage from beginning
to end.
Attachment theory also has not addressed sources of variation between couples. Whereas the theory asserts that individuals with secure attachment styles should have longer relationships, it also maintains that under certain circumstances individuals with anxious/ambivalent or anxious/avoidant styles can
have enduring relationships as well. The variables that influence
marital success or failure for such individuals, however, await
specification, as do the sources of variability in marital outcome
between couples that share the same attachment style. Finally,
the theory does not explain when in the course of a marriage
unmet attachment needs lead to divorce.
Summary. Attachment theory draws attention to the role
of personal history in marriage, a variable overlooked by social
exchange and behavioral theories. On the other hand, whereas
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attachment theory could be called developmental in the sense
that it suggests links between childhood experience and adult
relationships, it does not provide a developmental view of the
marriage itself. Attachment theory alone does not explain how
couples change over time or why some couples develop differently from others.

Crisis Theory
Overview. Crisis theory derives from Hill's (1949) efforts to
explain how families react to stressful events. Why do some
families rise to face challenges and adverse situations whereas
others appear to give up or deteriorate? According to Hill's
ABCX model, stressful events (A) require some adaptation
from a family. Families have varying levels of concrete resources
(B) and may arrive at different definitions of events (C) that
modify the impact of those events. In any given circumstance,
the extent to which available resources are sufficient to meet
the requirements implied by a family's definition of an event
determines the nature of the crisis (X) and whether a family
will recover successfully. Successful recovery involves adaptation that "preserves family unity and enhances the family system and member growth and development" (McCubbin & Patterson, 1982, p. 45).
McCubbin and Patterson (1982), noting that Hill's (1949)
original model focused only on variables that exist before a crisis occurs, added a temporal perspective to crisis theory. They
expanded the basic model in two ways. First, they acknowledged
that responses to an event can develop over time. Second, they
acknowledged that responses to an event may have implications
for responses to future events. In their resulting double ABCX
model, each element of Hill's original model is thought to have
its initial meaning and a meaning that emerges over time. For
example, the initial efforts to cope with an event (A) can create
added stressors, a process McCubbin and Patterson called pileup. An initial level of resources (B) can be enhanced in response to an event. In addition to the initial perception of the
event (C), perceptions of the subsequent coping should also
affect eventual outcomes. Finally, a response to a crisis (X) can
result in both adaptation and maladaptation.
Although crisis theory was designed to explain the functioning of families, some marital researchers have used the theory
to explain and predict marital outcomes. These efforts assume
that declines in marital satisfaction and the occurrence of separation or divorce reflect failures to recover from crises. In general, couples experiencing more stressful events should be more
vulnerable to negative marital outcomes, and this effect should
be moderated by the couple's levels of resources and the couple's definitions of events.
Critique. Crisis theory expands the scope of thinking about
marriage in important ways. For instance, in the perspectives
discussed previously, marriages are thought to be influenced
primarily by variables originating either within or between the
spouses. When variables outside the relationship have been addressed, as in the alternatives described by social exchange theorists, they are described primarily as operating on each
spouse's perceptions of the relationship. In contrast, crisis theory is the first perspective to focus on the direct effects of external events on processes within spouses (definitions of the event)

and between spouses (adaptation). .Thus, in crisis theory, married couples are placed in an ongoing interaction with their external world.
Crisis theory also addresses aspects of marital outcome for
which other theories do not account. As with the theories already discussed, crisis theory acknowledges that some marriages are more likely to endure than others. However, only crisis
theory offers a means of predicting when declines in marital
satisfaction or stability are likely to occur. According to crisis
theory, it is the failure to adapt to stressful events that precipitates problems in marriages and families. Until such events occur, even vulnerable marriages may remain stable. By acknowledging the role of external events in the marital development,
crisis theory addresses questions of within-couple variation and
marital duration that other theories do not.
The primary limitations of crisis theory result from a failure
to specify mechanisms of change in the model's basic constructs. According to crisis theory, marriages change in response
to the need to adapt to stressful events. Rarely, however, have
crisis theorists addressed the specific coping responses that lead
to either adaptation or maladaptation. Similarly, the development over time of the constructs that influence coping has received little attention. For example, the double ABCX model
(McCubbin & Patterson, 1982) acknowledges that resources
and perceptions of events can change, but it does not indicate
how such changes might occur or what the variables are that
might influence them.
Summary. Crisis theory makes several contributions to an
understanding of marital development. More directly than the
other theories discussed in this section, crisis theory points out
that events external to a couple influence the course of marriage. Recognizing these effects offers the possibility of predicting when in the course of a marriage initially vulnerable couples
may experience changes in their satisfaction and how such couples may yet endure. On the other hand, the constructs of crisis
theory have not been linked to specific processes within the
marriage. As a result, crisis theory acknowledges the importance of external events to changes in marriage, but it does not
explain how such changes come about.

Conclusion
We have reviewed the most influential theoretical perspectives on marriage to evaluate what they can contribute to a longitudinal theory of development and change in marriage. The
review must be qualified in several ways. First, the perspectives
we reviewed were not designed to be comprehensive models of
marriage and marital change, and thus they should not be
faulted for failing to meet standards for which they were not
intended. Second, the review has been illustrative rather than
exhaustive so that only key principles of the theories reviewed
were covered. Third, despite their relevance to understanding
marriage, perspectives that have not been as influential in shaping research, such as interactionist perspectives (e.g., Berger &
Kellner, 1964), psychodynamic views (e.g., Mittlemann,
1956), and systems theory perspectives (e.g., Steinglass, 1978),
were not discussed. Fourth, important steps are being taken to
rectify many of the weaknesses we identified and to elaborate
each perspective beyond the basic frameworks we presented; an
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Table 1
Evaluation of Theoretical Perspectives on Marriage
Criterion
Links micro- and
macrovariables?
Specifies
mechanisms
for change?

Accounts for
within- and
betweencouple
variation in
outcome?
Theoretical
sources
Empirical
examples

Social exchange theory

Behavioral theory

Yes. Barriers may be macro
No. Focuses on interaction
level, e.g., social norms;
between spouses but
attractions may be micro level,
ignores broader context
e.g., interaction.
of marriage.
Yes. Each interaction
No. Acknowledges that couples
may change over time but
affects global
offers no speculation about
evaluations of the
how this occurs.
marriage, which then
influence subsequent
interactions.
Somewhat. Accounts for
Somewhat. Does not address
within-couple variation but
within-couple variation
in one direction only.
addresses how some couples
may be unhappy but stable
Does not address
differences in marital
whereas others may be happy
duration between
but unstable.
couples.
Gottman, 1979; Jacobson
Levinger, 1965; Lewis &
& Margolin, 1979;
Spanier, 1979; Nye & Berardo,
Margolin, 1983
1973
Albrecht & Kunz, 1980; Kitson,
Holmes, &Sussman, 1983;
Rusbult, 1983

Bradbury & Fincham,
1992; Markman, 1981;
Wills, Weiss, &
Patterson, 1974

understanding of these developments is necessary for a full understanding of the theories we reviewed.
A summary of the main ideas of this section appears in Table
1. As this table shows, although each of the four theories draws
attention to distinct and potentially important aspects of marriage, no single framework satisfies all the criteria of a theory of
marital development. Social exchange explains the distinction
between marital satisfaction and marital stability but does not
account for variation over time. Behavioral theory addresses the
intricacies and implications of marital interaction but fails to
link interaction to the broader context of marriage. Attachment
theory relates marriage to the individual histories of spouses
but does not explain the development of a marriage once two
people come together. Finally, crisis theory relates marriages to
external circumstances of the couple but does not provide
mechanisms of change over time. To understand the full course
of marital development, it may be profitable to combine the
strengths of these theories in a single framework. Before considering a form the framework might take, we first turn to longitudinal studies of marriage themselves with the goal of identifying
the established findings for which a developmental model of
marriage must account.
Review of Longitudinal Research on Marital Outcomes
What has longitudinal research revealed about how marriages
develop and change? In this section, the 115 studies that predict
marital outcomes over time are examined to assess the extent to
which longitudinal research on marriage has advanced an understanding of marital development. To assemble these articles, a
computer search of the Psychological Literature (PsycLIT) data-

Attachment theory

Crisis theory

Somewhat. Focuses on links
between childhood
socialization and adult
relationships.
No. Acknowledges that
relationship needs may
change but does not
explain how this occurs.

Yes. Links external life events
to adaptation within
marriage.
Somewhat. Acknowledges
that resources and
adaptation change over
time in response to life
events.

No. Does not address how
styles may change over
time or why different
couples with the same
styles may be more or less
successful.

Yes. Couples with inadequate
coping resources will
dissolve when crises occur
but may endure until then.

Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters,
&Wall, 1978;Bowlby,
1 969; Shaver, Kazan, &
Bradshaw, 1988
Veroff, Sutherland,
Chadiha, & Ortega, 1993;
Wamboldt & Reiss, 1989

Burr, 1982; Hill, 1949;
McCubbin & Patterson,
1982
Gotlib & Hooley, 1988;
Lavee, McCubbin, &
Olson, 1987;Menaghan,
1982

base was conducted using combinations of the key words marriage, marital, divorce, development, transition, prediction, and
longitudinal. The reference lists of all located articles, as well as
the reference lists of numerous review articles and book chapters,
were also searched. Articles were included in the sample if they
collected data relevant to marriage at more than one point in
time, and if data from one point in time were used to account for
marital outcomes at a later point. Included within the pool of
studies, therefore, is research that, although not directly concerned with marriage, reports findings relevant to marriage in
the context of broader longitudinal investigations.
The studies are discussed in two sections. First, because the
quality and appropriateness of the methods used in longitudinal
research necessarily qualify interpretations of the substantive
findings, the methods that have been used to study marriage
longitudinally are described and evaluated. Second, the findings
themselves are summarized.

Methodological Issues in Longitudinal Research on
Marriage
The purpose of this section is to describe the methods that
have been used to study marriage longitudinally and to evaluate
the appropriateness of those methods for investigating how
marriages change. Note that many of the studies reviewed were
not designed to study marital change, and thus should not be
faulted for using methods imperfectly suited to this goal. Methodological characteristics of the 115 published longitudinal
studies on marriage are summarized in Table 2; each column
of Table 2 will be discussed in turn.
Sample characteristics at Time 1. The 115 studies reported
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in Table 2 do not represent 115 independent samples. Some
data sets have been analyzed in several different studies, whereas
in other cases researchers have published follow-up analyses of
samples examined in previous reports. Although it is not always
clear when a published study represents a reanalysis of previously examined data, we estimate that 68 independent samples are represented in Table 2.
Taken as a group, the 68 independent samples demonstrate
relatively little variability in ethnic and demographic makeup.
Of the 68 samples, 8% specifically draw from Black and White
populations and an additional 17% are nationally representative
of married people. The remaining 75% of the samples are comprised primarily of middle-class Caucasians (this describes all
samples in Table 2 unless otherwise noted in the second
column). Thus, much of what is known about predicting marital outcomes derives from one particular segment of society
and may not hold true outside that group. It bears noting that
demographic variables have been the most frequently replicated
predictors of marital outcome. In light of the demographic
homogeneity of many of the samples, it is important to be cautious about generalizing findings beyond the specific groups
examined.
Despite this homogeneity, sources of variability that do exist
within these samples have been often overlooked. Many of the
studies in Table 2 fail to control for or address possible confounding variables that involve sample characteristics. For example, of the 115 studies, 57 studies (50%) do not distinguish
between first-married and remarried couples, despite evidence
that these marriages differ in a number of ways (e.g., Kurdek,
199la). Fifty-seven studies (50%) do not distinguish between
childless couples and parents, despite evidence that marriages
change through the transition to parenthood (e.g., Belsky, 1985;
Belsky & Pensky, 1988). Thirty studies (26%) fail to analyze
data from husbands and wives separately, despite abundant evidence that effects for husbands and wives are rarely identical.
Studies that pool data across these different types of individuals
without controlling for these differences may be masking important effects.
Marital duration is another variable that has been overlooked
often in this literature. Although several studies have found that
certain variables, such as wife's education and age at marriage,
affect new marriages differently than established marriages
(e.g., Booth, Johnson, White, & Edwards, 1986; Johnson,
Amoloza, & Booth, 1992; Morgan & Rindfuss, 1985; South &
Spitze, 1986), in general longitudinal research on marriage has
been inconsistent in acknowledging the importance of marital
duration. Of the 115 studies in Table 2,49 studies (43%) examine marriages that vary widely in duration without controlling
for this variable. To address this problem, some researchers
have begun collecting samples of newlywed couples, for whom
the duration of marriage is relatively uniform; newlyweds comprise 33% of the 68 independent samples.
Data from both spouses of a couple are available in 57% of the
68 samples. The remaining 43% include data from only one
spouse. This type of data necessarily limits the questions researchers can address. Although data from married individuals are acceptable for examining /«rrapersonal perceptions of marriage,
data from both spouses are necessary for investigating interpersonal aspects ofmarriage (e.g., Corsini, 1956; see Sears, 1951).

The generalizability of the 115 studies is limited further by
the procedures used to recruit participants. Only 18% of the
68 samples were recruited through nationally representative
random sampling. On the other hand, 23% of the samples were
recruited not for studies of marriage but for life-span studies
in which individuals were followed from birth or childhood
onward. Another 22% of the samples were recruited through
newspaper advertisements, and 12% were recruited through
letters mailed to couples filing for marriage licenses. Of the
115 studies, 32 studies (28%) were conducted on unusual samples or samples of convenience (e.g., friends of students and
retired persons). The effects of different recruitment methods
on the nature of the resulting samples have only begun to be
explored (e.g., Karney et al., in press; see Kitson et al., 1982);
but because national random sampling is rare, the possibility
remains that much of the longitudinal research on marriage
involves idiosyncratic samples. To the extent that different recruitment methods do affect results and national random sampling is not possible, recruitment through marriage licenses
may be the best current alternative because its initial population is married couples—the population of interest—rather
than the readership of a particular newspaper or students in a
particular course.
Sample size. The final sample sizes reported in Table 2
represent the number of individuals or couples participating
in the first wave of data collection who were also included in
the last wave reported for a particular study. In studies with
more than two waves of data collection, this number refers to
the participants included in the longest longitudinal analysis.
Initial sample sizes range from 16 to 5,083 in the 115 studies,
but most analyzed samples tend to be relatively small. Specifically, of the 112 studies reporting final sample sizes, 33% have
100 participants or less, 20% have between 100 and 200 participants, 16% have between 200 and 500 participants, and 30%
have more than 500 participants. Across studies, sample size
tends to be related to the variables examined and methods used,
in that demographic variables and self-report measures are
more likely to be examined in larger samples, whereas behavioral variables and observational measures are more likely to be
examined in smaller samples.
Lack of statistical power may be a problem for many of these
studies, particularly those with fewer than 100 participants. For
example, to have a 70% chance of detecting a "small" effect at
a probability level of .05, a zero-order correlation requires a
sample size of at least 600 participants (Cohen, 1977). To detect a "medium" effect under these conditions, a sample size of
at least 67 participants is required. The number of studies failing to reach these sample sizes raises the possibility that there
may be many more predictors of marital outcome than marital
research has the power to detect and that some of the obtained
predictors may be spurious. The likelihood of the Type I and
Type II errors underscores the importance of replicating findings that are obtained even with relatively large samples.
Seventy-eight studies provide data on subject attrition.
Among these studies, an average of 31% of each initial sample
is not included in final longitudinal analyses. Most studies tend
to fall on the low end of this distribution, with 49% of the studies
having less than 25% attrition, 33% of the studies having 25% to
(text continues on page 16)
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50% attrition, and 17% of the studies having more than 50%
attrition from the initial to the final data collection. Contributing to this attrition are 36 studies that deliberately exclude divorcing couples from final analyses, omitting the couples who
may have experienced the most drastic changes (Glenn, 1990).
In 20 studies with substantial attrition, final samples were not
analyzed for attrition biases. When possible attrition biases
have been examined, participants who are younger, poorer, less
educated, and from minority backgrounds were found to be less
likely to be included in final longitudinal analyses. To the extent
that these variables are related to poorer marital outcomes, attrition will lead to underestimates of effects (Hannan, Tuma, &
Groeneveld, 1977). Selective attrition further limits the generalizability of this research because there appears to be a subset
of the population that is not being represented in the samples
that are analyzed longitudinally. Surprisingly, rate of attrition
does not appear to be related to study duration.
Independent variables. Characteristics of the independent
variables examined in longitudinal research on marriage are
discussed in detail in the section Results of Longitudinal Research on Marriage.
Measurement. In the studies listed in Table 2, observational
data were collected in 16 studies, clinical ratings were made in
9 studies, physiological measures were collected in 2 studies,
archival data were used in 2 studies, peer ratings were collected
in 1 study, and 1 study examined the effects of welfare on marital stability by randomly assigning couples to varying levels of
financial support (Hannan et al., 1977). Eighty-nine studies
(77%) gathered data solely through self-report measures. Although self-reports can be an important source of information,
research has called into question the accuracy of spouses as reporters on their own relationships (e.g., Christensen & Nies,
1980; Floyd & Markman, 1983; Jacobson & Moore, 1981). Of
course, this concern is greater, with some variables (e.g., behaviors displayed in marital conflict) than with others (e.g., number of children). In any case, what longitudinal research has
revealed about marriage is heavily dependent on the self-reported perceptions of married people.
The psychometric properties of the measures themselves appear to be adequate in most cases, although unvalidated or single-item measures were used in 30 studies (26%). Increased use
of alternative methods of assessing marriage, such as ratings obtained from peers and clinicians and direct observations of couples, in conjunction with self-report data, would broaden the
questions that marital researchers could address and strengthen
confidence in the findings of these studies.
Dependent variables. For a complete picture of marital development, it would be optimal to examine changes in both
marital quality and marital stability within the same study. For
example, both outcomes would need to be assessed in the same
sample to examine whether the variables that predict declines
in marital satisfaction are the same as those that predict eventual divorce. Of the 115 studies, 16% examine both of these
outcomes, 43% examine only marital satisfaction, and 37% examine only marital stability. Thus, satisfaction and stability
have been treated as separate outcomes rather than as two aspects of a continuing process. Merely examining both of these
variables within the same study would shift the focus of research more toward development.

Although marital researchers are consistent in the outcomes
they have chosen to study, they have seldom agreed about how
to measure those outcomes. Marital stability, for example, has
been variously operationalized as the absence of divorce, the
absence of separation or divorce, and the reports of intact couples that have not considered separation or divorce.3 Similarly,
30 measures have been used to assess marital satisfaction. Although these measures are probably highly interrelated
(Karney, Bradbury, Fincham, & Sullivan, 1994), they may not
be equally sensitive to changes in marital quality over time
(Fincham & Bradbury, 1987a; cf. Eddy, Heyman, & Weiss,
1991, and Sabourin, Lussier, Laplante, & Wright, 1990, on the
variable structure of marital quality measures). In summary,
the lack of consensus on how to measure marital outcomes contributes to a lack of cohesion in this literature.
Marital researchers have rarely explored outcomes other than
satisfaction and stability. The duration of marriages that do dissolve, for example, is an important dimension reflecting the full
course of marital change; the variables that lead a marriage to
end after 3 years are probably different in important ways from
those that lead a marriage to end after 15 years. As we have
already noted, these marriages have been treated as identical in
most analyses. Despite the potential value of a greater understanding of marital duration, and despite the availability of statistical techniques for examining duration (Singer & Willett,
1991), it has been examined only three times (Byrne et al.,
1988; Furstenberg, 1979; Greenstein, 1990). Recently developed techniques for modeling individual growth raise the possibility of examining rates of change in marital satisfaction for
each spouse and then investigating the variables that account
for interindividual variability in those rates (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1987; Willett, 1988). The potential of these techniques is
beginning to be explored (e.g., Belsky & Rovine, 1990; Kurdek,
199la). Another variable suggested by this approach, distinct
from the linear rate of change, is amount of variability in an
individual's satisfaction over time. What variables account for
smoothly linear changes in the satisfaction of one couple and
widely varying or curvilinear changes in the satisfaction of another couple? Gottman (1993a, 1993b; Gottman & Levenson,
1992) has suggested that couples high in emotional expressiveness during interaction should demonstrate more variability in
marital satisfaction over time than other stable couples, but to
date no research has examined intraindividual variability in
marital satisfaction directly. In general, outcomes that relate to
ongoing change, as opposed to final outcome, have yet to be
examined fully in longitudinal studies of marriage.
Number of assessments and total duration. Of the 115 studies, 51 studies (44%) assess marriages three times or more.
However, in more than half of the studies (64, or 56%), marriages are assessed only two times. As Rogosa, Brant, and Zimowski (1982) have argued, "two waves of data contain an extremely limited amount of information about the change of
each individual" (p. 729; see also Nesselroade, 1991; Nesselroade, Stigler, & Baltes, 1980). Because there are few estab3
In this review, the occurrence of separation or divorce was considered an operationalization of marital stability, and reported thoughts
of separation or divorce were considered operationalizations of marital
satisfaction.
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lished methods of analyzing multiple waves of data in a single
analysis (Rutter, 1981), even those studies that have assessed
couples three or more times often resort to analyzing the data
"as a series of separate designs with two time points" (Bryk &
Raudenbush, 1987, p. 147). The recent development of techniques for modeling individual change that take advantage of
multiple waves of data may encourage researchers to move beyond two-wave designs and to analyze all waves of data simultaneously (Karney & Bradbury, 1995).
In 39 studies (34%), measures administered at Time 1 are
not administered again at each subsequent data collection. This
presents interpretive difficulties when investigating the effects of
variables that may themselves be affected by marital satisfaction. For example, for any longitudinal relationship between a
variable and marital satisfaction, the impact of that variable at
Time N on marital satisfaction at Time N + 1 may be merely an
indirect effect of the impact of the marital satisfaction at Time
TV - 1 on the variable at Time N. Incomplete longitudinal designs are unable to rule out this alternative hypothesis, leaving
unclear the true importance of even those variables with demonstrated longitudinal effects (Bradbury & Karney, 1993; Gotlib&Hooley, 1988).
The durations of longitudinal studies of marriage vary widely.
Twenty-four life-span studies of individuals assess marriages
across 15 years or more. On the other hand, 70 of the 115 studies (61%) follow marriages for 5 years or less. Thus, in more
than half of the studies a relatively narrow span in the course of
a marriage is examined, and in most of the cases that span falls
approximately in the middle of relatively established marriages.
Whereas research that examines the full course of marriages
from beginning to end may be impractical now, current studies
that examine marriages from the wedding onward are a good
beginning, particularly because half of all marriages that eventually end in divorce do so within the first 7 years of marriage
(Cherlin, 1992).
Methods of analysis. Longitudinal effects on marital outcomes have been estimated with 18 different statistical techniques. The most frequently used technique is a zero-order correlation (37 studies), but as a method of estimating longitudinal
effects this technique is limited in several ways. First, in many
investigations involving marital satisfaction, predictor variables are correlated with the outcome variable cross-sectionally
as well as longitudinally. Failure to control for cross-sectional
correlations in estimating longitudinal effects means that the
estimated effects are simple associations across time rather than
predictions of change. Controlling for cross-sectional associations between predictors and outcomes more closely estimates
change over time, which this research typically is designed to
clarify. A second problem with correlations arises from associations among multiple predictor variables. Many studies estimate the effects of multiple independent variables on a single
outcome. If the independent variables are intercorrelated, spurious effects can result. When multiple independent variables
are examined in a single study, estimates of effects for each variable should instead statistically control for the effects of the
other variables. This method would minimize spurious effects,
illuminate relationships between predictor variables, and allow
the effects of individual variables to be understood in the
context of other variables. Thirty-two studies (28%) are diffi-
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cult to interpret because of a failure to control for cross-sectional correlations.
The studies that use / tests (16 studies) or analysis of variance
(ANOVi; 28 studies) suffer similar limitations, because these two
techniques also fail to account for cross-sectional associations
when estimating longitudinal effects. These techniques can have
the additional problem of requiring researchers to transform continuous variables into categorical variables. For example, to estimate the effects of income on marital stability with an ANO\A,
researchers might group couples into high-, medium-, and lowincome groups. This practice, used in 28 studies, not only yields
a distorted view of marital phenomena, which are probably not
categorical in nature, but also results in costly loss of information.
Multiple regression, used in 37 studies, helps to overcome some of
these problems by allowing the use of continuous data and controlling for correlations between predictor variables. Structural
equation modeling (SEM; Sorbom, 1981) improves on multiple
regression in two ways by allowing the estimation of latent variables that are free from the potential biasing effects of measurement error and by estimating the associations between variables
while simultaneously controlling for all other associations within a
defined system. Although at least 30 studies have the large sample
sizes and multiwave data that are potentially well suited for analysis with SEM, only 7 studies have used SEM to date. Inappropriate
statistics (e.g., contingency tables and correlations with extreme
groups) were used in 8 studies.
Conclusion. Even with longitudinal data, marital researchers have not always used the methods best suited to examining
how marriages develop and change. Samples have been at the
same time overly homogenous and underanalyzed, calling into
question the generalizability of this body of research and suggesting possible confounding variables that have yet to be controlled. Nearly half of the studies lack the power to detect small
effects, even though the effects in question are likely to be small
in many cases. Data have been drawn almost exclusively from
self-report surveys and interviews, whereas alternative means of
gathering data have yet to be exploited. Although an interest in
marital development suggests several possible dependent variables, the field has focused narrowly on predicting marital satisfaction and marital stability, emphasizing end states rather
than how couples arrive at them. Although two waves of data
are probably inadequate for making causal inferences from
nonexperimental data (Rogosa et al., 1982), researchers have
rarely gathered multiwave data and have underexamined
multiwave data when it has been available.
In summary, the richness of marriage as a topic remains to be
captured fully by the methods used to study it. To fully explore
development in marriage, it is essential that multiple waves of
data be collected from appropriately large samples over relatively long periods of time. Although the expense of such studies
would be considerable, the alternative is to continue to conduct
studies that, despite great cost and effort, are not fully capable
of answering questions of central interest to this field. Because
the methods of these studies influence the validity of the findings, these limitations should be kept in mind as those findings
are reviewed in the next section.

Results of Longitudinal Research on Marriage
Nearly 200 variables have been examined in longitudinal research on marriage and nearly 900 different findings have been
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reported, including effects of spouses' variables on their own
outcomes, effects of spouses' variables on each other's outcomes, and effects of differences between spouses' variables on
the couple's outcomes. How are the effects of these variables
best summarized and evaluated? In this review, meta-analytic
techniques were used to estimate an aggregate effect size (r) for
each variable that has been examined as a predictor of marital
quality or marital stability. A strength of this approach is that it
allows for approximation of the magnitude and direction of the
effect of each variable on the basis of the results of all studies of
that variable, independent of the sample size or statistical power
of any single study (Schmidt, 1992). To compute the aggregate
effect sizes, a Pearson's product-moment correlation coefficient
(r), representing the strength of the linear relationship between
two variables, was obtained or computed for each variable in a
study. Each r obtained for a given variable was converted using
a Fisher's r-to-z transformation, and the mean of the zs was then
calculated and transformed back into an r. In cases where the
rs to be combined do not vary substantially in magnitude or
direction, this is an adequate method of estimating an aggregate
r (Rosenthal & Rosnow, 1984). Where the rs to be combined
were not all in the same direction, that has been noted in the
text.
Not all of the results from the 115 studies in Table 2 could be
included in these analyses. One difficulty encountered in combining results involved the frequent reporting of beta weights or
standardized beta weights from multiple regression equations
in place of r. Although beta weights are estimates of the linear
relationship between predictor and outcome, they are not interchangeable with r and are difficult to interpret as effect sizes in
the absence of data on the standard error of the beta estimate
(personal communication, R. Rosenthal, March 11, 1993).
When a study reported only beta weights and their statistical
significance, a value of / corresponding to the appropriate p
value could be used to derive a conservative estimate of r
(Rosenthal & Rosnow, 1984). Ten studies did not report
enough data to estimate effect sizes; hence, those results were
not included in the analyses.
The analyses also omit variables that have been examined in
only a single study. Although some of the omitted variables may
prove to be important in future research, if a variable has not
been studied more than once to date, the theoretical justification for examining that variable may be suspect. Moreover, including variables that have been examined only once would triple the number of effects to summarize. In any case, restricting
the present discussion to findings for which there have been attempts at replication encourages a focus on the most relevant
variables examined by longitudinal marital research.
The aggregated findings are presented for marital stability in
Figure 1 and for marital satisfaction in Figure 2. When possible,
effects have been reported separately for husbands and wives,
but findings are presented for couples when researchers did not
distinguish between husbands and wives. In Figures 1 and 2,
effect sizes are scaled so that positive effects indicate that a variable predicts greater or increased stability and satisfaction and
that negative effects indicate that a variable predicts lower or
decreased stability and satisfaction. The number in parentheses
after each effect represents the number of effects combined to

arrive at that estimate, and estimates that are based on three or
more effects are in boldface.4
Figures 1 and 2 show that longitudinal research on marriage
has demonstrated many reliable effects on marital satisfaction
and marital stability. In general, positively valued variables—
such as education, positive behavior, and employment—predict
positive marital outcomes, whereas negatively valued variables—such as neuroticism, negative behavior, and an unhappy
childhood—predict negative marital outcomes. Much of this
research, therefore, appears consistent with lay theory about the
variables that contribute to marital success and failure. We refer
to many of these specific effects in greater detail later, when we
present a model that incorporates the strengths of existing theories and that integrates the reliable research findings identified.
Before turning to this task, however, we first consider several
complexities that arise from the published research that are not
immediately apparent from Figures 1 and 2. These areas warrant additional attention and are discussed in greater detail in
the paragraphs below.
Direct versus mediated effects. Figures 1 and 2 reflect the
majority of marital research in that they present direct linear
associations between predictors and outcomes. It may be misleading, however, to estimate direct effects on marital outcomes
in all instances. Education and parental divorce, for example,
may affect marital outcomes through their effects on other variables, but mediating relationships have rarely been examined in
longitudinal research on marriage. Variables such as satisfaction and behavior may demonstrate greater effects on marital
stability than education and income, not because their true importance is greater but because the former variables may have
direct effects, whereas the latter variables are likely to operate
through unexamined mediating variables. Until the interrelationships among the variables in Figures 1 and 2 are examined
more fully, conclusions about the relative importance of different classes of variables in predicting marital outcome should be
made with caution.
Effects on satisfaction versus effects on stability. Variables
that have been studied in relation to both marital stability and
marital satisfaction tend to have effects in the same direction for
both outcomes. A noteworthy exception to this trend is marital
duration. Longitudinal examination of this variable reveals that
marriages tend to become more stable but less satisfying with
time, thus supporting the idea that marital stability and marital
satisfaction, although clearly related, are not interchangeable
outcomes.5 That few other variables in Figures 1 and 2 show
different effects on stability and satisfaction suggests that re-

4
Although variables examined only once were not included in the
review, some effects presented in Figures 1 and 2 are still based on only
one effect. These cases represent variables that were examined in two or
more studies but were examined with respect to different dependent
variables in each study.
5
Cross-sectional and retrospective research suggests that marital satisfaction follows a curvilinear pattern over the course of a marriage (e.g.,
Rollins & Feldman, 1970), with couples reporting that their marriages
are happier in the early and late years of the relationship but less satisfying during the middle years. Longitudinal research disconfirms this
hypothesis (C. O. Vaillam & Vaillant, 1993).
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Figure 1. Aggregate effect-size rs of independent variables on the marital stability of wives, husbands, and
couples. Numbers in parentheses represent the number of studies aggregated to estimate the effect. Entries
in boldface are based on three or more studies. Variables in each column are measured for the individual or
the couple. Where husbands' and wives' variables have been studied separately for their effects on each
spouse has been indicated in the figure (H = husband, W = wife).

searchers have yet to address the specific ways that these outcomes are distinct.
Effects for husbands versus effects for wives. Gender differences in marriage can be demonstrated in at least two ways:
A single variable can affect husbands and wives differently, or
husbands' and wives' variables can affect the marriage differently. For example, husbands can be affected by their own backgrounds differently than wives are affected by their own backgrounds, or husbands' backgrounds can affect both spouses
differently than wives' backgrounds affect both spouses. Although marital researchers have suggested that both kinds of
gender differences exist (e.g., Baucom, Notarius, Burnett, &

Haefner, 1990; Floyd & Markman, 1983), Figures 1 and 2 do
not reveal substantial gender differences of either kind. With
minor exceptions, the aggregate effects of variables on the wives'
outcomes are in the same direction and of a similar magnitude
to the aggregate effects of those variables on the husbands' outcomes. Husbands' and wives' variables tend to have similar
effects on couples as well. The exceptions to this trend are income and employment, for which wives' variables and husbands' variables have opposite effects, but again each variable
has the same effect on husbands and wives. That is, husbands'
employment has positive effects on both spouses' marriages,
and wives' employment has negative effects on both spouses'
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Figure 2. Aggregate effect-size rs of independent variables on the marital satisfaction of wives, husbands,
and couples. Numbers in parentheses represent the number of studies aggregated to estimate the effect.
Entries in boldface are based on three or more studies. Variables in each column are measured for the
individual or the couple. Where husbands' and wives' variables have been studied separately for their effects
on each spouse has been indicated in the figure (H = husband, W= wife).

marriages. Although the relative absence of gender differences
may be a consequence of the insufficient power in these studies,
the findings of this review suggest that gender differences in
effects on marriage may have been exaggerated. The wide belief
in gender differences in marriage may owe to the fact that effects
for one spouse may be statistically significant whereas the other
is not, despite the effects being similar in magnitude and direction. The danger of drawing unwarranted conclusions from significance tests suggests the value of reporting and analyzing
effect sizes, as has been done here.

Effects of satisfaction on stability. As would be expected,
marital satisfaction has larger effects on marital stability than
do most other variables in Figure 1. However, this effect is not
particularly large (aggregate rs for marital and sexual satisfaction range from .06 to .42). Thus, although there can be little
doubt that an unstable marriage is marked by dissatisfaction,
the experience of dissatisfaction does not strongly predict instability, indicating that knowing a couple's initial perceptions of
their marriage alone is insufficient to predict their eventual stability. The amount of unexplained variance supports the social
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exchange theorists' idea that decisions to divorce are affected by
variables other than marital quality, but as noted earlier, longitudinal research has revealed few variables that affect marital
satisfaction and marital stability differently. The relatively weak
association between satisfaction and stability further underscores the need to examine these outcomes separately.
Effects of similarity. Although greater attitude and personality homogamy between spouses predicts greater marital stability and satisfaction, these results should be viewed with caution. Most studies that examine the effects of homogamy on
marital outcomes do not control for initial levels of the variables
in question before assessing the effects of discrepancies between
spouses. A study of marriage and employment that did use such
controls (Philliber & Miller, 1983) found no effects for discrepancies between husbands' and wives' job status once the main
effects of each variable were accounted for. Given that most
studies of homogamy have not followed this procedure, the possibility remains that homogamy itself does not affect marital
outcome beyond the initial levels of particular variables (see
also Kenny & Acitelli, 1994).
Effects of personality. To clarify the effects of personality on
marital outcome, the 56 traits that have been examined in longitudinal research on marriage were first aggregated, within
each study, into five factors—neuroticism, extraversion, impulsivity, agreeableness, and conscientiousness—that have been
shown to underlie more specific listings of personality traits
(e.g., McCrae, Costa, & Busch, 1986) before being aggregated
across studies. Of these five personality factors, neuroticism—
more generally referred to as negative affectivity (D. Watson &
Clark, 1984)—shows greater effects on marital outcome than
the other four factors. One study obtained effects for neuroticism across 40 years and found them to be more significant than
the effects of background variables over the same period
(E. L. Kelly & Conley, 1987). Whether other personality variables account for significant variance in marital outcome after
controlling for neuroticism remains to be examined.
Effects of age and time. Both greater age at time of initial
measurement and greater age at marriage predict increased stability and satisfaction, but these effects are confounded by each
other and with the effects of marital duration discussed previously. The unique effect of these three variables may be similar, but their relative importance in predicting marital outcome
has yet to be disentangled.
Effects of premarital cohabitation. Premarital cohabitation
appears to predict marital instability, but this result should be
interpreted with caution. Teachman and Polonko (1990) found
that the effects of premarital cohabitation on stability were
eliminated when controlling for the entire duration of the relationship. That is, the divorce rates of cohabitors and noncohabitors did not differ at equal distances from the start of the relationship. This result awaits replication, but it suggests that cohabitation itself may not affect marital stability directly.
Unfortunately, cohabitation has not been studied in relation to
the longitudinal course of marriage, leaving open the question
of whether premarital cohabitation is merely associated with a
greater willingness to divorce, or whether the quality of these
marriages develops differently compared with the development
of marriages of couples who do not cohabit premaritally. In a
cross-sectional study that lends some credence to the former
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possibility, Newcomb (1986) found that cohabitors were less
traditional and felt less connected to their families of origin
than were noncohabitors.
Effects of income. The prospective effects of income on
marriage appear to depend at least in part on the source of income. For example, husbands' income and husbands' employment have positive effects on marital stability, whereas wives'
income and employment have the opposite effect (cf.
Greenstein, 1990). Because the effect of wives' income and employment on marital satisfaction has not yet been studied, it
remains unclear whether the financial independence of wives
merely lowers barriers to divorce, or whether the marriages of
financially independent wives also become less satisfying. Galligan and Bahr (1978) replicated the positive effects of a family's
earned income on marital stability and then showed that this
effect was eliminated after controlling for a couple's level of financial assets and savings (cf. Cherlin, 1979). These results suggest that the absolute income of a couple may matter less to the
marriage than the amount of stable financial resources from
which a couple can draw. On the other hand, receiving public
assistance—a different stable source of income—has the opposite effect, predicting slight declines in marital stability across
four survey studies and in one experimental study (Hannan et
al, 1977). More research is needed to determine what aspects
of these different financial resources determine the nature of
their effects on marriage and what variables might mediate
these effects.
Effects of stress. The effects of noneconomic stress and
stressful life events have been studied infrequently. When
different sources of stress have been examined prospectively,
however, the presence of stress predicts lower marital stability
and less marital satisfaction over time. One exception to this
trend is the transition to parenthood. The experience of becoming a parent, similar to other stressful events, may lead to declines in marital satisfaction (e.g., Belsky, 1985; Belsky & Pensky, 1988; Belsky, Ward, & Rovine, 1986; Hoffman & Manis,
1978) but, unlike other stressors, may also lead to increased
marital stability (Heaton, 1990). Research has not yet examined why the transition to parenthood may have different effects
on marital stability than other stressful life events, but a possible
explanation is that parenthood is a normative life event whereas
other events, such as being fired or having a car accident, are
not. One study thattxamined only normative family transitions
found that experiencing such transitions had no effects on marital satisfaction (Menaghan, 1983). Some evidence within the
transition to parenthood literature supports the idea that expectancies about an event may influence the nature of the effect
that the event has on marriage. For example, Belsky et al.
(1986) have shown that realistic expectations about the impact
of parenthood moderate the negative effect that parenthood has
on marital satisfaction. Further research into the role of expectations in marriage may explain how some life stressors can divide couples whereas others may bring couples closer together.
Effects of behavior. The longitudinal effects of more than 50
behavioral variables have been reported. To clarify the findings
of this research, specific dimensions of marital interaction were
first aggregated within each study into broad factors that capture the main themes of this literature: positive behavior, negative behavior, avoidance, positive reciprocity, and negative reci-
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procity. Effects for each factor were then aggregated across studies to assess the overall effect that each class of behavior has
demonstrated within this research. Adopting this approach
offers insight into an existing disagreement about the effect of
negative interaction behaviors on marital outcomes. In a study
of established marriages, Gottman and Krokoff (1989) found
that ratings of husbands' and wives' negativity during interaction correlated positively with marital satisfaction 1 year later;
that is, negativity during interaction predicted greater increases
(or smaller decreases) in marital satisfaction over time. Although this study has been challenged on methodological
grounds (Woody & Costanzo, 1990; cf. Gottman & Krokoff,
1990), a more recent study by Heavey, Layne, and Christensen
(1993) reported the similarly counterintuitive finding that the
negativity and demandingness of husbands correlated positively
with the later satisfaction of their wives. These results are provocative because, if replicated, they suggest that behaviors perceived as negative concurrently may benefit marriage longitudinally. The current review was able to evaluate this hypothesis
using all 14 longitudinal studies of negative interaction. The
effects combined in this way varied substantially in direction
and magnitude, and, therefore, the aggregate rs reported for
negative behavior in Figures 1 and 2 should be viewed with caution. Nevertheless, the weight of evidence suggests that the overall effects of negative interaction behaviors on marriage are not
positive. When the dependent variable has been marital stability, this result is unambiguous. Without exception, more negative behaviors in husbands and wives predict less stable marriages over time. When marital satisfaction is the dependent
variable, there have been specific counterintuitive findings, as
noted above. However, the overall effect across specific behaviors and across studies is that the negative behavior of husbands
and wives predicts lower satisfaction for husbands and wives
over time.
Conclusion. Relatively few longitudinal studies of marriage
have been linked explicitly to the four theories of marriage reviewed earlier. Thus, whereas several basic propositions from
these theories have received support (e.g., negative behaviors,
an unhappy childhood, and stress predict negative marital outcomes, consistent with behavioral theory, attachment theory,
and crisis theory, respectively), most hypotheses have not been
tested in ways that might refute the theory or elaborate on basic
propositions. Examination of mediation, moderation, or intervening mechanisms, for example, is rare, as is research that
links variables from different theories or disciplines. Instead,
much of this research has been atheoretical, tending to examine
idiosyncratic groups of variables for their direct effects on marital outcome at some later time. In the absence of a common
theoretical framework to guide the selection of these variables,
there have been few attempts to replicate or build on previous
research. Consequently, the past 50 years have witnessed marital research becoming broader, in that more and more variables
have been examined as predictors of marital outcome, but not
deeper in that the resulting findings have not advanced the field
toward a more thorough explanation of marital development.
While granting the complexity of this task, we believe that
progress toward explaining marital development has been hindered because, even in the course of conducting longitudinal
research, researchers have adopted models of marriage that focus on marital outcomes while providing little opportunity to

clarify how couples arrive at those outcomes. That is, emphasis
has been placed on predicting the eventual degree of stability or
satisfaction in marriage rather than on clarifying how marriages
become more or less satisfying, or more or less stable, over time.
Because the inadequacy of much of the available longitudinal
data on marriage seems to stem from shortcomings in the available models, we believe it would be misguided to merely restate
the often-repeated call for more longitudinal research on marriage. Indeed, the foregoing analysis indicates that the large
body of longitudinal research on marriage allows us only to begin answering basic questions about how some marriages remain stable while others deteriorate and dissolve. As a first step
toward more informative data, it appears necessary to develop
models that specify mechanisms by which marriages improve,
worsen, and stabilize over time.
The collected findings of longitudinal research on marriage
do not indicate the precise shape that such models must take,
but in standing back from the specific findings, it is possible
to identify broad empirical themes that support basic premises
from the theories reviewed earlier and that may therefore serve
as valuable building blocks for an integrative model of marital
development. For example, attachment theory argues that the
relationship needs each spouse brings to the marriage have important effects on marital development. Associations between
marital outcome and such variables as family history and neuroticism support this premise, highlighting the role of enduring
vulnerabilities, or the stable demographic, historical, personality, and experiential factors that individuals bring to marriage.
It would be difficult to imagine a model of marriage that did not
in some way account for the individual histories and enduring
traits that each spouse brings to the relationship. Crisis theory
draws attention to the effects that the external circumstances of
a couple will have on the marriage, and indeed the replicated
effects of stress and economic variables point to the importance
of stressful events, or the developmental transitions, situations,
incidents, and chronic or acute circumstances that spouses and
couples encounter. Again, it seems likely that understanding
how marriages develop requires an examination of how the ecological niche that couples occupy acts to keep couples together
or draw them apart. Finally, the behavioral model suggests that
the interaction between spouses is the engine of marital development, and the strong effects of the behaviors that spouses exchange and their cognitions about the marriage bear this out,
indicating a need to include adaptive processes, or the ways individuals and couples contend with differences of opinion and
individual or marital difficulties and transitions. Again, it seems
a minimal requirement that a complete theory of marital development should address the ways that spouses treat and respond
to each other. In summary, many of the reliable findings of longitudinal research in marriage to date can be captured with
broad themes that are central to different theories that we reviewed. The task remains to begin integrating these higher order
constructs into a coherent model of marital development that
may prove capable of guiding future longitudinal research on
marriage.
Integrating Prior Theory and Research: A
Vulnerability-Stress-Adaptation Model of Marriage
The purpose of this section is to describe a framework that
combines the important theoretical contributions and empiri-
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cal findings identified in the preceding sections. Figure 3 shows
how enduring vulnerabilities, stressful events, and adaptive processes might combine to account for variations in marital quality and stability over time. Although variables reflecting each
of these themes appear to account for marital outcomes when
considered separately, we argue that it is their joint consideration in a single framework that is likely to yield the greatest
explanatory power and provide the most information about
how marriages change over time.

Overview of the Model
Because it is the only theoretical perspective reviewed that
specifies a mechanism of marital change (see Table 1), tenets of
behavioral theory are assigned a central role in the present
model. Accordingly, a reciprocal relationship is specified between the ongoing process of adaptation within marriage and
judgments of marital quality, representing the hypotheses that
a spouse's marital quality should change as a function of his or
her accumulated experiences with and reactions to behavioral
exchanges in the marriage (Path F) and that judgments of marital quality will affect how spouses contend with and resolve various difficulties and transitions (Path G). The rationale for emphasizing behavioral exchange in this manner also derives from
the work of Kelley et al. (1983), who argued that any variable
that affects a close relationship can do so only through its influence on ongoing interaction.
The behavioral model can be viewed as incomplete in two
respects, recognition of which suggests important directions for
a model of marital change. First, within this approach little attention is given to the possibility that, for a given couple and
between couples, there is a great degree of variability in the
types of life events and circumstances that they encounter. Crisis theory and our review of research indicate that this is an
important oversight, particularly because the behaviors that
spouses exchange are likely to be determined in part by the
stressors and difficulties that they confront (Path A) and because the nature of how couples respond and adapt to these
events can exacerbate or alleviate them (Path E).
Second, a tacit assumption of the behavioral approach is that
spouses' socioeconomic status (SES; e.g., years of education),
experiences prior to marriage (e.g., in their family of origin),
and their personalities are not important influences on the
course of marriage. Attachment theory and our review of re-
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search suggest that this assumption may be unwarranted. The
present view is that stable personal characteristics such as these
can contribute to the stressful events to which couples must
adapt (Path C) and can affect how well couples adapt to individual and marital difficulties (Path B). In summary, we believe
that the behavioral model provides an important foundation for
a model of marital change and that it can be strengthened further by consideration of the ecological niches that couples inhabit and the stable personal characteristics they bring to the
marriage. The paths of the resulting vulnerability-stress-adaptation model are examined next in greater detail to demonstrate
how the framework integrates research findings and highlights
gaps in our understanding of marriage.

Hypotheses and Research Implications
Path A: Stressful events to adaptive processes. The review of
research has already shown the longitudinal association between life stressors and marital outcomes, but a variety of crosssectional evidence suggests that life stress operates on adaptive
processes as well. Several studies have shown that the behaviors
spouses exchange are affected by the nature of the stress couples
encounter. For example, unemployment in blue-collar workers
(Aubry, Teffit, & Kingsbury, 1990) and increases in the daily
workload of air traffic controllers (Repetti, 1989) covary with
more negative interactions between spouses, independent of
their marital satisfaction. In two diary studies, marital interactions described as negative were more likely to be reported on
days that had been stressful and were more likely to be reported
on weekdays than on weekends (Bolger, DeLongis, Kessler, &
Wethington, 1989; Halford, Gravestock, Lowe, & Scheldt,
1992). These results support the view that circumstances external to couples can affect adaptation between spouses, which
may account for the longitudinal link between stressful events
and marital outcomes. Although most research on adaptive
processes has focused on marital interaction, variations in the
stressors spouses experience may also affect other aspects of adaptation, such as the capacity of spouses to provide social support and the attributions that spouses make for partners'
behaviors.
Path B: Enduring vulnerabilities to adaptive processes.
Spouses' capacity for adapting to stressful circumstances also
will be influenced by the enduring vulnerabilities that individuals possess. Whereas there is abundant evidence that marital

Figure 3. A vulnerability-stress-adaptation model of marriage.
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outcomes are predicted by various enduring vulnerabilities,
cross-sectional and longitudinal evidence supports the idea that
the backgrounds and traits that spouses bring to the marriage
also affect adaptive processes. For example, spouses' self-reports of their childhood family of origin are associated with the
number of specific complaints about their own marriage
(Overall, Henry, & Woodward, 1974) and with general attitudes
towards the institution of marriage (Franklin, Janoff-Bulman,
& Roberts, 1990). Life-span studies conducted over 20 years
have found that children of distressed or dissolved marriages
have poorer social skills as adults (Franz, McClelland, &
Weinberger, 1991; Koestner, Franz, & Weinberger, 1990).
Among other relatively stable variables, spouses' levels of education (Griffin, 1993) and their personalities (McGonagle, Kessler, & Schilling, 1992) have been linked directly to the quality
of their marital interactions, and negative affectivity in particular has been linked to the attributions spouses make for partner
behaviors (Karney et al., 1994). Taken together, these results
suggest that the enduring vulnerabilities spouses bring to marriage may exert their longitudinal influence on marital outcomes through their effects on spouses' ability to adapt to the
challenges they encounter.
Path C: Enduring vulnerabilities to stressful events. The
theories of marriage reviewed earlier do not specify the relationships among various variables thought to predict marital outcome. As we have argued, however, explaining development in
marriage requires an understanding of how the variables that
affect marriage over time also affect each other over time. The
model accounts for these effects by including paths that describe
some sources of stressful events. Whereas many stressful events
can be products of chance variables (Path D), other stressful
events and circumstances will result from the enduring vulnerabilities of the spouses themselves. Research in developmental
and personality psychology has found that individuals' early experiences have lasting effects throughout the life course. For example, the negative effects of parental divorce and early environment on adult achievement and adjustment are well established (Amato & Keith, 1991; Rodgers, 1990; G. E. Vaillant
& Vaillant, 1990). Life-span research similarly has shown that
childhood personality is associated with levels of adult accomplishment (e.g., Caspi, Bern, & Elder, 1989). Cross-sectionally,
personality traits have been associated with frequency of adverse life events (Poulton & Andrews, 1992), and negative
affectivity in particular has been associated with experiencing
life events as more stressful (Marco & Suls, 1993). Research
on depression has shown that chronically depressed individuals
often generate stressful circumstances in their lives that then
serve to maintain their depression (Hammen, 1991). These
findings suggest that enduring vulnerabilities that spouses bring
to marriage contribute to the stressful life events and circumstances that individuals and couples encounter; thus, these two
factors should be studied jointly for their effects on marital
development.
Path E: Adaptive processes to stressful events. Consistent with
McCubbin and Patterson's (1982) double ABCX formulation of
crisis theory, this model allows for adaptive processes to affect the
likelihood of subsequent stressful events. Poor adaptation may allow stressful events to perpetuate or worsen whereas adequate adaptation may help to alleviate them. The capacity of the marital

relationship to influence the challenges and stressors encountered
by couples is evident in research on marriage'and health. For example, lower marital quality has been found to predict longer periods of recovery from heart attacks (Waltz, 1986), and it is plausible to infer that the behaviors exchanged between patients and
their spouses mediate this effect. More direct evidence for the hypothesis is found in a longitudinal study of clinically depressed
individuals that included direct observations of the emotional behavior of their spouses (Hooley, Orley, & Teasdale, 1986). Participants returning to relatively critical spouses were more likely to
suffer relapses than were participants whose spouses were observed to be less critical. These results, together with those discussed in relation to Path A, suggest a vicious cycle whereby (a)
stressful events challenge a couple's capacity to adapt, (b) which
contributes to the perpetuation or worsening of those events, (c)
which in turn further challenge and perhaps overwhelm their capacity to adapt.
Path F: Adaptive processes to marital quality. Asa result of
research in the behavioral tradition, a modest but consistent
link between behaviors exchanged in problem-solving discussions and change in marital satisfaction has been established.
Although most of the interest in Path F has been devoted to
determining whether this association exists, attention is now
likely to shift toward clarifying the mechanism by which observed behaviors come to affect reports of marital quality. Bradbury and Fincham (1991) have hypothesized that the manner
in which spouses appraise a problem-solving interaction after it
occurs should mediate the association between behavioral exchange and change in marital satisfaction (see also Bradbury,
1990). According to this view, appraisals of an interaction
should also affect how spouses approach subsequent interactions. Consistent with this possibility is the finding that baseline
levels of physiological arousal, collected before an anticipated
problem-solving discussion, predict declines in marital satisfaction (Levenson & Gottman, 1985). Including a mechanism of
this sort in the present conception of adaptive processes is likely
to prove important because it helps to explain how a marriage
can remain fulfilling even when relatively high levels of negative
behavior are exchanged (e.g., spouses appraise negative interactions as a way to clear the air, or they make benign attributions
for the behavior) and because it provides a means by which one
interaction can affect subsequent interactions. In this way, the
focus on learning in the behavioral (or social learning) model
could shift away from an emphasis on the rewards and costs
associated with discrete behaviors to an emphasis on how couples learn to avoid certain topics (Christensen & Heavey, 1990)
or on how couples learn that they can overcome stressful events
through their own interaction.
Path G: Marital quality to adaptive processes. Judgments
about marital quality are expected to either diminish or enhance couples' capacities to engage in effective marital problem
solving, to provide emotional support for each other, and to
adapt to stressful events. Marital researchers have rarely examined the predictors of change in adaptive processes, so evidence
supporting this hypothesis is rare. However, one longitudinal
study that collected multiple self-reports of newlyweds' socioemotional behavior found that spouses' judgments of marital
quality did predict change in the partner's behavior (Huston
& Vangelisti, 1991; also see Noller, Feeney, Bonnell, & Callan,
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1994). Specifically, wives of initially more satisfied husbands
became more affectionate, and husbands of initially more satisfied wives became less negative across the first 2 years of marriage, controlling for initial levels of those behaviors. Continued
study of Path G is important for determining its strength relative to Path F, but the lack of research on Path G leaves open the
possibility that marital quality accounts for variation in marital
behavior more than marital behavior leads to changes in marital
quality.
Path H: Marital quality to marital stability. Given repeated
failures in adaptation, marital quality is likely to decline, and
the probability of marital instability will increase accordingly.
Some of the earliest (e.g., Terman, 1950) and some of the most
recent (e.g., Kurdek, 1993) longitudinal studies of marriage
have found support for a link between marital quality and marital stability. Whereas a review of the research shows that the
magnitude of this link has not been large, the effect has been
well replicated.
Higher order hypotheses. We have shown that the individual
paths of the model integrate a wide range of existing findings,
but the greater power of this framework for understanding marital development is revealed in hypotheses that involve the
model as a whole. The model suggests that couples with effective
adaptive processes who encounter relatively few stressful events
and have few enduring vulnerabilities will experience a satisfying and stable marriage, whereas couples with ineffective
adaptive processes who must cope with many stressful events
and have many enduring vulnerabilities will experience declining marital quality, separation, or divorce. Couples at other
points along these three dimensions are expected to fall between
these two extreme outcomes.
One implication of this framework is that the relationship
between any two of these three dimensions will be imperfectly
understood without information on the other dimension. For
example, all else being equal, couples with many enduring vulnerabilities should have a weaker capacity to adapt to stressful
events (Path B) and so should experience poorer marital outcomes. The strength of this type of relationship, however, will
depend on the nature of the stressors that the couple encounters.
Couples in which spouses have relatively high levels of personal
vulnerability may still endure stably if the stress they experience
is low enough that it does not tax their capacity to adapt. Similarly, all else being equal, high levels of stress should strain a
couple's capacity to adapt (Path A) and so should result in
poorer marital outcomes. Again, however, this effect should be
strongest for those couples with many enduring vulnerabilities.
Couples experiencing highly stressful events may still endure
stably if they have few vulnerabilities and consequently have a
high capacity to adapt to those events.
Formulating the relationship between stressful events, enduring vulnerabilities, and adaptive processes in this way suggests
hypotheses involving dependent variables other than eventual
levels of marital quality or marital stability. For example, given
that a couple's level of enduring vulnerabilities is expected to
remain relatively stable, variation in a couple's experiences of
stress over the course of their marriage should predict the timing
of declines in marital satisfaction and the duration of eventually
unstable marriages. That is, all else being equal, otherwise satisfied marriages should experience declines in marital quality
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following increases in their level of stress, and unhappy marriages should be more likely to end following increases in stress.
Some support for these hypotheses comes from the literature
on the transition to parenthood, which has demonstrated that
otherwise happy couples experience declines in their marital
satisfaction following the birth of a first child, presumably because of the stresses associated with having children (Belsky,
Lang, & Rovine, 1985).

Critique of the Model
Strengths of the model. The vulnerability-stress-adaptation framework meets the three criteria for a developmental theory of marriage that we outlined. First, the framework links
broad and specific levels of analysis. For example, through Path
B broad demographic variables such as level of education or
ethnic background may be linked to micro-level variables such
as sequences of marital interaction. Second, by positioning
adaptive processes as mediating the effects of stress and vulnerability on marital outcomes, the framework suggests specific
mechanisms through which stress and vulnerability lead to
changes in marriage. Finally, by focusing on the interaction between stress and vulnerability in their effect on adaptive processes, the framework can account for variations in marital outcomes both between and within couples. To illustrate, according to this model, a couple in which both partners possess many
enduring vulnerabilities may endure stably in the absence of
stressful events requiring adaptation. Similarly, a couple with
few vulnerabilities that has endured stably still may decline in
marital quality when their level of stress increases beyond their
ability to adapt. In this way, the proposed framework accounts
for both change and stability in marital satisfaction, as well as
when changes are most likely to occur.
Another strength of this framework is that it lends itself to
testing and refutation. Specific hypotheses follow from the individual paths of the model, and higher order hypotheses emerge
from the framework as a whole. The higher order hypotheses
are important because they provide a simple means of testing
the incremental contribution of the framework beyond previous theories of marriage. For example, we have suggested that
the effect on marital outcome of any one element of the vulnerability-stress-adaptation framework will be imperfectly understood without information on the other elements. If data on
the interaction between enduring vulnerabilities and adaptive
processes does not account for changes in marital quality significantly better than either factor independently (as behavioral
theory and attachment theory would suggest), then the present
framework will have been refuted.
Limitations of the model. Given the variety of research and
theory that has touched on development in marriage, we have
chosen to emphasize integration over detail. As a result, our
presentation of the vulnerability-stress-adaptation model
awaits elaboration in a number of areas. For example, the model
specifies one factor that is likely to influence the eventual stability of marriages—marital quality—yet social exchange theory
argues persuasively that factors external to the marriage (e.g.,
barriers to leaving the relationship and the presence of attractive
alternatives) are likely to influence the decision to divorce as
well. The current framework does not address the decision to
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divorce in detail, emphasizing instead the factors that lead to
changes in marital quality.
The relationship between stress and vulnerability also warrants greater detail than it receives in the current model. Research on the effects of stress on adult development (see Monroe
& Simons, 1991) raises the possibility that chronic and acute
stressors may affect marriage differently. For example, where
acute stressors may engage a couple's adaptive capabilities directly, chronic stressors may affect marriage only in the presence of enduring vulnerabilities. In the interests of parsimony,
the current framework does not distinguish between acute and
chronic life stress; data are still needed to determine whether
enduring vulnerabilities affect adaptation to acute and chronic
stressors differently. In addition, whereas we have argued that
stress and vulnerability are important to marriage, the model
does not describe exactly how stress and vulnerability combine
to influence adaptation. In the absence of research that indicates whether these effects are additive, interactive, or some
combination of the two, the exact nature of this relationship has
been left unspecified.
Finally, direct consideration of between-spouse differences in
the experience of stress, vulnerability, or marital quality is also
absent from the model, but this should not be taken to imply
that distinctions between spouses are insignificant. Although
the presence of stress and vulnerability in either partner should
influence processes between spouses, between-spouse differences in these factors may have effects beyond the effects of initial levels of the variable (although, as we have argued, such
effects have not yet been demonstrated definitively). In the absence of direct support for the effects of differences between
spouses, we have chosen to keep the model parsimonious and
not to account specifically for between-spouse distinctions in
the model.
Conclusions
Longitudinal research is most likely to advance an understanding of marriage when it is guided by and capable of refining theories of marital development. In this section, we proposed a model of marital development that incorporates the
strengths of previous theories of marriage, accounts for the reliable findings of longitudinal research on marriage, and suggests hypotheses for future research on how marriages change.
As we have noted, the model is incomplete in some ways. However, at this stage an incomplete but simpler model may be preferable to a more inclusive but more complicated one.

Summary, Recommendations, and Conclusion
A guiding premise of this review is that questions about
change and development in marriage are most likely to be answered by research that follows married couples over time. The
purpose of the review was to summarize and evaluate the theories, methods, and findings that are evident in the longitudinal
studies that have been conducted to date and to offer a theoretical framework derived directly from this literature that has the
potential to stimulate and guide subsequent research in this domain. In this section, we summarize the main points of our
analysis, and we offer several recommendations for conducting

research that may help clarify how marriages grow, evolve, and
change.
We began by reviewing four theoretical perspectives that have
informed research on marriage. Each perspective addresses important aspects of marriage, but no single theory incorporates
the full range of possible predictors of marital outcomes or attempts to explain the full range of possible marital outcomes
over the course of a marriage. To determine the reliable findings
that have emerged from research on change in marriage, the
methods and results of 115 studies that follow marriages over
time were reviewed next. A wide variety of methods were used
in these studies, reflecting the disparate goals and perspectives
that have motivated this research. The strengths of these methods include the collection of observational data and the increasing sophistication of techniques for analyzing data. The weaknesses of these methods stem from a static perspective on marriage that hinders even longitudinal research from illuminating
marital change. Several recommendations for improving the
methods used to study marriage were offered, including paying
greater attention to sample composition, collecting multiple assessments of large samples, and addressing change in marriage
in more direct ways with advanced statistical methods. Although we recognize the constraints on interpretation imposed
by these methodological limitations, we used meta-analytic
techniques to summarize the findings of the 115 longitudinal
studies of marriage. These analyses revealed that, whereas effect
sizes vary widely in magnitude, positively valued variables tend
to predict positive outcomes and negatively valued variables
tend to predict negative outcomes.
Perhaps the most important conclusion is that there remains
a strong need for longitudinal research on marriage, but there is
a greater need for longitudinal theory to guide this research. To
meet this need, a model of marital development was outlined
that integrates three broad classes of variables that emerged
from our review of the data and seem essential for understanding marital development: the stressful events that couples encounter, the enduring vulnerabilities that spouses bring to the
marriage, and the adaptive processes through which couples
contend with difficult circumstances. Briefly, the model holds
that married couples must adapt to a variety of stressful events
and circumstances that they encounter over the course of their
lives. The capacity of a couple to adapt depends on the degree
of stress they experience and the enduring vulnerabilities that
each spouse brings to the marriage. Couples' accumulated experiences with adaptive processes gradually influence their perceptions of their marital quality, which ultimately contribute to
the stability of the marriage. Key strengths and limitations of
the framework were outlined.
Research Priorities
The developmental perspective that we described has broader
implications for marital research than merely testing hypotheses specified by the model. Several areas that deserve attention
are discussed below.
Describing marital quality over time. Most longitudinal research on marriage has been devoted to defining and studying
independent variables that predict change in satisfaction and
stability over time. Noteworthy by its absence is a comparable
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interest in clarifying the nature of the dependent variables. Data
that merely describe how marital quality can change over the
course of a marriage are rare (cf. Johnson et al., 1992; C. O.
Vaillant & Vaillant, 1993). Although marital quality appears to
decline with time across couples, marital quality within couples
may follow a number of possible courses, including initial rapid
declines followed by stabilization, gradual linear decline, wide
variability over time, or even increases over time. No research
to date has examined patterns of change that different couples
may experience. Although there may be a limited number of
these patterns, the variables that influence change in marriage
may differ for distinct trajectories of marital quality. For example, stressful life events may play a more important role in marriages that fluctuate widely in marital quality before ending in
divorce, whereas deficient adaptive processes may be more important in marriages that deteriorate over many years before
ending in divorce. To understand these differences and avoid
masking potentially important effects, the occurrence and frequency of these patterns must first be described.
Examining homogenous samples. Even within the sample
constraints that are evident in this research domain (i.e., homogeneity with regard to race, religion, and SES), many samples
nevertheless include sources of heterogeneity that can lead to
interpretive difficulties. For example, the presence of couples
varying widely in marital duration can lead to artifactual associations between predictor variables and marital outcomes (see
Monroe, 1982). Some studies have tried to address this problem by statistically controlling for marital duration and initial
levels of satisfaction, yet this solution does not account for the
possibility that the variables that influence marital development
may vary at different stages of marriage and at different levels of
marital satisfaction. In particular, the variables that give rise to
marital distress are likely to be distinct from the variables that
maintain marital distress once it is established in a marriage.
Longitudinal studies that combine distressed and nondistressed
couples, therefore, confound the onset of marital distress with
its course. A better solution to this problem is to examine more
homogenous samples. Newlyweds, for example, presumably begin their marriages with a low incidence of marital distress, so
they may be studied to examine how initially happy couples stay
satisfied or become less so. Samples consisting solely of couples
experiencing similar levels of marital distress also would be
valuable, allowing researchers to identify variables that differentiate unhappy couples who stay married from unhappy couples who divorce.
Complete longitudinal designs. Most longitudinal research
on marriage has focused on associations between Time 1 predictors and later marital outcomes. A developmental perspective, however, suggests that predictor variables themselves may
change over time and that these changes may be as important as
the initial levels of variables for understanding marriage. This
possibility is rarely addressed in longitudinal research, and as a
result it is difficult to address the possibility that changing marital outcomes may affect a given predictor more than that predictor affects change in marital outcomes. In the current model,
reciprocal paths between stress and adaptive processes and between adaptive processes and marital quality account for reciprocal relationships between these variables as they change over
time. For example, behavior in marital interactions, which has
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been studied almost exclusively as an independent variable, is
also likely to change, as a function of stress, marital quality,
and enduring vulnerabilities. Assessing most or all variables of
interest at each phase of measurement would help reduce the
disparity between the dynamic nature of marriage and the research designs used to study it.
Incorporating cross-sectional and retrospective data. Although it has been the assumption of this review that longitudinal designs are the most appropriate for addressing questions of
change in marriage, cross-sectional and retrospective research
can also contribute to a developmental perspective on marriage.
For example, as noted in the definition of the stressful events
construct, social or political change can affect marital development, but in longitudinal data such period effects are confounded with age and duration effects. To address the importance of these broad influences on the development of individual relationships, cross-sectional and retrospective studies
conducted at various points in time may complement focused
longitudinal research to provide a more complete picture of
marital development.
Transition to marriage. Because relationships do not begin
with marriage, it may be misleading to begin examining marriages only after the wedding date. How individuals choose marriage partners, different styles and lengths of courtship, and the
decision to cohabit premaritally all may influence the subsequent course of a marriage. Although some have begun to address these issues through retrospective designs (e.g., C. Kelly,
Huston, & Gate, 1985; Surra, Arizzi, & Asmussen, 1988), prospective data could follow samples of dating or engaged couples
through their weddings to examine how the transition to marriage affects development after marriage.
Examining nonmarital outcomes. Longitudinal research
on marriage is well suited for examining outcomes that are not
directly related to the marriage. Research indicates that important outcomes such as physical health (Burman & Margolin,
1992), depression (Beach, Sandeen, & O'Leary, 1990), and
children's adjustment (Markman & Jones-Leonard, 1985) are
influenced by changes in marital quality and stability. Without
much additional effort, researchers can assess these outcomes
in longitudinal studies of marriage. Because these other outcomes are likely to have reciprocal effects on marriage (e.g., in
the form of stressful events), it would be wise to examine these
outcomes in appropriate detail.
Focusing on inclusive constructs. To date, longitudinal research on marriage has searched for specific variables to predict
marital outcomes. To explain marital outcomes, however, it may
be more valuable to focus on general constructs. The proposed
model takes this approach, suggesting that many variables be examined as indicators of three broad variables: enduring vulnerabilities, stress, and adaptive processes. This approach is analogous to placing multiple items on a questionnaire: The individual
items and their intercorrelations are less important than the theoretical construct thought to underlie them. One advantage of
this approach is that it provides a means of contending with the
diversity and complexity of marriage. For example, one marriage
may fail because the husband is impulsive, whereas another marriage might fail because the husband is neurotic. On one level,
these are different phenomena because the traits examined are
different. From the present perspective, however, these couples
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may be quite similar: In both marriages an enduring vulnerability may lead to increased stress and poorer adaptive processes. At
this stage in the research on marriage, it may be more appropriate to adopt the broader focus and move to a more specific focus
only after theories of marriage are more fully elaborated.
Conclusion
Since 1938, change and development in marriage have been
examined in 115 studies, and in looking over these studies some
broad trends are evident. The first longitudinal studies sought
to determine if marital outcomes could be predicted at all. Selfreport inventories were used to assess a wide range of topics,
revealing that composite scores on such instruments were indeed associated with later marital outcomes. Subsequent generations of research can be seen as efforts to specify with increasing precision the aspects of marriage that predict marital outcomes and to refine techniques for assessing these variables and
their effects. Whereas this research is not without flaws, it has
yielded some key constructs that appear to affect how marriages
develop.
The burgeoning interest in the longitudinal course of marriage suggests that a new generation of research is emerging, in
which emphasis is shifting from predicting outcomes to explaining the chains and patterns of events through which marriages arrive at different outcomes. This wave of research will
no doubt benefit from recognition of existing empirical accomplishments and from continued methodological developments,
but it also must link new findings to explanatory frameworks
that can guide future research. Although the demands of theoretically relevant, methodologically rigorous research are great,
their payoff in understanding marriage and alleviating marital
and family distress justifies the investment.

References
Adams, C. R. (1946). The prediction of adjustment in marriage. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 6, 185-193.
Ainsworth, M. D. S., Blehar, M. C, Waters, E., & Wall, S. (1978). Patterns of attachment: A psychological study of the strange situation.
Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
Albrecht, S. L., & Kunz, P. R. (1980). The decision to divorce: A social
exchange perspective. Journal of Divorce, 3, 319-337.
Amato, P. R., & Keith, B. (1991). Parental divorce and adult wellbeing: A meta-analysis. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 53, 4358.
Ard, B. N. (1977). Sex in lasting marriages: A longitudinal study.
Journal of Sex Research, 13, 274-285.
Aube, J., & Koestner, R. (1992). Gender characteristics and adjustment: A longitudinal study. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 63, 485-493.
Aubry, X, Tefft, B., & Kingsbury, N. (1990). Behavioral and psychological consequences of unemployment in blue-collar couples. Journal
of Community Psychology, 18, 99-109.
Axinn, W. G., & Thornton, A. (1992). The relationship between cohabitation and divorce: Selectivity or causal influence? Demography,
29, 357-374.
Bahr, S. J. (1979). The effects of welfare on marital stability and remarriage. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 41, 553-560.
Baltes, P. B., Reese, H. W., & Lipsitt, L. P. (1980). Life-span developmental psychology. Annual Review of Psychology, 31, 65-110.
Baucom, D. H. (J987). Attributions in distressed relations: How can

we explain them? In S. Duck & D. Perlman (Eds.), Intimate relationships: Development, dynamics, and deterioration (pp. 177-206).
Newbury Park, CA: Sage.
Baucom, D. H., Notarius, C. I., Burnett, C. K., & Haefner, P. (1990).
Gender differences and sex-role identity in marriage. In F. D. Fincham & T. N. Bradbury (Eds.), The psychology of marriage: Basic
issues and applications (pp. 150-171). New York: Guilford Press.
Beach, S. R. H., & O'Leary, K. D. (1993). Dysphoria and marital discord: Are dysphoric individuals at risk for marital maladjustment?
Journal of Marital and Family Therapy, 19, 355-368.
Beach, S. R. H., Sandeen, E. E., & O'Leary, K. D. (1990). Depression
in marriage. New York: Guilford Press.
Belsky, J. (1985). Exploring individual differences in marital change
across the transition to parenthood: The role of violated expectations.
Journal of Marriage and the Family, 47, 1037-1044.
Belsky, J., Lang, M. E., & Rovine, M. (1985). Stability and change in
marriage across the transition to parenthood: A second study.
Journal of Marriage and the Family, 47, 855-865.
Belsky, J., & Pensky, E. (1988). Marital change across the transition to
parenthood. Marriage and Family Review, 12, 133-156.
Belsky, J., & Rovine, M. (1990). Patterns of marital change across the
transition to parenthood: Pregnancy to three years postpartum.
Journal of Marriage and the Family, 52, 5-19.
Belsky, J., Ward, M. J., & Rovine, M. (1986). Prenatal expectations,
postnatal experiences, and the transition to parenthood. In R. D.
Ashmore & D. M. Brodzinsky (Eds.), Thinking about the family:
Views of parents and children (pp. 119-145). Hillsdale, NJ:
Erlbaum.
Benson-von der Ohe, E. (1987). First and second marriages. New York:
Praeger.
Bentler, P. M., & Newcomb, M. D. (1978). Longitudinal study of marital success and failure. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 46, 1053-1070.
Berger, P. L., & Kellner, H. (1964). Marriage and the construction of
reality: An exercise in the microsociology of knowledge. Diogenes,
46, 1-24.
Berscheid, E. (1994). Interpersonal relationships. Annual Review of
Psychology, 45, 79-129.
Bifulco, A., Brown, G. W, & Adler, Z. (1991). Early sexual abuse and
clinical depression in adult life. British Journal of Psychiatry, 159,
115-122.
Bjorksten, O., & Stewart, T. J. (1984). Contemporary trends in American marriage. In C. C. Nadelson & D. C. Polonsky (Eds.), Marriage
and divorce: A contemporary perspective (pp. 3-59). New York: Guilford Press.
Block, J. H., Block, J., & Morrison, A. (1981). Parental agreementdisagreement on child-rearing orientations and gender-related personality correlates in children. Child Development, 52, 965-974.
Bloom, B. L., Asher, S. J., & White, S. W. (1978). Marital disruption as
a stressor: A review and analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 85, 867-894.
Bolger, N., DeLongis, A., Kessler, R. C., & Wethington, E. (1989). The
contagion of stress across multiple roles. Journal of Marriage and the
Family, 51, 175-183.
Booth, A., & Amato, P. (1991). Divorce and psychological stress.
Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 32, 396-407.
Booth, A., & Johnson, D. R. (1994). Declining health and marital quality. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 56, 218-223.
Booth, A., Johnson, D. R., White, L. K., & Edwards, J. N. (1985).
Predicting divorce and permanent separation. Journal of Family Issues, 6, 331-346.
Booth, A., Johnson, D. R., White, L. K., & Edwards, J. N. (1986).
Divorce and marital instability over the life course. Journal of Family
Issues, 7, 421-442.
Bowerman, C. E. (1964). Prediction studies. In H. T. Christensen (Ed.),

LONGITUDINAL RESEARCH ON MARRIAGE
Handbook of marriage and thefamily (pp.215-246). Chicago: Rand
McNally.
Bowlby, J. (1969). Attachment and loss: Vol. I. Attachment. New York:
Basic Books.
Bradbury, T. N. (1990). Cognition, emotion, and interaction in distressed and non-distressed marriages. Unpublished dissertation, University of Illinois.
Bradbury, T. N., Campbell, S. M., & Fincham, F. D. (1995). Longitudinal and behavioral analysis of masculinity and femininity in marriage. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 66, 328-341.
Bradbury, T. N., & Fincham, F. D. (I990a). Attributions in marriage:
Review and critique. Psychological Bulletin, 107, 3-33.
Bradbury, T. N., & Fincham, F. D. (1990b). Preventing marital dysfunction: Review and analysis. In F. D. Fincham & T. N. Bradbury
(Eds.), The psychology of marriage: Basic issues and applications
(pp. 375-401). New York: Guilford Press.
Bradbury, T. N., & Fincham, F. D. (1991). A contextual model for
advancing the study of marital interaction. In G. J. O. Fletcher &
F. D. Fincham (Eds.), Cognition in close relationships (pp. 127147). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
Bradbury, T. N., & Fincham, F. D. (1992). Attributions and behavior
in marital interaction. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
63, 613-628.
Bradbury, T. N., & Karney, B. R. (1993). Longitudinal study of marital
interaction and dysfunction: Review and analysis. Clinical Psychology Review, 13, 15-27.
Braiker, H., & Kelley, H. H. (1979). Conflict in the development of
close relationships. In R. L. Burgess & T. L. Huston (Eds.), Social
exchange in developing relationships (pp. 135-168). San Diego, CA:
Academic Press.
Brody, G. H., Neubaum, E., & Forehand, R. (1988). Serial marriage: A
heuristic analysis of an emerging family form. Psychological Bulletin,
103,211-222.
Bryk, A. S., & Raudenbush, S. W. (1987). Application of hierarchical
linear models to assessing change. Psychological Bulletin, 101, 147158.
Buehlman, K. T., Gottman, J. M., & Katz, L. F. (1992). How a couple
views their past predicts their future: Predicting divorce from an oral
history interview. Journal of Family Psychology, 5, 295-318.
Burgess, E. W., & Cottrell, L. S. (1939). Predicting success or failure in
marriage. New \brk: Prentice Hall.
Burgess, E. W., & Wallin, P. (1953). Engagement and marriage. Philadelphia: Lippincott.
Burman, B., & Margolin, G. (1992). Analysis of the association between marital relationships and health problems: An interactional
perspective. Psychological Bulletin, 112, 39-63.
Burr, W. (1982). Families under stress. In H. I. McCubbin, A. E. Cauble, & J. M. Patterson (Eds.), Family stress, coping, and social support (pp. 5-25). Springfield, IL: Charles C Thomas.
Byrne, J., Fears, T, Steinhorn, S., Mulvihil, J., Connelly, R., Austin, D.,
Holmes, G., Holmes, F, Latourette, H., Teta, M., Strong, L., & Myers, M.(1989). Marriage and divorce after childhood and adolescent
cancer. Journal of the American Medical Association, 262, 26932699.
Byrne, J., Mulvihil, J., Connelly, R., Austin, D., Holmes, G., Holmes,
F., Latourette, H., Meigs, J., Strong, L., & Myers, M. (1988). Reproductive problems and birth defects in survivors of Wilms' tumor and
their relatives. Medical and Pediatric Oncology, 16, 233-240.
Campbell, A., Converse, P. E., & Rodgers, W. L. (1976). Thequalityof
American life: Perceptions, evaluations, and satisfaction. New \ork:
Russell Sage Foundation.
Caspi, A., Bern, D. J., & Elder, G. H. (1989). Continuities and consequences of interactional styles across the life course. Journal of Personality, 57, 376-406.

29

Caspi, A., Elder, G. H., & Bern, D. J. (1987). Moving against the world:
Life-course patterns of explosive children. Developmental Psychology,
23, 308-313.
Caspi, A., Elder, G. H., & Bern, D. J. (1988). Moving away from the
world: Life-course patterns of shy children. Developmental Psychology, 24, 824-831.
Caspi, A., & Herbener, E. (1990). Continuity and change: Assortative
marriage and the consistency of personality in adulthood. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 58, 250-258.
Castro-Martin, T, & Bumpass, L. (1989). Recent trends in marital disruption. Demography, 26, 37-51.
Cherlin, A. J. (1979). Work life and marital dissolution. In G. Levinger
& O. C. Moles (Eds.), Divorce and separation: Context, causes, and
consequences (pp. 151-166). New \brk: Basic Books.
Cherlin, A. J. (1992). Marriage, divorce, remarriage (2nd ed.). Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Christensen, A., & Heavey, C. L. (1990). Gender and social structure
in the demand/withdraw pattern of marital interaction. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 59, 73-81.
Christensen, A., & Nies, D. C. (1980). The spouse observation checklist: Empirical analysis and critique. American Journal of Family
Therapy, 8, 69-79.
Cohen, J. (1977). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences.
New York: Academic Press.
Constantine, J. A., & Bahr, S. J. (1981). Locus of control and marital
stability: A longitudinal study. Journal of Divorce, 4, 11-22.
Corsini, R. J. (1956). Multiple predictors of marital happiness. Marriage and Family Living, 18, 240-242.
Craddock, A. E. (1980). The effect of incongruent role expectations
upon couples' degree of goal-value consensus in the first year of marriage. Australian Journal of Psychology, 32, 117-125.
Crohan, S. E. (1992). Marital happiness and spousal consensus on beliefs about marital conflict. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 9, 89-102.
Davis, D. (1982). Determinants of responsiveness in dyadic interaction. In W. Ickes & E. S. Knowles (Eds.), Personality, roles, and social
behavior (pp. 85-139). New York: Springer-Verlag.
de Lissovoy, V. (1973). High school marriages: A longitudinal study.
Journal of Marriage and the Family, 35, 245-255.
Dentler, R. A., & Pineo, P. (1960). Sexual adjustment, marital adjustment, and personal growth of husbands: A panel analysis. Marriage
and Family Living, 22, 45-48.
Doherty, W. J. (1983). Impact of divorce on locus of control orientation
in adult women: A longitudinal study. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 44, 834-840.
Doherty, W. J., Su, S., & Needle, R. (1989). Marital disruption and
psychological well-being. Journal of Family Issues, 10, 72-85.
Draper, T. W. (1981). On the relationship between welfare and marital
stability: A research note. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 43,
293-302.
Duck, S., & Sants, H. (1983). On the origin of the specious: Are personal relationships really interpersonal states? Journal of Social and
Clinical Psychology, 1, 27-41.
Eddy, J. M., Heyman, R. E., & Weiss, R. L. (1991). An empirical evaluation of the Dyadic Adjustment Scale: Exploring the differences between marital "satisfaction" and "adjustment." Behavioral Assessment, 13, 199-220.
Elder, G. H. (1986). Military times and turning points in men's lives.
Developmental Psychology, 22, 233-245.
Elder, G. H., & Caspi, A. (1988). Economic stress in lives: Developmental perspectives. Journal of Social Issues, 44, 25-45.
Emery, R. E. (1982). Interparental conflict and the children of discord
and divorce. Psychological Bulletin, 92, 310-330.
Filsinger, E. E., & Thoma, S. J. (1988). Behavioral antecedents of rela-

30

BENJAMIN R. KARNEY AND THOMAS N. BRADBURY

tionship stability and adjustment: A five-year longitudinal study.
Journal of Marriage and the Family, 50, 785-795.
Fincham, F. D., & Bradbury, T. N. (1987a). The assessment of marital
quality: A reevaluation. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 49,
797-809.
Fincham, F. D., & Bradbury, T. N. (1987b). The impact of attributions
in marriage: A longitudinal analysis. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 53, 510-517.
Fincham, F. D., & Bradbury, T. N. (1993). Marital satisfaction, depression, and attributions: A longitudinal analysis. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 64, 442-452.
Floyd, F. J., & Markman, H. J. (1983). Observational biases in spouse
observation: Toward a cognitive/behavioral model of marriage.
Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 51,450-457.
Powers, B. J., & Olson, D. H. (1986). Predicting marital success with
PREPARE: A predictive validity study. Journal of Marital and Family Therapy, 12,403-413.
Franklin, K. M., Janoff-Bulman, R., & Roberts, J. E. (1990). Longterm impact of parental divorce on optimism and trust: Changes in
general assumptions or narrow beliefs? Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 59, 743-755.
Franz, C. E., McClelland, D. C, & Weinberger, J. (1991). Childhood
antecedents of conventional social accomplishment in midlife adults:
A 36-year prospective study. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 60, 586-595.
Furman, W. (1984). Some observations on the study of personal relationships. In J. C. Masters* K. Yarkin-Levin (Eds.), Boundary areas
in social and developmental psychology (pp. 15-42). San Diego, CA:
Academic Press.
Furstenberg, F. F. (1976). Premarital pregnancy and marital instability.
Journal of Social Issues, 32, 67-86.
Furstenberg, F. F. (1979). Premarital pregnancy and marital instability.
In G. Levinger & O. C. Moles (Eds.), Divorce and separation:
Context, causes, and consequences (pp. 83-98). New York: Basic
Books.
Gale, A., & Vetere, A. (1987). Some theories of family behavior. In A.
Vetere & A. Gale (Eds.), Ecological studies of family life (pp. 34-63).
Chichester, England: Wiley.
Galligan, R. J., &Bahr, S. J. (1978). Economic well-being and marital
stability: Implications for income maintenance programs. Journal of
Marriage and the Family, 40, 283-290.
GJenn, N. D. (1990). Quantitative research on marital quality in the
1980's: A critical review. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 52,
' 818-831.
Gotjib7,1. H., & Hooley, J. M. (1988). Depression and marital distress:
Current status and future directions. In S. W. Duck (Ed.), Handbook
of personal relationships (pp. 543-570). New \brk: Wiley.
Gottman, J. M. (1979). Marital interaction: Experimental investigations. New York: Academic Press.
Gottman, J. M. (1982). Temporal form: Toward a new language for
describing relationships. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 44,
943-962.
Gottman, J. M. (1990). How marriages change. In G. R. Patterson
(Ed.), Depression and aggression in family interaction (pp. 75-101).
Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
Gottman, J. M. (1991). Predicting the longitudinal course of marriages. Journal of Marital and Family Therapy, 17, 3-7.
Gottman, J. M. (1993a). The roles of conflict engagement, escalation,
and avoidance in marital interaction: A longitudinal view of five types
of couples. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 61,6-15.
Gottman, J. M. (1993b). A theory of marital dissolution and stability.
Journal of Family Psychology, 7, 57-75.
Gottman, J. M., & Krokoff, L. J. (1989). Marital interaction and satis-

faction: A longitudinal view. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 57,47-52.
Gottman, J. M., & Krokoff, L. J. (1990). Complex statistics are not
always clearer than simple statistics: A reply to Woody and Costanzo.
Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 58, 502-505.
Gottman, J. M., & Levenson, R. W. (1986). Assessing the role of emotion in marriage. Behavioral Assessment, 8, 31-48.
Gottman, J. M., & Levenson, R. W. (1992). Marital processes predictive of later dissolution: Behavior, physiology, and health. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 63, 221-233.
Greenstein, T. N. (1990). Marital disruption and the employment of
married women. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 52, 657-676.
Griffin, W. A. (1993). Transitions from negative affect during marital
interaction: Husband and wife differences. Journal of Family Psychology, 6, 230-244.
Grych, J. H., & Fincham, F. D. (1990). Marital conflict and children's
adjustment: A cognitive-contextal framework. Psychological Bulletin, 108, 267-290.
Hahlweg, K., Baucom, D. H., & Markman, H. (1988). Recent advances
in therapy and prevention. In I. R. Falloon (Ed.), Handbook of behavioral family therapy (pp. 413-448). New York: Guilford Press.
Halford, W. K., Gravestock, F. M., Lowe, R., & Scheldt, S. (1992).
Toward a behavioral ecology of stressful marital interactions. Behavioral Assessment, 14, 199-217.
Hammen, C. L. (1991). The generation of stress in the course of unipolar depression. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 100, 555-561.
Hannan, M. T, Tuma, N. B., & Groeneveld, L. P. (1977). Income and
marital events: Evidence from an income maintenance experiment.
American Journal of Sociology, 82, 1186-1211.
Hatchett, S., Veroff, J., & Douvan, E. (in press). Marital instability
among Black and White couples in early marriage. In M. B. Tucker
& C. Mitchell-Kernan (Eds.), The decline in marriage among African
Americans. New York: Russell Sage Foundation.
Kazan, C., & Shaver, P. R. (1987). Romantic love conceptualized as an
attachment process. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 52,
511-524.
Hazan, C., & Shaver, P. R. (1994). Attachment as an organizational
framework for research on close relationships. Psychological Inquiry,
5, 1-22.
Heaton, T. B. (1990). Marital stability throughout the child-rearing
years. Demography, 27, 55-63.
Heavey, C. L., Layne, C., & Christensen, A. (1993). Gender and conflict
structure in marital interaction: A replication and extension. Journal
of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 61, 16-27.
Hicks, M. W, & Platt, M. (1970). Marital happiness and stability: A
review of the research in the sixties. Journal of Marriage and the
Family, 32, 553-574.
Hill, R. (1949). Families under stress. New York: Harper.
Hoffman, L. W, & Manis, J. D. (1978). Influences of children on marital interaction and parental satisfactions and dissatisfactions. In
R. M. Lerner & G. B. Spanier (Eds.), Child influences on marital and
family interaction: A life-span perspective (pp. 165-213). New\brk:
Academic Press.
Holahan, C. K. (1984). Marital attitudes over 40 years: A longitudinal
and cohort analysis. Journal of Gerontology, 39, 49-57.
Hollingsworth, H. L. (1939). Psychological factors in marital happiness. Psychological Bulletin, 36, 191-197.
Holman, T. B., Larson, J. H., & Harmer, S. L. (1994). The development
and predictive validity of a new premarital assessment instrument:
The preparation for marriage questionnaire. Family Relations, 43,
46-52.
Hooley, J. M., Orley, J., & Teasdale, J. D. (1986). Levels of expressed
emotion and relapse in depressed patients. British Journal of Psychiatry, 148, 642-647.

LONGITUDINAL RESEARCH ON MARRIAGE
Huston, T. L., & Burgess, R. L. (1979). Social exchange in developing
relationships: An overview. In R. L. Burgess & T. L. Huston (Eds.),
Social exchange in developing relationships (pp. 3-28). San Diego,
CA: Academic Press.
Huston, T. L., & Chorost, A. F. (1994). Behavioral buffers on the effect
of negativity on marital satisfaction: A longitudinal study. Personal
Relationships, 1, 223-239.
Huston, T. L., McHale, S. M., & Crouter, A. C. (1986). When the honeymoon's over: Changes in the marriage relationship over the first
year. In R. Gilmore & S. Duck (Eds.), The emerging field of personal
relationships (pp. 109-132). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
Huston, T. L., & Vangelisti, A. L. (1991). Socioemotional behavior and
satisfaction in marital relationships: A longitudinal study. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 61, 721-733.
Jacobson, N. S., & Margolin, G. (1979). Marital therapy: Strategies
based on social learning and behavior exchange principles. New York:
Brunner/Mazel.
Jacobson, N. S., & Moore, D. (1981). Spouses as observers of the events
in their relationship. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology,
49, 269-277.
Johnson, D. R., Amoloza, T. O, & Booth, A. (1992). Stability and developmental change in marital quality: A three-wave panel analysis.
Journal of Marriage and the Family, 54, 582-594.
Johnson, D. R., & Booth, A. (1990). Rural economic decline and marital quality: A panel study of farm marriages. Family Relations, 39,
159-165.
Julien, D., Markman, H. J., & Lindahl, K. M. (1989). A comparison of
a global and a microanalytic coding system: Implications for future
trends in studying interactions. Behavioral Assessment, 11, 81-100.
Karney, B. R., & Bradbury, T. N. (1995). Assessing longitudinal change
in marriage: An introduction to the analysis of growth curves. Manuscript submitted for publication.
Karney, B. R., Bradbury, T. N., Fincham, F. D., & Sullivan, K. T.
(1994). The role of negative affectivity in the association between
attributions and marital satisfaction. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 66, 413-424.
Karney, B. R., Davila, J., Cohan, C. L., Sullivan, K. T., Johnson, M. D.,
& Bradbury, T. N. (in press). An empirical investigation of sampling
strategies in marital research. Journal of Marriage and the Family.
Katz, L. F., & Gottman, J. M. (1993). Patterns of marital conflict predict children's internalizing and externalizing behaviors. Developmental Psychology, 29, 940-950.
Kellam, S. G. (1986). Discussion: Causal models in life-span research
on psychopathology. In L. Erlenmeyer-Kimling & N. E. Miller (Eds.),
Life-span research on the prediction of psychopathology (pp. 71-79).
Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
Kelley, H. H., Berscheid, E., Christensen, A., Harvey, J. H., Huston,
T. L., Levinger, G., McClintock, E., Peplau, L. A., & Peterson, D. R.
(1983). Analyzing close relationships. In H. H. Kelley, E. Berscheid,
A. Christensen, J. H. Harvey, T. L. Huston, G. Levinger, E. McClintock, L. A. Peplau, & D. R. Peterson (Eds.), Close relationships (pp.
20-67). New "Vork: Freeman.
Kelly, C., Huston, T. L., & Cate, R. M. (1985). Premarital relationship
correlates of the erosion of satisfaction in marriage. Journal of Social
and Personal Relationships, 2, 167-178.
Kelly, E. L. (1939). Concerning the validity of Terman's weights for
predicting marital happiness. Psychological Bulletin, 36, 202-203.
*Keily, E. L., & Conley, J. J. (1987). Personality and compatibility: A
prospective analysis of marital stability and marital satisfaction.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 52, 27-40.
Kenny, D. A., & Acitelli, L. K. (1994). Measuring similarity in couples.
Journal of Family Psychology, 8, 417-431.
Kitson, G. C., Holmes, W. M., & Sussman, M. B. (1983). Withdrawing

31

divorce petitions: A predictive test of the exchange model of divorce.
Journal of Divorce, 7, 51-66.
Kitson, G. C., Sussman, M. B., Williams, G. K., Zeehandelaar, R. B.,
Shickmanter, B. K., & Steinberger, J. L. (1982). Sampling issues in
family research. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 44, 965-981.
Koestner, R., Franz, C., & Weinberger, J. (1990). The family origins of
empathic concern: A 26-year longitudinal study. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 58, 709-717.
Krokoff, L. J. (1990). Hidden agendas in marriage: Affective and longitudinal dimensions. Communication Research, 17,483-499.
Kuh, D., & Maclean, M. (1990). Women's childhood experience of
parental separation and their subsequent health and socioeconomic
status in adulthood. Journal of Biosocial Science, 22, 121-135.
Kurdek, L. A. (1991 a). Marital instability and changes in marital quality of newlywed couples: A test of the contextual model. Journal of
Social and Personal Relationships, 8, 27-48.
Kurdek, L. A. (1991b). Predictors of increases in marital distress in
newlywed couples: A three-year prospective study. Developmental
Psychology, 27, 627-636.
Kurdek, L. A. (1993). Predicting marital dissolution: A five-year prospective longitudinal study of newlywed couples. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 64, 221-242.
Larsen, A. S., & Olson, D. H. (1989). Predicting marital success using
PREPARE: A replication study. Journal of Marital and Family Therapy, 75,311-322.
Lavee, Y., McCubbin, H. I., & Olson, D. H. (1987). The effect of stressful life events and transitions on family functioning and well-being.
Journal of Marriage and the Family, 49, 857-873.
Levenson, R. W., & Gottman, J. M. (1985). Physiological and affective
predictors of change in relationship satisfaction. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 49, 85-94.
Levinger, G. (1965). Marital cohesiveness and dissolution: An integrative review. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 27, 19-28.
Levinger, G. (1976). A social psychological perspective on marital dissolution. Journal of Social Issues, 32, 21-47.
Levinger, G. (1980). Toward the analysis of close relationships. Journal
of Experimental Social Psychology, 16, 510-544.
Lewis, R. A., & Spanier, G. B. (1979). Theorizing about the quality and
stability of marriage. In W. R. Burr, R. Hill, F. I. Nye, & I. L. Reiss
(Eds.), Contemporary theories about thefamily: Research-based theories (pp. 268-294). New York: Free Press.
Lewis, R. A., & Spanier, G. B. (1982). Marital quality, marital stability,
and social exchange. In F. I. Nye (Ed.), Family relationships: Rewards and costs (pp. 49-65). Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.
Liker, J. K., & Elder, G. H., Jr. (1983). Economic hardship and marital
relations in the 1930s. American Sociological Review, 48, 343-359.
Locke, H. J. (1968). Predicting adjustment in marriage: A comparison
of a divorced and a happily married group. New \brk: Greenwood.
Locke, H. J., & Wallace, K. M. (1959). Short marital adjustment prediction tests: Their reliability and validity. Marriage and Family Living, 21, 251-255.
Locke, H., & Williamson, R. (1958). Marital adjustment: A factor
analysis study. American Sociological Review, 23, 562-569.
Loeb, J. (1966). The personality factor in divorce. Journal of Consulting Psychology, 30, 562.
Marco, C. A., & Suls, J. (1993). Daily stress and the trajectory of mood:
Spillover, response assimilation contrast, and chronic negative affectivity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 64, 1053-1063.
Margolin, G. (1983). An interactional model for the behavioral assessment of marital relationships. Behavioral Assessment, 5, 103-127.
Markman, H. J. (1979). Application of a behavioral model of marriage
in predicting relationship satisfaction of couples planning marriage.
Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 47, 743-749.

32

BENJAMIN R. KARNEY AND THOMAS N. BRADBURY

Markman, H. J. (1981). Prediction of marital distress: A 5-year followup. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 49, 760-762.
Markman, H. J. (1991). Backwards into the future of couples therapy
and couples therapy research: A comment on Jacobson. Journal of
Family Psychology, 40, 416-425.
Markman, H. J., Duncan, S. W., Storaasli, R. D., & Howes, P. W.
(1987). The prediction and prevention of marital distress: A longitudinal investigation. In K. Hahlweg & M. J. Goldstein (Eds.), Understanding major mental disorder: The contribution of family interaction research (pp. 266-289). New York: Family Process.
Markman, H. J., & Floyd, F. (1980). Possibilities for the prevention of
marital discord: A behavioral perspective. American Journal of Family Therapy, 8, 29-48.
Markman, H. J., & Jones-Leonard, D. (1985). Marital discord and
children at risk: Implications for research and prevention. In W.
Frankenberg & R. Emde (Eds.), Early identification of children at
risk(pp. 59-77). New York: Plenum.
McCord, J. (1983). A forty year perspective on effects of child abuse
and neglect. Child Abuse and Neglect, 7, 265-270.
McCrae, R. R., Costa, P. X, & Busch, C. M. (1986). Evaluating comprehensiveness in personality systems: The California Q-set and the
five-factor model. Journal of Personality, 54, 430-446.
McCranie, E. W., & Kahan, J. (1986). Personality and multiple divorce:
A prospective study. Journal of Nervous and Mental Disease, 174,
161-164.
McCubbin, H. I., & Patterson, J. M. (1982). Family adaptation to crises. In H. I. McCubbin, A. E. Cauble, & J. M. Patterson (Eds.), Family stress, coping, and social support (pp. 26-47). Springfield, IL:
Charles C Thomas.
McGonagle, K. A., Kessler, R. C., & Gotlib, I. H. (1993). The effects of
marital disagreement style, frequency and outcome on marital disruption. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 10, 385-404.
McGonagle, K. A., Kessler, R. C., & Schilling, E. A. (1992). The frequency and determinants of marital disagreements in a community
sample. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 9, 507-524.
McGue, M., & Lykken, D. T. (1992). Genetic influence on risk of divorce. Psychological Science, 3, 368-373.
Menaghan, E. (1982). Assessing the impact of family transitions on
marital experience. In H. I. McCubbin, A. E. Cauble, & J. M. Patterson (Eds.), Family stress, coping, and social support (pp. 90-108).
Springfield, IL: Charles C Thomas.
Menaghan, E. G. (1983). Marital stress and family transitions: A panel
analysis. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 45, 371-386.
Menaghan, E. G. (1985). Depressive affect and subsequent divorce.
Journal of Family Issues, 6, 295-306.
Michaels, G. Y, & Goldberg, W. A. (Eds.). (1988). The transition to
parenthood: Current theory and research. Cambridge, England:
Cambridge University Press.
Mittlemann, B. (1956). Analysis of reciprocal neurotic patterns in family relationships. In V. W. Eisenstein (Ed.), Neurotic interaction in
marriage (pp. 81 -100). New York: Basic Books.
Monroe, S. M. (1982). Life events and disorder: Event-symptom associations and the course of disorder. Journal of Abnormal Psychology,
91, 14-24.
Monroe, S. M., & Simons, A. D. (1991). Diathesis-stress theories in the
context of life stress research: Implications for the depressive disorders. Psychological Bulletin, 110, 406-425.
Morgan, S. P., & Rindfuss, R. R. (1985). Marital disruption: Structural
and temporal dimensions. American Journal of Sociology, 90, 10551077.
Mott, F. L., & Moore, S. F. (1979). The causes of marital disruption
among young American women: An interdisciplinary perspective.
Journal of Marriage and the Family, 41, 355-365.
Nesselroade, J. R. (1991). Interindividual differences in intraindividual

change. In L. M. Collins & J. L. Horn (Eds.), Best methods for the
analysis of change: Recent advances, unanswered questions, future directions (pp. 92-105). Washington, DC: American Psychological
Association.
Nesselroade, J. R., Stigler, S. M., & Baltes, P. B. (1980). Regression
toward the mean and the study of change. Psychological Bulletin, 88,
622-637.
Newcomb, M. D. (1986). Cohabitation, marriage, and divorce among
adolescents and young adults. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 3, 473-494.
Newcomb, M. D., & Bentler, P. M. (1980). Assessment of personality
and demographic aspects of cohabitation and marital success.
Journal of Personality Assessment, 44, 11-24.
Newcomb, M. D., & Bentler, P. M. (1981). Marital breakdown. In S.
Duck & R. Gilmour (Eds.), Personal relationships: Personal relationships in disorder (pp. 57-94). San Diego, CA: Academic Press.
Noller, P., Feeney, J. A., Bonnell, P., & Callan, V. (1994). A longitudinal
study of conflict in early marriage. Journal of Social and Personal
Relationships, 11, 233-252.
Norton, R. (1983). Measuring marital quality: A critical look at the
dependent variable. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 45, 141151.
Nye, F. I., & Berardo, F. M. (1973). On the causes of divorce. New York:
Macmillan.
O'Leary, K. D., & Smith, D. A. (1991). Marital interactions. Annual
Review of Psychology, 42, 191-212.
Olson, D. H., Fournier, D. G., & Druckman, J. M. (1986). Counselors
manual for PREPARE-ENRICH (rev. ed.). Minneapolis, MN:
PREPARE-ENRICH.
Orbuch, T. L., Veroff, J., & Holmberg, D. (1993). Becoming a married
couple: The emergence of meaning in the first years of marriage.
Journal of Marriage and the Family, 55, 815-826.
Orden, S. R., & Bradburn, N. M. (1968). Dimensions of marital happiness. American Journal of Sociology, 73,115-731.
Osgood, C. E., Suci, G. J., & Tannenbaum, P. H. (1957). The measurement of meaning. Urbana: University of Illinois Press.
Overall, J. E., Henry, B. W., & Woodward, A. R. (1974). Dependence
of marital problems on parental family history. Journal of Abnormal
Psychology, 83, 446-450.
Patterson, G. R., & Reid, J. B. (1970). Reciprocity and coercion: Two
facets of social systems. In C. Neuringer & J. L. Michael (Eds.), Behavior modification in clinical psychology (pp. 133-177). New York:
Appleton-Century-Crofts.
Pavalko, E. K., & Elder, G. H. (1990). World War II and divorce: A lifecourse perspective. American Journal of Sociology, 95, 1213-1234.
Philliber, W. W, & Killer, D. V. (1983). Relative occupational attainments of spouses and later changes in marriage and wife's work experience. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 45, 161-170.
Pineo, P. C. (1961). Disenchantment in the later years of marriage.
Marriage and Family Living, 23, 3-11.
Poulton, R. G., & Andrews, G. (1992). Personality as a cause of adverse
life events. Acta Psychiatrica Scandanavica, 85, 35-38.
Rank, M. R. (1987). The formation and dissolution of marriages in the
welfare population. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 49, 15-20.
Raush, H. L., Barry, W. A., Hertel, R. K., & Swain, M. A. (1974).
Communication, conflict, and marriage. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Raush, H. L., Greif, A. C., & Nugent, J. (1979). Communication in
couples and families. In W. R. Burr, R. Hill, F. I. Nye, & I. L. Reiss
(Eds.), Contemporary theories about the family: Research-based theories (pp. 468-489). New York: Free Press.
Repetti, R. L. (1989). Effects of daily workload on subsequent behavior
during marital interaction: The roles of social withdrawal and spouse
support. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 57,651-659.

LONGITUDINAL RESEARCH ON MARRIAGE
Riskin, J., & Faunce, E. E. (1972). An evaluative review of family interaction research. Family Process, 11, 365-455.
Rockwell, R. C., Elder, G. H., & Ross, D. J. (1979). Psychological patterns in marital timing and divorce. Social Psychology Quarterly, 42,
399-404.
Rodgers, B. (1990). Adult affective disorder and early environment.
British Journal of Psychiatry, 157, 539-550.
Rogosa, D., Brant, D., & Zimowski, M. (1982). A growth curve approach to the measurement of change. Psychological Bulletin, 92,
726-748.
Rollins, B. C., & Feldman, H. (1970). Marital satisfaction over the family life cycle. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 32, 20-28.
Rosenthal, R., & Rosnow, R. L. (1984). Essentials of behavioral research: Methods and data analysis. New \brk: McGraw-Hill.
Rusbult, C.E.(1983).A longitudinal test of the investment model: The
development (and deterioration) of satisfaction and commitment in
heterosexual involvements. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 45, 101-117.
Rutter, M. (1981). Longitudinal studies: A psychiatric perspective. In
S. A. Mednick, A. E. Baert, & B. P. Bachmann (Eds.), Prospective
longitudinal research: An empirical basis for the primary prevention
of psychosocial disorders (pp. 326-336). Oxford, England: Oxford
University Press.
Sabatelli, R. M. (1984). The marital comparison level index: A measure for assessing outcomes relative to expectations. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 46, 651-662.
Sabourin, S., Lussier, Y., Laplante, B., & Wright, J. (1990). Unidimensional and multidimensional models of dyadic adjustment: A hierarchical reconciliation. Psychological Assessment, 2, 333-337.
Schaefer, E. S., & Burnett, C. K. (1987). Stability and predictability of
quality of women's marital relationships and demoralization.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 53, 1129-1136.
Schaefer, E. S., & Edgerton, M. E. (1979). Marital autonomy and relatedness inventory. Unpublished manuscript.
Schaninger, C. M., & Buss, W. C. (1986). A longitudinal comparison
of consumption and finance handling between happily married and
divorced couples. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 48, 129-136.
Schmidt, F. L. (1992). What do data really mean? Research findings,
meta-analysis, and cumulative knowledge in psychology. American
Psychologist, 47, 1173-1181.
Sears, R. R. (1951). A theoretical framework for personality and social
behavior. American Psychologist, 6, 476-483.
Sears, R. R. (1977). Sources of life satisfactions of the Terman gifted
men. American Psychologist, 32, 119-128.
Shadish, W. R., Montgomery, L. M., Wilson, P., Wilson, M. R., Bright,
I., & Okwumabua, T. (1993). Effects of family and marital psychotherapies: A meta-analysis. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 61, 992-1002.
Shaver, P., Hazan, C., & Bradshaw, D. (1988). Love as attachment: The
integration of three behavioral systems. In R. J. Sternberg & M. L.
Barnes (Eds.), The psychology of'love (pp. 68-99). New Haven, CT:
Yale University Press.
Singer, J. D., & Willett, J. B. (1991). Modeling the days of our lives:
Using survival analysis when designing and analyzing longitudinal
studies of duration and the timing of events. Psychological Bulletin,
770,268-290.
Skolnick, A. (1981). Married lives: Longitudinal perspectives on marriage. In D. H. Eichorn, J. A. Clausen, N. Haan, M. P. Honzik, &
P. H. Mussen (Eds.), Present and past in middle life (pp. 269-298).
New York: Academic Press.
Smith, D. A., Vivian, D., & O'Leary, K. D. (1990). Longitudinal prediction of marital discord from premarital expressions of affect.
Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 58, 790-798.
Sorbom, D. (1981). A statistical model for analysis of longitudinal data:

33

LISREL. In S. A. Mednick, A. E. Baert, & B. P. Bachmann (Eds.),
Prospective longitudinal research: An empirical basisfor the primary
prevention of psychosocial disorders (pp. 16-22). Oxford, England:
Oxford University Press.
South, S. J., & Spitze, G. (1986). Determinants of divorce over the
marital life course. American Sociological Review, 51, 583-590.
Spanier, G. B. (1976). Measuring dyadic adjustment: New scales for
assessing the quality of marriage and similar dyads. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 38, 15-28.
Spanier, G. B., & Furstenberg, F. (1987). Remarriage and reconstituted
families. In M. B. Sussman & S. K. Steinmetz (Eds.), Handbook of
marriage and thefamily(pp. 419-434). New York: Plenum.
Steinberg, L., & Silverberg, S. B. (1987). Influences on marital satisfaction during the middle stages of the family life cycle. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 49, 751-760.
Steinglass, P. (1978). The conceptualization of marriage from a systems
theory perspective. In T. J. Paolino & B. S. McCrady (Eds.), Marriage
and marital therapy: Psychoanalytic, behavioral, and systems theory
perspectives (pp. 298-365). New York: Brunner/Mazel.
Storaasli, R. D., & Markman, H. J. (1990). Relationship problems in
the early stages of marriage: A longitudinal investigation. Journal of
Family Psychology, 4, 80-89.
Stuart, R. B. (1969). Operant-interpersonal treatment for marital discord. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 33, 675-682.
Suitor, J. J., & Pillemer, K. (1994). Family caregiving and marital satisfaction: Findings from a 1-year panel study of women caring for parents with dementia. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 56, 681690.
Surra, C. A., Arizzi, P., & Asmussen, L. A. (1988). The association
between reasons for commitment and the development and outcome
of marital relationships. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 5, 47-63.
Teachman, J. D., & Polonko, K. A. (1990). Cohabitation and marital
stability in the United States. Social Forces, 69, 207-220.
Teachman, J. D., Polonko, K. A., & Scanzoni, J. (1987). Demography
of the family. In M. B. Sussman & S. K. Steinmetz (Eds.), Handbook
of marriage and thefamily (pp. 3-36). New\brk: Plenum.
Terman, L. M. (1938). Psychological factors in marital happiness. New
York: McGraw-Hill.
Terman, L. M. (1948). Marital adjustment and its prediction. In M.
Fishbein & E. W. Burgess (Eds.), Successful marriage (pp. 117-131).
Garden City, NY: Doubleday.
Terman, L. M. (1950). Prediction data: Predicting marriage failure
from test scores. Marriage and Family Living, 12, 51 -54.
Terman, L. M., & Wallin, P. (1949). The validity of marriage prediction
and marital adjustment tests. American Sociological Review, 14,497504.
Thibaut, J. W, & Kelley, H. H. (1959). The social psychology of groups.
New York: Wiley.
Thornton, A. (1985). Changing attitudes towards separation and divorce: Causes and consequences. American Journal of Sociology, 90,
856-872.
Thornton, A. (1991). Influence of the marital history of parents on the
marital and cohabitational experiences of children. American Journal of Sociology, 96, 868-894.
Tzeng, M. (1992). The effects of socioeconomic heterogamy and
changes on marital dissolution for first marriages. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 54, 609-619.
Udry, J. R. (1967). Personality match and interpersonal perception as
predictors of marriage. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 29, 722725.
Udry, J. R. (1981). Marital alternatives and marital disruption. Journal
of Marriage and the Family, 43, 889-897.
Ulrich-Jakubowski, D., Russell, D. W, & O'Hara, M. W. (1988). Mar-

34

BENJAMIN R. KARNEY AND THOMAS N. BRADBURY

ital adjustment difficulties: Cause or consequence of depressive symptomatology? Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 7, 312-318.
Vaillant, C. Q, & Vaillant, G. E. (1993). Is the U-curve of marital satisfaction an illusion? A 40-year study of marriage. Journal of Marriage
and the Family, 55, 230-239.
Vaillant, G. E. (1977). Adaptation to life. Boston: Little, Brown.
Vaillant, G. E. (1978). Natural history of male psychological health:
VI. Correlates of successful marriage and fatherhood. American
Journal of Psychiatry, 135, 653-659.
Vaillant, G. E., & Vaillant, C. Q (1990). Natural history of male psychological health: XII. A 45-year study of predictors of successful
aging at age 65. American Journal of Psychiatry, 147,31 -37.
Van Yperen, N. W., & Buunk, B. R (1990). A longitudinal study of
equity and satisfaction in intimate relationships. European Journal of
Social Psychology, 20, 287-309.
Veroff, J., Kulka, R. A., & Douvan, E. (1981). Mental health in America: Patterns of helpseeking from 1957 to 1976. New York: Basic
Books.
Veroff, J., Sutherland, L., Chadiha, L. A., & Ortega, R. M. (1993). Predicting marital quality with narrative assessments of marital experience. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 55, 326-337.
Waltz, M. (1986). Marital context and post-infarction quality of life: Is
it social support or something more? Social Science and Medicine,
22, 791-805.
Waltz, M., Badura, B., Pfaff, H., & Schott, T. (1988). Marriage and the
psychological consequences of a heart attack: A longitudinal study of
adaptation to chronic illness after 3 years. Social Science and Medicine, 27, 149-158.
Wamboldt, F. S., & Reiss, D. (1989). Denning a family heritage and a
new relationship identity: Two central tasks in the making of a marriage. Family Process, 28, 317-335.
Watson, D., & Clark, L. A. (1984). Negative affectivity: The disposition

to experience aversive emotional states. Psychological Bulletin, 96,
465-490.
Watson, R. E. L., & DeMeo, P. W. (1987). Premarital cohabitation vs.
traditional courtship: A replication and follow-up. Family Relations,
36, 193-197.
Weiss, R. L. (1984). Cognitive and behavioral measures of marital interaction. In K. Hahlweg & N. S. Jacobson (Eds.), Marital interaction: Analysis and modification (pp. 232-252). New \brk: Guilford
Press.
White, L. K., & Keith, B. (1990). The effect of shift work on the quality
and stability of marital relations. Journal of Marriage and the Family,
52, 453-462.
White, S. W, & Mika, K. (1983). Family divorce and separation: Theory and research. Marriage and Family Review, 6, 175-192.
Willett, J. B. (1988). Questions and answers in the measurement of
change. In E. Z. Rothkopf (Ed.), Review of research in education (pp.
345-422). Washington, DC: American Educational Research
Association.
Wills, T. A., Weiss, R. L., & Patterson, G. R. (1974). A behavioral analysis of the determinants of marital satisfaction. Journal of Consulting
and Clinical Psychology, 42, 802-811.
Woody, E. Z., & Costanzo, P. R. (1990). Does marital agony precede
marital ecstasy? A comment on Gottman and Krokoff's "Marital
interaction and satisfaction: A longitudinal view." Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 58, 499-501.
Zuo, J. (1992). The reciprocal relationship between marital interaction
and marital happiness: A three-wave study. Journal of Marriage and
the Family, 54, 870-878.

Received May 17, 1994
Revision received October 26, 1994
Accepted January 23, 1995 •

