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In this dissertation, I explored why relational boredom occurs in romantic

relationships and how couples can cope with it. Specifically, I proposed shared
participation in creative activities as a way to reduce relational boredom and improve
relationship quality. Using the self-expansion model as the theoretical framework, I
conducted two pilot studies to validate the newly created Partner Appraisal Scale and
check the manipulation of creativity of activity. Two experimental questionnaire
surveys were conducted to test the hypotheses. Findings of this dissertation have
suggested that creativity interventions can be a double-edged sword in romantic
relationships. On one hand, participants who rated a given activity to be more creative
also thought more highly of their partner’s ability to help them self-expand
cognitively, which in turn was associated with reduced relational boredom. On the
other hand, those participants also rated their relationship to be more boring, perhaps
due to a contrast effect. Additionally, creativity worked in reducing relational
boredom only for participants who had been with their partner for a long (as opposed
to short or moderate) period of time. Furthermore, it was perceived creativity of a

given activity, not the activities themselves, that produced positive relational



outcomes, suggesting that it might not be productive to search for one-size-fits-all
interventions. Lastly, people’s innate tendency to feel bored and the degree to which
they spontaneously connect themselves to their partner also affected various relational
outcomes. Although there were limitations to the studies, the present dissertation has
theoretical contributions to the self-expansion model and practical implications for
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Chapter 1. Introduction

Boredom is a relationship maintenance challenge that is often under the radar.
Unlike relational issues such as conflict (e.g., Pistole, 1989; Shi, 2003), jealousy (e.g.,
Harris, 2002; Murphy, Vallacher, Shackelford, Bjorklund, & Yunger, 2006), cheating
(e.g., Gunderson & Ferrari, 2008; Kowalski, Wilkinson, Queen, & Sharp, 2003), and
hurt feelings (e.g., Vangelisti & Crumley, 1998; Vangelisti & Young, 2000),
relational boredom is often less noticeable, perhaps in part because it is the absence of
something else, stimulation. While the other relational issues listed above are often
drama-loaded, relational boredom is drama-free. Some people may even say that the
relational boredom occurs precisely because there is not enough drama in the
relationship. Therefore, it is often hard to identify who is to blame for relational
boredom because there may be no explicit offender. Boredom may in fact be a
relational production rather than an authored or co-authored phenomenon. This is
probably why boredom is relatively understudied compared to other relational
challenges. As Aron and Aron (1986) put it, "boredom may be the major underrated,
under-treated obstacle to lasting love" (p. 91).

It is important to study relational problems such as relational boredom because
the quality of our lives is often determined by the quality of our relationships.
Previous research has found that relationship boredom is negatively related to
relationship satisfaction (e.g., Harasymchuk, Cloutier, Peetz, & Lebreton, 2016;
Harasymchuk & Fehr, 2012; Tsapelas, Aron, & Orbuch, 2009), a construct that is
positively related to life satisfaction (Stephenson & Meston, 2015). Recognizing the
importance of relational boredom, the goal of the present dissertation is to explore

reasons why people get bored in romantic relationships and to identify possible



strategies couples can employ to reduce relational boredom and consequently increase
their relational satisfaction.

Although the primary focus of this dissertation is romantic boredom, boredom
can certainly occur in other types of relationship, such as friendship and family
relationships. The reason why I chose to focus on romantic partners in this
dissertation is because boredom has many implications in romantic relationships,
which are themselves fundamental to life satisfaction. While romantic relationships
are generally expected to be exclusive in the current American society, there is no
such expectation for friendships. This means a person can simply turn to different
friends when he or she gets bored in a particular friendship. Furthermore, people are
typically not expected to interact with their friends on a daily basis. Therefore, if a
person gets bored with a particular friend, he or she could "take a break" from this
friendship without any significant relational consequences or even notice. Relational
boredom also has more implications in romantic relationships than in family
relationships. Family members are connected to each other through other bonds such
as genetic ties and family responsibilities. Additionally, there is no societal
expectation for a family relationship to be particularly exciting. It is hard to imagine a
family would dissolve because parents think their children are "no longer exciting."
Although the focus of this dissertation is on romantic relationships, findings of this
dissertation might shed light on how people can make all kinds of interpersonal
relationships more exciting if they are motivated to do so.

Research on relational boredom has made some progress since Aron and Aron
(1986) commented on how boredom had been understudied by researchers. To the
best of my knowledge, most research done on relational boredom or boredom related

topics has adopted Aron and Aron's (1986) self-expansion model as the theoretical



framework, which suggests that humans have an intrinsic desire to self-expand (e.g.,
gaining more influence, identities, resources). According to this model, people are
motivated to form and maintain relationships with others because they could self-
expand by importing others partly into themselves. This is why the initial stage of a
relationship — where someone's partner has a lot to offer for him or her to integrate
into him- or herself —is typically exciting. As relationships progress, there will be
fewer and fewer "unknowns" about one's partner, so the rate of self-expansion tends
to slow down, which leads to the emergence of relational boredom.

The self-expansion model, however, does not paint a pessimistic picture of
relationships. Although the model seems to suggest that relational boredom is
inevitable once people get to know each other very well, Aron and Aron (1986)
suggested that couples could improve their relationships by participating in self-
expanding activities together. Self-expanding activities refer to activities that are
novel and/or arousing (Aron & Aron, 1996). Examples of self-expanding activities
include going to a concert together for the first time (novel), participating in an
intense outdoor activity (physically arousing), and watching a violent or humorous
movie (emotionally arousing). Empirical research has provided support for the
positive effect of shared participation in self-expanding activities on relationship
quality (e.g., Aron, Norman, Aron, McKenna, & Heyman, 2000; Reissman, Aron, &
Bergen, 1993).

Although previous research has prescribed self-expanding activities as solutions
to relational boredom, there are some limitations to this line of research. First, couples
might find it hard to continuously find novel and exciting activities to participate in
together. It might be unrealistic for average couples to go to a concert or comedy

show together regularly due to work or family responsibilities. Second, some couples



(e.g., older couples or couples with disabilities) may not be able to participate in
activities that are too arousing (e.g., rock-climbing) due to physical constraints. Third,
in most of this research, partners have to be physically together to participate in the
prescribed activities. This excludes couples who are in a long-distance relationship
and those who are separated regularly due to factors such as work responsibilities.
Because of these reasons, I argue that while previously prescribed self-expanding
activities are certainly helpful, we need to explore more realistic, sustainable, and
inclusive solutions to relational boredom. Specifically, I propose that couples can
participate in creative activities together to reduce their relational boredom and
consequently increase their relational satisfaction.

Another issue with existing research on relational boredom is that there is no
clear explanation for why self-expanding activities can reduce relational boredom.
Researchers (Aron & Aron, 1996; Strong & Aron, 2006) who work in this line of
research suggested a tentative mechanism rooted in the learning theory. Specifically,
they suggest that shared participation in self-expanding activities is able to improve
relational quality probably because couples would associate their positive feelings of
self-expansion with their relationship and partner, and therefore feel better in their
relationship. This speculation has been supported by empirical data, which showed
that positive affect mediates the relationship between participation in self-expanding
activities and relationship quality (Graham, 2008; Graham & Harf, 2014). Despite the
empirical support, there are problems with this explanation. Even with intentional
effort to engage in self-expanding activities together, most couples' lives consist of
more repetitive routines than exciting adventures. Following the rationale of this
explanation (Aron & Aron, 1996; Strong & Aron, 2006), the feeling of boredom

would still regularly overpower the feeling of excitement, which undermines the



utility of their prescription for relational boredom. In this dissertation, I argue that an
activity can reduce relational boredom if it provides opportunities for a person to
discover or rediscover the self-expanding potentials his or her partner can offer. This
explanation is consistent with propositions of self-expansion theory. If my tentative
explanation is supported by empirical data, we would be able to prescribe a wider
range of activities for couples who are dealing with relational boredom.

In this chapter, I will first attempt to conceptualize boredom in both non-
relational and relational contexts. Next, I will discuss relational boredom from the
perspective of the self-expansion model, the theoretical framework that guides the
present dissertation. Lastly, I will provide a rationale for the present dissertation and
propose my hypotheses.

Conceptualization of Boredom

"Boredom" is a relatively young word in English. According to the Oxford
English Dictionary, the word "boredom" did not exist until late eighteenth century,
when the Industrial Revolution started to supersede the Enlightenment (Goodstein,
2005). Therefore, boredom has been considered as a by-product of modernity (e.g.,
Klapp, 1986). Specifically, boredom has been thought to be a result of
industrialization, repetitive work, and increase in leisure time.

In order to define boredom properly, I will first differentiate state boredom from
trait boredom. While the former is concerned with whether an individual is bored at a
certain moment or during a certain period of time, the latter is concerned with whether
an individual is the kind of person who feels bored easily. Although trait boredom
may make someone more prone to state boredom, these two concepts do not always
go hand-in-hand. It is possible for an easily bored individual to feel excited in a

relationship and for someone who does not get bored easily to find a relationship dull.



My review will focus on state boredom, because the topic of interest of this
dissertation — relational boredom — is a special form of state boredom. Trait
boredom will be included as a covariate in the proposed studies. In this section, I will
first review definitions of state boredom in both non-relational and relational contexts.
I will then propose an integrated conceptualization of relational boredom based on the
literature.

Conceptualization of Boredom in Non-Relational Contexts

Like most psychological constructs, boredom does not have a widely agreed-
upon definition (for comprehensive reviews on the definitions of boredom, see Belton
& Priyadharshini, 2007; Smith, 1981; Vodanovich, 2003; Vodanovich & Watt, 2015;
Vogel-Walcutt, Fiorella, Carper, & Schatz, 2010). These definitions can be grouped
into two kinds: cause-centered and symptom-centered definitions.

As the name suggests, cause-focused definitions conceptualize boredom by
explaining why boredom occurs. One type of cause-centered definitions is concerned
with how elements of the external environment lead to boredom, such as monotony
and repetition (e.g., Hill & Perkins, 1985; O'Hanlon, 1981; Smith, 1981). Following
this this tradition, boredom is a state individuals find themselves in when they
perceive the situation as monotonous or repetitive.

Another type of cause-centered definition is concerned with the environment-
person fit (Goetz & Hall, 2014). Unlike definitions that attribute boredom solely to
the external environment, these definitions do not assume certain features of the
environment will necessarily induce boredom. Instead, they suggest that boredom
occurs when there is a misfit of the environment and the person. One thread of
thinking within this tradition is focused on the relative difficulty level of the

environmental demands. Specifically, it has been suggested that boredom occurs



when individuals are under-challenged (e.g., van Tilburg & Igou, 2012) or over-
challenged by the environmental demands (e.g., Daschmann, Goetz, & Stupnisky,
2011; Goetz, Perkrun, Hall, & Haag, 2006). Another thread of thinking within this
tradition takes a psychophysiological perspective and is focused on the information
flow received by the brain. Specifically, de la Pefia (1983) proposed that the brain has
a preferred range of information flow for the purpose of staying functional and
relaxed. When the environment provides less information than the preferred amount,
individuals would experience boredom accompanied by anxiety.

Another type of cause-centered definition of boredom that concerns
environment-person fit discusses the sense of meaninglessness. Specially, boredom is
defined as a state experienced when individuals feel a lack of sense of personal or
social meaning (Barbalet, 1999; Maddi, 1970). In other words, boredom occurs when
individuals perceive there is nothing to pursue or to desire in the current situation, or
even in one’s entire life. This lack of sense of meaning could be a result of trait
boredom or the misfit of the environment and person. For example, the fact that a
student feels bored in a mathematics class does not necessarily mean the student is
prone to feeling bored or the class is boring. It could simply mean that the student
does not find learning mathematics a meaningful task that is worth pursuing.

Unlike the cause-centered definitions discussed above, some definitions focus on
symptoms of boredom such as attention difficulties. For example, Eastwood,
Frischen, Fenske, and Smilek (2012) suggested that boredom is experienced when
individuals are not able to focus attention on information needed for participating in a
satisfying activity. Another symptom-centered definition focuses on slow time
passage, suggesting that boredom is experienced when time passes slowly (e.g., Watt,

1991) such that there is "an endless present" (Wangh, 1975, p. 541).



One last symptom-centered definition that I would like to discuss conceptualizes
boredom as a low-arousal and unpleasant state (e.g., Mikulas & Vodanovich, 1993;
Vogel-Walcutt et al., 2010). This conceptualization is inspired by the circumplex
model of emotion (Russell, 1980), in which boredom is identified as a low-arousal,
negative-valence emotion. In a more recent development of this tradition, Vogel-
Walcutt and her colleagues (2010) proposed that boredom is a phenomenon that
"occurs when an individual experiences both the (objective) neurological state of low
arousal and the (subjective) psychological state of dissatisfaction, frustration, or
disinterest in response to the low arousal" (p. 102). Even though they described
boredom as an emotion, it may be considered as an emotion (characterized by clearer
cause and shorter duration) or mood (characterized by less clear cause and longer
duration) in different situations (Beedie, Terry, & Lane, 2005).

To summarize the definitions reviewed above, boredom is an aversive
psychological state caused by environmental factors (e.g., monotony, repetition)
and/or environment-person misfit (e.g., over- or under-challenging situation, too little
information flow). When boredom occurs, individuals experience attention
difficulties, slow time passage, low arousal, and unpleasant feelings.
Conceptualization of Boredom in Relational Contexts

As mentioned in the introduction, relational boredom has received relatively
little attention from researchers. To the best of my knowledge, most research that
directly addresses relational boredom has been done by Harasymchuk and her
colleagues (Harasymchuk, 2008; Harasymchuk, Cloutier, Peetz, & Lebreton, 2016;
Harasymchuk & Fehr, 2010, 2012, 2013). This line of research is largely exploratory
and mainly focuses on understanding the nature of relational boredom using script

analysis and prototype analysis.



In their first published work on relational boredom, Harasymchuk and Fehr
(2010) conducted a script analysis to examine the cause of relational boredom, as well
as feelings associated with it. They discovered that participants identified lack of
novelty and stimulation as the cause for relational boredom. Moreover, they found
that participants did not think that relational boredom was caused by repetition per se,
but rather by poor quality of time spent together. Most importantly, they found that
participants typically did not blame themselves or their partner for relational
boredom, with only a few exceptions in which participants thought they were bored
because their partner was not willing to try new things or was too clingy. Instead,
participants tended to consider their relational dynamics (e.g., doing the same thing,
spending too much time together, taking about the same thing, lack of
communication) or external factors (e.g., bad weather, work spillover, children
interference, limited income) as causes of their relational boredom. In terms of
feelings associated with relational boredom, Harasymchuk and Fehr discovered that
participants associated boredom with both high-arousal (e.g., frustrated, restless) and
low-arousal (e.g., sad, depressed) negative emotions. Consistent with the literature,
low-arousal negative emotions were associated with boredom more frequently (e.g.,
Mikulas & Vodanovich, 1993; Russell, 1980; Vogel-Walcutt et al., 2010).

In a more recent article, Harasymchuk and Fehr (2013) conducted a prototype
analysis to analyze laypeople's understanding of relational boredom. They found that
some features were more characteristic of boredom than others. Specifically, features
that were considered highly characteristic include "lack of interest in partner," "lack
of fun," "decrease in sexual interest," "feeling nothing," etc. Features such as "no
energy," "nothing in common," "things feel too comfortable," and "too similar to each

other" were considered as less characteristic of relational boredom. Based on their



analysis, Harasymchuk and Fehr suggested that there were two main themes in
laypeople's perception of relational boredom: lack of satisfying qualities and
disengagement. The former is about the absence of high-arousal, pleasant
experiences, whereas the latter is about physical, emotional, and sexual detachment
from the relationship.

An Integrated Conceptualization of Relational Boredom

Based on previous research on boredom in both non-relational and relational
contexts, an integrated conceptualization of relational boredom can be proposed:
Relational boredom is an aversive state that caused by lack of novelty, stimulation, or
high-quality interaction within relationships. It is a challenge that arises from dyadic
interaction. That is, it is mostly caused by certain interaction patterns rather than by
the individuals involved in the relationship (Harasymchuk & Fehr, 2010).

Relational boredom can be manifested physiologically, affectively, cognitively,
and behaviorally. Specifically, relationally bored individuals are in a neurologically
low-arousal state (physiological manifestation) and experience unpleasant feelings
such as sadness, depression, and frustration (affective manifestation). Furthermore,
they may perceive the relationship as meaningless (cognitive manifestation) and find
it difficult to engage in the relationship (behavioral manifestation). Now that I have
provided a definition of relational boredom, I will turn to the theoretical explanation
of relational boredom in the next section.

Theoretical Explanation of Relational Boredom
The Self-Expansion Model

The self-expansion model (Aron & Aron, 1986) has been used as the theoretical

guidance in many empirical studies on relational boredom. The self-expansion model

was originally proposed to explain why people form and stay in relationships with
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others (Aron & Aron, 1986). The model proposed that people are motivated to self-
expand (i.e., grow) because they desire to increase their self-efficacies and ability to
accomplish goals. Aron and Aron (1996) suggested that there are at least four areas
for potential self-expansion: physical and social influence (e.g., power, territory),
cognitive complexity (e.g., insight, wisdom), social and bodily identity (e.g.,
identification with other humans and non-humans), and one's self-awareness about his
or her position in the universe (e.g., religion, the meaning of life). Although self-
expansion in these areas can be achieved from personal growth (Gordon & Baucom,
2009), a common way to self-expand is to form relationships with others, a process in
which a person can include the other into him- or herself.

According to the self-expansion model, love — the desire to form or stay in a
relationship with a certain other — is fueled by the desire to expand the self through
including the other person into the self. Sometimes the self-expansion is achieved
from directly acquiring physical (e.g., money) and/or abstract resources (e.g., friends,
insights) from the other person, but it can also be achieved vicariously. Aron and
Aron (1996) suggested that one might experience an increase in perceived self-
efficacy through the accomplishments of a person whom he or she included into the
self. To illustrate this point, they used the example of parental self-sacrifice. They
argue that parents sometimes sacrifice their apparent self-interest not merely for the
sake of their children, but also because they may be able to experience great self-
expansion through the accomplishments of their children. Applying this explanation
to the context of romantic relationships, Aron and Aron (1986) suggested that people
are motivated to form and maintain a romantic relationship with another person
because they can potentially acquire resources from the other person and/or increase

their self-efficacy through vicariously experiencing the other person's
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accomplishments. Additionally, Aron and Aron (1996) proposed that interpersonal
attraction is a function of the perceived extent of potential self-expansion that could
be achieved through relationship formation with a particular person (i.e., desirability),
as well as the likelihood of actually starting and staying in a close relationship with
this person (i.e., likelihood).

From the perspective of the self-expansion model, relational boredom arises with
the slowing down of the growth of the relationship (Harasymchuk, 2008;
Harasymchuk & Fehr, 2010, 2012, 2013). According to Knapp's (1978) relational
development model, people come together through five stages: initiating,
experimenting, intensifying, integrating, and bonding. As individuals move through
each of these stages, they continue to acquire more and deeper information about the
other person, integrate the other person into the self, as well as make future plans with
the other person (e.g., Avtgis, West, & Anderson, 1998). This process is also similarly
outlined in Altman and Taylor's social penetration theory (1973), which suggests that
self-disclosure increases in both depth (i.e., degree of intimacy of information being
disclosed) and breadth (i.e., range of information being disclosed) as relationships
develop. Within the initial stages of relationship development, the desire to expand
the self is met through partner-self integration and resource acquisition (e.g.,
information, perspectives, friends). However, self-expansion tends to slow down as
two people leave the coming-together stages and develop a high level of familiarity.
As a relationship gets more stable, the likelihood of self-expansion gets higher, but
the desirability of the relationship may decrease because of the decreased potential for
any more self-expansion. This deceleration of self-expansion creates opportunities for

relational boredom to occur.

12



Integrating the self-expansion model and the flow theory (Csikszentmihalyi,
1990), Graham (2008) proposed a slightly different reason for why relational
boredom emerges as a relationship becomes stable. According to the flow theory,
people experience flow when they engage in activities that provide challenges that
perfectly match their skill at that activity. The experience of flow will in turn produce
positive affect (Freeman, Csikszentmihalyi, & Larson, 1986), presumably because
people are evolved to enjoy activities that afford opportunities to acquire and develop
their skills. When experiencing flow, the activity itself is at least as important as
achieving the goal of the activity (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990). Therefore, activities that
create flow are considered intrinsically rewarding. Building a relationship can be an
intrinsically rewarding experience. During the initial stages of relationship
development, people need to attract and engage their potential partner with various
intrapersonal and interpersonal skills, which provide opportunities for personal
growth. In other words, there are many opportunities to self-expand in the early days
of a relationship. As a relationship progresses, there may be fewer and fewer growth-
inducing activities within the relationship, which leaves the couple to find new ways
to "challenge one another to grow" (Graham, 2008, p. 679).

The picture of relationships will be gloomy if relational boredom will set in
whenever the two people grow more and more familiar with each other. Luckily, there
is another way for people to achieve self-expansion within relationships. Aron and
Aron (1996) suggested that couples could also achieve self-expansion by engaging in
self-expanding activities together. They proposed that self-expanding activities are
characterized by novelty and arousal (Aron & Aron, 1996). An activity is novel for a
couple if the couple never or rarely participates in it (e.g., going to a water polo

contest for the first time), and arousing if it involves physical or sensory stimulation
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(e.g., going on an intense hike or watching a violent movie). While novel activities
provide new information and experience, arousing activities foster a sense of
excitement within the relationship. Although novel activities are almost always
arousing, not all arousing activities are novel. An activity can be considered self-
expanding if it meets either or both of the criteria. Aron and Aron (1996) suggested
that "exciting" is the lay language equivalent of "self-expanding." In fact, researchers
often use these two words interchangeably in empirical studies.
Effect of Shared Participation in Self-Expanding Activities

The effect of shared participation in self-expanding activities on relational
satisfaction is documented by a series of empirical studies. In a survey using married
couples as participants, McKenna (1989) found a strong positive correlation (» = 0.52)
between marital satisfaction and the extent to which participants consider the things
they do with their partner as exciting. Additionally, the effect of exciting activities on
marital satisfaction was mediated by perceived relational boredom and moderated by
length of marriage, such that the effect of exciting activities is stronger for couples
who have been together for longer period of time. Similarly, McNeal and Aron (1995)
found a positive correlation (r = 0.29) between relational satisfaction and number of
exciting activities participated in with partner in the last 30 days in survey data on
both dating and married couples. Like McKenna (1989), they also found that shared
participation in exciting activities increased relational satisfaction through reducing
relational boredom, and that the effect of exciting activities was stronger for married
couples (versus dating couples). Findings of these two studies established that
relational boredom mediates the negative association between shared participation in
exciting activities and relational satisfaction. This finding was later replicated by

Aron et al. (2000). The moderating effects of marriage length (McKenna, 1989) and
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relationship type (McNeal & Aron, 1989) also provided support for Aron and Aron's
notion (1996) that participating in self-expanding activities is especially beneficial for
couples who have passed the coming-together stages of relationship development.
When the rate of self-other integration has slowed down, these couples need to find
other ways to self-expand together in order to remain happy in their relationships.
Following these two survey studies, a series of experimental investigations
provided stronger evidence for the causal effect of shared participation in self-
expanding activities on relational satisfaction. Reissman et al. (1993) aimed to
compare the effects of exciting and pleasant activities on marital satisfaction. They
randomly assigned married couples to one of the three conditions: the exciting
activity condition, the pleasant activity condition, and the no-activity condition.
During the 10-week long study, couples who were assigned to the exciting activity
condition were instructed to spend 1.5 hours per week on participating in an activity
from a list of activities that both partners had rated as exciting in the pre-experiment
questionnaire, while couples who were assigned to the pleasant activity condition
were instructed to participate in activities that they both rated as pleasant. The results
suggested that compared to couples in the pleasant activity group and the no-activity
group, those in the exciting activity groups reported a significant increase in relational
satisfaction at the end of the study. Furthermore, they found that couples who were in
the pleasant activity group did not differ from those in the no-activity group in
relational satisfaction. Findings of this study suggested that merely spending time
together doing pleasant things does not increase relational satisfaction. Shared
participation in exciting activities, on the other hand, would enhance couples'
relationship with each other. Although Reissman et al. (1993) did not explicitly study

the possible mediating role of relational boredom in the relationship between shared
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participation in exciting activities and relational satisfaction, their results are
consistent with propositions of the self-expansion theory.

Aron et al. (2000) set out to provide support for the effect of shared self-
expanding activities on relational satisfaction in more controlled laboratory
experiments, using dating and married couples as participants. To test this effect, they
created a novel-exciting activity condition in which participants were bound with their
partner with Velcro straps and instructed to carry a pillow without using hands, arms,
or teeth while running across a one-meter tall barrier. This activity was created to be
both novel and physically arousing, so it fits the conceptualization of self-expanding
activities (Aron & Aron, 1996). The mundane activity condition was a relatively dull
two-person ball game created to be as similar to the novel-arousing activity condition
as possible. In a series of studies, Aron et al. (2000) consistently found that compared
to couples who participated in the mundane activity, those who participated in the
novel-arousing activity reported significant increase in both self-reported (Studies 3-
4) and behaviorally expressed relationship quality (Study 5). This study provided
stronger evidence for the positive effect of self-expanding activities on romantic
relationships. Although Aron et al. (2000) did not test the mediating role of relational
boredom in the experimental studies (Studies 3-5), they did find that feelings of
boredom partially mediated the relationship between self-expanding activities and
relationship quality in the questionnaire studies (Studies 1-2) published in the same
article.

To further differentiate the effect of novelty/challenge from that of physical
arousal, Lewandowski and Aron (2004) conducted two parallel studies. They found
that for romantic couples, participating in novel and challenging activities predicted

an increase in relational satisfaction in established romantic couples, but participating
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in physically arousing activities did not produce this effect. This finding was reversed
among randomly paired strangers. For these stranger dyads, participating in
physically arousing activities, not novel and challenging activities, predicted greater
romantic attraction. These findings are theoretically interesting because they further
clarified the conceptualization of self-expanding activities. While Aron and Aron
(1996) suggested that self-expanding activities have two aspects, novelty and arousal,
it seems that it is the novelty aspect that can produce positive effect on relational
satisfaction among established romantic couples. The contrast between the established
and stranger couples might suggest that the activity’s effects differ according to
whether the dyads could have been in a maintenance phase.

Although self-expanding activities had been characterized by novelty and arousal
in studies reviewed so far, Graham and his colleague proposed two additional
conceptualizations for self-expanding activities — activation (Graham, 2008) and
challenges (Graham & Harf, 2014). In an experience sampling study using long-term
couples as participants, Graham (2008) used personal digital assistants to signal
couples to report the activity they were participating in, as well as their momentary
level of activation, affect, and perceived relationship quality. He considered a person
as highly activated at a given moment if he or she is alert, involved, active, and
excited; and not activated if drowsy, detached, passive, and bored. Graham (2008)
suggested that an activity is potentially self-expanding for someone if he or she is
highly activated during that activity. Based on 1265 unique experiences he sampled,
Graham (2008) concluded that couples' momentary perceived relationship quality is
positively related to their activation level during the activity at that moment. Because

his definition of non-activation greatly overlaps with the definition of boredom,
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Graham (2008) provided indirect evidence for the negative relationship between
boredom (relational or not) and relationship quality.

In a more recent experiment, Graham and Harf (2014) operationalized self-
expanding activities as those that are challenging. They designed puzzle games that
vary in the amount of challenge they provide. Couples participating in this experiment
were randomly assigned to participate in one of the three conditions (i.e., high-,
medium-, and low-challenge game) and report their perceived level of challenge of
the game, level of their own skill, and relationship quality. Results of this study
suggested that couples' skill at the game moderated the relationship between activity
challenge and relationship quality, such that the effect of challenge on relationship
quality was more positive for skilled couples. In the same article, Graham and Harf
(2014) also collected survey and experience sampling data, which indicated that affect
mediated the relationship between activity challenge and relationship quality.
Although Graham and Harf (2014) did not explicitly examine relational boredom,
their study contributed to the self-expansion theory by providing an alternative
operationalization of self-expanding activities.

To test if self-expanding activities can create lasting positive effects on couples,
Coulter and Malouff (2013) designed an intervention in which they randomly
assigned couples to two conditions: the excitement intervention condition and the
waitlist condition. Couples who were assigned to the former condition were instructed
to brainstorm 10 activities that were potentially exciting to them, and then asked to
participate in at least one exciting activity for 1.5 hours per week over the period of
four weeks. Couples who were assigned to the waitlist condition were told that their
intervention would begin in four weeks. Coulter and Malouff (2013) found that

compared to couples who were in the waitlist condition, those who were in the
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excitement intervention condition reported significantly higher relational satisfaction.
Additionally, couples who were in the intervention condition reported higher
relational satisfaction four months after the intervention than at their pre-intervention
baseline. Coulter and Malouff's (2013) study not only replicated the findings of
previous studies, but also demonstrated that a simple excitement intervention could
potentially have a lasting positive effect on couples' relational satisfaction. Again,
relational boredom was not examined in this study.

In sum, the self-expansion model suggests that because people are motivated to
self-expand, the slowdown of self-other integration causes relational boredom, which
leads to lower relational satisfaction. Although the deceleration of self-expansion is
inevitable as relational partners become more familiar with each other, couples can
resume growth by engaging in self-expanding activities together. These activities
have been characterized by novelty (e.g., Aron & Aron, 1996; Aron et al., 2000),
arousal (e.g., Aron & Aron, 1996; Aron et al., 2000), excitement (e.g., Aron & Aron,
1996; Reissman et al., 1993; Coulter & Malouff, 2013), activation (Graham, 2008),
and challenge (Graham & Harf, 2014) by previous researchers. Empirical data have
provided support for the positive effects on shared participation in self-expanding
activities on relationship quality. Although these studies provide valuable insights for
the present dissertation, there are some issues with this line of research. I will discuss
these issues in the next section and explain the rationale of the present dissertation.

Rationale of Present Dissertation
Building on previous research, the goal of this dissertation is (1) to prescribe a
kind of activity that is more realistic, feasible, and inclusive for couples to incorporate
into their daily lives, and (2) to explore the underlying mechanism of the effect of

self-expanding activities on relational boredom.
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The first goal is set because although previous researchers have prescribed
activities for couples who are dealing with relational boredom (e.g., Aron et al., 2000;
Coulter & Malouff, 2013; Reissman et al., 1993), there are some issues with these
activities. First, some of these activities are highly artificial and unrealistic for
average couples. For example, in Aron et al. (2000), couples who were assigned to the
novel-arousing (vs. the mundane) condition were bound with their partner with
Velcro straps and asked to carry a pillow without using hands, arms, or teeth while
running across a one-meter tall barrier. Although results showed that this activity (vs.
the mundane activity) significantly increased couples’ relational quality, it is unlikely
that real-life couples will employ activities like this in their daily life.

In other studies, the activities employed might be realistic, but are hard for
average couples to perform on a regular basis. For example, in Reissman et al. (1993),
participants were instructed to rate 90 activities on excitingness and pleasantness.
Couples were then instructed to participate in eligible activities that were rated as
exciting (or pleasant; depending on the condition the participants were in) by both
partners. Examples of exciting activities that were actually carried out by participants
include attending musical concerts, plays, and lectures; skiing; hiking; and going
dancing. Although these are all realistic activities, average couples might find it hard
to participate in these activities regularly because of work or family responsibilities.
While couples certainly can benefit from these activities even just through occasional
participation, it would be helpful if we can also prescribe them activities that can be
done on a more regular basis.

Lastly, most activities prescribed in previous studies are not universally
useful, such that they are not feasible for couples in certain situations. For example, in

all of the reviewed studies on self-expansion, all the tested self-expanding activities
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are “shared.” In other words, to participate in self-expanding activities (however self-
expanding was operationalized in the study), couples had to be physically together.
However, this is not always feasible for couples, especially for those who are in a
long-distance relationship. Furthermore, many of the activities employed in previous
studies are more or less physical (e.g., attending concerts, hiking, running cross a
barrier while bound to each other). Therefore, if one or both partners are physically
challenged, participating in these activities will be difficult or impossible.

In the present dissertation, I propose that engaging in creative activities, as
opposed to consumptive activities, can reduce relational boredom in romantic
relationships. As most constructs in social science, “creative” is interpreted differently
by different scholars (e.g., Plucker, Beghetto, & Dow, 2004; Runco, 1996; Taylor,
1988). In the present dissertation, creative activities are broadly defined as activities
in which people create something original. In many people’s minds, creative activities
involve the creation of art or science, and therefore might seem unapproachable to
average people. This would be a misconception. Creative activities — according to
the definition in this dissertation — can be as grand as painting a mural and as small
as doodling on a napkin. The product of a creative activity can be something tangible
(e.g., an interestingly shaped cake) or something abstract (e.g., an original argument
for a particular political position). Creative activities are defined by the process of
creation rather than the end result.

In this dissertation, I propose that creative activities can reduce relational
boredom because they provide an environment in which couples can potentially
discover or rediscover the self-expanding opportunities their partner can provide them
with. As reviewed in previous sections, the self-expansion model (Aron & Aron,

1996) suggests that love is powered by people’s motivation to self-expand. That is,
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people are motivated to form and maintain relationships because of their desire to
achieve personal growth or gain self-efficacy by integrating their partners into
themselves. However, as couples become more and more familiar with each other, the
rate of self-expansion slows down, which leads to relational boredom. In other words,
as relationship develops, people might feel their partner “does not have anything new
to offer,” and therefore grow tired of their relationship. Creative activities require
originality, insights, and innovation, and therefore can serve as an ideal environment
for people to discover or rediscover what their partner can offer in the relationship.

It should be noted that in Aron and Aron’s (1996) original work on self-
expansion, there are at least four areas for self-expansion: physical and social
influence (e.g., power, territory, possessions), cognitive complexity (e.g., insight,
wisdom), social and bodily identity (e.g., identification with other humans and non-
humans), and one's self-awareness about his or her position in the universe (e.g.,
religion, the meaning of life). Shared participation in creative activities would mostly
help couples appreciate how their partner might help them expand on cognitive
complexity. I choose to focus on cognitive complexity instead of other areas for a few
reasons. First, while improving one’s physical and social influence (e.g., making more
money or getting a promotion) might makes one more interesting in his or her
partner’s eyes, people have limited ability to change that. Therefore, it might not be
immediately useful when boredom is already a salient issue in the relationship.
Second, people can provide their partners self-expanding opportunities by helping
with their partners’ self-awareness, but it is achieved through religion, ritual,
mythology, etc. according to the model, which cannot be readily changed in everyday
life. In comparison, it is easier for people to demonstrate their ability to help their

partner self-expand on cognitive complexity. Creative activities, for example, offer
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people a simple context in which they can provide their partner insights, wisdom, and
ideas. Another area of self-expansion that might be easily worked on is social and
bodily identity. Partners can offer each other opportunities to self-expand in this area
by bringing new friends, family members, or even pets into the relationship. Due to
the scope of the present dissertation, I will not propose any hypotheses related to this
area and leave it to future studies.

Hypothesis 1: Shared participation in creative activities (as opposed to non-
creative activities) decreases experienced relational boredom.

As discussed above, shared participation in creative activities may reduce
relational boredom by prompting people to appraise the self-expanding opportunities
their partners can provide in the cognitive complexity area. I would like to test this
mediation relationship in the present dissertation. I believe this mediation relationship
provides a better explanation for how an activity might improve a relationship,
compared to the mechanism explained in previous literature. Previous scholars (Aron
& Aron, 1996; Strong & Aron, 2006) have suggested that shared participation in self-
expanding activities can improve relational quality probably because people associate
the positive affect derived from self-expanding experiences with their relationship and
partner, which consequently makes them feel more positive in their relationships.
Essentially, it is the self-expanding activity, not their partner or relationship, that
makes people feel good. I find this explanation problematic because by this rationale,
people would also associate feelings of boredom with their relationship if they
experience boredom-inducing activities with their partner. This would be an issue
because even if a couple deliberately tries to participate in self-expanding activities

together, there are always more repetitive routines in everyday life. Under this
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explanation, feelings of boredom would inevitably overpower the positive feelings
derived from self-expanding activities.

Hypothesis 2: Appraisal of the self-expanding potentials provided by the
partner mediates the relationship between type of shared activity and experienced
relational boredom.

I would also like to examine two factors that might moderate the relationship
between shared participation in creative activities and relational boredom: length of
relationship and inclusion of the other in the self. I will first explain the former.
Previous research (Aron et al., 2000; McKenna, 1989) has found that length of
relationship moderates the relationship between self-expanding (operationalized as
exciting or novel/arousing) activities and relationship quality, such that the effect of
self-expanding activity is stronger for those who have been together for longer period
of time. The idea is that couples who have been together for shorter period of time are
still experiencing relatively rapid self-expansion within the relationship, and therefore
have less need for additional ways to self-expand. People who have been together for
a long time, on the other hand, are more familiar with their partner, and therefore have
more need for the help of self-expanding activities. Although this line of research did
not explicitly examine relational boredom and used exciting and novel/arousing
activities rather than creative activities, it is reasonable to think that couples who have
been together for longer time might have greater need for rediscovering their partner
through creative activities in order to reduce relational boredom.

Hypothesis 3: Length of relationship moderates the relationship between type
of shared activity and experienced relational boredom, such that shared participation

in creative activities (as opposed to non-creative activities) will have a larger effect on
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experienced relational boredom among couples who have been romantically involved
for a longer (as opposed to shorter) period of time.

The other possible moderator is inclusion of the other in the self, through
which self-expansion is possible (Aron, Aron, & Smollan, 1992; Aron, Aron, Tudor,
& Nelson, 1991). Inclusion of the other in the self (IOS) refers to the experience of
getting closer and more interdependent with another person. In other words, it occurs
when people cognitively connect themselves with another person. Two persons are
high in 10S if their senses of self greatly overlap, and low if their senses of self are
separate. IOS is crucial in the self-expanding process. If a person does not include his
or her partner into his or her sense of self, self-expansion cannot occur even if the
partner offers many self-expanding opportunities in the relationship. Therefore, it is
reasonable to think that the effect of shared participation in creative activity will be
more pronounced for people who are high in 10S.

Hypothesis 4: Inclusion of the other in the self moderates the relationship
between type of shared activity and experienced relational boredom, such that shared
participation in creative activities (as opposed to non-creative activities) will have a
larger effect on experienced boredom among couples whose sense of self overlaps
with their partner to a greater (as opposed to smaller) extent.

Lastly, I would like to examine the possible mediating role of relational
boredom in the relationship between shared participation in creative activity and
relational satisfaction. Although the primary focus of this dissertation is on relational
boredom, the ultimate goal of all relational scholars is to improve people’s
relationship quality. Previous questionnaire studies (Aron et al., 2000; McKenna,

1989) have found that self-expanding activities improve relationship quality through
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reducing boredom, but this mediation relationship has not been tested in experimental
studies or when creative activities are used.

Hypothesis 5: Experienced relational boredom mediates the relationship
between type of shared activity and relational satisfaction.

Before I move on to the next chapter, I would like to discuss the unique
advantages of creative activities, compared to the self-expanding activities
(characterized by novelty, arousal, excitement, activation, and challenge) prescribed
by previous scholars. First of all, they are more realistic. While it is unlikely that
average couples will be able go to concerts or go on international trips on a regular
basis, there are many realistic ways for couples to introduce a bit creativity in their
daily routine. This is because many non-creative activities can be easily made creative
or at least be given a creative twist. Examples include trying a new recipe together
instead of going to a restaurant, creating a story for the kids instead of reading stories
from a book, having a discussion about the TV plot instead of merely watching the
TV, etc. These activities are accessible to all couples, including those who are older or
with physical disabilities.

Creative activities are also more inclusive because they can be used by
couples in long-distance relationships. As stated earlier, most self-expanding activities
prescribed by previous researchers require couples to be physically together. This is
because it is assumed that shared participation in self-expanding activities has positive
effect on relational satisfaction because couples would associate the positive feelings
derived from these activities with their partner and relationship. Therefore,
performing these self-expanding activities by oneself would not help one’s
relationship. In this dissertation, I hypothesize that creative activities can reduce

relational boredom by prompting people to appraise self-expanding opportunities

26



provided by their partners, specifically insights and ideas. If this hypothesis is
supported, it is possible that a person can still feel more excited about their partner
even if he or she is not present when the partner performs the creative activity. For
example, a person does not need to watch his or her partner write a poem to
appreciate the creativity the partner demonstrated in the poem. Therefore, although
shared participation is always more desirable, creative activities can still be useful for

couples who cannot be together all the time.
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Chapter 2: Method

This dissertation consisted of two pilot studies and two main studies. Pilot
Study 1 provided evidence for reliability and validity of the newly developed
instrument for a key variable of this dissertation — partner appraisal. Pilot Study 2
tested three candidate manipulations to determine whether variations of each
manipulation differed in perceived creativity in the intended direction. Study 1 tested
the proposed hypotheses in an experimental questionnaire survey. Study 2 was a
replication of the Study 1 with two modifications in the study design.

Pilot Study 1

The goal of the first pilot study was to provide evidence for reliability and
validity of the instrument I created for partner appraisal — an important concept that
has not been formally operationalized in the previous empirical research. In other
words, this study will test if the items in the instrument reliably measure the construct
they are supposed to measure.
Participants

Four hundred undergraduate students enrolled in communication classes at a
Mid-Atlantic university participated in this study in exchange for extra credit. To be
eligible for the study, participants had to be at least 18 years old and currently
involved in a romantic relationship. Some participants were excluded from the
analyses because they reported that they never had been in a romantic relationship or
did not pass the attention check. The final number of participants was 313.

The mean age of the included participants was 19.60 (SD = 1.90). 65.8% of
them identified themselves as women. 87.9% of them identified themselves as
heterosexual, 3.2% gay or lesbian, and 7.7% bisexual. 53.4% of them described

themselves as European American, followed by 9.6% African American, 8.9% Asian-
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American, with the others scattered among other ethnicities, national origins, or
combinations of ethnicity.
Procedure

This study consisted of three parts. In part 1, participants were asked to
provide basic demographic information. In part 2, participants were asked to provide
basic information regarding their current romantic relationship (e.g., length of
relationship). In part 3, participants were asked to respond to a set of instruments that
measure their perceived stress, boredom proneness, love attitude, relational boredom,
relational satisfaction, relational closeness, and most importantly, partner appraisal.
Instruments

All instruments were in the Likert format and ranged from 1 to 7, unless
otherwise explained. Participants were asked to indicate to what extent each statement
reflects their opinions of themselves or views of their current relationship. The
instruments of all collected variables are described below, but some variables (e.g.,
perceived stress) were collected for exploratory analyses that are unrelated to the
hypotheses of this dissertation and therefore will not appear in the results section. A
complete version of all the instruments can be found in Appendix A.

Stress. This construct assesses participants’ experienced stress during the
month prior to taking the survey. It was measured using Cohen, Kamarck, and
Mermelstein’s (1983) Perceived Stress Scale. It consisted of 14 statements such as “In
the last month, I have often been upset because of something that happened
unexpectedly;” “In the last month, I have often felt that I was unable to control the
important things in your life;” and “In the last month, I have often found myself
thinking about things that I have to accomplish.” The Cronbach’s a of this scale was

.85.
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Boredom Proneness. This construct assesses participants’ innate tendency to
feel bored. It was measured using Farmer and Sundberg’s (1986) Boredom Proneness
Scale. It consisted of 28 statements such as "It is easy for me to concentrate on my
activities," "Frequently when I am working I find myself worrying about other
things," and "I am often trapped in situations where I have to do meaningless things."
The Cronbach’s a of this scale was .82.

Love Attitude. This construct assesses participants’ attitudes towards their
current relational partner and love in general. It was measured using Hendrick,
Hendrick, and Dicke’s (1998) brief version of Love Attitude Scale. It consisted of 6
subscales, each of which was measured with 4 statements. Sample statements include
“My partner and I have the right physical ‘chemistry’ between us (eros subscale),” “I
enjoy playing the ‘game of love’ with my partner and a number of other partners
(ludus subscale),” “Our friendship merged gradually into love over time (storge
subscale),” “A main consideration in choosing my partner was how he/she would
reflect on my family (pragma subscale),” “I cannot relax if I suspect that my partner is
with someone else (mania subscale),” and “I would endure all things for the sake of
my partner (agape subscale).” The Cronbach’s a of these subscales were .80, .68, .88,
.79, .80, and .88 for the eros, ludus, storge, pragma, mania, and agape subscales,
respectively.

Relational Boredom. This construct assesses participants’ evaluation of how
bored they were with their current relationship. It was measured using Harasymchuk

and Fehr’s (2012) Relational Boredom Scale. The scale consisted of 15 statements

such as "sick and tired of your partner," "no more surprise," "no spark in the

relationship," and "loss of romance." The Cronbach’s a of this scale was .84.
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Relational Satisfaction. This construct assesses participants’ evaluation of how
satisfied they were with their current relationship. It was measured using Hendrick’s
(1988) Relationship Assessment Scale. This scale consisted of 7 items such as “My
partner meets my needs,” “I am satisfied with my relationship,” and “My relationship
is better compared to the most.” The Cronbach’s a of this scale was .87.

Relational Closeness. This construct assesses to what extent participants felt
close to their partner. It was measured using Dibble, Levine, and Park’s (2012)
Unidimensional Relational Closeness Scale. This scale consisted of 12 items such as
“My relationship with my partner is close,” “My partner and I disclose important
personal things to each other,” and “My partner and I want to spend time together.”
The Cronbach’s a of this scale was .93.

Partner Appraisal. This construct assesses participants’ evaluation of the self-
expanding opportunities provided by their partner. I created the measurement based
on Aron and Aron’s (1996) conceptualization of self-expansion. The tentative scale to
be validated consisted of 10 items such as “My partner enlightens me,” “My partner is
inspiring to me,” and “My partner provides me insights.” This scale development was
the particular focus of this pilot study.

Results

The means and standard deviations of all the variables are presented in Table
1. The correlations between partner appraisal and other variables can be found in
Table 2.

First, a principal component analysis (PCA) without rotation was performed to
explore the dimensionality of the scale. The eigenvalues and scree plot were used to
determine the number of components. The results showed that only one component

had an eigenvalue greater than 1. The scree plot also suggested that there was one
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component. Overall, the PCA results indicated that the partner appraisal scale was
unidimensional, which was consistent with its theoretical conceptualization.

Next, Cronbach’s o was computed to determine the reliability of the scale. The
results showed that Cronbach’s a of the partner appraisal scale was .94, higher than
the conventional .70 threshold, suggesting that the scale was reliable. Furthermore,
the item-total statistics showed that the item-total correlation was high for all items
(above .70 for all items except for item 10, which had an item-total correlation of .68).
The results also indicated that no deletion of item would further increase the
Cronbach’s a of scale. Based on the results, the Partner Appraisal Scale was reliable,
and all items were kept.

Lastly, correlations between partner appraisal and some related variables were
examined for criterion-related validity (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002). Partner
appraisal is theoretically related to love styles (Lee, 1973): eros, the passionate love;
ludus, the game-playing love; storge, the friendship love; pragma, the practical love;
mania, the possessive and dependent love; and agape, the altruistic love. Specifically,
it would be sensible for partner appraisal to be positively related to eros, storge,
pragma, and agape, because the higher one’s evaluation of his or her partner, the more
likely he or she might experience intense love for the partner, consider the partner to
be a companion and practical fit for him- or herself, and be willing to put the partner’s
needs before his or her own. On the other hand, partner appraisal should be negatively
related to ludus because someone who thinks highly of his or her partner may be less
likely to see love as a commitment-free game. It is hard to predict how partner
appraisal would correlate to mania, because high evaluation of one’s partner may or
may not lead to an obsessive and possessive style of love, depending on the person.

Correlations between partner appraisal and different love styles supported most of my
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predictions. Partner appraisal had a significant positive correlation with eros (r = .72,
p <.001), storge (r = .22, p <.001), and agape (r = .24, p <.001). It also had a
significant negative correlation with ludus (» =-.23, p <.001) and mania (» = -.16, p =
.005). The only inconsistency between the predictions and the data was that there was
no significant correlation between partner appraisal and pragma (r = .06, p = .323).

I also examined the relationship between partner appraisal and two relational
outcomes: relational boredom and relational satisfaction. Although there was no direct
empirical evidence that high partner appraisal would be associated with low relational
boredom and high relational satisfaction, Aron and Aron (1996) implied these
relationships in the self-expansion model. Correlations between these variables in
Pilot Study 1 supported these implied relationships. Specifically, partner appraisal
was negatively related to relational boredom (7 = -.64, p < .001) and positively
associated with relational satisfaction (» = .68, p < .001). Combining with results
discussed in the previous paragraph, it is reasonable to claim that the Partner
Appraisal Scale has criterion-related validity.

In conclusion, results of Pilot Study 1 indicated that the newly created Partner
Appraisal Scale was reliable and valid and suitable to be used in the main studies.

Pilot Study 2

The goal of the second pilot study was to test whether participants perceive the
manipulations in the intended manner before they are used in the main studies. In the
present dissertation, I hypothesized that shared participation in creative activities, as
opposed to non-creative activities, increases couples’ appraisal of each other, which
leads to lower relational boredom. To test this hypothesis, it is crucial for me to find a
manipulation that is actually perceived as creative by participants. To this end, I

prepared three possible manipulations in this pilot study. Each manipulation consists
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of three variations of a certain activity — a creative one, an active but non-creative
one, as well as a non-active and non-creative one. Although the main comparison of
interest is the effect of shared participation in creative versus non-creative activities, I
included an active but non-creative variation in each manipulation to control for the
perceived activeness of each activity. This is because a shared creative activity is
inherently active. Controlling for the activeness of the activity would allow us to
isolate the effect of the creativity more effectively.

Participants

One-hundred and eighty-six undergraduate students enrolled in
communication classes at a Mid-Atlantic university participated in this study in
exchange for extra credit. To be eligible for the study, participants had to be at least
18 years old and have had been in romantic relationships. Some participants were
excluded from the analyses because they reported that they never had been in a
romantic relationship or did not pass the attention check. The final number of
participants was 167.

The mean age of the included participants was 19.57 (SD = 3.18). 76.0% of
them identified themselves as women. 85.6% of them identified themselves as
heterosexual, 1.2% gay or lesbian, and 9.0% bisexual. 51.5% of them described
themselves as European American, followed by 12.6% Asian American, 7.8%
African-American, with the others scattered among other ethnicities, national origins,
or combinations of ethnicity.

Procedure

This study consisted of three parts. In part 1, participants were asked to

provide basic demographic information and information regarding romantic

experiences. In part 2, they were asked to read three imaginary scenarios on activities
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two relational partners could do together, and then respond to questions accessing
their opinions regarding these activities (e.g., how interesting the activity is, how fun
the activity is). Participants were randomly assigned to one of three conditions (i.e.,
non-active and non-creative, active but non-creative, creative) for each activity. The
descriptions of the activities are shown in Table 3. In part 3, they were asked to report
a recent story of when they and their (ex)partner did something together that they
found interesting or exciting, as well as one of when they and their (ex)partner did
something together that they found boring. Responses to these open-ended questions
might be used for future qualitative analysis but will not be reported in this
dissertation because they are not directly related to the hypotheses.

Instruments

All instruments were in the Likert format and ranged from 1 to 7, unless
otherwise explained. Participants were asked to indicate to which extent each
statement reflects their views of each activity that they were assigned to evaluate.

Creativity. This construct assesses participants’ evaluation of the creativity of
the activity. The scale consisted of 3 items: “This activity is creative,” “This activity
is original,” and “This activity is inventive.” The Cronbach’s a of this scale was .86,
.80, and .76 for the TV manipulation, music manipulation, and picture manipulation,
respectively.

Physical Activeness. This construct assesses participants’ evaluation of the
physical effort each activity requires. The scale consisted of 3 items: “This activity is
physically active,” “This activity is physically effortful,” and “This activity takes
physical energy.” The Cronbach’s a of this scale was .82, .90, and .87 for the TV

manipulation, music manipulation, and picture manipulation, respectively.
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Mental Activeness. This construct assesses participants’ evaluation of the
mental effort each activity requires. The scale consisted of 3 items: “This activity is
mentally active,” “This activity is mentally effortful,” and “This activity takes mental
energy.” The Cronbach’s a of this scale was .83, .88, and .92 for the TV
manipulation, music manipulation, and picture manipulation, respectively.

Results

The ideal manipulation for the purpose of my hypothesis testing should consist
of three variations of a certain activity that differ significantly on perceived creativity,
as well as either physical or mental activeness. An ANOVA with variation of activity
(i.e., the three conditions) as the independent variable and perceived characteristics of
the activity as dependent variables was performed for each manipulation.

TV Manipulation. The ANOVA revealed that there was a significant
difference in perceived creativity among the three variations of this activity, F(2, 163)
=60.91, p <.001, > = 0.43. Post hoc analyses using Tukey HSD criterion for
assessing significant differences among means indicated that the creative variation (M
=5.08, SD = 1.05) was perceived as significantly more creative than the active but
non-creative variation (M = 3.33, SD = 1.18), p <.001, which was in turn perceived as
significantly more creative than the non-active and non-creative variation (M = 2.80,
SD = 1.18), p = 046. There was no significant difference in perceived physical
activeness among the three variations, F(2, 163) = 0.68, p =.507. Welch’s ANOVA
was performed to test if the variation of the activity had an effect on the perceived
mental activeness of the activity because Levene’s test indicated the assumption of
homogeneity of variances was violated, F(2, 163) = 5.63, p = .004. Welch’s ANOVA
indicated that there was a significant difference in perceived mental activeness among

the three variations of this activity, F(2, 99.54) = 18.79, p <.001. Post hoc analyses
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using Games-Howell criterion indicated that the creative variation (M = 5.34, SD =
1.03) was perceived as more mentally active than the non-active and non-creative
condition (M = 3.88, SD = 1.54), p <.001, as well as the active but non-creative
condition (M = 4.45, SD = 1.19), p <.001. There was no significant difference in
perceived mental activeness, however, between the non-active and non-creative
condition and the active but non-creative condition, p = .097.

Music Manipulation. The ANOVA revealed that there was a significant
difference in perceived creativity among the three variations of this activity, F(2, 163)
=30.65, p <.001, > = 0.27. Post hoc analyses using Tukey HSD criterion for
assessing significant differences among means indicated that the creative variation (M
=5.29, 8D = 0.97) was perceived as significantly more creative than the active but
non-creative variation (M = 4.35, SD = 1.35), p <.001, which was in turn perceived as
significantly more creative than the non-active and non-creative variation (M = 3.51,
SD =1.31), p = 001. There was no significant difference in perceived physical
activeness among the three variations, F(2, 163) = 1.26, p = .287. Welch’s ANOVA
was performed to test if the variation of the activity had an effect on the perceived
mental activeness of the activity because Levene’s test indicated the assumption of
homogeneity of variances was violated, F(2, 163) = 5.36, p = .006. Welch’s ANOVA
indicated that there was a significant difference in perceived mental activeness among
the three variations of this activity, F(2, 104.77) = 19.22, p <.001. Post hoc analyses
using Games-Howell criterion indicated that the creative variation (M = 5.43, SD =
1.16) was perceived as more mentally active than the active but non-creative
condition (M = 4.64, SD = 1.38), p = .004, which was in turn perceived as
significantly more mentally active than the non-active and non-creative condition (M

=3.82,8D =1.58), p=.014.
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Picture Manipulation. The ANOVA revealed that there was a significant
difference in perceived creativity among the three variations of this activity, F(2, 163)
= 6.04, p = .003, > = .07. Post hoc analyses using Tukey HSD criterion for assessing
significant differences among means indicated that the significance of the omnibus
test was driven by the significant difference between the active but non-creative
condition (M =4.13, SD = 1.30) and the creative condition (M =4.96, SD=1.17),p =
.002. None of the other pairwise comparisons was significant. There was no
significant difference in perceived physical activeness among the three variations,
F(2,163)=0.22, p = .800. Welch’s ANOVA was performed to test if the variation of
the activity had an effect on the perceived mental activeness of the activity because
Levene’s test indicated the assumption of homogeneity of variances was violated,
F(2,163)=9.60, p <.001. Welch’s ANOVA indicated that there was a significant
difference in perceived mental activeness among the three variations of this activity,
F(2,106.30) =4.61, p = .012. Post hoc analyses using Games-Howell criterion
indicated that the significance of the omnibus test was driven by the significant
difference between the non-active and non-creative condition (M =4.21, SD = 1.63)
and the creative condition (M = 4.99, SD = 1.09), p = .011. None of the other pairwise
comparisons was significant.

Overall, while there was a significant difference in perceived creativity of the
variations for all three activities, the TV- and music-activity were more suitable for
the purpose of the present dissertation because pair-wise comparisons showed more
differentiation in both perceived creativity and mental activeness among the
conditions.

Study 1
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The goal of Study 1 was to test the hypotheses of the present dissertation in an
online experimental questionnaire survey.
Participants

One-hundred and fifty-four participants were recruited through MTurk, a
crowdsourcing platform where workers can be hired to perform tasks on demand. Due
to its convenience and ability to recruit diverse participants, MTurk is widely used in
social scientific studies. To be eligible for the study, participants had to be at least 18
years old and were in romantic relationships at the moment. Some participants were
excluded from the analyses because they did not pass the attention check. The final
number of participants was 132.

The mean age of the included participants was 31.74 (SD = 7.83). 57.6% of
them identified themselves as men. 79.5% of them identified themselves as
heterosexual, 3% gay or lesbian, and 16.7% bisexual. 40.9% of them described
themselves as European American, followed by 33.3% Asian, 6.8% Hispanic
American, with the others scattered among other ethnicities, national origins, or
combinations of ethnicity.

Procedure

This study consisted of four parts. In part 1, participants were asked to provide
basic demographic information and information regarding romantic experiences. In
part 2, they were asked to provide basic information regarding their current romantic
relationship (e.g., length of relationship). In part 3, they were asked to read an
imaginary scenario on an activity two relational partners could do together, and then
respond to questions accessing their opinions regarding the activity (e.g., how
interesting the activity is, how fun the activity is). Participants were randomly

assigned to one of the three conditions (i.e., non-active, active but non-creative,
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creative). The activities used were from the music manipulation tested in Pilot Study
2. In part 4, participants were asked to respond to a set of instruments that measure
their boredom proneness, relational boredom, relational closeness, relational
satisfaction, inclusion of other in the self, and partner appraisal.

Instruments

All the instruments, except for the Inclusion of the Other in the Self Scale,
used in this study were described in the method section of Pilots 1 and 2.

Inclusion of Other in the Self. This construct assesses to what extent
participants’ sense of self overlaps with their partner. It was measured using Aron et
al.’s (1992) Inclusion of Other in the Self Scale. The scale consisted of 7 pictures,
each depicting two circles (one labeled “Self,” the other labeled “Partner”) that
overlap to various degrees. The first picture depicted two circles that are completely
separate, whereas the seventh picture depicted two circles that almost completely
overlap. Participants were instructed to circle the picture that best described their
current relationship with their romantic partner. Cronbach’s o was calculated because
this was a single-item scale, but Aron et al. (1992) did report that in a sample of
romantically involved couples, the alternate-form reliability was .95 and the test-retest
reliability was .85. A visual representation of this instrument can be found in
Appendix A.

All of the multi-item instruments had a Cronbach’s o greater than .70. The
Cronbach’s a of each instrument can be found in Table 4.

Study 2

Study 2 was largely a replication of Study 1 with two modifications: (1) The

manipulation used in this study was the TV manipulation tested in Pilot Study 2 and

(2) participants were asked to provide written responses to a series of questions
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regarding the imaginary scenario before they responded to the close-ended
instruments.

The goal of Study 2 was to provide further data for hypothesis testing using an
online experimental questionnaire survey. The first revision aimed at testing a
different manipulation that was proven to be eligible by Pilot Study 2. The second
revision was to prompt participants to think more closely about the imaginary
scenario assigned to them before they responded to the key instruments.
Participants

One-hundred and eighty-five participants were recruited through MTurk. To
be eligible for the study, participants had to be at least 18 years old, were in romantic
relationships at the moment, and did not participate in Study 1. Some participants
were excluded from the analyses because they did not pass the attention check. The
final number of participants was 145.

The mean age of the included participants was 31.14 (SD = 7.80). 66.9% of
them identified themselves as men. 75.2% of them identified themselves as
heterosexual, 2.8% gay or lesbian, and 20.7% bisexual. 37.3% of them described
themselves as European American, followed by 30.3% Asian, 10.3% Hispanic
American, with the others scattered among other ethnicities, national origins, or
combinations of ethnicity.

Procedure

This study consisted of four parts. In part 1, they were asked to provide basic
demographic information and information regarding romantic experiences. In part 2,
participants were asked to provide basic information regarding their current romantic
relationship (e.g., length of relationship). In part 3, they were asked to read an

imaginary scenario on an activity two relational partners can do together, and then
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respond to open-ended (e.g., how would the night go) and close-ended questions (e.g.,
how interesting the activity is, how fun the activity is) regarding the activity. In part 4,
participants were asked to respond to a set of instruments that measure their boredom
proneness, relational boredom, relational closeness, relational satisfaction, inclusion
of other in the self, and partner appraisal.
Instruments

The instruments used in this study were described in the method section of
Pilot 1, Pilot 2, and Study 1. All of the multi-item instruments had a Cronbach’s a

greater than .70. The Cronbach’s a of each instrument can be found in Table 4.
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Chapter 3: Results

Study 1
Manipulation Check

The key hypothesis of the present dissertation is that shared participation in
creative activities, as opposed to non-creative activities, reduces perceived relational
boredom. Other hypotheses are extensions or modification of this hypothesis.
Therefore, it is crucial to check if the manipulation was perceived by the participants
in the intended manner.

Three ANOVAs were used to check if the participants perceived any
differences in creativity, mental activeness, and physical activeness of the three
conditions. The results revealed that there was a significant difference in perceived
creativity among the three conditions, F(2, 129) = 3.20, p = .044. However, none of
the pairwise comparisons revealed a significant difference. There was no difference in
perceived mental activeness (F(2, 129) = 2.12, p = .124) or physical activeness (¥(2,
129) = 0.03, p = .973) of the activity among the three groups. Means and results of
post hoc analyses can be found in Table 5.

Overall, the manipulation check results suggested that the experimental
manipulation in this study was not successful. Participants did not perceive
differences in creativity and activeness of the activities in the intended manner.
Hypothesis Testing

The means and standard deviations of all variables can be found in Table 6.
The correlations between all variables can be found in Table 7. Reported regression
coefficients are all unstandardized, unless explicitly noted otherwise.

Hypothesis 1 suggests that shared participation in creative activities, compared

with shared participation in non-creative activities, decreases experienced relational
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boredom. An ANOVA with experimental condition as the independent variable and
relational boredom as the dependent variable revealed that there was no significant
difference in relational boredom among the three conditions, F(2, 129) = 0.28, p
=.757, n?=.004. Hypothesis 1 was not supported.

Hypothesis 2 suggests that partner appraisal mediates the relationship between
type of shared activity and experienced relational boredom. Model 4 of Hayes’
PROCESS macro was used to test this hypothesis. Specifically, experimental
condition was entered as a multicategorical independent variable, relational boredom
was entered as the dependent variable, and partner appraisal was entered as the
mediator. The mediation model is presented in Figure 1. The results indicated that the
experimental condition was not a significant predictor for partner appraisal, 5 2vs1 = -
0.15, p = .439; B 3v:1=0.01, p = .945. In other words, being in Condition 2 (vs.
Condition 1) or Condition 3 (vs. Condition 1) did not have any significant effect on
reported partner appraisal. A regression of both experimental condition and partner
appraisal on relational boredom revealed that partner appraisal (f = -0.65, p <.001)
was a significant predictor for relational boredom, but being in Condition 2 (vs.
Condition 1; f=-0.27, p = .162) or Condition 3 (vs. Condition 1; f=-0.11, p = .609)
was not. In other words, there was no direct effect of experimental condition on
relational boredom. The results further showed that the indirect effect of being in
Condition 2 (vs. Condition 1) on relational boredom was 0.10, SE =0.12, 95% CI [-
0.15, 0.33] and that of being in Condition 3 (vs. Condition 1) was -0.01, SE =0.14,
95% CI[-0.29, 0.28]. Because these two confidence intervals contained 0, the results
suggested that the hypothesized mediation relationship did not occur for either of the
group comparisons (i.e., Condition 2 vs. 1 and Condition 3 vs. 1). Lastly, the total

effect model showed that there was no significant total effect of being in Condition 2
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(vs. Condition 1; f=-0.17, p = .466) or Condition 3 (vs. Condition 1; f=-0.12, p =
.644) on relational boredom. In conclusion, Hypothesis 2 was not supported.

Hypothesis 3 suggests that length of relationship moderates the relationship
between the experimental condition and relational boredom. Model 1 of Hayes’
PROCESS macro was used to test this hypothesis. Specifically, experimental
condition was entered as a multicategorical independent variable, relational boredom
was entered as the dependent variable, and length of relationship was entered as the
moderator. Additionally, boredom proneness was entered as a covariate, being treated
as another predictor for relational boredom. The results indicated that the model
explained 32.6% of the variance in relational boredom (R? = .326, F(6, 124) =9.98, p
<.001). While boredom proneness (5 = 0.78, p <.001) was a significant predictor for
relational boredom, length of relationship (8 = 0.002, p = .385), being in Condition 2
(vs. Condition 1; f#=-0.16, p = .520) or Condition 3 (vs. Condition 1; f#=-0.01, p =
.979) was not. There was no significant interaction between length of relationship and
Condition 2 (f =-0.001, p = .774) or Condition 3 (f = 0.000, p = .997). The addition
of the interaction term did not lead to a significant change in R?, F(2, 124)=0.07, p =
.932. In conclusion, Hypothesis 3 was not supported. The substantial variance
explained by the model seems to have been mainly due to the relationship between
boredom proneness and relational boredom, as indicated by the fact that a model
without boredom proneness only explained 2.3% of the variance in relational
boredom.

Hypothesis 4 suggests inclusion of the other in the self (I0S) moderates the
relationship between the experimental condition and relational boredom. Model 1 of
Hayes’ PROCESS macro was used to test this hypothesis. Specifically, experimental

condition was entered as a multicategorical independent variable, relational boredom
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was entered as the dependent variable, and IOS was entered as the moderator.
Additionally, boredom proneness was entered as a covariate, being treated as another
predictor for relational boredom. The results indicated that the model explained
38.8% of the variance in relational boredom (R = .388, F(6, 124) =13.08, p <.001).
While IOS (8 =-0.22, p = .004) and boredom proneness (5 = 0.70, p <.001) were
significant predictors for relational boredom, being in Condition 2 (vs. Condition 1;
=-0.87, p = .176) or Condition 3 (vs. Condition 1; = 0.05, p = .941) was not. There
was no significant interaction between IOS and Condition 2 (f =0.13, p =.262) or
Condition 3 (= 0.002, p = .990). The addition of the interaction term did not cause a
significant change in R?, F(2, 124) = 0.78, p = .462. In conclusion, Hypothesis 4 was
not supported. Again, a big portion of the explained variance was due to boredom
proneness. A model without the covariate only explained 11.7% of the variance in
relational boredom.

Hypothesis 5 suggests that experienced relational boredom mediates the
relationship between type of shared activity and relational satisfaction. Model 4 of
Hayes” PROCESS macro was used to test this hypothesis. Specifically, experimental
condition was entered as a multicategorical independent variable, relational
satisfaction was entered as the dependent variable, and relational boredom was
entered as the mediator. The mediation model is presented in Figure 2. The results
indicated that the experimental condition was not a significant predictor for relational
boredom, f 2,51 =-0.17, p = .466; S 351 =-0.12, p = .644. In other words, being in
Condition 2 (vs. Condition 1) or Condition 3 (vs. Condition 1) did not have any
significant effect on reported relational boredom. A regression of both experimental
condition and relational boredom on relational satisfaction revealed that relational

boredom was a significant predictor for relational satisfaction (f = -0.74, p <.001),
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but being in Condition 2 (vs. Condition 1; f=-0.13, p =.276) or Condition 3 (vs.
Condition 1; #=0.05, p = .731) was not. In other words, there was no direct effect of
experimental condition on relational satisfaction. The results further showed that the
indirect effect of being in Condition 2 (vs. Condition 1) on relational satisfaction was
0.12, SE =0.16, 95% CI [-0.19, 0.43] and that of being in Condition 3 (vs. Condition
1) was 0.09, SE = 0.20, 95% CI [-0.33, 0.46]. Because these two confidence intervals
contained 0, the results suggested that the hypothesized mediation relationship did not
occur for either of the group comparisons (i.e., Condition 2 vs. 1 and Condition 3 vs
1). Lastly, the total effect model showed that there was no significant total effect of
being in Condition 2 (vs. Condition 1; f=-0.01, p = .961) or Condition 3 (vs.
Condition 1; f=0.13, p = .564) on relational satisfaction. In conclusion, Hypothesis 5
was not supported.
Alternative Hypothesis Testing

A possible explanation for why the hypotheses were not supported is that
participants did not think the conditions were significantly different from each other
in creativity, mental activeness, and physical activeness, as indicated by the results of
the manipulation check. Based on this understanding, I thought it might be useful to
test if perceived creativity of each condition, not the conditions themselves, had an
effect on the outcome variables. This practice is consistent with O’Keefe’s (2003)
view that manipulations are conceptually different from their effects on participants.
That is, the experimental conditions in this study and participants’ perceptions of
them are different variables, each providing unique insights into the hypothesized
relationships. Therefore, I did a series of alternative hypothesis testing. In these tests,
I replaced experimental condition with perceived creativity of the activity in the

hypotheses. In addition to boredom proneness, I have also added perceived mental
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and physical activeness of the activity as covariates. Again, reported regression
coefficients are all unstandardized, unless explicitly noted otherwise.

Revised Hypothesis 1 states that perceived creativity of the shared activity is
negatively related to experienced relational boredom. A multiple regression was
carried out to test whether perceived creativity of the activity significantly predicts
relational boredom, holding boredom proneness and perceived mental and physical
activeness of the activity constant. The results of the regression indicated that the
model explained 32.3% of the variance (R’ = .323, F(4, 126) =15.02, p <.001). While
boredom proneness (8 = 0.63, p <.001) was a significant predictor for relational
boredom, perceived creativity (f =-0.16, p = .061), mental activeness (= 0.12, p =
.152) and physical activeness (f = 0.06, p = .355) were not. Revised Hypothesis 1 was
not supported. As before, the explained variance was mainly traceable to boredom
proneness. Specifically, removing boredom proneness from the model caused a 13.5%
decrease in explained variance in relational boredom (AR’ = .135).

Revised Hypothesis 2 states that partner appraisal mediates the relationship
between perceived creativity of the shared activity and experienced relational
boredom. Model 4 of Hayes’ PROCESS macro was used to test this hypothesis.
Specifically, perceived creativity of the activity was entered as the independent
variable, relational boredom was entered as the dependent variable, and partner
appraisal was entered as the mediator. The mediation model is presented in Figure 3.
The results indicated that perceived creativity of the activity was a significant
predictor for partner appraisal, f = 0.26, p <.001. A regression of both perceived
creativity (f = 0.25, p = .001) and partner appraisal (f =-0.76, p < .001) on relational
boredom revealed that both were significant predictors for relational boredom. In

other words, there was a direct effect of perceived creativity of the activity on
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relational boredom. The results further showed that the indirect effect of perceived
creativity of the activity on relational boredom was -0.20, SE = 0.05, 95% CI [-0.31, -
0.10]. Because this confidence interval did not contain 0, the results suggested that the
hypothesized mediation did occur. Lastly, the total effect model showed that there
was no significant total effect of perceived creativity of the activity on relational
boredom, f = 0.06, p = .440. This was due to the fact that the direct and indirect effect
of perceived creativity on relational boredom were in opposite directions and canceled
each other out. In conclusion, Revised Hypothesis 2 was supported.

Revised Hypothesis 3 states that length of the relationship moderates the
relationship between perceived creativity of the shared activity and experienced
relational boredom. Model 1 of Hayes’ PROCESS macro was used to test this
hypothesis. Specifically, perceived creativity was entered as the independent variable,
relational boredom was entered as the dependent variable, and length of relationship
was entered as the moderator. Additionally, boredom proneness and perceived mental
and physical activeness of activity were entered as covariates, being treated as
additional predictors for relational boredom. The results indicated that the model
explained 41.9% of the variance in relational boredom (R’ = .419, F(6, 124) =14.91, p
<.001). Length of relationship (5 = 0.02, p <.001) and boredom proneness (5 = 0.65,
p <.001) were significant predictors for relational boredom, but perceived creativity
(f=0.14, p = .194), perceived mental (f = 0.08, p = .290) or physical activeness of
the activity (f = 0.02, p = .773) was not. There was also a significant interaction
between perceived creativity of the activity and length of relationship (8 = -0.004, p <
.001), such that the perceived creativity of the activity had a significant effect on
relational boredom when the couple had been together for a long time (84™

percentile), but not when the relational length was short (16" percentile) or moderate
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(50™ percentile). When the relationship length was at the 84" percentile (118.6
months), the conditional effect of perceived creativity of the activity on relational
boredom was -0.35 (p <.001). The conditional effects of perceived creativity of the
activity were 0.12 (p = .254) and 0.02 (p =. 863) when the relationship length was at
the 16" percentile (5 months) and 50™ percentile (30 months), respectively. The
addition of the interaction term led to a significant change in R, AR’ = 0.08, F(1,
124) =17.72, p < .001. In conclusion, Revised Hypothesis 3 was supported.
Removing boredom proneness from the model caused a 13.4% decrease in variance
explained in relational boredom (AR? = .134).

Revised Hypothesis 4 states that inclusion of the other in the self (IOS)
moderates the relationship between perceived creativity of the shared activity and
experienced relational boredom. Model 1 of Hayes’ PROCESS macro was used to test
this hypothesis. Specifically, perceived creativity was entered as the independent
variable, relational boredom was entered as the dependent variable, and IOS was
entered as the moderator. Additionally, boredom proneness and perceived mental and
physical activeness of activity were entered as a covariate, being treated as additional
predictors for relational boredom. The results indicated that the model explained
40.9% of the variance in relational boredom (R’ = .409, F(6, 124) = 14.30, p < .001).
Perceived creativity of the activity (f =-0.39, p =.035), IOS (5 =-0.43, p=.011), and
boredom proneness (f = 0.51, p <.001) were significant predictors for relational
boredom, but perceived mental (5 = 0.14, p = .074) or physical activeness of the
activity (f =0.09, p = .161) was not. The interaction between perceived creativity of
the activity and IOS was not significant either (f = 0.049, p = .141). The addition of
the interaction term did not bring a significant change to R, F(1, 124)=2.19, p =

.141. In conclusion, Revised Hypothesis 4 was not supported. Although boredom
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proneness was one of the main variables that contributed to the variance explained, its
contribution was not as prominent as it was in testing other hypotheses. Removing
boredom proneness only caused an 8% decrease in variance explained in relational
boredom (AR’ = .080).

Revised Hypothesis 5 states that experienced relational boredom mediates the
relationship between perceived creativity of the shared activity and relational
satisfaction. Model 4 of Hayes’ PROCESS macro was used to test this hypothesis.
Specifically, perceived creativity of the activity was entered as the independent
variable, relational satisfaction was entered as the dependent variable, and relational
boredom was entered as the mediator. The model is presented in Figure 4. The results
indicated that perceived creativity of the activity was not a significant predictor for
relational boredom, £ = 0.06, p = .440. A regression of both perceived creativity (f =
0.08, p = .047) and relational boredom (f = -0.74, p < .001) on relational satisfaction
revealed that both were significant predictors for relational satisfaction. In other
words, there was a direct effect of perceived creativity of the activity on relational
satisfaction. The results further showed that the indirect effect of perceived creativity
of the activity on relational satisfaction was -0.04, SE = 0.06, 95% CI [-0.17, 0.07].
Because this confidence interval contained 0, the results suggested that the
hypothesized mediation did not occur. Lastly, the total effect model showed that there
was no total effect of perceived creativity of the activity on relational satisfaction, f =
0.04, p = .591. This was due to the fact that significant positive direct effect of
perceived creativity on relational satisfaction was canceled out by the non-significant
negative indirect effect. In conclusion, Revised Hypothesis 5 was not supported.

Summary
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In conclusion, none of the original hypotheses was supported in Study 1. This
was at least partly due to the fact that the manipulations were not successful.
Specifically, type of shared activity did not have any significant effect on perceived
relational boredom (H1), nor was this relationship mediated by partner appraisal (H2).
While type of shared activity did not have any significant effect on partner appraisal,
partner appraisal was a significant negative predictor for relational boredom (H2).
There was no significant interaction between length of relationship and type of shared
activity in predicting perceived relational boredom, and the main effect of length of
relationship was not significant either (H3). Inclusion of self in the other (I0S), on the
other hand, did have a significant main effect on relational boredom, even though it
did not moderate the relationship between type of shared activity and relational
boredom as predicted (H4). Finally, relational boredom did not mediate the
relationship between type of shared activity and relational satisfaction, but it was
found to be a significant negative predictor for relational satisfaction (HS).

As discussed above, a series of revised hypotheses (henceforth “RH”) was
tested to see if perceived creativity of shared activity, not the type of shared activity,
was a useful predictor for various outcome variables of interest. Some interesting
results emerged in these analyses. The results suggested that perceived creativity of
the shared activity was not a significant predictor for relational boredom (RH1) but a
significant positive predictor for partner appraisal, which in turn had a significant
negative effect on relational boredom (RH2). The significant indirect effect suggested
that the hypothesized mediation relationship did occur (RH2). Unexpectedly,
perceived creativity of the shared activity also had a significant positive direct effect
on relational boredom, which worked at the opposite direction of the indirect effect,

resulting in a non-significant total effect (RH2). Length of relationship had a
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significant main effect and interaction effect with perceived creativity of the activity
on relational boredom (RH3). Specially, it was found that perceived creativity of the
activity had a significant effect on relational boredom only when the couple had been
together for a long (as opposed to short or moderate) time (RH3). In contrast, IOS
only had a significant negative main effect on relational boredom (RH4). It did not
interact with perceived creativity of the shared activity in predicting relational
boredom (RH4). Lastly, relational boredom did not mediate the relationship between
perceived creativity of the shared activity and relational satisfaction as predicted, but
it was a significant negative predictor for relational satisfaction (RHS). While
perceived creativity had a significant positive direct effect on relational satisfaction, it
was canceled out by the negative indirect effect, resulting in its non-significant total
effect on relational satisfaction (RHS).

A summary of the results discussed above can be found in Table 11 and Table
12.

Study 2

Study 2 was mostly a replication of Study 1 with two modifications: (1) The
manipulation used in this study was the TV manipulation tested in Pilot Study 2 and
(2) participants were asked to provide written responses to a series of questions
regarding the imaginary scenario (e.g., how would the night go) before they respond
to the close-ended instruments. The goal of Study 2 was to see if a different
manipulation would make any difference in hypothesis testing, considering the
manipulation check failed in Study 1. The open-ended questions were added with the
hope that they would prompt participants to think more closely about the scenarios.

Manipulation Check

53



Welch’s ANOVA was performed to check if the participants perceived any
difference in creativity of the three conditions because Levene’s test indicated the
assumption of homogeneity of variances was violated for this variable, F(2, 142) =
11.08, p <.001. Regular ANOVAs were performed for perceived mental and physical
activeness of the activity. The results of the Welch’s ANOVA revealed that there was
a significant difference in perceived creativity of the three conditions, F(2, 72.27) =
3.24, p = .045. According to the post-hoc analyses using the Games-Howell criterion,
none of the pair-wise comparisons was significant. A regular ANOVA revealed that
there was also a significant difference in perceived physical activeness of the three
conditions, F(2, 142) =5.07, p = .007. Unexpectedly, according to the post hoc
analyses using the Tukey HSD criterion, participants perceived Condition 1 (watching
TV) to be significantly more physically active than Condition 2 (watching TV and
recounting the plot), p = .005. Condition 2 and 3 (watching TV and brainstorming
about future plot) were perceived as similarly physically active, p = .231. There was
no significant difference in perceived mental activeness between the three conditions,
F(2,142) = 0.45, p = .640. Means and results of post hoc analyses can be found in
Table 8.

Overall, the manipulation check results suggested that the experimental
manipulation in this study was not successful. Participants did not perceive
differences in creativity and activeness of the activities in the intended manner.
Hypothesis Testing

The means and standard deviations of all variables can be found in Table 9.
The correlations between all variables can be found in Table 10. Reported regression

coefficients are all unstandardized, unless explicitly noted otherwise.
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Hypothesis 1 suggests that shared participation in creative activities, compared
with shared participation in non-creative activities, decreases experienced relational
boredom. An ANOVA with experimental condition as the independent variable and
relational boredom as the dependent variable revealed that there was no significant
difference in relational boredom among the three conditions, F(2, 142) =0.11, p =
.895, n?=.002. Hypothesis 1 was not supported.

Hypothesis 2 suggests that appraisal of the self-expanding potentials provided
by the partner mediates the relationship between type of shared activity and
experienced relational boredom. Model 4 of Hayes’ PROCESS macro was used to test
this hypothesis. Specifically, experimental condition was entered as a multicategorical
independent variable, relational boredom was entered as the dependent variable, and
partner appraisal was entered as the mediator. The mediation model is presented in
Figure 5. The results indicated that the experimental condition was not a significant
predictor for partner appraisal, £ 2w = 0.01, p = .963; f 351 =-0.08, p = .731. In other
words, being in Condition 2 (vs. Condition 1) or Condition 3 (vs. Condition 1) did not
have any significant effect on reported partner appraisal. A regression of both
experimental condition and partner appraisal on relational boredom revealed that
partner appraisal was a significant predictor for relational boredom (f =-0.73, p <
.001), but being in Condition 2 (vs. Condition 1; f=-0.11, p = .578) or Condition 3
(vs. Condition 1; f=-0.10, p = .590) was not. In other words, there was no significant
direct effect of experimental condition on relational boredom. The results further
showed that the indirect effect of being in Condition 2 (vs. Condition 1) on relational
boredom was -0.01, SE = 0.17, 95% CI [-0.35, 0.34] and that of being in Condition 3
(vs. Condition 1) was 0.06, SE = 0.15, 95% CI [-0.26, 0.37]. Because these two

confidence intervals contained 0, the results suggested that mediation did not occur
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for either of the group comparisons (i.e., Condition 2 vs. 1 and Condition 3 vs 1).
Lastly, the total effect model showed that there was no significant total effect of being
in Condition 2 (vs. Condition 1; f=-0.12, p = .648) or Condition 3 (vs. Condition 1;
p=-0.05, p = .850) on relational boredom. In conclusion, Hypothesis 2 was not
supported.

Hypothesis 3 suggests that length of relationship moderates the relationship
between the experimental condition and relational boredom. Model 1 of Hayes’
PROCESS macro was used to test this hypothesis. Specifically, experimental
condition was entered as a multicategorical independent variable, relational boredom
was entered as the dependent variable, and length of relationship was entered as the
moderator. Additionally, boredom proneness was entered as a covariate, being treated
as another predictor for relational boredom. The results indicated that the model
explained 50.6% of the variance in relational boredom (R’ = .506, F(6, 137) =23.42, p
<.001). While boredom proneness (5 = 0.91, p <.001) and length of relationship (f =
-0.01, p = .006) were significant predictors for relational boredom, being in Condition
2 (vs. Condition 1; g =-0.20, p = .398) or Condition 3 (vs. Condition 1; f=-0.17, p =
.460) was not. There was also a significant interaction between experimental
condition and length of relationship, such that the experimental condition had a
significant effect on relational boredom when the couple had been together for a long
time (84" percentile; F(2, 137) = 3.55, p = .031), but not when the relational length
was short (16™ percentile; F(2, 137) = 0.20, p = .822) or moderate (50™ percentile;
F(2,137) =0.08, p = .992). When the relational length was at the 84" percentile (83.2
month), the conditional effect was 0.93 (p = .009) and 0.79 (p = 0.024) for Condition
2 and 3, respectively. In other words, for couples who have been together for a long

(as opposed to short or moderate) time, being in Condition 2 (i.e., watching TV and
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recounting the plot) resulted in the lowest relational boredom, whereas being in
Condition 1 (i.e., watching TV only) resulted in the highest relational boredom. The
direction of effect of the conditions, however, was not consistent with our prediction,
as we predicted that participants in Condition 3 (i.e., watching TV and brainstorming
about future plots) would report the lowest relational boredom. This is unsurprising
though, considering the results of the manipulation check showed that participants did
not perceive the conditions the way I would like them to. Nonetheless, the addition of
the interaction term led to a significant change in R?, AR’ = 0.03, F(2, 137) =3.59, p
=.030. In conclusion, Hypothesis 3 was partly supported. A large portion of the
explained variance in relational boredom was due to the covariate — boredom
proneness. Removing boredom proneness from the model caused a 35.6% decrease in
R’ (A R? =0.356).

Hypothesis 4 suggests inclusion of the other in the self (I0S) moderates the
relationship between the experimental condition and relational boredom. Model 1 of
Hayes” PROCESS macro was used to test this hypothesis. Specifically, experimental
condition was entered as a multicategorical independent variable, relational boredom
was entered as the dependent variable, and length of relationship was entered as the
moderator. Additionally, boredom proneness was entered as a covariate, being treated
as another predictor for relational boredom. The results indicated that the model
explained 51.6% of the variance in relational boredom (R’ = .516, F(6, 137) =24.38, p
<.001). While IOS ( =-0.21, p = .009) and boredom proneness (f = 0.92, p <.001)
had a significant effect on relational boredom, being in Condition 2 (vs. Condition 1;
L =-0.34, p =.569) or Condition 3 (vs. Condition 1; f=-0.28, p = .613) did not.
There was no significant interaction between IOS and Condition 2 (= 0.09, p =.390)

or Condition 3 (8= 0.07, p = .478). The addition of the interaction term did not lead
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to any significant change in R?, F(2, 137) = 0.41, p = .668. In conclusion, Hypothesis
4 was not supported. Again, boredom proneness had a significant contribution to the
explained variance in relational boredom. Removing boredom proneness from the
model caused a 35.6% decrease in R? (A R? = 0.356).

Hypothesis 5 suggests that experienced relational boredom mediates the
relationship between type of shared activity and relational satisfaction. Model 4 of
Hayes” PROCESS macro was used to test this hypothesis. Specifically, experimental
condition was entered as a multicategorical independent variable, relational
satisfaction was entered as the dependent variable, and relational boredom was
entered as the mediator. The mediation model is presented in Figure 6. The results
indicated that the experimental condition was not a significant predictor for relational
boredom, f 251 =-0.12, p = .648; f 5151 =-0.05, p = .850. In other words, being in
Condition 2 (vs. Condition 1) or Condition 3 (vs. Condition 1) did not have any
significant effect on reported relational boredom. A regression of both experimental
condition and relational boredom on relational satisfaction revealed that relational
boredom was a significant predictor for relational satisfaction (f = -0.84, p <.001),
but being in Condition 2 (vs. Condition 1; = 0.03, p = .839) or Condition 3 (vs.
Condition 1; = -0.05, p = .694) was not. In other words, there was no direct effect of
experimental condition on relational satisfaction. The results further showed that the
indirect effect of being in Condition 2 (vs. Condition 1) on relational satisfaction was
0.10, SE =0.22, 95% CI [-0.33, 0.54] and that of being in Condition 3 (vs. Condition
1) was 0.04, SE = 0.20, 95% CI [-0.35, 0.43]. Because these two confidence intervals
contained 0, the results suggested that mediation did not occur for either of the group
comparisons (i.e., Condition 2 vs. 1 and Condition 3 vs. 1). Lastly, the total effect

model showed that there was no significant total effect of being in Condition 2 (vs.
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Condition 1; f 1vs.2=0.13, p = .621) or Condition 3 (vs. Condition 1; f ;,53=-0.01, p
= .962) on relational satisfaction. In conclusion, Hypothesis 5 was not supported.
Alternative Hypothesis Testing

In this series of hypothesis testing, I have replaced experimental condition
with perceived creativity of the activity in the hypotheses, based on the reasoning and
results obtained for these analyses in Study 1. Again, in addition to boredom
proneness, I have added perceived mental and physical activeness of the activity as
covariates. Reported regression coefficients are all unstandardized, unless explicitly
noted otherwise.

Revised Hypothesis 1 suggests that perceived creativity of the shared activity
is negatively related to experienced relational boredom. A multiple regression was
carried out to test whether perceived creativity of the activity significantly predicts
relational boredom, holding boredom proneness and perceived mental and physical
activeness of the activity constant. The results of the regression indicated that the
model explained 49.6% of the variance (R’ = .496, F(4, 139) =34.15, p < .001). While
boredom proneness (f = 0.89, p <.001) and perceived physical activeness of the
activity (f = 0.15, p = .014) were significant predictors for relational boredom,
perceived creativity (f =-0.115, p = .094) and mental activeness (f =-0.074, p =
.348) were not. Revised Hypothesis 1 was not supported.

Revised Hypothesis 2 suggests that partner appraisal mediates the relationship
between perceived creativity of the shared activity and experienced relational
boredom. Model 4 of Hayes” PROCESS macro was used to test this hypothesis.
Specifically, perceived creativity of the activity was entered as the independent
variable, relational boredom was entered as the dependent variable, and partner

appraisal was entered as the mediator. The mediation model is presented in Figure 7.
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The results indicated that perceived creativity of the activity was a significant
predictor for partner appraisal, = 0.16, p = .006. A regression of both perceived
creativity (f = 0.29, p <.001) and partner appraisal (f =-0.82, p <.001) on relational
boredom revealed that both were significant predictors for relational boredom. In
other words, there was a significant direct effect of perceived creativity of the activity
on relational boredom. The results further showed that the indirect effect of perceived
creativity of the activity on relational boredom was -0.13, SE = 0.06, 95% CI [-0.26, -
0.02]. Because this confidence interval did not contain 0, the results suggested that the
hypothesized mediation did occur. Lastly, the total effect model showed that there
was a significant total effect of perceived creativity of the activity on relational
boredom, = 0.16, p = .014. In conclusion, Revised Hypothesis 2 was supported.
Revised Hypothesis 3 suggests that length of the relationship moderates the
relationship between perceived creativity of the shared activity and experienced
relational boredom. Model 1 of Hayes’ PROCESS macro was used to test this
hypothesis. Specifically, perceived creativity was entered as the independent variable,
relational boredom was entered as the dependent variable, and length of relationship
was entered as the moderator. Additionally, boredom proneness and perceived mental
and physical activeness of activity were entered as covariates, being treated as
additional predictors for relational boredom. The results indicated that the model
explained 53.5% of the variance in relational boredom (R’ = .535, F(6, 137) =26.26, p
<.001). Length of relationship (5 = 0.006, p = .036), perceived physical activeness of
the activity (f = 0.15, p =.011), and boredom proneness (5 = 0.83, p <.001)
significantly predicted relational boredom, but perceived creativity (£ =-0.03, p =
.690) or mental activeness of the activity (5 = -0.06, p = .455) did not. There was also

a significant interaction between perceived creativity of the activity and length of

60



relationship (5 =-0.002, p = .004), such that perceived creativity of the activity had a
significant effect on relational boredom when the couple had been together for a long
time (83.2 months, 84" percentile), but not when the relational length was short (5
months, 16" percentile) or moderate (13 months, 50* percentile). When the
relationship length was at the 84 percentile (83.2 months), the conditional effect of
perceived creativity of the activity was -0.19 (p = .007). The conditional effects of
perceived creativity of the activity were -0.04 (p = .588) and -0.06 (p =. 436) when
the relationship length was at the 16" (5 months) and 50" percentile (13 months),
respectively. The addition of the interaction term led to a significant change in R,
AR? =0.03, F(1, 137) = 8.59, p = .004. In conclusion, Revised Hypothesis 3 was
supported. Removing the covariate — boredom proneness — from the model caused
a 18.8% decrease in the explained variance in relational boredom (A R? = 0.188).
Revised Hypothesis 4 suggests that inclusion of the other in the self (I0S)
moderates the relationship between perceived creativity of the shared activity and
experienced relational boredom. Model 1 of Hayes’ PROCESS macro was used to
test this hypothesis. Specifically, perceived creativity was entered as the independent
variable, relational boredom was entered as the dependent variable, and IOS was
entered as the moderator. Additionally, boredom proneness and perceived mental and
physical activeness of activity were entered as covariates, being treated as additional
predictors for relational boredom. The results indicated that the model explained
54.1% of the variance in relational boredom (R = .541, F(6, 137) =26.86, p < .001).
I0S (B =-0.26, p = .026), perceived physical activeness of the activity (= 0.14, p =
.026), and boredom proneness (f = 0.81, p <.001) significantly predicted relational
boredom, but perceived creativity of the activity (f = -0.26, p = .079), perceived

mental activeness of the activity (f =-0.02, p =.799), and the interaction between

61



IOS and perceived creativity of the activity (= 0.03, p = .279) did not. The addition
of the interaction term did not lead to a significant change in R?, F(1, 137)=1.18,p =
.279. In conclusion, Revised Hypothesis 4 was not supported. Removing boredom
proneness from the model caused a 18.2% decrease in the explained variance in
relational boredom (A R? = 0.182).

Revised Hypothesis 5 suggests that experienced relational boredom mediates
the relationship between perceived creativity of the shared activity and relational
satisfaction. Model 4 of Hayes’ PROCESS macro was used to test this hypothesis.
Specifically, perceived creativity of the activity was entered as the independent
variable, relational satisfaction was entered as the dependent variable, and relational
boredom was entered as the mediator. The mediation model is presented in Figure 8.
The results indicated that perceived creativity of the activity was a significant
predictor for relational boredom, = 0.16, p = .014. A regression of both perceived
creativity (f = 0.05, p = .122) and relational boredom (f# =-0.85, p <.001) on
relational satisfaction revealed that relational boredom was a significant predictor for
relational satisfaction, but perceived creativity was no longer a significant predictor
for relational satisfaction when relational boredom was added to the model. In other
words, there was no significant direct effect of perceived creativity of the activity on
relational satisfaction. The results further showed that the indirect effect of perceived
creativity of the activity on relational satisfaction was -0.13, SE = 0.06, 95% CI [-
0.24, -0.01]. Because this confidence interval did not contain 0, the results suggested
that the hypothesized mediation did occur. Lastly, the total effect model showed that
there was no significant total effect of perceived creativity of the activity on relational
satisfaction, £ = -0.08, p = .204. This was due to the fact that the non-significant

positive direct effect of perceived creativity on relational satisfaction was canceled
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out by the significant negative indirect effect. In conclusion, Revised Hypothesis 5
was supported.
Summary

When testing the original hypotheses, the results of Study 2 mostly replicated
those of Study 1, except for the results regarding H3. The manipulations were again
unsuccessful in this study. Type of shared activity did not have any significant effect
on perceived relational boredom (H1), nor was this relationship mediated by partner
appraisal (H2). Just like in Study 1, even though type of shared activity did not have
any significant effect on partner appraisal, partner appraisal was a significant negative
predictor for relational boredom (H2). Unlike in Study 1, length of relationship had
both a significant main effect and an interaction effect with type of shared activity on
relational boredom. The direction of the interaction effect, however, was not as
predicted: for couples who have been together for long (as opposed to short or
moderate) period of time, being in Condition 2, not Condition 3 as hypothesized,
resulted in the lowest relational boredom (H3). This was probably due to the fact that
the manipulations were unsuccessful. As for H4, IOS did have a significant main
effect on relational boredom, even though it did not moderate the relationship
between type of shared activity and relational boredom as predicted (H4). Finally,
relational boredom did not mediate the relationship between type of shared activity
and relational satisfaction, but it was found to be a significant negative predictor for
relational satisfaction (HS).

Like in Study 1, a series of revised hypotheses (henceforth “RH”’) were tested
to see if perceived creativity of shared activity, not the type of shared activity, was a
useful predictor for various outcome variables of interest. Again, most results

replicated those in Study 1 except for some differences in RH2 and RHS. The results
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suggested that perceived creativity of the shared activity was not a significant
predictor for relational boredom (RH1), but a significant positive predictor for partner
appraisal, which in turn had a significant negative effect on relational boredom
(RH2). The significant indirect effect suggested that the hypothesized mediation
relationship did occur (RH2). Just like in Study 1, perceived creativity of the shared
activity had an unexpected significant positive direct effect on relational boredom,
which was lessened by the negative indirect effect (RH2). Unlike in Study 1, the
direct effect was lessened to a smaller degree, leaving the total effect remaining
significant (RH2). Again, length of relationship had a significant main effect and
interaction effect with perceived creativity of the activity on relational boredom
(RH3). Specially, it was found that perceived creativity of the activity had a
significant effect on relational boredom only when the couple had been together for a
long (as opposed to short or moderate) time (RH3). In contrast, IOS only had a
significant negative main effect on relational boredom and did not interact with
perceived creativity of the shared activity in predicting relational boredom (RH4).
Lastly, unlike in Study 1, relational boredom did mediate the relationship between
perceived creativity of the shared activity and relational satisfaction (RHS). Perceived
creativity was a significant positive predictor for relational boredom, which had a
significant negative effect on relational satisfaction (RHS5). Perceived creativity only
had a significant indirect effect, not direct or total effect, on relational satisfaction
(RHS).

A summary of the results discussed above can be found in Table 11 and Table

12.
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Chapter 4: Discussion

This dissertation aims at (1) exploring reasons why couples experience
boredom in romantic relationships and (2) identifying possible solutions couples can
employ to reduce relational boredom. These objectives are important because
relational boredom is detrimental to relational quality, which in turn affects people’s
quality of life (e.g., Harasymchuk, Cloutier, Peetz, & Lebreton, 2016; Harasymchuk
& Fehr, 2012; Tsapelas, Aron, & Orbuch, 2009).

This dissertation, like most research on relational boredom, uses the self-
expansion model (Aron & Aron, 1986) as the theoretical framework. The self-
expansion model explains that people have innate needs to grow — in other words,
self-expand — by gaining more influence, resources, insights, etc. Self-expansion can
be achieved on one’s own. For example, a person can grow him- or herself by
acquiring more skills, knowledge, and power. Another common way to achieve self-
expansion is to integrate others into one’s self. Aron and Aron (1986) argues that
people are motivated to initiate and maintain relationships because they can self-
expand by importing their significant other into themselves. During the initial stage of
a relationship, there are many new things to discover about each other, which gives
couples abundant things to integrate into themselves. As the relationship progresses,
the rate of self-expansion slows down because there are fewer new things to integrate.
As a result, relational boredom might emerge.

Under the guidance of the self-expansion model, previous researchers have
shed some light on how couples can cope with relational boredom in their lives. Even
though self-expansion will inevitably slow down as couples pass the coming-together

stage, Aron and Aron (1986) did not suggest that long-term love is doomed. They

65



proposed that couples could improve the quality of their relationship by participating
in self-expanding activities together. “Self-expanding activities” have been
operationalized as novel (e.g., Aron & Aron, 1996; Aron et al., 2000), arousing (e.g.,
Aron & Aron, 1996; Aron et al., 2000), exciting (e.g., Aron & Aron, 1996; Reissman
et al., 1993; Coulter & Malouff, 2013), activating (Graham, 2008), or challenging
(Graham & Harf, 2014) activities in different studies. Although there has not been a
consistent operationalization of “self-expanding activities,” the consensus of these
studies is that participating in these activities can bring positive changes to romantic
relationships.

Even though previous research has provided valuable insights into self-
expanding activities and their effects on relational outcomes, there still are questions
to be answered. First, it was unclear how self-expanding activities improve
relationships. Some researchers (Aron & Aron, 1996; Strong & Aron, 2006) have
attempted to explain this mechanism using learning theory. They suggested that when
people participate in self-expanding activities with their partners, they associate the
positive feelings they derive from these activities with their partners and relationships,
which ultimately contributes to an improvement in relationship quality. This
speculation was supported by empirical research that found positive affect mediated
the relationship between participation in self-expanding activities and relationship
quality (Graham, 2008; Graham & Harf, 2014). If this explanation represents the
reality, however, it will be hard for shared participation in self-expanding activities to
make a meaningful difference in people’s relational lives. For an average couple who
are in a long-term relationship, there will be more routine activities than self-

expanding activities in life despite their best efforts. If positive affect is what makes
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self-expanding activities work, this positive outcome can easily be canceled out by the
negative affect associated with repetitive experience within a relationship.

Consequently, the first goal of this dissertation was to address this issue by
exploring an alternative explanation for how relationships benefit from shared
participation in self-expanding activities; or, in other words, how relationships suffer
or stagnate from the lack thereof. Specifically, based on the self-expansion model, I
hypothesized that partner appraisal mediates the relationship between shared
participation in self-expanding activities and relational boredom, a key factor that
affects relational satisfaction. The general rationale is that self-expanding activities
provide couples an environment to demonstrate their ability to help their partner
grow. Therefore, shared participation in such activities can help couples discover or
rediscover what their partners can offer in their relationship.

The second goal of the present dissertation was to address another issue with
previous research on self-expanding activities. As discussed earlier in this section,
there was no consensus in how self-expanding activities should be operationalized.
The most common operationalization of “self-expanding” was probably “exciting,”
which is the lay language equivalent to the term (Aron & Aron, 1996). The problem
with the operationalizations used by previous researchers is that they are often
unrealistic (e.g., carrying a pillow without using hands, arms, or teeth while running
across a one-meter tall barrier), difficult to implement on a regular basis (e.g.,
attending concerts or skiing), or not useful for couples in certain situations (e.g.,
couples who are physically challenged or in a long-distance relationship). To address
this issue, I wanted to explore alternative “self-expanding” interventions that are more
practical and inclusive for average couples. Specifically, I hypothesized that shared

participation in creative activities (as opposed to non-creative activities) decreases
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relational boredom, which in turn increases relational satisfaction. In this dissertation,
creative activities are defined as activities in which people create something original.
People often think of painting, writing, or science projects when they think of creative
activities. While these are certainly creative, this dissertation focuses on giving
mundane activities a creative twist: putting together a playlist instead of merely
listening to a music station, brainstorming about the plot of a TV show instead of just
watching TV, or taking creative couple selfies together without using a photographer
or posing guide. I also hypothesized that length of the relationship and inclusion of
the other in self (IOS) would moderate the relationship between type of shared
activity and relational boredom.

To test the hypotheses proposed in this dissertation, I conducted two pilot
studies and two main studies. The goal of Pilot Study 1 was to provide evidence for
the reliability and validity of the Partner Appraisal Scale, an instrument I created to
assess people’s evaluation of the self-expanding opportunities provided by their
partner. To that end, I collected data on the proposed partner appraisal scale and some
related measures using an undergraduate sample of 400 (87 of them were excluded in
analyses for ineligibility or not passing the attention check). The results indicated that
the scale was reliable and valid. The goal of Pilot Study 2 was to find suitable
manipulations for the main studies. Variations of three possible activities (TV, music,
and couple photography) were rated on creativity and activeness in an online
experimental survey using an undergraduate sample of 186 (19 excluded for
ineligibility or not passing the attention check). The results indicated that the TV and
music manipulations were suitable to be used in the main studies.

Study 1 was an online experimental survey in which 154 MTurk workers (22

excluded for not passing the attention check) were randomly assigned to one of the
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three variations (i.e., non-active and non-creative, active but non-creative, and
creative) of the music activity. After being told to imagine participating in the activity
with their partner, they were asked to respond to measures assessing their views of the
activity, personality, and feelings towards their partner and relationship. Study 2 was
largely a replication of Study 1 with two modifications: (1) The manipulation used in
this study was the TV manipulation tested in Pilot Study 2 and (2) participants were
asked to provide written responses to a series of questions regarding the imaginary
scenario before they responded to the close-ended instruments. The first revision was
made to test a different manipulation that was found to be eligible in Pilot Study 2.
The second revision was to prompt participants to think more closely about the
imaginary scenario before they responded to the close-ended instruments. 185 MTurk
workers participated in Study 2, and 145 of them passed the attention check and were
therefore kept in the analyses.

In this chapter, I will first interpret the hypothesis testing results of the two
main studies. Next, I will summarize the key contributions and takeaways of the
present dissertation. Lastly, I will discuss the limitations and directions for future
research. A conclusion will be presented at the end of this chapter.

Discussion of Hypothesis Testing
The Failure of One-Size-Fits-All Interventions

Before discussing any of the hypothesis testing results, it should be noted that
neither the music nor TV manipulation worked as intended in the two main studies.
Participants in these two studies were asked to rate the assigned activity on a series of
characteristics, including creativity and physical and mental activeness. Ideally, the
creative activity should be considered as more creative than the other two. Some

variation in perceived physical and/or mental activeness would also be useful,
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because activeness of the activity would be controlled for in the analyses to isolate the
effect of creativity on relational outcomes. Despite the fact that both the TV and
music manipulation met these criteria in Pilot Study 2, the manipulation checks
revealed that neither of them was perceived in the intended manner in the main
studies. Specifically, in Study 1 and 2, ANOVAs revealed that there was a significant
difference in perceived creativity of the activity among the three conditions, but none
of the pairwise comparisons was significant. Furthermore, there was also no
significant difference in perceived mental activeness across the conditions. While the
three conditions were perceived to be similarly physically active in Study 1, this was
not the case in Study 2. Unexpectedly, participants of Study 2 perceived the TV
watching condition to be more physically active than the watch-and-retell condition,
which was perceived to be similarly active as the watch-and-brainstorm condition. To
summarize, the manipulations were unsuccessful for the purpose of this dissertation in
both studies.

Knowing that the experimental conditions were not perceived to be different
from each other on creativity in both studies, it was unsurprising that most of the
hypotheses — all of which centered around shared participation in creative activity —
were not supported by the data. The first hypothesis proposed that shared participation
in creative (as opposed to non-creative) activities is associated with lower relational
boredom. This hypothesis was not supported in either Study 1 or Study 2. There was
no significant difference in reported relational boredom among the three conditions.

The second hypothesis proposed that the relationship between the type of
shared activity and relational boredom is mediated by partner appraisal. This
hypothesis was not supported in either study. The experimental condition did not have

any significant direct, indirect, or total effect on relational boredom. Partner appraisal,
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on the other hand, was found to be a significant predictor for relational boredom.
Participants who thought their partners provided them more opportunities to self-
expand reported less relational boredom in both studies.

Results on the third hypothesis were not consistent across the two studies. This
hypothesis proposed that length of relationship moderates the relationship between
the type of shared activity and relational boredom, such that shared participation in
creative activities (as opposed to non-creative activities) will have a larger effect on
experienced relational boredom among couples who have been romantically involved
for a longer (as opposed to shorter) period of time. In Study 1, length of relationship
did not have any main effect on relational boredom, nor did it have any interaction
effect with the experimental condition. In Study 2, the main effect and interaction
effect were both significant, even though the natures of the conditional effects were
not as hypothesized. Specifically, it was found that when the relationship was long (as
opposed to short or moderate), being in Condition 2 (the active but non-creative
condition) resulted in the lowest relational boredom when the hypothesis predicted
being in Condition 3 (the creative condition) would produce this result. I suspect the
fact that length of relationship had both main effect and interaction effect in Study 2
but not Study 1 was due to its larger variance in Study 2. The standard deviation of
length of relationship (measured in months) was 58.03 in Study 1 and 72.53 in Study
2. The larger variance might have made it possible to detect an effect of length of
relationship in Study 2. Another finding was that boredom proneness, a personality
trait used as a covariate in testing Hypothesis 3, was found to be a significant
predictor for relational boredom. The more easily one gets bored in general, the more
likely he or she will find his or her relationship unexciting. In conclusion, Hypothesis

3 was not supported by Study 1 but was partially supported in Study 2.
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The fourth hypothesis proposed that inclusion of the other in the self (I0S)
moderates the relationship between type of shared activity and experienced relational
boredom, such that shared participation in creative activities (as opposed to non-
creative activities) will have a larger effect on experienced boredom among couples
whose sense of self overlaps with their partner to a greater (as opposed to smaller)
extent. In both studies, it was found that IOS had a significant main effect on
relational boredom. The more participants’ sense of self overlapped with their
partners, the less relational boredom they reported. This could mean that the more one
sees his or her partner to be part of him- or herself, the less dull he or she would find
the relationship. It could also be the other way around — people detach their partners
from their own identities when the relationship ceases to be exciting. IOS, however,
did not have any interaction effect with the experimental condition in predicting
relational boredom. Again, boredom proneness, the covariate in the model, was found
to be a significant positive predictor for relational boredom. Hypothesis 4 was not
supported.

Lastly, the fifth hypothesis proposed that relational boredom mediates the
relationship between type of shared activity and relational satisfaction. This
hypothesis was not supported in either Study 1 or Study 2. The experimental
conditions had no direct, indirect, or total effect on relational boredom. Relational
boredom, however, was found to be a significant predictor for relational satisfaction.
Participants who found their relationships to be boring reported lower relational
satisfaction.

In summary, the quest of finding a one-size-fits-all intervention for relational
boredom was proven to be unsuccessful by the two main studies. I have tested

different manipulations in two studies and prompted the participants to process the
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imaginary scenarios more carefully in one of them, but the results have shown that
these interventions — at least as vignettes — were not perceived in the intended
manner by the participants and therefore not useful in producing positive relational
outcome. With this understanding, I tried to approach the problem from a different
perspective, which I will discuss in the next subsection.

The Partial Success of Individually Defined Creativity

As discussed earlier, one of the possible explanations for why most of the
hypotheses were not supported in both main studies was that the manipulations were
unsuccessful: participants did not think the conditions were significantly different
from each other in creativity. Therefore, I decided to do a series of alternative
hypothesis testing, replacing the experimental conditions with perceived creativity of
each condition in each of the original hypotheses. This was done for both Study 1 and
Study 2. In addition to boredom proneness, perceived mental and physical activeness
of the shared activity were used as covariates in hypothesis testing.

Revised Hypothesis 1 proposed that perceived creativity of the shared activity
is negatively related to experienced relational boredom. The results showed that in
both studies, perceived creativity, along with perceived mental and physical
activeness, was not a significant predictor for relational boredom. Boredom proneness
was the only predictor that had a significant effect. Revised Hypothesis 1 was not
supported.

The results were more encouraging regarding Revised Hypothesis 2. This
hypothesis proposed that partner appraisal mediates the relationship between
perceived creativity of the shared activity and experienced relational boredom. In both
studies, perceived creativity had a significant positive effect on partner appraisal,

which in turn had a significant negative effect on relational boredom. Perceived
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creativity had a significant indirect effect on relational boredom, suggesting that the
hypothesized mediation effect did exist. Unexpectedly, in both studies, perceived
creativity also had a significant positive effect on relational boredom, suggesting that
the more participants perceived the activity to be creative, the higher their reported
relational boredom was. While this effect was not accounted for in my initial
theorization, it is perfectly sensible. Participants who perceived an assigned activity to
be creative might have been reminded of how dull their relational life typically was,
resulting in higher reported relational boredom. This contrast effect could also work
the other way around: the more boring one perceives his or her relational life to be,
the more likely he or she would rate a given activity to be creative. Future work might
try to test these possibilities. This positive direct effect of perceived creativity on
relational boredom, however, was lessened by its negative indirect effect. In Study 1,
this resulted in a non-significant total effect of perceived creativity on relational
boredom. In Study 2, the direct effect was lessened to a smaller extent, leaving the
total effect remaining significantly positive. In conclusion, the results from the two
main studies were mostly consistent. Revised Hypothesis 2 was supported.

Revised Hypothesis 3 proposed that length of the relationship moderates the
relationship between perceived creativity of the shared activity and experienced
relational boredom. In both studies, length of relationship had a significant main
effect on relational boredom. The longer a participant had been together with his or
her partner, the higher the reported boredom was. Length of relationship also had a
significant interaction effect with perceived creativity of the shared activity in
predicting relational boredom in both studies, even though the main effect of
perceived creativity was insignificant. Specifically, perceived creativity had a

significant effect on relational boredom only for participants who had been with their
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partner for a long time. This finding is in line with previous research that found length
of relationship moderated the relationship between self-expanding activities and
relationship quality (Aron et al., 2000; McKenna, 1989). Another finding was that
boredom proneness was a significant positive predictor for relational boredom, which
was discussed in the previous subsection. In conclusion, Revised Hypothesis 3 was
supported.

Revised Hypothesis 4 proposed that inclusion of the other in the self (I0S)
moderates the relationship between perceived creativity of the shared activity and
experienced relational boredom. In both studies, IOS was found to be a significant
negative predictor for relational boredom. Participants whose sense of self overlapped
with their partner’s were less tired of their relationship. Similar to results of the
original Hypothesis 4, IOS did not have any significant interaction with perceived
creativity of the shared activity in predicting relational boredom. Boredom proneness
was a significant predictor for relational boredom in both studies, as discussed in the
previous section. Revised Hypothesis 4 was not supported.

Lastly, Revised Hypothesis 5 proposed that experienced relational boredom
mediates the relationship between perceived creativity of the shared activity and
relational satisfaction. The results regarding this hypothesis were somewhat different
in the two main studies. Perceived creativity of the shared activity had a significant
positive effect on relational boredom in Study 2, but not in Study 1. This is already
known based on the results regarding Revised Hypothesis 2. In both studies, relational
boredom was a significant negative predictor for relational satisfaction, suggesting
that participants who were more bored in their relationship found their relationship to
be less fulfilling. The indirect effect of perceived creativity on relational satisfaction

was negative in both studies but only significant in Study 2. Perceived creativity had a

75



positive direct effect on relational satisfaction in both studies, but the effect was only
significant in Study 1. The total effect of perceived creativity on relational satisfaction
was insignificant in both studies due to the fact that the direct and indirect effect were
in opposite directions and canceled each other out. In conclusion, Revised Hypothesis
5 was supported in Study 2 but not in Study 1.
Implications of Findings

Importance of Creativity in Relational Life

One of the most important contributions of the present dissertation is the
discovery of the usefulness of creative activities in romantic relationships. Guided by
the self-expansion model (Aron & Aron, 1986), many researchers set out to find self-
expanding interventions that may help couples improve the quality of their
relationship. Although previous research has found some novel (e.g., Aron & Aron,
1996; Aron et al., 2000), arousing (e.g., Aron & Aron, 1996; Aron et al., 2000),
exciting (e.g., Aron & Aron, 1996; Reissman et al., 1993; Coulter & Malouff, 2013),
activating (Graham, 2008), and challenging (Graham & Harf, 2014) activities that met
the criteria, many of them were unrealistic, unsustainable, or not universally
accessible for average couples. The present dissertation proposed “creative activity”
as a more useful operationalization of “self-expanding activity.” Creative activities
are defined as activities in which something original is created. They can be creative
activities in a traditional sense (e.g., creative writing), or everyday activities that were
given a creative twist (e.g., crafting a unique argument in a conversation about
politics). It was found that simply rating an imaginary shared activity to be creative
was associated with higher partner appraisal, which was associated with lower

relational boredom.
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An interesting and unexpected finding of the present dissertation is that
creativity interventions could be a double-edged sword in relational life. I predicted
that partner appraisal would mediate the relationship between perceived creativity of
the shared activity and relational boredom. As discussed in the previous paragraph, in
both studies, perceived creativity was a significant positive predictor for partner
appraisal, which was a significant negative predictor for relational boredom.
Unexpectedly, perceived creativity also had a significant positive effect on relational
boredom, suggesting that participants who rated their assigned activity to be more
creative also rated their relationship to be less exciting. As discussed earlier, this
could be explained as a contrast effect, such that rating a certain activity as “creative”
might have reminded some participants of how repetitive and dull their typical
relational life is. Because this result was correlational, it could also be explained the
other way around — people who are bored in their relationship may find a given
activity creative more readily because the activity is more creative than things they
currently do in their everyday relational life. Overall, the total effect of perceived
creativity was smaller than the direct effect in both studies because of the negative
indirect effect. The total effect remained positive in both studies but was only
significant in Study 2.

Results regarding Revised Hypothesis 5 did not imply any potential negative
effects of perceived creativity of the shared activity despite of the fact that it did not
have any significant total effect on relational satisfaction. Perceived creativity had a
significant positive direct effect on relational satisfaction in Study 1, but the total
effect was insignificant because the indirect effect (through relational boredom) was
insignificant but negative. In Study 2, perceived creativity had a significant and

negative indirect effect on relational satisfaction, but the indirect effect was canceled
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out by the insignificant but positive direct effect, leaving the total effect to be
insignificant.

Looking at the whole picture, the results of the present dissertation suggest
that although adding creativity in one’s relational life can bring positive relational
outcomes through heightened partner appraisal, it could also lower one’s evaluation
of his or her current relational life, perhaps due to contrast effects. These findings
provide evidence for the usefulness of introducing elements of creativity in romantic
relationships, but also warn couples and practitioners that creative activities may also
backfire, at least when they are one-shot interventions. Researchers should investigate
the possibly harmful threads of creative experience, perhaps by measuring the
contrast between the activity and routine life, or by following middle- and long-term
reactions to the intervention. Replication and careful attention to total effect sizes are
important before wholesale interventions are undertaken.

Before I start discussing the next implication, I want to note that saying
creative activities are useful does not negate the utility of previous operationalizations
of self-expanding activities. First, creativity overlaps with some characteristics
previous researchers have used to define self-expanding activities, such as activating
and challenging. In fact, one of the reasons why I am particularly interested in
creative activities is because creative activities encompass many of the self-expanding
qualities studied in previous research. For example, a creative activity is always
somewhat activating and challenging, but activating (e.g., jogging) or challenging
activities (e.g., memorize 100 digits of Pi) are not always creative. Second, romantic
relationships can benefit from a variety of activities. Suggesting couples introduce
some creativity to their relationship does not mean other kinds of activities are not

beneficial or needed. Creativity interventions, however, are uniquely useful to couples
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who cannot engage in activities prescribed by previous scholars. For example, a
couple who have physical disabilities may not be able to participate in many
physically activating activities but can easily work on creating a piece of art together.
Creative activities also have a unique benefit to couples who are in long-distance
relationships. While activities prescribed by previous researchers require couples to
be physically together, many creative activities (e.g., producing creative writing,
having an original discussion on politics) do not. In conclusion, couples should take a
mindful approach to find the right combination of activities to enrich their relational
life.

Why Creativity Works: The Mediating Role of Partner Appraisal

Another contribution of the present dissertation is the creation and validation
of the Partner Appraisal Scale, which assesses people’s evaluation of the self-
expanding opportunities their partners provide in the relationship. The concept of
partner appraisal is implied in the self-expansion model (Aron & Aron, 1986) but has
not been formally operationalized in previous research.

As mentioned in the previous section, partner appraisal mediated the
relationship between perceived creativity and relational boredom in both main studies.
Participants who rated the assigned activity as more creative reported higher partner
appraisal. This is probably because activities that involve originality and creation
provide an ideal situation for people to discover or rediscover how many cognitive
resources (e.g., ideas, insights, opinions) their partner can offer. Again, because this
result was correlational, it can be interpreted the other way around: people who do not
think highly of their partner’s ability to enlighten them are less likely to consider a
shared activity to be creative, because they do not expect many creative outcomes to

arise from the interaction. Nonetheless, because the language in the instrument used
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to measure perceived creativity mainly probes the nature of the activity (e.g., “This
activity is original”), which is unlikely to be affected by one’s evaluation of their
partner, I am inclined to think that it was the perception of the activity that caused
differences in partner appraisal, not the other way around. This judgment needs to be
tested in experimental studies in the future.

Higher partner appraisal was associated with lower relational boredom in both
main studies. Correlational results from Pilot Study 1 provided additional support for
the importance of partner appraisal in relationships: it had high correlations (greater
than |.60| in the appropriate direction) with relational boredom, satisfaction, and
closeness. These results are consistent with the ideas in the self-expansion model,
which suggests negative relational outcomes arise when the rate of self-expansion
slows down. People who think their partners provide them ample opportunities to
grow are less likely to feel bored or unfulfilled in their relationship. When one or both
parties cease offering new resources to each other, the relationship starts to suffer.

Knowing that partner appraisal mediates the relationship between perceived
creativity of the shared activity and relational boredom has important implications.
The fact that participants who rated an activity to be more creative reported lower
relational boredom partly because of heightened partner appraisal shows us a
direction for effective interventions: we need to find ways to help couples see and
appreciate the self-expansion opportunities their partners provide that they had taken
for granted. To that end, activities that facilitate mutual appreciation can be prescribed
to couples who would like to improve their relationships. It might be interesting to see
if an intervention that merely prompts couples to reflect on their partner’s potential to
help them grow can bring positive relational outcomes.

When Creativity Works: The Moderating Role of Length of Relationship
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The present dissertation also found that length of the relationship moderated
the relationship between perceived creativity of the shared activity and reported
relational boredom. The results of both main studies indicated that perceived
creativity had a negative effect on relational boredom only for people who have been
with their partner for longer periods of time. This is consistent with findings of
previous research on the effect of self-expanding activities on relational outcomes
(Aron et al., 2000; McKenna, 1989), even though the operationalizations of self-
expanding activity were different in previous studies. This moderation effect can be
explained using the self-expansion model, which states that the rate of self-expansion
is greater during the earlier stages of a relationship. As a result, couples who have not
been together for a long time may still be able to find things (e.g., friends, stories) to
integrate into themselves easily. In contrast, couples who have been together for
longer period of time have fewer things left to integrate and therefore can use the help
of some creative activities to remind themselves of what their partner can offer or
even expose new possibilities. Length of the relationship also had a main effect on
relational boredom, suggesting that people feel more bored in longer relationships,
which is intuitive and consistent with the theory.

Overall, these results suggest that while creativity interventions can be useful
in improving relationship quality in longer relationships, they might have no or little
effect for couples who have not been together for that long. Length of relationship
needs to be taken into consideration when couples or practitioners make plans for
relationship betterment. These findings also have obvious relevance to couples facing
“empty nests” or contemplating retirement.

What Creativity Works: Creativity as a Couple-Specific Reality
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The results of this dissertation have also indicated that it might be futile to
search for any one-size-fits-all creativity intervention. The original hypotheses of this
dissertation were written to be tested in experimental studies. However, the
manipulations that worked well in Pilot Study 2 were not successful in the main
studies. This was probably due to the fact that the more mature participants (Muge =
31.74 and 31.14) in the main studies had different standards for creativity from their
younger counterparts (Mg = 19.57) in Pilot Study 2. Even if this were consistent and
predictable, however, it is a warning that different people will register the same
activity differently. Age and stage of life may not be the only factors that can affect
one’s definition of creativity. It will be difficult to find one or a set of activities that
are universally considered creative. For example, a music-related creative activity
might be considered original by some couples but not by couples who do not have
much cognitive differentiation for music.

Even if we can find some activities that are “universally creative,” their
usefulness can vary greatly from couple to couple. For example, a creative music-
related intervention might be useless for couples who are not interested in music and
will never organically engage in a music-related activity, no matter how creative they
think the intervention is. Therefore, what really matters to a couple is their subjective
reality. This view is supported by the fact that it was perceived creativity of the
activity, not the activities themselves, that predicted partner appraisal, relational
boredom, and relational satisfaction in the present dissertation. Knowing that adding
elements of creativity can bring positive relational outcomes, couples who want to
improve their relationships should try to participate in whatever activities that feel
creative to them.

Other Factors That Affect Relational Outcomes
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I will discuss two additional factors that affect the quality of relationship —
inclusion of the other in the self (I0S) and boredom proneness — before I move on to
the next section. 10S refers to the experience of getting closer and more
interdependent with another person. In both main studies, it was found to have
medium correlations (greater than |.30| in the appropriate direction) with partner
appraisal, relational boredom, relational satisfaction, and relational closeness,
suggesting that people whose sense of self overlaps with their partner’s to a greater
extent have better experience in their relationships.

Boredom proneness is a personality trait that affects relational boredom. It
refers to people’s natural tendency to feel bored. In both studies, boredom proneness
was found to be positively related to relational boredom, which is consistent with
findings of previous research (e.g., Harasymchuk, & Fehr, 2012). It was also
negatively related to relational satisfaction and closeness. Unsurprisingly, the reported
length of relationship was shorter for participants who get bored more easily. Because
boredom proneness is a trait and therefore enduring, interventions directed at it will
be more challenging. Perhaps couples should try to navigate around it rather than
changing its level. In conclusion, although boredom proneness and IOS were not the
main variables of original interest in this dissertation, couples and practitioners should
take them into consideration when evaluating relationship quality and making plans
for relationship improvement.

Limitations and Directions for Future Research

There are a few limitations to the present dissertation. First, the experimental
manipulation was not successful in either of the two main studies, which affected the
internal validity of the experimental survey. Participants did not think the “creative

conditions” were actually more creative than the non-creative ones. In other words,
y
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the manipulation did not make any difference in one of the key variables. This could
be part of the reason why most of the hypotheses were not supported in the initial
analyses. Given the failure of the manipulations, I revised the original hypotheses by
replacing the experimental conditions with perceived creativity of each of the
condition. Although I have gotten some interesting findings from testing the revised
hypotheses, the results were correlational and cannot provide secure insights into the
causal relationship between the variables.

Second, the manipulations were hypothetical vignettes instead of actual
activities. Even if the manipulation checks were passed in both main studies, the
results can only tell us how imagining participating in a certain kind of activity with
one’s partner can affect his or her relationship. An experiment that involves actual
participation in activities featured in the present dissertation would have been the
natural next step if the manipulations had made a difference in the main studies. I will
discuss some alternative next steps given the current results shortly.

Third, the results of the present dissertation need to be generalized carefully.
The participants of the present dissertation were undergraduate students and MTurk
workers. The former were young adults who probably did not have much experience
with long-term relationships. While MTurk workers represented a more mature
population, they reported to be in their early thirties on average. Aside from common
representativeness issues associated with undergraduate samples (e.g., Jones, 2010)
and Mturk samples (e.g., Wessling, Huber, & Netzer, 2017), the relatively young age
and short length of relationship should be taken into consideration when generalizing
the results of the present dissertation. The length of time needed for the onset of
relational boredom should be investigated, as well as the possibility that relational

tenure and boredom have linear or nonlinear associations. Another sample
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characteristic to consider when generalizing the results is cultural norms or values.
While many previous studies on self-expanding activities did not provide any
information on the nationalities of the participants, most of these studies were
conducted in western cultures such as United States (e.g., Reissman et al., 2003) and
Australia (e.g., Coulter & Malouff, 2013). The MTurk samples that I used in the main
studies, however, consisted of a decent portion of non-American Asians (33.3% in
Study 1, 30.3% in Study 2). The potential cultural differences in norms and values
regarding relationships across the participants might have affected the results of the
present dissertation and should be noted in any generalization of results.

Researchers who are interested in creativity, relational boredom, and the self-
expansion model can consider the following directions for future research:

First, hypotheses of the present dissertation should be tested in experimental
studies to establish causality. As discussed earlier in this chapter, I have concluded
that there is little point in searching for “universally creative” interventions because
creativity should be defined by individual couples based on their own situations.
Therefore, I think it will be more fruitful if future researchers allow participants to
identify their own creativity interventions. For example, participants may be assigned
to two groups: the treatment group and the control group. Participants in the control
group will be told to go about as usual in their life with their partner. Participants in
the treatment group will be asked to work with their partners and come up with a list
of activities that they both find creative. They will then be instructed to participate in
one of these activities each week for the duration of a month as the treatment. Study
designs similar to this have been found useful in previous research on similar topics

(e.g., Reissman et al.,1993).
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Second, there are at least four areas for self-expansion as specified in Aron
and Aron’s (1996) original work. Therefore, a person can appraise the self-expanding
opportunities his or her partner provides in at least four areas. Due to reasons
explained in Chapter 1, partner appraisal was only operationalized in the area of
cognitive complexity (e.g., insight, opinion, wisdom) in the present dissertation.
Future studies can extend the operationalization of partner appraisal to other areas of
self-expansion, such as physical and social influence. It might be interesting to see,
for example, if one’s evaluation of his or her partner’s ability to make new social
connections affects his or her feelings towards their relationship.

Third, the self-expansion model (Aron & Aron, 1996) proposes that
interpersonal attraction is a function of the perceived extent of potential self-
expansion that could be achieved through relationship formation with a particular
person (i.e., desirability), as well as the likelihood of actually starting and staying in a
close relationship with this person (i.e., likelihood). Most of the previous research and
the present dissertation focused on the desirability aspect of the model. Future
research can test what relational outcomes can be produced by changes in the
likelihood aspect (e.g., certainty about the relationship/partner).

Fourth, to make the predictions of the present dissertation more precise,
various potential moderators and covariates should be investigated in future research.
For example, need for cognition (Cacioppo & Petty, 1982), a personality trait that
reflects the extent to which an individual enjoys cognitively effortful activities, might
moderate the relationship between partner appraisal and relational boredom,
especially considering the Partner Appraisal Scale created in the present dissertation
only taps into the cognitive self-expansion area. It may be that one’s partner’s ability

to help him or her grow cognitively only matters to those who are high in need for
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cognition and therefore has little or no effect on relational boredom for those who are
low in this measure. Other variables to consider include self-efficacy (Bandura,
1982), relational schema (e.g., Fitzpatrick, 1990), and the degree to which a couple’s
relational schemas match.

Lastly, previous research and the present dissertation studied relational
boredom as an individual-level phenomenon, collecting data from only one relational
partner (e.g., Aron et al., 2000) or treating couple data as independent observations
(Tsapelas et al., 2009). Relational boredom, however, is the result of an interactive
process, in which both partners contribute to the occurrence of boredom. In future
research, hierarchical linear modeling (HLM; Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002) can be used
to analyze the data. From an HLM perspective, relational partners are not independent
and are nested in their relationships. HLM can appropriately treat couples' data as
nested observations and allows relational boredom to be modeled as a product of both
individual- (e.g., boredom proneness) and relational-level characteristics (e.g., length
of relationship).

Conclusion

In this dissertation, I attempted to explain why relational boredom occurs in
romantic relationships and how couples can cope with it. Specifically, I proposed
shared participation in creative activities as a way to reduce relational boredom and
improve relationship quality. Using the self-expansion model as the theoretical
framework, I conducted two pilot studies and two main studies to answer my research
questions. Despite its limitations, findings of this dissertation have shed light on if and
how creative activities might benefit romantic relationships.

First, creativity interventions can be a double-edged sword in romantic

relationships. On one hand, participants who rated a given activity to be more creative

87



also thought more highly of their partner’s ability to help them self-expand
cognitively, which in turn was associated with reduced relational boredom. On the
other hand, these participants also rated their relationship to be more boring, perhaps
due to a contrast effect. These results suggest that even though creativity interventions
might reduce relational boredom through heightened partner appraisal, they might
also backfire — at least as one-shot interventions — and make people more aware of
how repetitive or dull their current relationship is. Second, creativity interventions
probably work the best for couples who have been together for a long period of time
and have no or little effect on couples who are in early stages of their relationship.
The utility of creativity interventions is the most obvious when the self-integration
slows down as both partners become more familiar with each other. Third, it should
be left to couples who want to try creativity interventions to decide what “creative”
means to them. It is not productive to search for one-size-fits-all interventions and
force them onto couples. Lastly, people’s innate tendency to feel bored and the degree
to which they spontaneously connect themselves to their partner also affect various
relational outcomes.

In conclusion, the present dissertation made important theoretical
contributions to the self-expansion model and relevant research on romantic
relationships. In particular, the dissertation’s findings about relational boredom are
more detailed than found in previous literature. Findings of this dissertation can be
used by couples and practitioners who wish to improve the quality of their or their

clients’ relationship.

88



Appendix A

Instruments

Note: “R” indicates reversely worded items.

Perceived Stress Scale (Cohen, Kamarck, & Mermelstein, 1983)

1.

2.

3.

10.

11

12.

13.

14.

In the last month, how often have you been upset because of something that
happened unexpectedly?

In the last month, how often have you felt that you were unable to control the
important things in your life?

In the last month, how often have you felt nervous and “stressed”?

In the last month, how often have you dealt successfully with irritating life
hassles? (R)

. In the last month, how often have you felt that you were effectively coping

with important changes that were occurring in your life? (R)

In the last month, how often have you felt confident about your ability to
handle your personal problems? (R)

In the last month, how often have you felt that things were going your way?
(R)

In the last month, how often have you found that you could not cope with all
the thing that you had to do?

In the last month, how often have you been able to control irritations in your
life? (R)

In the last month, how often have you felt that you were on top of things? (R)

. In the last month, how often have you been angered because of things that

happened that were outside of your control?

In the last month, how often have you found yourself thinking about things
that you have to accomplish?

In the last month, how often have you been able to control the way you spend
your time? (R)

In the last month, how often have you felt difficulties were piling up so high
that you could not overcome them?

Love Attitude Scale: Brief Version (Hendrick, Hendrick, & Dicke, 1998)

1.

Nownbkwbd

10.
11.
12.

My partner and I have the right physical “chemistry” between us.

I feel that my partner and I were meant for each other.

My partner and I really understand each other.

My partner fits my ideal standards of physical beauty/handsomeness.

I believe that what my partner doesn’t know about me won’t hurt him/her.

I have sometimes had to keep my partner from finding out about other lovers.
My partner would get upset if he/she knew some of the things I’ve done with
other people.

I enjoy playing the “game of love” with my partner and a number of other
partners.

Our love is the best kind because it grew out of a long friendship.

Our friendship merged gradually into love over time.

Our love is really a deep friendship, not a mysterious, mystical emotion.

Our love relationship is the most satisfying because it developed from a good
friendship.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.
20.

21.
22.
23.

24.

A main consideration in choosing my partner was how he/she would reflect on
my family.

An important factor in choosing my partner was whether or not he/she would
be a good parent.

One consideration in choosing my partner was how he/she would reflect on
my career.

Before getting very involved with my partner, I tried to figure out how
compatible his/her hereditary background would be with mine in case we ever
had children.

When my partner doesn’t pay attention to me, I feel sick all over.

Since I’ve been in love with my partner I’ve had trouble concentrating on
anything else.

I cannot relax if I suspect that my partner is with someone else.

If my partner ignores me for a while, I sometimes do stupid things to try to get
his/her attention back.

I would rather suffer myself than let my partner suffer.

I cannot be happy unless I place my partner’s happiness before my own.

I am usually willing to sacrifice my own wishes to let my partner achieve
his/hers.

I would endure all things for the sake of my partner.

Perceived Physical Activeness of Activity

1.
2.
3.

This activity is physically active.
This activity is physically effortful.
This activity takes physical energy.

Perceived Mental Activeness of Activity

1.
2.
3.

This activity is mentally active.
This activity is mentally effortful.
This activity takes mental energy.

Perceived creativity of the activity

1.
2.
3.

This activity is creative.
This activity is original.
This activity is inventive.

Boredom Proneness Scale (Farmer & Sunberg, 1986)

1.

AN

0 %0 N

10
11

It is easy for me to concentrate on my activities. (R)

Frequently when I am working I find myself worrying about other things.
Time always seems to be passing slowly.

I often find myself at “loose ends,” not knowing what to do.

I am often trapped in situations where I have to do meaningless things.
Having to look at someone’s home movies or travel slides bore me
tremendously.

I have projects in mind all the time, things to do. (R)

I find it easy to entertain myself. (R)

Many things I have to do are repetltlve and monotonous.

It takes more stimulation to get me going than most people.

. I get a kick out of most things I do. (R)
12.

I am seldom excited about my work.
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13.

14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.

26.
27.

28.

I any situation I can usually find something to do or see to keep me interested.
(R)

Much of the time I just sit around doing nothing.

I am good at waiting patiently. (R)

I often find myself with nothing to do — time on my hands.

In situations where I have to wait, such as a line or queue, I get very restless.
I often wake up with a new idea.

I would be very hard for me to find a job that exciting enough.

I would like more challenging things to do in my life.

I feel that I am working below my abilities most of the time.

Many people would say that I am a creative or imaginative person. (R)

I have so many interests, I don’t have time to do everything. (R)

Among my friends, I am the one who keeps doing something the longest. (R)
Unless I am doing something exciting, even dangerous, I am half-dead and
dull.

It takes a lot of change and variety to keep me really happy.

It seems that the same things are on television or the movies all the time; it’s
getting old.

When I was young, | was often in monotonous and tiresome situations.

Partner Appraisal

1.
2
3
4
5
6.
7
8
0.
1

0.

My partner enlightens me.

. My partner is inspiring to me.

. My partner provides me insights.

. My partner helps me solve problems.
. My partner gives me perspectives.

I am wiser because of my partner.

. I can benefit from my partner’s knowledge.
. My partner improves me.

My partner helps me grow.
My partner leads me to new directions.

Relational Boredom Scale (Harasymchuk & Fehr, 2012)

Dull

Full of surprise (R)

Sick and tired of your partner

There is a spark in the relationship (R)
Feel nothing

Lots of fun (R)

Lack of conversation

Interested in your partner (R)

Feel unfulfilled in the relationship

. Feels like a chore

. Full of romance (R)

. Not sharing feelings with each other
. Feels like you want change

. Thrilling (R)

. Exciting (R)

The Unidimensional Relational Closeness Scale (Dibble, Levine, & Park, 2012)
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My relationship with my partner is close.

When we are apart, I miss my partner a great deal.

My partner and I disclose important personal things to each other.
My partner and I have a strong connection.

My partner and I want to spend time together.

I’'m sure of my relationship with my partner.

My partner is a priority in my life.

My partner and I do a lot of things together.

9. When I have free time I choose to spend it alone with my partner.
10. I think about my partner a lot.

11. My relationship with my partner is important in my life.

12. I consider my partner when making important decisions.

PN R W=

Relational Satisfaction Scale (Hendrick, 1988)
1. My partner meets my needs.
I am satisfied with my relationship.
My relationship is good compared to most.
I often wish I hadn’t gotten into this relationship. (R)
My relationship met my original expectations.
I love my partner.
There are many problems in my relationship. (R)

Nownkwbd

Inclusion of Other in the Self (I0S) Scale
Please pick the picture that best characterizes your relationship with your dating
[marital] partner.

OCICCIAC
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Appendix B
Tables
Table 1

Means and Standard Deviations of Variables in Pilot Study 1 (N=313)

Variables M SD
Partner Appraisal 591 0.93
Stress 391 0.88
Boredom Proneness 342 0.61
Eros 5.82 1.00
Ludus 275 1.32
Storge 4.59 1.69
Pragma 3.83 1.45
Mania 343 145
Agape 4.65 1.43

Relational Boredom 2.88 0.76
Relational Satisfaction 5.65 1.07
Relational Closeness 5.98 0.88
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Table 2

Correlations Between Partner Appraisal and Other Variables in Pilot Study 1 (N=313)

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. Partner Appraisal —
2. Stress - 12% —
3. Boredom Proneness -.31%*** 47%** _
4. Eros T2EEE L ]1* - 30%*Fx
5. Ludus S 23FkEk 10 Q2¥Fk*k - _D5FEkR
6. Storge 22%*%% 00 -.05 22%%% 0] —
7. Pragma .06 .05 .10 .08 20%xk o DpFAk
8. Mania - 16¥*  37Exk . 35kxk (7 23F%F 02 24%%%
9. Agape 24%Fk% 2% .03 J32%%* - 08 d6%* .05 28F**
10. Rel Boredom -.64%%Ek  1Qk* AQFF* _pqFEkx D EEk 1% _ (2 14* - 19%*
11. Rel Satisfaction O8FFF D3RR 3QEkx  JQRkk 3wk DPk*k ()2 S 20%F% D3FEER - JQHRER
12. Rel Closeness JJO*** 205 S 30%Fx g3FER_DQFER - 1R**F 05 -.05 J6FFE L poFFK TTERER

Note. *p <.05.**p < .01.***p <.001.
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Table 3

Conditions in Pilot Study 2

TV

Music

Photo

Condition 1
(Non-creative,
non-active)

Condition 2
(Non-creative,
active)

Condition 3
(Creative,
active)

You and your partner watch an episode
of a new TV show together.

You and your partner watch an episode
of a new TV show together. After
watching the episode, the two of you tell
a friend what this new show is about.

You and your partner watch an episode
of a new TV show together. After
watching the episode, the two of you
brainstorm the possible plot for the next
episode together.

You and your partner listen to a
Spotify music station together.

You and your partner find music
on Spotify to listen to together.

You and your partner work
together to create a playlist for a
party on Spotify. You browse the
music together to find suitable
songs for the party.

You and your partner have a photographer
take couple pictures for you. The
photographer gives you directions about how
to pose.

Using a digital camera and a camera remote,
you and your partner take couple pictures for
yourselves. The two of you pose according to
a couple’s pose guide you found on the
Internet.

Using a digital camera and a camera remote,
you and your partner take couple pictures for
yourselves. The two of you work together to
pose creatively for these pictures.

95



Table 4

Cronbach’s a of the Instruments in Study 1 (N = 132) and Study 2 (N = 145)

Instrument Cronbach’s a
Study 1 Study 2
Physical Activeness of Activity .92 .90
Mental Activeness of Activity 71 72
Creativity of Activity 75 .87
Partner Appraisal .94 .93
Relational Boredom .89 .90
Relational Satisfaction .79 .83
Relational Closeness 91 95
Boredom Proneness .90 .89
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Table 5

Post hoc Analyses Results of Manipulation Check in Study 1

Post Hoc Comparisons (p values)

Condition n Mean SD 1 2 3

Physical Activeness

1 50 3.55 2.08
2 47 3.64 1.87 N/A
3 35 3.63 1.79 N/A N/A

Mental Activeness

1 50 4.78 1.27

2 47 474 1.24 N/A

3 35 526 1.15 N/A N/A
Creativity

1 50 445 143

2 47 445 1.22 1.000

3 35 5.10 1.20 .065 .070

Note. Condition 1 is the non-active and non-creative activity, Condition 2 is the active
but non-creative activity, Condition 3 is the creative activity. Post hoc analyses used
the Tukey HSD criterion. Post hoc analyses were not performed for Physical
Activeness and Mental Activeness because the omnibus test was not significant.
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Table 6

Means and Standard Deviations of Variables in Study 1

Variables Entire Sample (N = 132) Group 1 (n =150) Group 2 (n=47) Group 3 (n = 35)
M SD M SD M SD M SD

Creativity 4.62 4.62 4.45 1.43 4.45 1.22 5.10 1.20
Mental Activeness 4.89 4.89 4.78 1.27 4.74 1.24 5.26 1.15
Physical Activeness 3.60 3.60 3.55 2.08 3.64 1.87 3.63 1.79
Partner Appraisal 5.76 5.76 5.81 0.87 5.65 1.02 5.92 1.08
Length of Relationship 58.03 58.03 49.64 56.49 50.62 65.94 79.97 102.72
10S 5.42 5.42 5.36 1.69 5.49 1.64 5.43 1.70
Boredom Proneness 3.72 3.72 3.75 0.85 3.83 0.79 3.53 0.96
Relational Boredom 2.90 2.90 2.99 1.17 2.92 0.96 2.87 1.29
Relational Satisfaction 5.49 5.49 5.46 0.97 5.45 0.92 5.59 1.22
Relational Closeness 5.88 5.88 5.88 0.88 5.82 0.83 5.97 0.90
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Table 7

Correlations Between Variables in Study 1 (N=132)

Variables 1 2 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. Dummy: Condition2  —
2. Dummy: Condition 3~ -45%** —
3. Creativity -.10 22%  —
4. Mental Activeness -.09 A8*  54%EFx
5. Physical Activeness 01 01 .60%***  44%**x
6. Partner Appraisal -.08 04 35%** .06 —
7. Length of Relationship -.07 8% - 23%* -26%*  -02 —
8. 1I0S .03 .00 .14 .09 J2%xk o 18%* —
9. Boredom Proneness .10 -.14  25%* O1F** 17 - 32%%F% 13 —
10. Relational Boredom -.05 -.01 .07 J5%xk - _56%** - 05 =34k S5Hk
11. Relational Satisfaction -.03 .06 .05 -25%% 0 70**F*F 11 J8FHE L AJRFEER L QIREER
12. Relational Closeness -.06 06 .19% -.08 J7E¥* 10 J7EEE L QTHE - 59FEkR - 4EERE

Note. *p <.05.**p < .01.***p <.001.
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Table 8

Post hoc Analyses Results of Manipulation Check in Study 2

Post Hoc Comparisons (p values)

Condition n Mean SD 1 2 3
Physical Activeness

1 34 482 1.73

2 48 355 191 .005

3 63 411 1.72 150 231
Mental Activeness

1 34 507 1.17

2 48 494 1.32 N/A

3 63 5.15 0.99 N/A N/A
Creativity

1 34 491 1.61

2 48 4.08 1.79 .079

3 63 478 1.13 910 .052

Note. Condition 1 is the non-active and non-creative activity, Condition 2 is the active
but non-creative activity, Condition 3 is the creative activity. Post hoc analyses used
the Tukey HSD criterion for Physical Activeness and Games-Howell criterion for
Creativity. No post hoc analysis was performed for Mental Activeness because the
omnibus test was not significant.
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Table 9

Means and Standard Deviations of Variables in Study 2

Variables Entire Sample (N = 145) Group 1 (n=34) Group 2 (n =48) Group 3 (n = 63)
M SD M SD M SD M SD

Creativity 4.58 1.52 491 1.61 4.08 1.79 478 1.13
Mental Activeness 5.06 1.15 5.07 1.17 4.94 1.32 5.15 0.99
Physical Activeness 4.09 1.84 4.82 1.73 3.55 1.91 4.11 1.72
Partner Appraisal 5.66 1.04 5.69 0.95 5.70 1.18 5.61 0.99
Length of Relationship 4428 72.53 24.53 29.36 54.94 83.13 46.82 78.81
10S 5.37 1.74 5.21 1.86 5.37 1.70 5.44 1.74
Boredom Proneness 3.93 0.82 4.07 0.69 3.81 0.90 3.94 0.81
Relational Boredom 3.09 1.17 3.15 1.10 3.03 1.28 3.10 1.14
Relational Satisfaction 5.29 1.15 5.25 1.03 5.38 1.31 5.24 1.10
Relational Closeness 5.76 1.04 5.76 0.95 5.81 1.20 5.73 0.95
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Table 10

Correlations Between Variables in Study 2 (N=145)

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. Dummy: Condition2  —
2. Dummy: Condition 3~ -.62%** —
3. Creativity -23*%% 12 —
4. Mental Activeness -.07 07 .62%**
5. Physical Activeness -21% 01 .64%*x g7wkx
6. Partner Appraisal .03 -04  23**x  21%x 02 —
7. Length of Relationship .10 03 -.16 01 -23*%*% 14 —
8. 1I0S .00 .04 .02 15 -.08 J8FxE O DTHE
9. Boredom Proneness -.10 01 41%%% 0%k Q3%kk  _ QRFEF L FFREER _Q4%k*F
10. Relational Boredom -.04 .01  .20* A1 AQFxE - QSR BBk kR pRFwE
11. Relational Satisfaction .06 -04 -.11 -.03 S 36%ER J4FER DREE IR TRl ¢ ) RololoRE S Solol
12. Relational Closeness .03 -.03 .07 13 -.20%* B4xxk o DYEE J4EEEk L JQFRek 7Rk BSRRk

Note. *p <.05.**p < .01.***p <.001.
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Table 11

Summary of Results of Original Hypothesis Testing

Hypothesis Type of Effect Relationship Between Variables Study 1 Study 2
H1 Hypothesis (IV’s effect on DV) Activity Type — Relational Boredom X X
H2 Hypothesis (IV’s indirect effect on DV) Activity Type — Partner Appraisal - Relational x X
Boredom
IV’s effect on Mediator Activity Type — Partner Appraisal X X
Mediator’s effect on DV Partner Appraisal — Relational Boredom V v
IV’s direct effect on DV Activity Type — Relational Boredom X X
IV’s total effect on DV Activity Type — Relational Boredom X X
H3 Hypothesis (interaction effect) Activity Type x Length of Relationship — X Partly
Relational Boredom ol
IV’s main effect on DV Activity Type — Relational Boredom X X
Moderator’s main effect on DV Length of Relationship — Relational Boredom X V
H4 Hypothesis (interaction effect) Activity Type x I0S — Relational Boredom X X
IV’s main effect on DV Activity Type — Relational Boredom X X
Moderator’s main effect on DV I0S — Relational Boredom \ \
HS5 Hypothesis (IV’s indirect effect on DV) Activity Type — Relational Boredom — X X
Relational Satisfaction
IV’s effect on Mediator Activity Type — Relational Boredom X X
Mediator’s effect on DV Relational Boredom — Relational Satisfaction V V
IV’s direct effect on DV Activity Type — Relational Satisfaction X X
IV’s total effect on DV Activity Type — Relational Satisfaction X X
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Table 12

Summary of Results of Revised Hypothesis Testing

Hypothesis Type of Effect Relationship Between Variables Study 1 Study 2
RH1 Hypothesis (IV’s effect on DV) Perceived Creativity - Relational Boredom X X
RH2 Hypothesis (IV’s indirect effect on DV) Perceived Creativity — Partner Appraisal —» \ vV
Relational Boredom
IV’s effect on Mediator Perceived Creativity — Partner Appraisal \ \
Mediator’s effect on DV Partner Appraisal — Relational Boredom V v
IV’s direct effect on DV Perceived Creativity — Relational Boredom \ \
IV’s total effect on DV Perceived Creativity — Relational Boredom X \
RH3 Hypothesis (interaction effect) Perceived Creativity x Length of Relationship - v v
Relational Boredom
IV’s main effect on DV Perceived Creativity — Relational Boredom X X
Moderator’s main effect on DV Length of Relationship — Relational Boredom V V
RH4 Hypothesis (interaction effect) Perceived Creativity x IOS — Relational X X
Boredom
IV’s main effect on DV Perceived Creativity — Relational Boredom \ X
Moderator’s main effect on DV I0S — Relational Boredom \ \
RHS5 Hypothesis (IV’s indirect effect on DV) Perceived Creativity — Relational Boredom — X v
Relational Satisfaction
IV’s effect on Mediator Perceived Creativity — Relational Boredom X \
Mediator’s effect on DV Relational Boredom — Relational Satisfaction \ \
IV’s direct effect on DV Perceived Creativity — Relational Satisfaction \ X
IV’s total effect on DV Perceived Creativity — Relational Satisfaction X X
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Appendix C

Figures

Partner

Appraisal

Condition 2 vs 1: -0.15 -0.65%**
Condition 3 vs 1: 0.01
- dition 2 vs 1: -0.17 (-0.27 -

Experimental Condition 2 vs (027) Relational
Conditions Condition 3 vs 1: -0.12 (-0.11) Boredom

Figure 1. Regression coefficients for the relationship between experimental condition and
relational boredom as mediated by partner appraisal in Study 1. The regression

coefficient between experimental condition and relational boredom, controlling for
partner appraisal, is in parentheses.

*p <.05.**p <.01. ***p < .001.
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Relational
Boredom

Condition 2 vs 1: -0.17 -0.74%%*
Condition 3 vs 1: -0.12
. Condition 2 vs 1: -0.01 (-0.13 .
Experimental 03 Relational
Conditions Condition 3 vs 1: 0.13 (0.05) Satisfaction

Figure 2. Regression coefficients for the relationship between experimental condition and
relational satisfaction as mediated by relational boredom in Study 1. The regression

coefficient between experimental condition and relational satisfaction, controlling for
relational boredom, is in parentheses.

*p <.05. **p <.01. ***p < .001.
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Partner

Perceived Relational
Creativity 0.06 (0.25%%) Boredom

Figure 3. Regression coefficients for the relationship between perceived creativity of
shared activity and relational boredom as mediated by partner appraisal in Study 1. The

regression coefficient between perceived creativity and relational boredom, controlling
for partner appraisal, is in parentheses.
*p <.05.**p <.01. ***p < .001.
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Relational
0.06 Boredom -0.74%%%

Perceived Relational
Creativity 0.04 (0.08%) Satisfaction

Figure 4. Regression coefficients for the relationship between perceived creativity of
shared activity and relational satisfaction as mediated by relational boredom in Study 1.
The regression coefficient between perceived creativity and relational satisfaction,
controlling for relational boredom, is in parentheses.

*p <.05.**p <.01. ***p < .001.
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Partner
Appraisal L0.73%%*

Condition 2 vs 1: 0.01

Condition 3 vs 1: -0.08

: Condition 2 vs 1: -0.12 (-0.11
Experimental onron Y 010

Relational
Conditions

Condition 3 vs 1=-0.05 (-0.10) Boredom

Figure 5. Regression coefficients for the relationship between experimental condition and
relational boredom as mediated by partner appraisal in Study 2. The regression

coefficient between experimental condition and relational boredom, controlling for
partner appraisal, is in parentheses.

*p <.05. **p <.01. ***p < .001.
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Relational

Boredom -0.84%%
Condition 2 vs 1: -0.12
Condition 3 vs 1: -0.05
Experimental Condition2 vs 120.13 (003) Relational
Conditions Condition 3 vs 1= 0,01 (-0.05) Satisfaction

Figure 6. Regression coefficients for the relationship between experimental condition and
relational satisfaction as mediated by relational boredom in Study 2. The regression

coefficient between experimental condition and relational satisfaction, controlling for
relational boredom, is in parentheses.

*p <.05.**p <.01. ***p < .001.
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Partner

Perceived Relational
Creativity 0.16% (0.29%*¥) Boredom

Figure 7. Regression coefficients for the relationship between perceived creativity of
shared activity and relational boredom as mediated by partner appraisal in Study 2. The

regression coefficient between perceived creativity and relational boredom, controlling
for partner appraisal, is in parentheses.
*p <.05. **p <.01. ***p < .001.
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Relational
0.16* Boredom -0.85%**

Perceived Relational
Creativity -0.08 (0.05) Satisfaction

Figure 8. Regression coefficients for the relationship between perceived creativity of
shared activity and relational satisfaction as mediated by relational boredom in Study 2.
The regression coefficient between perceived creativity and relational satisfaction,
controlling for relational boredom, is in parentheses.

*p <.05.**p <.01. ***p < .001.
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