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Actor and Partner Effects of Couple’s Daily Stress and Dyadic Coping on Marital Satisfaction

Won, Su Kyung' - Seol, Kyoung Ok*

"Mind Dream Psychological Counselling Center, Seoul
*Department of Psychology, Ewha Womans University, Seoul, Korea

Purpose: This study aimed to identify the actor and partner effects of daily stress and dyadic coping on marital satisfaction using the Ac-
tor-Partner Interdependence Mediational Model (APleM). Methods: Participants were 314 couples who met the study’s eligibility criteria.
Data were collected from March to April 2016 through apartment and cooperative company communities in Seoul. Two APleMs of positive
and negative dyadic coping were analyzed using SPSS 20.0 and Mplus 7.4. All measures were self-administered. Results: Daily stress and
positive and negative dyadic coping in both spouses had direct actor effects on their marital satisfaction. Daily stress in both spouses had
an indirect actor effect on marital satisfaction through their positive and negative dyadic coping. The husband’s daily stress had an indirect
partner effect on the wife's marital satisfaction through his positive dyadic coping, while the wife's positive dyadic coping had a direct
partner effect on the husband's marital satisfaction, The husband’s daily stress had an indirect partner effect on the wife's marital satisfac-
tion through his negative dyadic coping, while the wife's negative dyadic coping had a direct partner effect on the husband's marital satis-
faction, Conclusion: Dyadic coping is an effective way to deal with couple’s daily hassles as it increase their satisfaction in marriage.

Key words: Life Stress; Psychological Adaptation; Marriage; Social Support; Spouses
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Table 1. The Level of Daily Stress Marital Satisfaction, Positive and Negative Dyadic Coping
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HHo] Ht e 386A4(SD = 4.00), oF e Hot AHE 36.3

AISD = 392)Q4 1, HF AE7]7He 7404(SD = 3.92)013itt &+

ul
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(93.0%) %, ohli= i 8/de obd(43.3%) % HYA|
(31.9%)2 Hilstgict 7kt D492 600~799%HA(26.1%),
400~5999F1(23.2%), 800~9997+1(19.4%), 200~399(14.1%),
2009H9 U|TH(1.9%) ol A Q] =& 1H(49.4%), 2%
(465%), 3H(4.1%) o]tk
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A FEUAE ofuiZh 242} 4.29, 4.3201314L E¥Ho] Z}Zt 4.30,
4322 frolgt ztol7t itk 73 SR okl 256, EH
2.55% Fofet Atol7h iSie AEntEH2 ofuj7t 365%, EEY]
3835t} W3lTh(p<.001) (Table 1).

3.

i\

o =L.2 5
HEYN USE 93t 0|73

U} AEHA(N = 3483, p = .175), TR FSUIR (A = 105,

(N =314 pairs)

Husbands (n = 314)

Wives (n = 314)

Variables t 0
M SD Skewness  Kurtosis M SD Skewness  Kurtosis
Stress 2.1 0.43 -0.24 -0.13 2.24 0.43 -0.12 -0.23 -4.65 <.001
Marital satisfaction 3.83 0.67 -0.40 —0M3 3.65 0.73 -0.45 0.07 4.69 <.001
Positive dyadic coping
Supportive dyadic coping 430 0.80 0.52 0.88 4.29 0.78 -0.32 -0.14 0.20 839
Delegating dyadic coping 432 0.89 -0.45 0.39 432 0.91 -0.28 -0.23 0.14 891
Negative dyadic coping 2.55 0.98 0.23 -0.69 2.56 0.96 0.14 -0.78 0.07 934

M = Mean; SD = Standard deviation.
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Table 2. Direct, Indirect, Total Effects for the Positive and Negative Dyadic Coping Models (N =314 pairs)

Specific indirect ~ Total indirect

Independent Direct effect Total effect

Dependent variables Mediator variables i effect effect SMC
variables
B (o) B () B () B (o)
H marital satisfaction H positive coping H daily stress - .36 (<.001) -.10(025  -.13(011) - 49 (<.001) 54
W daily stress .06 (.405) -.03(.360) -.11(013) - .06 (.448)
W positive coping H daily stress -.03(.221)
W daily stress - .08 (.009)
W marital satisfaction H positive coping H daily stress 10 (.144) -.07(060) -.12(.029) - .02 (.753) .58
W daily stress - .32 (<.001) - .02 (.345) -.15(<.001) - 48(<.001)
W positive coping H daily stress -.05(.210)
W daily stress - .13 (.001)
H marital satisfaction H negative coping H daily stress - .34 (<..001) -.13(.004) -.15(.003) - .49 (<.001) 59
W daily stress - .01 (.829) -.00(.962) - .04 (.441) - .05 (.475)
W negative coping H daily stress -.02(.313)
W daily stress - .04 (.100)
W marital satisfaction H negative coping H daily stress .08 (.230) -.07(030) -.11(029) -.03(.728) .56
W daily stress - .40 (<.001) -.00 (.963) - .08 (.085) - 48(<.001)
W negative coping H daily stress - .04 (.271)
W daily stress - .08 (.034)

W = Wife; H = Husband; SMC = Squared multiple correlation.

Husband's
daily stress

)
& [\

H’s marital
satisfaction

°?< NXH
&

68+

Xs wess 1
.88 Wife's 62
1 daily stress satisfaction 25

= Husband'’s daily stress1; X, = Husband’s daily stress2; X, = Husband’s daily stress3; X,= Wife’s daily stress1; X;= Wife’s daily stress2; X¢=
Wife’s daily stress3; Y, = Husband’s supportive coping1; Y, = Husband’s supportive coping2; Y;= Husband’s delegating coping1; Y, = Wife’s
supportive coping1; Y= Wife’s supportive coping2; Y, = Wife’s delegating coping1; Y;= Husband’s marital satisfaction1; Y;= Husband’s
marital satisfaction2; Y, = Husband’s marital satisfaction3; Y,,= Wife's marital satisfaction1; Y,, = Wife’s marital satisfaction2; Y,, = Wife’s
marital satisfaction2. Omit errors of indicators. ***p <.001, **p <.01, *p <.05.

Figure 1. Positive dyadic coping model.
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X, = Husband’s daily stress1; X, = Husband’s daily stress2; X;=Husband’s daily stress3; X,= Wife’s daily stress1; Xs= Wife’s daily stress2; X, =
Wife’s daily stress3; Y, = Husband's Negative coping1; Y, = Husband’s Negative coping2; Y;= Wife’s Negative coping1; Y, = Wife's Negative
coping2; Ys=Husband’s marital satisfaction1; Y= Husband’s marital satisfaction2; Y, = Husband’s marital satisfaction3; Yg = Wife’s marital
satisfaction; Yy = Wife’s marital satisfaction2; Y,,= Wife’s marital satisfaction2. Omit errors of indicators. ***p <.001, **p < .01, *p < .05.

Figure 2. Negative dyadic coping model.
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