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Abstract

To better understand the antecedents of support provi-

sion within relationships, this study examined the

potential role of a novel individual difference; spouses'

stress mindset (i.e., beliefs about whether stress-is-

enhancing or stress-is-debilitating). As individuals with

a stress-is-enhancing mindset often underestimate

other's stress, we hypothesized that those with a stress-

is-enhancing mindset will generally provide less

and worse support compared to individuals with a

stress-is-debilitating mindset. The results revealed few

significant associations and the associations that were

significant were contrary to predictions. For example,

wives with a stress-is-enhancing mindset provided

more support, and husbands who perceived their part-

ner as having a more stress-is-enhancing mindset pro-

vided better support. Further research is needed to

replicate these results and determine whether stress

mindset has interpersonal consequences.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

Perhaps one of the most important functions of marriage is to provide individuals with a source
of support for overcoming challenges and attaining important goals (Feeney & Collins, 2015;
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Finkel, Hui, Carswell, & Larson, 2014). Indeed, individuals often cite their spouse as their pri-
mary source of social support (Revenson, 1994), and some research suggests that support
received from other sources does not make up for lack of support from one's partner (Coyne &
DeLongis, 1986). Not surprisingly, then, the quality of couples' support exchanges is a unique
and important predictor of both personal and marital well-being. For instance, spouses' ability
to effectively support one another is associated with a host of positive outcomes such as
increased positive mood, better mental health, and lower mortality risk (Brown, Nesse,
Vinokur, & Smith, 2003; Feeney & Collins, 2015; Inagaki & Eisenberger, 2012). Moreover, cou-
ples' support exchanges are a robust predictor of changes in marital satisfaction over time
(Pasch & Bradbury, 1998), and relationship functioning has been shown to improve if couples
support each other when confronted with severe and daily stressors (Coyne & Smith, 1994;
Lichtman, Taylor, & Wood, 1988; Repetti, 1989). In this way, spouse' ability to provide support
to one another in the face of everyday stressors seems to play a central role in marital develop-
ment (Bradbury & Karney, 2004).

Given the importance of support exchanges for well-being, a sizable literature has explored
how support processes operate within couples. Although research on the effectiveness of cou-
ples' support exchanges has primarily focused on clarifying the consequences of support for the
recipient (Gleason & Iida, 2015), a growing body of research has turned toward illuminating
the factors that may facilitate or hinder the likelihood of support provision. This focus is essen-
tial for better understanding support processes as support provision involves a complex
sequence of steps, and thus can be quite difficult to skillfully enact (Rafaeli & Gleason, 2009).
Specifically, to be an effective support provider, spouses must perceive that their partner is fac-
ing a problem, assess the situation to determine whether support is needed, and finally perform
the appropriate support behaviors (Pearlin & McCall, 1990). Unfortunately, complications may
arise at any step of this process. For instance, spouses may fail to offer desired support to their
partner because they have inaccurately inferred their partner's coping resources and capabilities
(Verhofstadt, Buysse, Ickes, Davis, & Devoldre, 2008). Furthermore, evidence suggests that for
enacted support behaviors to be beneficial, the type of support provided must match the specific
needs and goals of the recipient (Bar-Kalifa & Rafaeli, 2013; Cutrona, Shaffer, Wesner, & Gard-
ner, 2007); thus, support attempts may go awry if the provider inaccurately assesses the type of
support desired. Not surprisingly, then, characteristics of the support provider, such as the pro-
vider's attachment style and interpersonal orientations, goals, and motives, have been shown to
play an important role in shaping when and how individuals provide support to their partners
(e.g., Cavallo, Zee, & Higgins, 2016; Collins & Feeney, 2000; Crocker & Canevello, 2008;
Kappes & Shrout, 2011).

The current study aimed to extend this prior work by identifying a novel individual differ-
ence that is highly germane to the context of support exchanges, namely, spouses' general
beliefs regarding the effects of stress on well-being and health, referred to as their stress mindset
(Crum, Salovey, & Achor, 2013). Whereas a belief that stress is debilitating may inspire greater
support provision, a belief that stress is enhancing may hamper support giving, even when sup-
port is needed. Therefore, the first goal of the study was to examine whether support providers'
own stress mindset, as well as their perceptions of their partner's stress mindset may predict the
likelihood and effectiveness of support provision. However, drawing from the vulnerability-
stress-adaptation model (Karney & Bradbury, 1995), which suggests that individual differences
may interact with features of the environmental context to affect adaptive processes within rela-
tionships, the second goal of the study was to examine whether support providers' own stress
may moderate the effects of their stress mindset on their support provision. In this way, the
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present study was designed to investigate how qualities of both the support provider and the
relational context may be associated with the way that spouses provide support to one another.

1.1 | Are beliefs about stress associated with support provision?

Although stress is often portrayed as an inherently negative experience, stress does not always
have negative consequences for well-being; in fact, in some circumstances, stress may even lead
to positive outcomes (Updegraff & Taylor, 2000). A growing literature indicates that individuals'
beliefs about stress may play a powerful role in determining the ultimate effects of stress on
mental and physical health. These beliefs about the nature of stress have been conceptualized
as stress mindset: the extent to which one believes stress is enhancing or that stress is debilitat-
ing for various outcomes such as performance and productivity, health and well-being, and
learning and growth (Crum et al., 2013). One's stress mindset can influence the way that stress
is psychologically and physiologically experienced. For instance, experimentally inducing a
stress-is-enhancing mindset has been shown to improve self-reported health and work perfor-
mance and is related to more adaptive cortisol responses to stress (Crum et al., 2013). Moreover,
when stressed, individuals with a stress-is-enhancing mindset exhibit sharper increases in ana-
bolic (“growth”) hormones that rebuild cells, synthesize proteins, and enhance immunity, more
positive affect, and greater cognitive flexibility compared to those with a stress-is-debilitating
mindset (Crum, Akinola, Martin, & Fath, 2017).

Although holding a stress-is-enhancing mindset can be personally beneficial, this mindset
may be harmful interpersonally. Holding a stress-is-enhancing mindset leads individuals to
underestimate the strain (e.g., somatic symptoms, reduced productivity at work due to health
problems, and burnout) of a hypothetical worker experiencing a high workload. Furthermore,
experimentally inducing a stress-is-enhancing mindset resulted in lower intentions to help said
worker, which was mediated by reduced perceptions of strain (Ben-Avi, Toker, & Heller, 2018).
In essence, these findings suggest that stress mindset may be linked to support provision via
social projection, whereby attempts to evaluate other's support needs are often biased by one's
own beliefs, leading to incorrect social judgments (Ames, 2004; Epley, Keysar, Van Boven, &
Gilovich, 2004; Krueger, 2007). Therefore, those with a stress-is-enhancing mindset may lack
motivation to provide support because they perceive that others need less support for their
problems. Conversely, those with a stress-is-debilitating mindset may be more motivated to pro-
vide support because they perceive stress as more harmful and thus requiring more support.

In contrast to employer/worker relationships, however, close romantic relationships are char-
acterized by a greater degree of interdependence and intimacy (Rusbult & Arriaga, 2000). As such,
spouses may recognize that their partner holds different beliefs about stress than their own, and
thus may have a better understanding of their partner's desired support. Thus, support provision
may be more strongly influenced by what providers perceive their partner's stress mindset to be,
rather than by their own stress mindset. For example, spouses who perceive that their partner has
a stress-is-debilitating mindset may provide a greater quantity of and/or more effective support
when their partner is stressed, even when they themselves hold a stress-is-enhancing mindset,
because they recognize that their partner's support needs are different than their own. Alterna-
tively, support providers with a stress-is-enhancing mindset may withhold support or give inade-
quate support when their partner is stressed, even if they believe their partner holds a stress-is-
debilitating mindset, because they believe stress can be beneficial. Indeed, research has shown that
even when people understand other's support desires, they may still choose to provide the support
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they think is best, regardless of those desires. For example, one study found that although support
providers recognized that their low self-esteem friend desired support that validated their negative
feelings, providers were hesitant to give that support, instead opting to positively reframe the expe-
rience (Marigold, Cavallo, Holmes, & Wood, 2014). Therefore, the current study examined and
compared the potential unique effects of individual's own stress mindset and their perception of
their partner's stress mindset on support provision.

1.2 | Does stress mindset interact with stressful contexts to predict
support provision?

Although previous research on stress mindset suggests that holding a stress-is-debilitating
mindset may generally promote support provision, other research suggests that holding a stress-
is-debilitating mindset could hinder support provision under some conditions. Specifically, we
suggest that the effects of individuals' stress mindset on the likelihood and effectiveness of sup-
port provision may differ depending on the level of stress experienced by support providers.
Theories on stress spillover within relationships suggests that individuals' own stress may hin-
der their support provision, as stress can drain couples of the energy and internal resources nec-
essary to engage in adaptive relationship behaviors (Neff & Karney, 2017). For instance,
individuals become more self-focused when experiencing stress (Tomova, von Dawans,
Heinrichs, Silani, & Lamm, 2014), which can limit their capacity to effectively assess and attend
to a partner's support needs. Furthermore, a recent experimental study found that stressed men
provided less support when responding to their wives' emotionally toned expressions of stress
than did unstressed men (Bodenmann et al., 2015). In contrast to these findings, however, a
daily diary study found that individuals' daily stress experiences did not predict their likelihood
of providing support to a partner that day (Iida, Seidman, Shrout, Fujita, & Bolger, 2008). Given
these mixed results, it seems possible that some individuals may find it more difficult than
others to provide support while also managing their own stress.

For instance, although those with a stress-is-debilitating mindset may be generally moti-
vated to provide support to their partners due to their beliefs that stress is harmful and thus
requires greater support to overcome, when faced with their own stress, these individuals may
find it especially difficult to provide that support. Given that those with a stress-is-debilitating
mindset have less adaptive psychological and physiological responses to stress (Crum et al.,
2013; Crum et al., 2017), they may be too inundated with coping with their own stress to pro-
vide support to their partner. Conversely, those with a stress-is-enhancing mindset generally
may underestimate their partner's support needs and thus may be less motivated to provide sup-
port (Ben-Avi et al., 2018). However, when faced with their own stress, these individuals may
retain a greater ability to provide support compared to those with a stress-is-debilitating
mindset, as they are better able to self-regulate in the face of stress. Therefore, the current study
tested the moderating effect of support providers' own stress on the association between support
providers' stress mindset and their likelihood and effectiveness of support provision.

1.3 | The present study

To better understand the factors that may predict the likelihood and effectiveness of support
provision within relationships, the current study used a sample of 177 couples to examine
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whether individuals' own stress mindset, their beliefs about their partner's stress mindset, and
their current experience of stress are associated with the support they provide to their partner.
The first goal of the study was to examine the direct effects of individuals' own stress mindset as
well as their perceptions of their partners' stress mindset on the likelihood and effectiveness of
support provision. We hypothesized that those with a stress-is-debilitating mindset, as well as
those who perceive their partner to have a stress-is-debilitating mindset, will provide more and
better support to their partner than those with a stress-is-enhancing mindset or those who per-
ceive their partner to have a stress-is-enhancing mindset. We also tested whether one's own
mindset or their perception of their partner's mindset is more strongly associated with support
provision, though we made no hypotheses about which will be the stronger predictor.

The second goal of the study was to examine the potential moderating role of one's own
stress on the association between stress mindset and support provision. We expected that indi-
viduals' own stress levels will be more strongly associated with support provision among those
who hold a stress-is-debilitating mindset. In other words, those with a stress-is-debilitating
mindset were expected to provide less support and less effective support if they are experiencing
higher versus lower levels of their own stress. Conversely, those with a stress-is-enhancing
mindset were expected to exhibit relatively similar support provision regardless of their experi-
enced levels of stress. However, we had no specific hypothesis about whether individuals with a
stress-is-enhancing or a stress-is-debilitating mindset will provide more and better support at
high levels of stress; thus, examination of the effect of mindset at high stress was exploratory.

To rule out alternative explanations for any effects found, all analyses adjusted for both
spouses' optimism and neuroticism levels, as optimism has been shown to be positively associ-
ated with stress-is-enhancing mindset (Crum et al., 2013) and neuroticism is often confounded
with reports of stress (McCrae, 1990). Analyses also adjusted for both partners' relationship sat-
isfaction and reports of stress, to account for the fact that individuals are likely to give more
support if they are satisfied in their relationship and if their partner is experiencing greater
stress. Furthermore, analyses adjusted for both partners' actual stress mindset to examine
whether individuals' perceptions of their partner's stress mindset predict support provision
above and beyond the partner's actual stress mindset. Gender differences in the effects were also
examined, as some previous research suggests that stress may be more strongly linked to men's
support provision (Bodenmann et al., 2015; Brock & Lawrence, 2014), it is possible that the
interaction between stress mindset and stress will be stronger for men's support provision.
Finally, exploratory analyses were conducted to test for differences in the effects based on type
of support provided (emotional, physical, informational, and tangible).

2 | METHOD

2.1 | Procedure

Participants were recruited online from Qualtrics Panels. Individuals whose demographic infor-
mation on file with Qualtrics indicated that they were currently married were invited to partici-
pate in the study. Participants were informed that their spouse must also complete the
questionnaire in order for their participation to be considered complete. Participants were com-
pensated $15 for complete questionnaires through their Qualtrics Panels account. All study
materials including the preregistration plan, copies of full measures, data files, and analysis
scripts are archived at OSF: https://osf.io/chv9b/.
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2.2 | Participants

G*Power v3.1.9.2 (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007) was used to compute the a priori
sample size needed to detect an increase in R2 corresponding to an effect size of f2 = .10, which
is a small to medium effect size, with .95 power at an alpha level of .05. Results of the power
analysis indicated that a total sample size of 191 (at Level 2) is needed. We expected that ~5% of
participants may need to be dropped due to missing data or failing attention check items. Thus,
we intended to recruit at least 200 couples to ensure enough data for adequately powered tests.
A total of 205 couples completed the online survey. Participants were given four items embed-
ded throughout the questionnaire from the Directed Questions Scale (Maniaci & Rogge, 2014)
which detects attentional issues and random responding. Items are face valid, giving partici-
pants instructions such as “This is a control question. Mark ‘mostly true’ and move on.”
Twenty-eight (6.8%) participants who responded incorrectly to one or more of the four items
were dropped from analyses, resulting in a final analytic sample of 177 couples.

On average, wives were 53.28 years old (SD = 9.60) and husbands were 55.50 years old
(SD = 10.14). Wives' race/ethnicity breakdowns are as follows: 89.8% White, 2.8% Black, 3.4%
Asian, 3.4% Hispanic, and 0.6% Pacific Islander. Husbands' race/ethnicity breakdowns are as fol-
lows: 88.7% White, 4.0% Black, 2.8% Asian, 3.4% Hispanic, 0.6% Pacific Islander, and 0.6% are
mixed race. Wives and husbands reported an average combined household income of $70,000 to
$79,000. Wives' highest educational attainments were as follows: 0.6% had less than a high school
degree, 18.1% had a high school degree, 20.3% completed some college, 11.3% had an associates'
degree, 34.5% had a bachelors' degree, and 15.3% had a graduate degree. Husbands' highest educa-
tional attainments were as follows: 1.7% had less than a high school degree, 21.5% had a high
school degree, 19.2% completed some college, 9.6% had an associates' degree, 32.8% had a bache-
lors' degree, and 15.3% had a graduate degree. Wives reported an average relationship length of
26.50 years (SD = 12.31) and husbands reported an average relationship length of 26.40 years
(SD = 12.29). Finally, 98.9% of wives and 99.4% of husbands reported living with their spouse.

2.3 | Measures

If less than 10% of items from a single measure were missing, the missing items were imputed
with the participant's average score on the remainder of the scale. If more than 10% of items on a
measure were missing, the participant's data on this measure was not used. Missing items were
not imputed for inventories which assess for discrete events that are not expected to be correlated.

2.3.1 | Support provision

The number of supportive behaviors enacted over the past 7 days was assessed with the Support
in Intimate Relationships Rating Scale-Revised (SIRRS; Barry, Bunde, Brock, & Lawrence,
2009). The 25-item scale measures different types of support: informational support (e.g., “Gave
my partner suggestions about how to handle a situation”), physical comfort (e.g., “Hugged my
partner or cuddled with my partner”), esteem/emotional support (e.g., “Told my partner every-
thing would be OK”), and tangible support (e.g., “Offered to do something to help my partner
directly with their situation”). Participants indicated how many times they did these things
from 0 to 7+ times. Overall composite scores of support provision were obtained by averaging
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all 25 items. However, as the SIRRS also contains four subscales, each containing four to eight
items, we also calculated participants' scores on each the subscales by averaging the relevant
items; these subscale scores were used in place of the overall support provision score in explor-
atory analyses (alphas ranged from .89–.95 for wives and .87–.95 for husbands). Missing items
were not imputed for this scale, as the scale assessed discrete events that are not expected to be
correlated.

2.3.2 | Support effectiveness

Support recipients' perceptions of the effectiveness of support behaviors enacted by their part-
ner over the past 7 days were assessed with the Social Support Effectiveness Questionnaire
(Rini & Dunkel Schetter, 2010). For each of four types of partner support (emotional, physical,
informational, and tangible), participants read a brief description of the type of support before
responding to questions assessing: (a) how well the quantity of the support matched the amount
needed (0 = very poor to 4 = excellent); (b) the extent to which the respondent wished it had
been different somehow (0 = not at all different to 4 = very different); (c) how good was the part-
ner at providing support (0 = not good at all to 4 = very good at it); (d) how difficult it was to get
support (0 = never difficult to get to 4 = always difficult to get); and (e) how often the partner
offered the support without being asked (0 = never offered to 4 = always offered). Responses
were summed so that scores of each subscale can range from 0 to 20 and total scores can range
from 0 to 80, with higher scores indicating more effective support during that time period. Sub-
scales for type of support (emotional, physical, information, and tangible) were created by sum-
ming the relevant items and these scores were used in place of the overall support score in
exploratory analyses (alphas ranged from .89–.97 for wives and .86–.96 for husbands). For par-
ticipants with less than 10% of items missing (n = 3), missing data was imputed with the partici-
pant's average score on the remainder of the scale. No participants missed more than 10% of
items on this scale.

2.3.3 | Stress mindset

To assess stress mindset, participants completed the Stress-mindset Measure (Crum et al.,
2013). The eight-item scale assesses the degree to which participants perceive stress as enhanc-
ing or debilitating (e.g., “The effects of stress are positive and should be utilized,” “Experiencing
stress debilitates my performance and productivity”). Participants answered on a 0 (strongly dis-
agree) to 4 (strongly agree) Likert-type scale. Consistent with prior work (Crum et al., 2013), a
composite score was obtained by reverse scoring the four negative items and then averaging all
eight items. A higher mean score represents a more stress-is-enhancing mindset whereas a
lower score represents a more stress-is-debilitating mindset (αwife = .88, αhusband = .90). There
was no missing data on this scale.

2.3.4 | Perception of partner's stress mindset

To assess how participants perceive their partner's stress mindset, the Stress-mindset Measure
(Crum et al., 2013) was modified such that participants answered questions about what their
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partner believes (e.g., “My partner believes the effects of stress are negative and should be
avoided”). A composite score was obtained by reverse scoring the four negative items and then
averaging all eight items. A higher mean score represents a more stress-is-enhancing mindset,
whereas a lower score represents a more stress-is-debilitating mindset (αwife = .91,
αhusband = .92). There was no missing data on this scale.

2.3.5 | Stressful events

The Revised Daily Hassles Scale (Holm & Holroyd, 1992) was used to assess stressors experi-
enced over the past 7 days. The measure consists of 48 items listing possible hassles in different
domains including financial concern (e.g., “Concerns about money for emergencies”), time
pressures (e.g., “Too many things to do”), work hassles (e.g., “Problems getting along with fel-
low workers”), environmental hassles (e.g., “Concerns about news events”), family hassles
(e.g., “Problems with one's children”), and health hassles (e.g., “Concerns about bodily func-
tions”). For each item, participants indicated whether the hassle occurred for them over the
past 7 days (0 = did not occur), and if it did occur, they responded on a 5-point Likert scale how
severe the hassle was (1 = occurred, not severe, 5 = occurred, extremely severe). A measure of the
number of hassles that occurred over the past 7 days was created by taking a count of the num-
ber of items endorsed, with scores ranging from 0 to 48. Frequency, rather than severity, of the
stressors was used in order to reduce overlap with stress mindset, which may influence the
severity ratings (αwife = .91, αhusband = .91). Missing items were not imputed for this scale, as
the scale assessed discrete events that are not expected to be correlated.

2.3.6 | Optimism

The revised Life Orientation Test (LOT; Scheier, Carver, & Bridges, 1994) was used to assess dis-
positional optimism. Participants were asked to indicate their agreement with 10 items (four of
which are filler items) on a scale ranging from 0 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). To cre-
ate composite scores, negatively worded items (e.g., “I rarely count on good things happening
to me”; “If something can go wrong for me, it will”) were reverse scored and summed with pos-
itively worded items (e.g., “I'm always optimistic about my future”; “In uncertain times, I usu-
ally expect the best”). Scores on this measure can range from 0 to 24 (αwife = .91,
αhusband = .90). There was no missing data on this scale.

2.3.7 | Neuroticism

Participants completed the Eysenck Personality Questionnaire (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1978) to
assess their trait neuroticism. This 23-item questionnaire asks spouses to answer yes or no
questions about their negative affectivity (e.g., “Are you a worrier?”, “Are you touchy about
some things?”). Responses were coded such that 0 = no and 1 = yes and responses were
summed to create the composite score (αwife = .91, αhusband = .92). For participants with less
than 10% of items missing (n = 3), missing data was imputed with the participant's average
score on the remainder of the scale. No participants were missing more than 10% of items on
this scale.
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2.3.8 | Relationship satisfaction

The 16-item Couples Satisfaction Index (CSI-16; Funk & Rogge, 2007) was used to assess rela-
tionship satisfaction. Individuals rated items such as “Our marriage is strong” on a 6-point scale
from 0 = not at all true to 5 = completely true. One item, however, was assessed on a 7-point
scale (“Please indicate the degree of happiness, all things considered, of your relationship”;
0 = extremely unhappy and 6 = perfect). Composites scores were calculated by summing all
items, with a possible range of 0 to 81 (αwife = .98, αhusband = .98). For participants with less
than 10% of items missing (n = 1), missing data was imputed with the participant's average
score on the remainder of the scale. One participant was missing more than 10% of the items on
this scale and did not receive a scale score.

3 | RESULTS

3.1 | Analytic plan

Prior to conducting analyses, all predictor variables were standardized to facilitate comparison
of the parameter estimates. Husbands' and wives' effects were estimated simultaneously within
the same equations using the dual-intercept model outlined by Raudenbush, Brennan, and
Barnett (1995) in Stata version 14 (StataCorp, 2015).1

Hypothesis 1 was tested using the following equations:
Level 1:

SupportOutcomeij =Husbandðβ0j + β1jOwnMindsetij + β2jPerceivedPartnerMindsetij

+ β3jNeuroticismij + β4jOptimismij + β5jStressij + β6jSatisfactionij

+ β7jPartnerStressij + β8jPartnerMindsetijÞ+Wifeðβ9j + β10jOwnMindsetij

+ β11jPerceivedPartnerMindsetij + β12jNeuroticismij + β13jOptimismij

+ β14jStressij + β15jSatisfactionij + β16jPartnerStressij }2B β17jPartnerMindsetijÞ+eij:

Level 2:

β0j-17j = γ00 – 170:

Hypothesis 2 was tested by adding HusbandMindset×HusbandStress and WifeMindset×
WifeStress interaction terms to the Level 1 equation.

Analyses for Hypotheses 1 and 2 were each conducted with both primary outcome vari-
ables (support providers' reports of support given and support recipients' reports of the
effectiveness of support received), for a total of four primary analyses. Each of these four
analyses was also tested without control variables (Hypothesis 1: stress, neuroticism, opti-
mism, relationship satisfaction, partner's stress, and partner's stress mindset; Hypothesis 2:
neuroticism, optimism, relationship satisfaction, partner's stress, and partner's stress
mindset) to examine whether effects remain the same without adjusting for controls.
Results for the main analyses conducted without controls as well as analyses for each sub-
type of support (emotional, physical, informational, and tangible) are available in the
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Appendix S1; results of these robustness checks were consistent with the results reported
below.

3.2 | Descriptive statistics

Means, SDs, and zero-order correlations are presented in Tables 1 and 2. In general, wives and
husbands reported a large number of stressors occurring over the past 7 days; 16.25 (SD = 8.76)
and 15.26 (SD = 9.01) stressful events, on average, respectively. Notably, wives and husbands
also reported holding a more stress-is-debilitating mindset on average (wives: mean = 1.27,
SD = .75; husbands: mean = 1.16, SD = .79) and perceiving their partner as having a more
stress-is-debilitating mindset on average (wives: mean = 1.19, SD = .74; husbands: mean = 1.07,
SD = .81). In fact, only 37 wives (20.9%) and 29 husbands (16.4%) reported holding a more
stress-is-enhancing mindset (i.e., reporting a score at or above the midpoint of the scale of 2)
and only 3 (1.7%) wives and 2 (1.1%) husbands reported a truly stress-is-enhancing mindset
(i.e., a score of 3 or above), indicating a restricted range in the stress mindset scores in our sam-
ple. Husbands' and wives' own mindset were highly correlated with their perception of their
partner's mindset (wives, r = .55, p = <.001; husbands, r = .59, p = <.001). Partners' stress min-
dsets were also highly correlated with each other (r = .49, p = <.001), indicating that couples
tend to share similar stress mindsets. Also of note, tests of zero-order correlations did not reveal
significant associations between stress mindset and either support provision or support effec-
tiveness for husbands or wives (support provision: wives' r = .09, p = .212, husbands' r = −.05,
p = .479; support effectiveness: wives' r = .07, p = .365, husbands' r = .11, p = .147).

Hypothesis 1 The main effect of stress mindset on support provision and effectiveness.

The first goal of the study was to examine whether individuals' stress mindset, as well as
their perception of their partner's stress mindset, were associated with support provision
and support effectiveness, as rated by their partner. For support provision, results of the
multilevel model (shown in Table 3) show that wives' own stress mindset was significantly,
positively associated with their own reports of their support provision (B = .27, p = .027),

TABLE 1 Descriptive statistics of all study variables

Range

Wives Husbands

Mean SD Mean SD

Support provision 0–7 2.58 1.48 2.61 1.51

Support effectiveness 0–80 51.24 19.25 57.08 16.69

Stress mindset 0–4 1.27 .75 1.16 .79

Perception of partner's stress mindset 0–4 1.19 .74 1.07 .81

Neuroticism 0–23 9.00 6.23 6.02 5.75

Optimism 0–24 14.35 5.20 14.28 4.99

Stressful events 0–48 16.25 8.76 15.26 9.01

Relationship satisfaction 0–81 58.44 18.90 62.42 17.30

Note: N = 177 couples.
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indicating that wives holding a more stress-is-enhancing mindset provided more support to
their partner, contrary to our hypothesis. Wives' perceptions of their partner's stress
mindset were not significantly associated with wives' reports of their own support provision
(B = −.31, p = .080). The effect of wives' stress mindset and perception of partner's mindset
on their support provision did not significantly differ (χ2 = .05, p = .831), indicating that
wives' stress mindset was not a stronger predictor of support provision than wives' percep-
tions of partner's stress mindset. For husbands, neither their own stress mindset nor their
perception of their partner's stress mindset were significantly associated with reports of
their own support provision (own stress mindset: B = −.17, p = .164; perception of partner's
stress mindset: B = −.18, p = .257). Further analysis revealed that the effect of own stress
mindset on support provision was significantly stronger for wives than for husbands, indi-
cating a true gender difference (χ2 = 6.49, p = .011).

For support effectiveness, results of the multilevel model (shown in Table 3) indicate that
husbands' and wives' own stress mindset was not significantly associated with their partner's
reports of support effectiveness (husbands: B = −.25, p = .843; wives: B = −1.58, p = .206). How-
ever, husbands' perceptions of their partner's stress mindset were significantly, positively associ-
ated with their partner's reports of support effectiveness (B = 4.09, p = .014), indicating that
husbands who perceive their partner as having a more stress-is-enhancing mindset provided bet-
ter support to their partner, which was again contrary to our predictions. The effect of husbands'
stress mindset and husbands' perception of partner's stress mindset on their support effectiveness
did significantly differ (χ2 = 5.34, p = .021), indicating that husbands' perceptions of partner's
stress mindset was a stronger predictor of their support effectiveness than their own stress
mindset. Finally, wives' perception of partner's stress mindset was not significantly associated
with their partners' reports of support effectiveness (B = −.59, p = .741). Further analyses indi-
cated the effect of perceptions of partner's stress mindset was not significantly stronger for hus-
bands than for wives, suggesting that this is not a robust gender difference and should be
interpreted with caution (χ2 = 3.66, p = .056).

TABLE 2 Correlations between all study variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Support provision .73*** .39*** .09 −.08 −.09 .22** .35*** .43***

2. Support
effectiveness

.33*** .67*** .07 .03 −.34*** .37*** −.04 .77***

3. Stress mindset −.05 .11 .49*** .55*** −.30*** .17* −.13 .11

4. Perception of
partner's stress
mindset

.06 .02 .59*** .56*** −.20** .13 −.15* .07

5. Neuroticism .06 −.30*** −.30*** −.16* .22** −.57*** .38*** −.42***

6. Optimism .08 .19* .28*** .15* −.50*** .25*** −.23** .40***

7. Stressful events .25** .00 −.11 .00 .46*** −.24** .72*** −.10

8. Relationship
satisfaction

.34*** .75*** .08 .05 −.33*** .27*** −.03 .84***

Notes: N = 177 couples. Correlations for husbands appear below the diagonal and correlations for wives appear above the
diagonal.
*p < .05.; **p < .01.; ***p < .001.
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Hypothesis 2 The moderating role of stress on the association between stress mindset and sup-
port provision.

The second goal of the study was to examine whether individuals' own stress may moderate
the effects of their stress mindset on support provision and effectiveness. As seen in Table 3, the

TABLE 3 Results of multilevel models

Hypothesis 1:
support
provision

Hypothesis 1:
support
effectiveness

Hypothesis 2:
support
provision

Hypothesis 2:
support
effectiveness

Husband

Constant 2.61 (.09)*** 51.24 (.95)*** 2.61 (.09)*** 50.97 (.95)***

Stress mindset −.17 (.12) −.25 (1.26) −.17 (.12) −.06 (1.25)

Perception of
partner's stress
mindset

−.18 (.16) 4.09 (1.66)* −.19 (.16) 3.82 (1.65)*

Neuroticism .22 (.13) .69 (1.29) .22 (.13) .90 (1.28)

Optimism .18 (.11) 2.11 (1.13) .18 (.11) 2.30 (1.12)*

Stressful events .11 (.15) .69 (1.52) .11 (.15) .55 (1.51)

Relationship
satisfaction

.56 (.10)*** 12.92 (1.03)*** .56 (.10)*** 12.91 (1.02)***

Partner's stress
mindset

.47 (.15)** −2.31 (1.55) .47 (.15)** −2.34 (1.53)

Partner's stress .30 (.14)* −1.10 (1.42) .30 (.14)* −1.12 (1.40)

Stress
mindset × stress

−.02 (.10) −2.48 (1.00)*

Wife

Constant 2.58 (.09)*** 57.04 (.96)*** 2.57 (.09)*** 56.92 (.95)***

Stress mindset .27 (.12)* −1.58 (1.25) .28 (.12)* −1.28 (1.27)

Perception of
partner's stress
mindset

−.31 (.17) −.59 (1.79) −.31 (.18) −.81 (1.79)

Neuroticism .08 (.13) −2.39 (1.32) .08 (.13) −2.28 (1.31)

Optimism .25 (.12)* .95 (1.20) .26 (.12)* 1.05 (1.19)

Stressful events .58 (.14)*** 3.28 (1.47)* .57 (.14)*** 3.06 (1.47)*

Relationship
satisfaction

.60 (.11)*** 10.18 (1.11)*** .59 (.11)*** 10.03 (1.11)***

Partner's stress
mindset

.08 (.16) 1.12 (1.69) .08 (.16) 1.08 (1.67)

Partner's stress .03 (.13) −1.20 (1.38) .04 (.14) −1.03 (1.38)

Stress
mindset × stress

−.04 (.10) −1.01 (1.00)

Notes: SEs in parentheses. Bold indicates parameters of interest that are significant. N = 177 couples.
*p < .05.; **p < .01.; ***p < .001.
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interaction between stress and stress mindset was not significantly associated with support pro-
vision for husbands or wives (husbands: B = −.02, p = .872; wives: B = −.04, p = .705). For sup-
port effectiveness, results of the multilevel model (shown in Table 3) revealed that the
interaction between husbands' stress mindset and husbands' stress was significantly associated
with wives' reports of their husbands' support effectiveness (B = −2.48, p = .013). However,
decomposing this interaction revealed that the overall pattern of results was not as hypothe-
sized. As seen in Figure 1, it appears that husbands holding a more stress-is-debilitating
mindset provided more effective support, as rated by their partner, when coping with higher
levels of their own stress compared to husbands holding a stress-is-enhancing mindset. How-
ever, tests of simple slopes for stress mindset at one standard deviation above and below the
mean (which represent a more stress-is-debilitating and more stress-is-enhancing mindset,
respectively) indicate that the slopes are not significantly different from zero (−1 SD: z = 2.42,
p = .141; +1 SD: z = −2.54, p = .101). Thus, the significant interaction appears to be driven by
extreme scores (beyond 1 SD) on stress mindset. For wives, the interaction between their stress
mindset and their level of stress was not significantly associated with husbands' reports of sup-
port effectiveness (B = −1.01, p = .313). There was no gender difference in the effect of the
interaction between stress mindset and stress on support effectiveness (χ2 = 1.08, p = .299).

4 | DISCUSSION

The goal of the current study was to examine the potential relevance of a novel antecedent for
support provision. Namely, we examined whether individuals' stress mindset (i.e., the extent
that one believes stress is enhancing or that stress is debilitating) is associated with individuals'
likelihood of providing support and the effectiveness of that support. Those with a stress-is-
enhancing mindset tend to have more adaptive responses under stress in comparison to those
with a stress-is-debilitating mindset (Crum et al., 2013); thus they tend to underestimate others'
needs under stress and provide less support (Ben-Avi et al., 2018). Consequently, we predicted
that individuals with a stress-is-enhancing mindset would report providing less support to their
partner and their partner would rate their support as less effective. We also examined whether
the effects of stress mindset are moderated by the context; that is whether providers' experiences
of stress will interact with their stress mindset to influence support provision. Given that those

FIGURE 1 Effects of husbands'

stress mindset by husbands' stress on

wives' reports of support effectiveness.

Note: The interaction between

husbands' stress mindset and husbands'

stress was significantly associated with

wives' reports of their husbands' support

effectiveness (B = −2.48, p = .013)
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with a stress-is-enhancing mindset tend to have more adaptive responses under stress, we
predicted that their support provision will remain more stable under stress, whereas those with
a stress-is-debilitating mindset will have more difficulty providing support when they are
stressed. Thus, the current study investigated how qualities of the support provider and the rela-
tional context may be associated with the way that spouses provide support to one another.

Overall, the results of the study provided little support for our hypotheses. First, although
wives' stress mindset was significantly associated with their support provision, this effect was in
the opposite direction of our hypothesis: wives with a more stress-is-enhancing mindset pro-
vided more support to their partner. Similarly, there was a significant association between hus-
bands' perceptions of their partners stress mindset and their support effectiveness, but again,
husbands who perceived their partner as holding a more stress-is-enhancing mindset provided
more effective support to their partner, contrary to our hypothesis. Second, when examining the
potential interaction between providers' stress mindset and their own stress levels, only one
effect out of four emerged as significant, and again, it was opposite of what was predicted. It
appeared that husbands holding a more stress-is-debilitating mindset provided more effective
support, as rated by their partner, when coping with higher levels of their own stress compared
to husbands holding a stress-is-enhancing mindset; however, the slopes were not significantly
different from zero (see Figure 1). Thus, only three statistically significant results emerged in
this study and all three effects were opposite of the hypothesized direction, providing very little
evidence to suggest that individuals' stress mindset plays a notable role in shaping support pro-
vision within romantic relationships.These results raise the question of whether stress mindset
has interpersonal consequences to the same degree that it has intrapersonal ones. Most research
on the consequences of stress mindset have focused on whether individuals' beliefs about stress
may influence their coping responses to stressful experiences (e.g., Crum et al., 2013; Crum
et al., 2017). To date, only one prior study has examined the potential interpersonal conse-
quences of stress mindset; notably, this study relied on hypothetical scenarios to examine
whether stress mindset may be linked to support provision in the workplace (Ben-Avi et al.,
2018). Given the paucity of work examining the interpersonal consequences of stress mindset, it
is possible that stress mindset does not explain much of the variance in relationship function-
ing. In other words, stress mindset might matter more for how individuals respond to their own
stress and not for how they respond to others' stress. This lack of interpersonal consequences
might be especially likely when the other is a close romantic partner. When individuals do not
have full knowledge of others' needs in a context like the workplace, they might fall back on
their own beliefs to determine how to provide support. However, in a romantic relationship
there are stronger interdependence and relationally-oriented concerns that are essential for
maintaining the relationship, and thus, individuals may not rely on their general beliefs about
stress to inform their actions in the relationship. Other factors may instead be more likely to
shape support processes, such as attachment styles and interpersonal orientations, goals, and
motives, that are more proximal to relationship processes (Cavallo et al., 2016; Collins &
Feeney, 2000; Crocker & Canevello, 2008; Kappes & Shrout, 2011).

The results of the current study should be interpreted cautiously in light of several important
limitations of the data. First, as previously mentioned, on average participants reported holding a
more stress-is-debilitating mindset in the current study. Although this finding is generally consis-
tent with prior work, our sample nonetheless seemed to exhibit a more restricted range of scores
on this measure. The means reported in the current study (1.16 for wives and 1.27 for husbands)
are lower than means reported in prior work, which tend to range from 1.5 to 1.7 (Crum et al.,
2013; Crum et al., 2017; Kilby & Sherman, 2016). Moreover, only three (1.7%) wives and two
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(1.1%) husbands reported a mindset score at or above 3, which clearly indicates a stress-is-
enhancing mindset. It is not entirely clear why our sample had such a restricted range of stress
mindset scores on the stress-is-enhancing side; however, this fact may have influenced the results.
In fact, it is worth noting that the only prior study to examine (and find) interpersonal conse-
quences of stress mindsets reported that their sample held a stress-is-enhancing mindset on aver-
age (mean: 3.22, SD: 1.13; Ben-Avi et al., 2018), and this is the only study on stress mindset in
which participants reported holding a stress-is-enhancing mindset on average.

A second limitation is that the current study was cross-sectional in nature. Thus, individuals
were asked to retrospectively report their stressors and behaviors from the last 7 days.
Given that retrospective reports, particularly of specific relationship behaviors such as
support, are often biased (i.e., sentiment override effects; Weiss, 1984), the data provided may
not have accurately captured support exchanges between partners. Future research may want
to consider examining the effects of stress mindset on support processes using a daily diary
design in order to more precisely examine naturally occurring support provision within the
relationship.

4.1 | Conclusions

To summarize, the results of the current study do not provide convincing evidence that stress
mindset plays an important role in shaping support provision among couples. Nonetheless, this
is the first study to examine the potential effects of stress mindset in the context of romantic
relationships. Thus, future research is needed to replicate these results and determine whether
stress mindset does indeed have interpersonal consequences or whether this construct is more
applicable to individual well-being.
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ENDNOTE
1 We expected that some same-sex couples would be present in the sample. Thus in our preregistered analyses
we intended to treat dyads as indistinguishable and test for gender differences with two- and three-way tests of
moderation respectively for Hypotheses 1 and 2. However, the final sample consisted only of different-sex cou-
ples, therefore it was more parsimonious, and provided greater power, to treat the sample as distinguishable by
sex and use dual-intercept models. Tests for gender differences were conducted by testing whether husband
and wife parameters from the same model significantly differed.

REFERENCES
Ames, D. R. (2004). Strategies for social inference: A similarity contingency model of projection and stereotyping

in attribute prevalence estimates. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 87, 573–585. https://doi.org/
10.1037/00223514.87.5.573

Bar-Kalifa, E., & Rafaeli, E. (2013). Disappointment's sting is greater than help's balm: Quasi-signal detection of
daily support matching. Journal of Family Psychology, 27, 956–967. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034905

Barry, R. A., Bunde, M., Brock, R. L., & Lawrence, E. (2009). Validity and utility of a multidimensional model of
received support in intimate relationships. Journal of Family Psychology, 23, 48–57. https://doi.org/10.1037/
a0014174

NGUYEN ET AL. 15

https://doi.org/10.1037/00223514.87.5.573
https://doi.org/10.1037/00223514.87.5.573
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034905
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014174
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014174


Ben-Avi, N., Toker, S., & Heller, D. (2018). “If stress is good for me, it's probably good for you too”: Stress
mindset and judgment of others' strain. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 74, 98–110. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jesp.2017.09.002

Bodenmann, G., Meuwly, N., Germann, J., Nussbeck, F. W., Heinrichs, M., & Bradbury, T. N. (2015). Effects of
stress on the social support provided by men and women in intimate relationships. Psychological Science, 26,
1584–1594. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797615594616

Bradbury, T. N., & Karney, B. R. (2004). Understanding and altering the longitudinal course of marriage. Journal
of Marriage and Family, 66, 862–879. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0022-2445.2004.00059.x

Brock, R. L., & Lawrence, E. (2014). Intrapersonal, interpersonal, and contextual risk factors for overprovision of
partner support in marriage. Journal of Family Psychology, 28, 54–64. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035280

Brown, S. L., Nesse, R. M., Vinokur, A. D., & Smith, D. M. (2003). Providing social support may be more benefi-
cial than receiving it: Results from a prospective study of mortality. Psychological Science, 14, 320–327.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9280.14461

Cavallo, J. V., Zee, K. S., & Higgins, E. T. (2016). Giving the help that is needed: How regulatory mode impacts
social support. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 42, 1111–1128. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0146167216651852

Collins, N. L., & Feeney, B. C. (2000). A safe haven: An attachment theory perspective on support seeking and
caregiving in intimate relationships. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 78, 1053–1073. https://doi.
org/10.1037//0022-3514.78.6.1053

Coyne, J. C., & DeLongis, A. (1986). Going beyond social support: The role of social relationships in adaptation.
Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 54, 454–460. https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-006X.54.4.454

Coyne, J. C., & Smith, D. A. (1994). Couples coping with a myocardial infarction: Contextual perspective on
patient self-efficacy. Journal of Family Psychology, 8, 43–54. https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.8.1.43

Crocker, J., & Canevello, A. (2008). Creating and undermining social support in communal relationships: The
role of compassionate and self-image goals. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 95, 555–575.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.3.555

Crum, A. J., Akinola, M., Martin, A., & Fath, S. (2017). The role of stress mindset in shaping cognitive, emo-
tional, and physiological responses to challenging and threatening stress. Anxiety, Stress & Coping, 30,
379–395. https://doi.org/10.1080/10615806.2016.1275585

Crum, A. J., Salovey, P., & Achor, S. (2013). Rethinking stress: The role of mindsets in determining the stress
response. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 104, 716–733. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031201

Cutrona, C. E., Shaffer, P. A., Wesner, K. A., & Gardner, K. A. (2007). Optimally matching support and perceived
spousal sensitivity. Journal of Family Psychology, 21, 754–758. https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.21.4.754

Epley, N., Keysar, B., Van Boven, L., & Gilovich, T. (2004). Perspective taking as egocentric anchoring and
adjustment. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 87, 327–339. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.87.
3.327

Eysenck, H. J., & Eysenck, S. B. G. (1978). Manual for the Eysenck personality questionnaire. Kent, England:
Hodder & Stoughton.

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Lang, A.-G., & Buchner, A. (2007). G*Power 3: A flexible statistical power analysis pro-
gram for the social, behavioral, and biomedical sciences. Behavior Research Methods, 39, 175–191. https://
doi.org/10.3758/BF03193146

Feeney, B. C., & Collins, N. L. (2015). A new look at social support: A theoretical perspective on thriving through
relationships. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 19, 113–147. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1088868314544222

Finkel, E. J., Hui, C. M., Carswell, K. L., & Larson, G. M. (2014). The suffocation of marriage: Climbing Mount
Maslow without enough oxygen. Psychological Inquiry, 25, 1–41. https://doi.org/10.1080/1047840X.2014.
863723

Funk, J. L., & Rogge, R. D. (2007). Testing the ruler with item response theory: Increasing precision of measure-
ment for relationship satisfaction with the couples satisfaction index. Journal of Family Psychology, 21,
572–583. https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.21.4.572

Gleason, M. E. J., & Iida, M. (2015). Social support. In J. Simpson & J. Dovidio (Eds.), APA handbook of personal-
ity and social psychology, Volume 2: Interpersonal relationships and group processes (pp. 351–370).
Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.

16 NGUYEN ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2017.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2017.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797615594616
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0022-2445.2004.00059.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035280
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9280.14461
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167216651852
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167216651852
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.78.6.1053
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.78.6.1053
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-006X.54.4.454
https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.8.1.43
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.3.555
https://doi.org/10.1080/10615806.2016.1275585
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031201
https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.21.4.754
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.87.3.327
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.87.3.327
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193146
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193146
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868314544222
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868314544222
https://doi.org/10.1080/1047840X.2014.863723
https://doi.org/10.1080/1047840X.2014.863723
https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.21.4.572


Holm, J. E., & Holroyd, K. A. (1992). The daily hassles scale (revised): Does it measure stress or symptoms?
Behavioral Assessment, 14, 465–482.

Iida, M., Seidman, G., Shrout, P. E., Fujita, K., & Bolger, N. (2008). Modeling support provision in intimate rela-
tionships. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 94, 460–478. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.
3.460

Inagaki, T. K., & Eisenberger, N. I. (2012). Neural correlates of giving support to a loved one. Psychosomatic Med-
icine, 74, 3–7. https://doi.org/10.1097/PSY.0b013e3182359335

Kappes, H. B., & Shrout, P. E. (2011). When goal sharing produces support that is not caring. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 37, 662–673. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167211399926

Karney, B. R., & Bradbury, T. N. (1995). The longitudinal course of marital quality and stability: A review of the-
ory, methods, and research. Psychological Bulletin, 118, 3–34. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.118.1.3

Kilby, C. J., & Sherman, K. A. (2016). Delineating the relationship between stress mindset and primary
appraisals: Preliminary findings. Springerplus, 5, 336. https://doi.org/10.1186/s40064-016-1937-7

Krueger, J. I. (2007). From social projection to social behaviour. European Review of Social Psychology, 18, 1–35.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463280701284645

Lichtman, R. R., Taylor, S. E., & Wood, J. V. (1988). Social support and marital adjustment after breast cancer.
Journal of Psychosocial Oncology, 5, 47–74. https://doi.org/10.1300/J077v05n03_03

Maniaci, M. R., & Rogge, R. D. (2014). Caring about carelessness: Participant inattention and its effect on
research. Journal of Research in Personality, 48, 61–83. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2013.09.008

Marigold, D. C., Cavallo, J. V., Holmes, J. G., & Wood, J. V. (2014). You can't always give what you want: The
challenge of providing social support to low self-esteem individuals. Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology, 107, 56–80. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0036554

McCrae, R. R. (1990). Controlling neuroticism in the measurement of stress. Stress Medicine, 6, 237–241. https://
doi.org/10.1002/smi.2460060309

Neff, L. A., & Karney, B. R. (2017). Acknowledging the elephant in the room: How stressful environmental con-
texts shape relationship dynamics. Current Opinion in Psychology, 13, 107–110. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
copsyc.2016.05.013

Pasch, L. A., & Bradbury, T. N. (1998). Social support, conflict, and the development of marital dysfunction. Jour-
nal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 66, 219–230. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.66.2.219

Pearlin, L. I., & McCall, M. E. (1990). Occupational stress and marital support: A description of microprocesses.
In J. Eckenrode & S. Gore (Eds.), Stress between work and family (pp. 39–60). New York, NY: Plenum.

Rafaeli, E., & Gleason, M. E. (2009). Skilled support within intimate relationships. Journal of Family Theory &
Review, 1, 20–37. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-2589.2009.00003.x

Raudenbush, S. W., Brennan, R. T., & Barnett, R. C. (1995). A multivariate hierarchical model for studying psy-
chological change within married couples. Journal of Family Psychology, 9, 161–174. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0893-3200.9.2.161

Repetti, R. L. (1989). Effects of daily workload on subsequent behavior during marital interaction: The roles of
social withdrawal and spouse support. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 57, 651–659. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0022-3514.57.4.651

Revenson, T. A. (1994). Social support and marital coping with chronic illness. Annals of Behavioral Medicine,
16, 122–130. https://doi.org/10.1093/abm/16.2.122

Rini, C., & Dunkel Schetter, C. (2010). The effectiveness of social support transactions in intimate relationships.
In J. Davila & K. Sullivan (Eds.), Support processes in intimate relationships (pp. 26–27). New York, NY:
Oxford University Press.

Rusbult, C. E., & Arriaga, X. B. (2000). Interdependence in personal relationships. In W. Ickes & S. Duck (Eds.),
The social psychology of personal relationships (pp. 79–108). Chichester, England: Wiley.

Scheier, M. F., Carver, C. S., & Bridges, M. W. (1994). Distinguishing optimism from neuroticism (and trait anxi-
ety, self-mastery, and self-esteem): A reevaluation of the life orientation test. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 67, 1063–1078. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.67.6.1063

StataCorp. (2015). Stata statistical software: Release 14. College Station, TX: Author.
Tomova, L., von Dawans, B., Heinrichs, M., Silani, G., & Lamm, C. (2014). Is stress affecting our ability to tune

into others? Evidence for gender differences in the effects of stress on self-other distinction.
Psychoneuroendocrinology, 43, 95–104. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psyneuen.2014.02.006

NGUYEN ET AL. 17

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.3.460
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.3.460
https://doi.org/10.1097/PSY.0b013e3182359335
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167211399926
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.118.1.3
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40064-016-1937-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463280701284645
https://doi.org/10.1300/J077v05n03_03
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2013.09.008
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0036554
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2460060309
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2460060309
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2016.05.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2016.05.013
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.66.2.219
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-2589.2009.00003.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.9.2.161
https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.9.2.161
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.57.4.651
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.57.4.651
https://doi.org/10.1093/abm/16.2.122
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.67.6.1063
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psyneuen.2014.02.006


Updegraff, J. A., & Taylor, S. E. (2000). From vulnerability to growth: Positive and negative effects of stressful life
events. In J. H. Harvey & E. D. Miller (Eds.), Loss and trauma: General and close relationship perspectives
(pp. 3–28). New York, NY: Brunner-Routledge.

Verhofstadt, L. L., Buysse, A., Ickes, W., Davis, M., & Devoldre, I. (2008). Support provision in marriage: The role
of emotional similarity and empathic accuracy. Emotion, 8, 792–802. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013976

Weiss, R. L. (1984). Cognitive and behavioral measures of marital interaction. In K. Hahlweg & N. S. Jacobson
(Eds.), Marital interaction: Analysis and modification (pp. 232–252). New York, NY: Guilford.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Additional supporting information may be found online in the Supporting Information section
at the end of this article.

How to cite this article: Nguyen TTT, Neff LA, Williamson HC. The role of stress
mindset in support provision. Pers Relationship. 2020;1–18. https://doi.org/10.1111/pere.
12302

18 NGUYEN ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013976
https://doi.org/10.1111/pere.12302
https://doi.org/10.1111/pere.12302

	The role of stress mindset in support provision
	1  INTRODUCTION
	1.1  Are beliefs about stress associated with support provision?
	1.2  Does stress mindset interact with stressful contexts to predict support provision?
	1.3  The present study

	2  METHOD
	2.1  Procedure
	2.2  Participants
	2.3  Measures
	2.3.1  Support provision
	2.3.2  Support effectiveness
	2.3.3  Stress mindset
	2.3.4  Perception of partner's stress mindset
	2.3.5  Stressful events
	2.3.6  Optimism
	2.3.7  Neuroticism
	2.3.8  Relationship satisfaction


	3  RESULTS
	3.1  Analytic plan
	3.2  Descriptive statistics

	4  DISCUSSION
	4.1  Conclusions

	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	Endnote
	REFERENCES


