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ABSTRACT  

   

Individuals in a romantic relationship may avoid discussing certain topics with 

their partner, often to avoid relational and emotional risk. This strategy is known as topic 

avoidance and may be an important factor for individuals in turbulent romantic 

relationship to consider due to the importance of communicating with a partner. The 

associations between characteristics such as openness, relationship satisfaction, and 

perceived partner unresponsiveness, and topic avoidance have not been directly studied 

within dogmatism literature. However, dogmatism, defined as a person’s relative 

openness (or closedness) to new information, may be an important construct associated 

with topic avoidance that strengthens the associations between perceived partner 

unresponsiveness, and topic avoidance, and weakens the association between openness, 

relationship satisfaction, and topic avoidance. Using data from 334 individuals in 

romantic relationships, results revealed that perceived partner unresponsiveness was 

positively associated with State of the Relationship, relationship satisfaction was 

positively associated with Conflict-Inducing and Negative Life Experiences, such that as 

scores on relationship satisfaction and perceived partner unresponsiveness increased, 

topic avoidance scores also increased. Openness was not associated with Topic 

Avoidance. Additionally, as predicted, dogmatism moderated the association between 

relationship satisfaction and State of the Relationship Topic Avoidance, the associations 

between perceived partner unresponsiveness and State of the Relationship Topic 

Avoidance and Negative Life Experiences Topic Avoidance. This research has important 

implications for clinicians working with individuals who present with relational concerns
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and exhibit dogmatic behavior. Limitations and future directions are discussed.
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CHAPTER 1 

PROBLEM IN PERSPECTIVE 

Individuals have a fundamental need to belong (Baumeister & Leary, 1995); as 

such, social contact and connection in close relationships, specifically the relationship 

one has with their romantic partner, is important and necessary for normal functioning 

(Miller, 2018). Communication with one’s romantic partner may be one way in which 

individuals help to establish close and intimate connections (Guerrero, Anderson, & 

Afifi, 2018; Laurenceau, Barrett, & Rovine, 2005); however, some individuals may be 

more inclined to avoid conversations about specific topics with their romantic partner.  

Engaging in topic avoidance is considered a relational behavior that is defined as a 

communicative activity in which individuals avoid discussing a specific topic with a 

partner (Afifi & Guerrero, 2000; Dailey & Palomares, 2004).  

Topic avoidance has been widely studied in the literature (see Guerrero & Afifi, 

1995a, Guerrero & Afifi, 1995b). Previous research has suggested that specific 

characteristics, such as openness, are related to closedness behaviors; for example, 

engaging in topic avoidance (Baxter & Wilmot, 1985). However, beyond specific 

individual traits, relational factors, such as relationship satisfaction, may also play a role 

in the amount that partners choose to engage in topic avoidance. Indeed, research has 

shown that, on average, individuals who are less satisfied with their relationship tend to 

engage in more topic avoidance with their partner (Caughlin et al., 2000; Caughlin & 

Golish, 2002; Golish, 2002; Vangeslisti, 1994). Beyond openness and relationship 

satisfaction, Miller (2018) notes that perceived partner responsiveness (i.e., the belief that 

a partner will be responsive to your needs), is the most important component related to 
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intimacy in relationships, which is related to sharing, or not sharing, with a partner 

(Sternberg, 1987, 2006). As such, dogmatism may also be significant motivation for 

engaging in topic avoidance; however, to date, research has not examined this possible 

moderator associated with the aforementioned variables. 

Dogmatism or, an individual’s level of relative flexibility, may be an important 

trait to consider when determining the associations between openness, relationship 

satisfaction, and perceived partner unresponsiveness with topic avoidance. Given the 

plethora of research that suggests that dogmatism may be a negative relational behavior 

that is associated with lessening communication with others (Caughlin & Vangelisti, 

2000; Shearman & Levine, 2006), an area of interest is to examine how dogmatism may 

moderate the association between openness, relationship satisfaction, and perceived 

partner unresponsiveness and topic avoidance. The current study aims to address this 

literature gap by examining data from individuals who are currently in a romantic 

relationship. 

Topic Avoidance 

 Research on topic avoidance sprung from researchers seeking to understand other 

types of closedness communication behaviors besides secret keeping, a frequently studied 

phenomenon within verbal communication literature (Baxter & Wilmot, 1985; Guerrero 

& Affifi, 1995a; Mikkelson, & Hesse, 2009). Both secret keeping and topic avoidance are 

methods of information control and types of closed communicative behaviors but differ 

in terms of the content of discussion (Knobloch & Carpenter-Theune, 2004). Specifically, 

partners may self-disclose information to their romantic partner over the course of their 

relationship (Miller, 2018); however, there are specific topics (i.e., “taboo topics”) that 
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are commonly avoided in discussions with one’s romantic partner. When a partner avoids 

these taboo topics, they are engaging in topic avoidance. 

A “taboo topic” is a topic of which that both partners are aware of, but do not 

wish to speak about to avoid individual or relational risk (Guerrero & Afifi, 1995). Baxter 

and Wilmot (1985) originally identified six common “taboo” topics that partners 

commonly avoid discussing in their romantic relationship. These included: (a) state of the 

relationship, mentioned by 67% of partners (b) extra-relationship activity, mentioned by 

31% of partners; (c) relationship norms, mentioned by 25.3% of partners; (d) prior 

relationships, mentioned also by 25.3% of partners; (e) conflict-inducing topics, 

mentioned by 21.8% of partners; (f) negatively-valenced self-disclosure, mentioned by 

17.2% of partners. More recently, Anderson, Kunkel, and Dennis (2011) found that 

reasons for topic avoidance in regards to sexual experiences include: a) “Past Should be 

Past”, mentioned by 47% of partners, indicating that the partner believed that what their 

partner did in the past does not need to be discussed presently; (b) “Identity/Measuring 

Up”, mentioned by 43% of partners, indicating that the partner does not want to compare 

themselves to their partners’ prior partners, or that they feel insecure about their partners’ 

previous partners ; (c) relational threat, mentioned by 33% of partners, indicating that 

discussing this may cause conflict with their partner; and (d) emotional upset, mentioned 

by 25.5% of partners, indicating feelings of jealousy or embarrassment. 

Associations with openness. Relational dialectic theorists (Baxter & Erbert, 

1999) have regarded balancing openness and closedness as essential to the growth of 

intimate relationship. Furthermore, this balance is augmented as time progresses within 

the relationship; as relationships progress in intimacy, the “breadth” and “depth” of 
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communication topics broadens (Miller, Perlman, & Brehm, 2007, p. 162). 

Communication researchers have used openness and disclosure synonymously, indicating 

a close negative association between openness and topic avoidance (Petronio, 2010). 

Further, Baxter and Wilmot (1985) writes that “topic avoidance is a type of closedness in 

close relationships” (p. 253), indicating that openness, the opposite of closedness, is 

associated with topic avoidance. As topic avoidance is a behavior in which individuals 

keep information away from a partner, individuals high in openness engage in less topic 

avoidance as a function of this dialectical process (Miller, Perlman, & Brehm, 2007; 

Petronio, 2010). Based on prior literature, it is hypothesized that openness will be 

negatively associated with topic avoidance across all topic avoidance areas. 

Associations with relationship satisfaction. Although a level of topic avoidance 

is important, on average, the more topics individuals avoid in a relationship, the less 

satisfied they are in the relationship (Dillow, Dunleavy, & Weber, 2009; Golish, 2000). 

According to the Communication Privacy Management framework (Petronio, 2002), 

which suggests that disclosure is based in a rule-based management system, individuals 

who feel less satisfied with their romantic partner may engage in topic avoidance more 

frequently than individuals who are highly satisfied (Caughlin et al., 2000; Caughlin & 

Golish, 2002; Golish, 2002; Vangeslisti, 1994). For example, Caughlin and Golish (2002) 

found that this effect may be because dissatisfied individuals may conclude that the 

individual and relational risks outweigh the benefits of engaging (Cupach & Metts, 1995; 

Petronio & Martin, 1986; Shimanoff, 1985; Vangelisti, 1994). Further, literature suggests 

that an individual’s relationship satisfaction, or dissatisfaction may be related to how they 

frequently they perceive themselves engaging in topic avoidance (Caughlin & Golish, 
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2002). As such, it is hypothesized that relationship satisfaction will be negatively 

associated with topic avoidance across all topic avoidance areas. 

Associations with perceived partner unresponsiveness. According to Guerrero 

and Afifi (1995), individuals have specific individual and relational motivations for 

engaging in topic avoidance. One relational motivation is perceived partner 

unresponsiveness. Perceived partner unresponsiveness has been found to be associated 

with lower levels of intimacy (Laurenceau & Bolger, 2005; Laurenceau, Barrett & 

Pietromonaco, 1998; Laurenceau, Rovine, & Barrett, 2005). According to Reis and 

Shaver (1988), intimacy within a romantic relationship can be considered a result of an 

individual communicating personally relevant and revealing information to their partner 

and feeling as though their partner will be responsive. As such, individuals who perceive 

their partner as unresponsive may also avoid topics with their partner. Further, if an 

individual perceives their partner is unresponsive, further disclosure may be avoided 

(Laurenceau, Barrett, & Rovine, 2005). Based on this literature, it is hypothesized that 

partners who perceive their partner to be unresponsive (i.e., perceived partner 

unresponsiveness) will report engaging in topic avoidance. Certain traits, which are 

enduring characteristics that shape behavior consistently across relationships, may be 

important to consider when researching topic avoidance, especially those that appear to 

be especially important in how an individual relates to others.   

Possible Moderating Associations of Dogmatism  

Dogmatism is related to how an individual relates and perceives their beliefs, 

rather than what an individual believes (Sasse, 2014). Altemeyer (2002) defines 

dogmatism as a “relatively unchangeable, unjustified certainty” (p.713), which may 
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reflect a close-minded belief system (Johnson, 2009). Further, dogmatism reflects an 

authoritarian personality wherein, despite contrary evidence, individuals cling to their 

beliefs, despite mounting opposing evidence. Importantly, although colloquially 

associated with religiosity and conservatism, dogmatism does not discriminate across 

different religions, and is not considered a religious specific construct.  

Caughlin and Vangelisti (2000) examined the associations between flexibility, 

which is closely related to dogmatism, and communication avoidance behaviors in a 

sample of married couples. The researchers found that flexibility was negatively 

associated with communication avoidance for both husbands and wives, which suggests 

that individuals who are highly dogmatic may avoid topics with their partners. Research 

with collegiate individuals has shown that individuals who are high in dogmatism and 

faced with information that differs from their own will “above all be motivated to act so 

that the threat is reduced, and the anxiety is allayed” (Rokeach, 1960, p. 62). This 

suggests that individuals who are highly dogmatic may avoid communication with their 

partner to reduce possible threat. 

Although some, albeit limited, research has examined similar constructs, such as 

flexibility, and their associations with withdrawing from communication behavior within 

romantic relationships (Caughlin & Vangelisti, 2000), research has not examined relative 

enduring traits, such as dogmatism, and their associations with topic avoidance.  Given 

this, there is a need for more research to consider how dogmatism may moderate the 

associations between different individual and relational characteristics, specifically 

openness, relationship satisfaction, and perceived partner unresponsiveness and topic 

avoidance.   
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The Present Study 

The first goal of the present study was to examine the associations between 

openness, relationship satisfaction, and perceived partner unresponsiveness and topic 

avoidance. A second goal of the present study was to examine possible moderating 

associations of dogmatism on these associations. Based on prior literature (e.g., Dillow et 

al., 2009; Golish, 2000), it is hypothesized that both openness (H1a) and relationship 

satisfaction (H1b) would be negatively associated with topic avoidance, whereas 

perceived partner unresponsiveness (H1c) would be positively associated with topic 

avoidance. Further, it was hypothesized that dogmatism would weaken the association 

between openness (H2a) and relationship satisfaction (H2b) and topic avoidance. 

Additionally, it was hypothesized that dogmatism would strengthen the association 

between perceived partner unresponsiveness (H2c) and topic avoidance. 
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CHAPTER 2 

METHOD 

Participants 

 Participants were recruited from Listservs and organizations from a large 

university in the southwestern part of the United States, as well as social media (e.g., 

Facebook). Participants who met the following criteria were invited to participate: (1) be 

at least 18 years old and (2) currently in a romantic relationship for at least 3 months.  

Four hundred and seventy-six interested participants completed the survey online. 

Of the 476 partners, 162 were removed due to incomplete data.  Of the 162 cases, 20 

cases were used by imputing means for questions that were not answered. The final 

sample was comprised of 334 participants. The majority of the sample was female (N = 

315; 94.3% female), with 16 identifying as male (4.8%), and three participants identify as 

“other” (0.9%).  

In this sample, the majority of the participants identified as White (N = 291; 

87.1%), with 15 identifying as from multiple races (4.5%), 15 identifying as 

Latino/Latina/Latinx/Hispanic (4.2%), nine identifying as Asian (2.7%), three identifying 

as Black or African American (0.9%), and one identifying as American Indian or Alaska 

Native (0.3%). 

Overall, the sample was well educated with the majority reporting having 

completed a bachelor’s degree (N = 141; 42.2%), 83 completed a graduate or 

professional degree (24.9%), 67 completed some college (20.1%), six completed a 

vocational degree (1.8%), 22 completed an Associate’s degree (6.6%), and 14 of 

participants reported having a high school diploma or equivalent (4.2%).  
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The overall sample had a high yearly household income with the majority 

reporting earning more than $100,00 per year (N = 131; 39.2%), 126 reported earning 

$50,000-$99,999 (37.7%), 60 of participants reported earning $20,000-$49,999 (18.0%), 

10 reported earning less than $9,999 per year (3.0%), and seven reported earning 

$10,000-$19,999 per year (2.1%). 

Participant’s relationship length varied considerably, with an average length of 

9.54 years (SD = 8.13 years), ranging from four months to 45 years.  

Procedure 

Interested participants responded to a Qualtrics survey link. The first page of the 

Qualtrics survey link contained a copy of the informed consent. If the participant declined 

participation, the Qualtrics survey was programmed to automatically skip to the end of 

the survey and thank participants for their participation. If a participant agreed to 

participate, they were then asked screening questions to ensure they met the criteria for 

participation.  

Ineligible participants were automatically directed to the end of the survey, where 

a new screen appeared thanking them for their participation. Eligible participants were 

invited to complete the online survey that contained measures related to dogmatism, topic 

avoidance, perceived partner unresponsiveness, openness, and relationship satisfaction, 

which took approximately 30 minutes to complete. The instructions were standard so that 

each participant received the exact same instruction. Following completion, participants 

had the opportunity to enter into a drawing for one of ten $15 gift cards to Amazon. 

Payment was distributed upon completion of data collection. 

Measures 
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 Screening. Participants were screened to ensure they meet requirements for this 

study (see Appendix A). 

Demographic questionnaire. Participants were asked to fill out a standard 

demographic questionnaire which evaluated information regarding their race/sex, 

ethnicity, combined household income, and their highest level of education attained (see 

Appendix B).  

Openness. Research has suggested that dogmatism and openness may be 

inversely related (Rokeach, 1960; Sasse, 2005). Given this negative association, openness 

was adjusted for in the analyses. Openness was measured using a revised openness 

subscale of the NEO PI-R personality inventory, which measures traits of openness, 

including curiosity, imagination, artistic, wideness of interests, excitable, and 

unconventionality (McCrae & Costa, 1992) (see Appendix C). The Openness subscale is 

comprised of 10-items and is on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Disagree 

Strongly) to 7 (Agree Strongly). Sample questions include, “I see myself as someone who 

‘Is original, comes up with new ideas’” and “I see myself as someone who ‘Is curious 

about many different things’”. The openness subscale of the NEO PI-R displayed 

acceptable reliability (α = .76).  

Relationship satisfaction. Research has suggested that a bidirectional 

relationship exists between topic avoidance and relationship satisfaction within dating 

partners (Merrill & Afifi, 2012). Given this, relationship satisfaction was adjusted for in 

the analyses. Relationship satisfaction was measured using the Satisfaction subscale of 

the Revised Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Busby, Christensen, Crane, & Larson, 1995). This 

four-item subscale assesses the degree of satisfaction an individual feel within their 
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romantic relationship, as it relates to stability and conflict (see Appendix D). Response 

options are on a six-point Likert scale ranging from 0 (All the time) to 5 (Never). Sample 

questions include, “How often do you discuss or have considered divorce, separation, or 

terminating the relationship?” and “How often do you and your partner quarrel?”. A 

higher sum score on the scale indicates higher levels of stability and less conflict within 

the relationship. The Satisfaction subscale displayed acceptable reliability (α = .79).  

Perceived partner unresponsiveness. Perceived partner unresponsiveness was 

measured using the Partner Unresponsiveness subscale of the expanded version of 

Guerrero and Afifi’s 1995 Reasons for Topic Avoidance Scale (Guerrero & Afifi, 1995) 

(see Appendix E). Participants are asked to rate the reasons why they avoid topics with 

their partner, on a seven- point scale ranging from 1 (Never) to 7 (Always). The subscale 

used includes questions such as, “My partner will probably be unresponsive”. A higher 

mean score on the scale indicate higher levels of perceived partner unresponsiveness The 

Perceived Partner Unresponsiveness scale displayed good reliability in the current sample 

(α = .80). 

Topic avoidance The Topic Avoidance Frequency Scale (Dailey & Palomares, 

2004) was used to assess frequency of engaging in topic avoidance within a variety of 

types of relationships, including romantic relationships (see Appendix F).  Topic 

avoidance frequencies were measured using topics drawn from a previous measure of 

Topic Avoidance (Guerrero Afifi, 1995a) and were rated on a seven-point Likert-type 

scale ranging from 1 (Never) to 7 (Always). For the purpose of this study, four subscales 

(topics), each with five items, were used including: State of The Relationship Topic 
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Avoidance, Prior Sexual/Relationship Experiences Topic Avoidance, Conflict-Inducing 

Topic Avoidance, and Negative Life Experiences Topic Avoidance.  

Questions ask participants to indicate how often they avoid the specified 

conversation topic with their partner. A sample question for State of the Relationship 

Topic Avoidance is, “Where our relationship stands”. A sample question for Prior 

Sexual/Relationship Experiences Topic Avoidance includes, “Experiences with ex-

girlfriends or boyfriends”. A sample question about Conflict Inducing Topic Avoidance 

includes, “Topics we know we disagree on”. A sample question about Negative Life 

Experience Topic Avoidance includes, “Embarrassing experiences”. A higher mean score 

on each of the subscales indicate higher levels of topic avoidance within that area of topic 

avoidance. 

 Each subscale displayed good reliability with reliabilities for each type of topic 

avoidance ranging from .87 to .95 (State of the relationship, α = .95; Prior 

sexual/relationship experience, α = .95; Conflict-Inducing, α = .88; Negative life 

experiences, α = .87). 

Dogmatism. Dogmatism was measured using the DOG Scale (Altemeyer, 2002). 

The DOG Scale is designed to measure a person’s relative inflexibility and certainty 

about their beliefs (see Appendix G). Response options are on a nine-point Likert-type 

scale ranging from -4 (Strongly Disagree) to 4 (Strongly Agree); items were then 

rescored so that response options reflected a 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 9 (Strongly Agree) 

scale, based on recommendations from the author (Altemeyer, 2002). Sample questions 

include: “Anyone who is honestly and truly seeking the truth will end up believing what I 

believe” and “There are so many things we have not discovered yet, nobody should be 
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absolutely certain his beliefs are right”. A higher mean score on the DOG scale indicates 

higher levels of individual dogmatism. The DOG scale displayed excellent reliability in 

the current sample (α = .90). 

Covariates 

 According to Field (2018), it is important to include covariates in order to reduce 

the possibility that other variables may influence the association between the main study 

variables. Topic avoidance within romantic relationships tends to decrease across the 

relationship (Buck & Plant, 2011). Given this, relationship length (in months) was 

included as a covariate in the current analyses.  

Data Analysis 

Data for this study were gathered via Qualtrics (Qualtrics, Provo, UT). Once data 

collection was complete, the data were downloaded from Qualtrics to SPSS Statistics 

Version 25 (IBM Corp.) Before beginning analyses, the data were examined for 

completeness and 143 incomplete cases were filtered out using ‘Select Cases’ function. 

From the sample of 334, initial tests were run to test for assumptions of normality (e.g., 

skewness, histograms, stem and leaf plots). In testing for the assumption of normality, it 

was found that relationship satisfaction was significantly negatively skewed (-2.0.) 

Relationship satisfaction was adjusted by log transformation (Hayes, 2018). The scores 

were transformed using log 10, where a value of 1 was added to the lowest reported score 

and each individual score was subtracted from that value. In the current sample, the 

lowest reported score regarding relationship satisfaction was 20; adding a value of 1, this 

became 21, and each individual score was subtracted from this, and then transformed 



           

14 

using log 10. After completing these transformations, the variables reflected a normal 

distribution with a nonsignificant skew (.11), suggesting more interpretable results. 

A multiple regression was conducted to determine the main effect of openness, 

relationship satisfaction, and perceived partner unresponsiveness (Model 1), and the 

interaction of dogmatism on the association between these variables (Model 2) (Field, 

2018). Independent variables (i.e., openness, relationship satisfaction, and perceived 

partner unresponsiveness) were entered into step 1, and the interaction terms (i.e., 

dogmatism*IV) were entered into step 2. By entering the interaction terms at step 2, one 

could determine if the interactions of dogmatism resulted in a significant addition to the 

variance accounted for in topic avoidance frequency above and beyond the main effects 

of these variables, across all areas of topic avoidance frequency.  
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CHAPTER 3 

RESULTS 

Descriptives 

Participants in this study reported medium to high levels of openness (M = 5.04; 

SD = 0.81), which suggests that participants were relatively open. Participants in this 

study also reported average to high levels of relationship satisfaction (M = 15.33; SD = 

2.58; range = 1-20), which suggests that individuals were highly satisfied with their 

relationship. Overall, participants scored low on perceived partner unresponsiveness (M = 

2.78; SD = 1.53; range = 1-7), which suggest that individuals did not find themselves 

avoiding topics because they believed their partner would be unresponsive. 

Results showed that participants reported low to medium levels of topic 

avoidance across all types of topic avoidance. On scale from 1-7, participants scored an 

average of 2.43 on State of the Relationship Topic Avoidance (SD = 1.84, range = 1-7), 

an average of 3.39 on Prior Sexual/Relationship Experiences Topic Avoidance (SD = 

1.86, range = 1-7), an average of 3.30 on  Conflict Inducing Topic Avoidance (SD = 1.34, 

range = 1-6.8), and an average of 2.91 on Negative Experiences Topic Avoidance  (SD = 

4.1, range = 1-6.8). Overall, these results suggest that individuals did not avoid topics 

very frequently. 

Participants reported low to medium levels of dogmatism (M = 3.74; SD = 1.20; 

range = 1-7.9), which suggest that participants in this sample had open-minded belief 

systems that were not rigid. Complete descriptive information for the main study 

variables can be found in Table 2. 
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Correlations among the main study variables can be found in Table 3. Notably, 

results showed statistically significant negative correlations between Relationship 

Satisfaction and Topic Avoidance Frequency for State of the Relationship (r = -.19, p = 

.001), Conflict Inducing Topics (r = -.22, p < .001), and Negative Life Experiences (r = -

.20 p < .001). 

Hypothesis Testing 

H1a: Openness and topic avoidance. H1 hypothesized that there would be a 

negative association between openness and topic avoidance, such that high openness 

would be associated with low topic avoidance. Results showed no significant main effect 

of openness on topic avoidance across all areas (State of the Relationship, β = -.04, p > 

.05; Past Sexual/Relationship Experiences, β = -.03, p > .05; Conflict Inducing Topics, β 

= -.11, p > .05; Negative Life Experiences, β = -.14, p > .05). This suggests that openness 

was not associated with topic avoidance in the current sample. As such, H1 was not 

supported. 

H1b: Relationship satisfaction and topic avoidance. H1b hypothesized there 

would be a negative association between relationship satisfaction and topic avoidance, 

such that high relationship satisfaction would be associated with low topic avoidance. 

Results showed no significant main effect of relationship satisfaction on State of the 

Relationship (β = .62, p >.05), Previous Sexual/Relationship (β = .54, p > .05), and 

Negative Life Experiences (β = .44, p >.05). Interestingly, results showed a significant 

positive main effect of relationship satisfaction on Conflict-Inducing topics (β = .86, p = 

.05), which suggests relationship satisfaction was positively associated with high 
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Conflict-Inducing Topic avoidance. Overall, results did not support H2b, which 

hypothesized that satisfaction would be negatively associated with topic avoidance.  

H1c: Perceived partner unresponsiveness and topic avoidance. H1c 

hypothesized that there would be a positive association between perceived partner 

unresponsiveness and topic avoidance, such that high perceived partner unresponsiveness 

would be associated with high topic avoidance. Results showed a significant positive 

main effect of perceived partner unresponsiveness across the following areas of topic 

avoidance: State of the Relationship (β = .26, p < .001), Conflict Inducing Topics (β = 

.24, p < .001), and Negative Life Experiences (β = .25, p < .001); however, results did not 

show a main effect of perceived partner unresponsiveness on Prior Sexual/Relationship 

Experience (β = .54, p > .05). In sum, H1c was partially supported. 

Moderating Associations of Dogmatism  

Openness. H2a hypothesized that dogmatism would moderate the negative 

association between openness and topic avoidance, such that dogmatism would weaken 

the positive association between openness and topic avoidance. Results showed that 

dogmatism did not moderate the association between openness and topic avoidance, 

across all areas (State of the Relationship, β = .02, p > .05; Prior Sexual/Life Experiences, 

β = .05, p > .05; Conflict Inducing, β = .09, p > .05; Negative Life Experiences, β = -.03, p 

> .05).  

Relationship satisfaction. H2b hypothesized that dogmatism would moderate the 

association between relationship satisfaction and topic avoidance, such that dogmatism 

would strengthen the negative association between relationship satisfaction and topic 

avoidance. Results showed that dogmatism did not moderate the association between 



           

18 

relationship satisfaction and topic avoidance for Prior Sexual/Life Experiences (β = .55, p 

> .05), Conflict Inducing Topics (β = -.51, p > .05), and Negative Life Experiences (β = -

.76, p > .05) topics. However, results did show dogmatism moderated the positive 

association between relationship satisfaction and State of the Relationship topic 

avoidance frequency by weakening the positive association, β = -1.14, p = .03. As shown 

in Figure 1, for participants who reported high relationship satisfaction and high 

dogmatism, participants, on average, reported lower State of the Relationship topic 

avoidance as compared to those who reported low dogmatism.  

Perceived partner unresponsiveness. H2c hypothesized that dogmatism would 

moderate the association between perceived partner unresponsiveness and topic 

avoidance, such that dogmatism would strengthen the negative association between these 

variables. There was no indication of a significant interaction of dogmatism on the 

association between perceived partner unresponsiveness and topic avoidance across Prior 

Sexual/Life Experiences (β = -.12, p > .05) and Conflict Inducing Topics (β = .03, p > 

.05). 

Results did, however, show dogmatism moderated the positive association 

between partner unresponsiveness and State of the Relationship topic avoidance 

frequency, β = .20, p = .003, such that when participants reported high perceived partner 

unresponsiveness and high dogmatism, participants reported higher State of the 

Relationship topic avoidance frequency, compared to those who reported low dogmatism 

(see Figure 2). 

Results also revealed that dogmatism moderated the positive association between 

perceived partner unresponsiveness and Negative Life Experiences topic avoidance 
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frequency, β = .13, p = .008, such that when participants reported higher perceived 

partner unresponsiveness topic avoidance frequency and high dogmatism, participants 

reported higher Negative Life Experiences topic avoidance frequency as compared to 

those who reported low dogmatism (see Figure 3). 
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CHAPTER 4 

DISCUSSION 

The goal of this study was to examine how openness, relationship satisfaction, 

and perceived partner unresponsiveness were associated with topic avoidance among 

individuals in a romantic relationship. Additionally, this study examined a possible 

moderating effect of dogmatism on the association between these variables, as 

dogmatism is thought to lessen relational communication (Caughlin & Vangelisti, 2000). 

Overall, the main study hypotheses were partially supported, depending on the types of 

topics participants reported avoiding. Interesting moderating effects of dogmatism on the 

association between relationship satisfaction and perceived partner unresponsiveness and 

specific topic avoidance areas were found and described below.   

Associations between Openness, Relationship Satisfaction, Perceived Partner 

Unresponsiveness and Topic Avoidance  

Overall, results did not show a significant negative association between openness 

and topic avoidance, areas as hypothesized. This may be due to the measure chosen for 

openness, given that the measure used appears to be measuring the construct of openness 

to experiences as it relates to personality, rather than the openness vs. closedness dialectic 

construct (Golish, 2000). Additionally, individuals in this sample scored, on average, 

high on openness. This suggests that there may be a restriction of range on openness in 

this study. Given that a restricted range is associated with reduced statistical power, there 

is a high likelihood that reduced power may have increased the chance of a Type II error 

(Sackett, Lievens, Berry, & Landers, 2007). 
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A significant positive association was found between relationship satisfaction and 

Conflict Inducing topic avoidance. This was interesting given research that suggests that, 

on average, individuals who are more satisfied will avoid less topics than those who are 

more satisfied (Dillow et al., 2009; Golish, 2000). However, the results may be reflecting 

the notion that individuals in this sample, while satisfied, may report avoiding topics that 

may cause conflict with their partner, which could potentially end in the break-up of the 

relationship (Baxter & Wilmot, 1985). Additionally, it is unclear what topics are conflict-

inducing for individuals in this study as specific conflict-inducing topics were not 

addressed. Related, topics that cause conflict vary across individuals and their 

relationships. 

Significant positive associations were found between perceived partner 

unresponsiveness and topic avoidance, across State of the Relationship, Conflict 

Inducing, and Negative Life Experiences. This association is largely consistent with 

literature that suggest that perceived partner unresponsiveness is essential for increasing 

the breadth and depth of information shared with a romantic partner (e.g., Ohtsubo et al., 

2014). Additionally, literature on topic avoidance has noted perceived partner 

unresponsiveness as one important motivation for topic avoidance (Guererro, 1995a); 

however, results from this study did not find a significant positive association between  

perceived partner unresponsiveness and Prior Sexual/Relationship Experiences. This is 

interesting given prior research that suggests that perceived partner unresponsiveness is 

one motivation for topic avoidance (Guerrero & Afifi, 1995a). This null result may be 

because other types of motivations are associated Prior Sexual/Relationship Experiences 

topic avoidance more so than perceived partner unresponsiveness; On average, 
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participants scored below the center on perceived partner unresponsiveness. For example, 

in Baxter and Wilmot (1985), researchers found that for individuals who endorsed 

avoiding topics related to prior relationship, 27% reported that this was because the past 

is irrelevant. “Past is irrelevant” may have been a significant motivation for individuals in 

this sample, given that individuals in this sample were in relationships, on average, a long 

period of time.   

Moderating Effects of Dogmatism 

In partial support of the hypothesis, results showed a significant interaction of 

dogmatism on the association between relationship satisfaction and State of the 

Relationship topic avoidance, such that when individuals reported high relationship 

satisfaction, those who reported high dogmatism reported higher topic avoidance as 

compared to those who reported low dogmatism. This suggests that individuals’ reports 

of report inflexibility and authoritarianism (i.e., dogmatism) are associated with greater 

aspects of topic avoidance, which is consistent with literature that suggests high dogmatic 

individuals may decrease communication with a partner (Caughlin & Vangelisti, 2000). 

Based on a sample of married individuals, Caughlin and Vangelisti (2000) concluded that 

highly flexible individuals are unlikely to be involved in a relationship in which partners 

avoid communication. Given this, individuals who remain satisfied with their relationship 

may cope by avoiding more topics with their partner. 

Results also showed that dogmatism moderated the associations of perceived 

partner unresponsiveness and topic avoidance across State of the Relationship, Prior 

Sexual/Relationship Experiences, and Negative Life Experiences, as hypothesized. This 

may be because individuals who believe their partner may disagree with their strongly 
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held beliefs, might avoid topics more frequently than an individual who does not carry 

strongly held beliefs. This is consistent with literature that suggests that individuals often 

avoid topics to avoid individual risk, such as embarrassment, or relational risk, such as 

relationship conflict (Petronio, 2002; Petronio, 2004), which may be the case of 

individuals who report being highly dogmatic.  

Limitations 

It is important to note limitations of this study. First, generalizability to other 

samples may be limited due to the relatively homogeneous sample collected. Specifically, 

the majority of the participants were female, self-identified as White, and held a  

bachelor’s degree .  Research has consistently shown that women tend to be more 

emotionally expressive than men, and that this translates in into more self-disclosure, a 

close concept to topic avoidance (Kuebli & Fivush, 1992). As such, including a larger 

sample of men in future studies may help to increase the variability of responding on the 

main study variables. Additionally, previous research has shown that a curvilinear 

association exists between dogmatism and education, which suggests that for individuals 

with low levels of education and high levels of education, dogmatism tends to be higher; 

individuals with medium levels of education tend to score low on dogmatism (Keith, 

1981). Given this, a more representative sample of education may have increased 

variability on dogmatism, which may produce more generalizable results. 

Furthermore, the majority of the participants were in relationships for a relatively 

long period of time, with an average length of nine and a half years. Topic avoidance 

frequency and reasons for topic avoidance may differ among individuals who, for 

example, have been in a relationship for a shorter amount of time. For example, research 
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based on a sample of couples found that 97% of individuals in married relationships 

reported avoiding at least one topic, while only 63% of individuals in dating relationships 

reported avoiding at least one topic with their partner (Baxter & Wilmot, 1985). Along 

these lines, another limitation of the study was that relationship status was not measured. 

Once married, romantic love tends to decrease (Miller, 2018), and intimacy and 

commitment increase (Ahmetoglu, Swami, & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2010). Given these 

characteristics, associations may differ depending participants’ relationship status.  

Lastly, it is important to note the limitation of the study’s cross-sectional design. 

Given the cross-sectional design, causal inferences cannot be determined due to “the lack 

of temporal elements that could indicate temporal precedence” (Spector, 2019, p. 125), 

which suggests one cannot determine if there are other spurious variables that are causing 

the associations between variables. A longitudinal design would allow the examination of 

the associations between the study variables across time, which would allow researchers 

to determine if there is a change in outcome measures after change in the predictor 

variables.  

Implications and Future Directions 

 Future studies may consider including additional measures of reasons why 

partners avoid the topics that they do with their partner. For example, researchers may 

consider including motives such as self-protection, relationship protection, and social 

inappropriateness. By including these, it may be interesting to see if positive associations 

are found between those motivations and Prior Sexual/Relationship Experiences topic 

avoidance, given the lack of association between perceived partner unresponsiveness and 



           

25 

this variable. Further, it would also be important to look at the associations between other 

motivations and the topic areas, as well.  

 While results showed significant moderating effects of dogmatism on a few of the 

associations, there are still significant gaps in literature as it relates to dogmatism and 

how it may be associated with topic avoidance. For example, it is not clear if dogmatism 

is important across other types of relationships, such as in friendships, or in parent/child 

families. It may also be important to study how dogmatism is associated with other 

proxies for communication frequency within relationships, such as intimacy.  

 Given the results of this study, counselors who provide therapy for individuals 

who present with relational concerns, such as communicating with one’s romantic 

partner, may wish to pay attention to how the individual talks about their beliefs, as 

individuals who are unwavering and authoritarian in their beliefs, or dogmatic, may 

experience trouble communicating with their partner. As such, counselors can help 

clients increase their awareness about why they decide to avoid communication with their 

partner, which, in turn, may lead to greater communication within their relationship 

(Hepburn, Crane, Barnhofer, Duggan, Fennell, & Williams, 2010 
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APPENDIX A 

SCREENING QUESTIONS 
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1. Are you 18 years old or older? Yes/No 

 

2. Are you in a currently romantic relationship? Yes/No 

 

3.  Have you and your partner been in a relationship for at least 3 months? Yes/No 
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APPENDIX B 

DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE 
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4. What is your sex? 

1. Female 

2. Male 

3. Other, please specify: ________ 

5.   What is your race/ethnicity? 

1. White 

2. Black or African American 

3. Latino/Latina/Latinx/Hispanic 

4. Asian 

5. American Indian or Alaskan Native 

6. Native Hawaiian 

7. From Multiple races 

8. Other: please specify 

6.  What is the total combined income of your household? 

1. Less than $9,999 

2. $10,000 - $19,999 

3. $20,000 - $49,000 

4. $50,000 - $99,999 

5. More than $100,000 

7.   What is your highest level of education? 

1. Did not finish High School 

2. High School Diploma or GED 

3. Associates Degree (2-year degree) 

4. Vocational Degree 

5. Some College 

6. Bachelor’s Degree 

7. Graduate Degree (Masters, Ph.D, JD, MD etc) 

8. Other (Please specify): _____________ 

 

8. In months, how long have you and your romantic partner been in a relationship? 
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APPENDIX C 

BIG FIVE INVENTORIES 
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(Goldberg, 1993) 

 

I see Myself as Someone Who... 

 

 

    1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

Strongly Disagree              

 Strongly Agree 

 

 

____1. Is original, comes up with new ideas 

____2. Is curious about many different things 

____3. Is ingenuous, a deep thinker 

____4. Has an active imagination 

____5. Is inventive 

____6. Values artistic, aesthetic experiences 

____7. Prefers work that is routine 

____8. Likes to reflect, play with ideas 

____9. Has a few artistic interests 

____10. Is sophisticated in art, music, or literature 
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APPENDIX D 

REVISED DYADIC ADJUSTMENT SCALE (RDAS) 
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(Busby, Christensen, Crane, & Larson, 1995) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Most persons have disagreements in their relationships. Please indicate below the 
approximate extent of agreement or disagreement between you and your partner 
for each item on the following list. 
 
 

   Almost Occa- Fre- Almost  

 Always Always sionally quently Always Always 

 Agree Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Disagree 

1. Religious matters 5 4 3 2 1 0 

2. Demonstrations of 5 4 3 2 1 0 

 affection       

3. Making major decisions 5 4 3 2 1 0 

4. Sex relations 5 4 3 2 1 0 

5. Conventionality (correct 5 4 3 2 1 0 

 or proper behavior)       

6. Career decisions 5 4 3 2 1 0 

    More    

  All Most of often Occa-   

 the time the time than not sionally Rarely Never 

7. How often do you discuss      

 or have you considered 0 1 2 3 4 5 

 divorce, separation, or       

 terminating your       

 relationship       

8. How often do you and 0 1 2 3 4 5 

 your partner quarrel?       

9. Do you ever regret that 0 1 2 3 4 5 

 you married (or lived       

 together)?       

10. How often do you and 0 1 2 3 4 5 

 your mate “get on each       

 other’s nerves”?       
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How often would you say the following events occur between you and 

your mate?   

   Less than Once or Once or   

   once a twice a twice a 

Once 

a More 

  Never month month week day often 

12. Have a stimulating 0 1 2 3 4 5 

 exchange of ideas       

13. Work together on a 0 1 2 3 4 5 

 project       

14. Calmly discuss 0 1 2 3 4 5 

 something       
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APPENDIX E 

REVISED MOTIVATIONS FOR TOPIC AVOIDANCE SCALE 

(GUERRERO & AFIFI, 1995) 
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1. My partner will probably be unresponsive 

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Always 

2. My partner lacks knowledge relevant to my problems 

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Always 

3. My partner would view the issue as “trivial” 

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Always 

4. It would be futile to talk about it with my partner 

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Always 
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APPENDIX F 

EXPANDED TOPIC AVOIDANCE FREQUENCY SURVEY 

(DAILEY & PALOMARES, 2004) 
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How often do you avoid these topics with your partner? 

 

For each of the topics listed, please circle the number that reflects how often, in general, 

you avoid the specific topic in conversation with your partner: 

 

Thing of each topic listed as a category, using provided examples only to get a sense of 

the general category. 

 

 “1” indicates that you never avoid the topic in conversations with your partner. 

 “7” indicates that you always avoid the topic in conversation with your partner. 

 “2” through “6” indicate degrees in between never and always 
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1. Where our relationship stands    

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Always 

2. How we feel about the relationship 

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Always 

3. What the relationship will lead to. 

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Always 

4. The type of relationship we want. 

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Always 

5. In-depth conversation about feelings toward one another 

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Always 

6. Experiences with ex-girlfriends or boyfriends 

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Always 

7. Relationships with past partners 

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Always 

8. People we have dated in the past 

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Always 

9. Prior sexual experiences 

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Always 

10. Past sexual partners 

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Always 

11. Topics we know we disagree on 
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Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Always 

12. Issues we have different opinions on  

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Always 

13. Things we fight about 

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Always 

14. Things we look at from radically different perspectives 

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Always 

15. Topics that tend to lead to arguments 

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Always 

16. Embarrassing experiences 

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Always 

17. Personal failures 

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Always 

18. Personal Weaknesses 

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Always 

19. Hardships that I have faced 

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Always 

20. Negative things I have done 

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Always 
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APPENDIX G 

THE DOG SCALE 

(ALTEMEYER, 2002) 
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Circle the number indicating how much you agree with the following statements 

 

1. I may be wrong about some of the little things in life, but I am quite certain I am 

right about all the BIG issues 

 

                    -4          -3         -2        1         0           1           2           3           4             

Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 

 

2. Someday I will probably think that many of my present ideas were wrong 

 

         -4          -3         -2        1         0           1           2           3           4             

Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 

 

3. Anyone who is honestly and truly seeking will end up believing what I believe 

 

                    -4          -3         -2        1         0           1           2           3           4             

Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 

 

4. There are so many things we have not discovered yet, nobody should be 

absolutely certain his/her beliefs are right 

 

                    -4          -3         -2        1         0           1           2           3           4             

Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 

 

5. The things I believe in are so completely true, I could never doubt them 

 

                    -4          -3         -2        1         0           1           2           3           4             

Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 

 

6. I have never discovered a system of beliefs that explains everything to my 

satisfaction 

 

                    -4          -3         -2        1         0           1           2           3           4             

Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 

 

7. It is best to open to all possibilities and ready to reevaluate all your beliefs 

 

                    -4          -3         -2        1         0           1           2           3           4             

Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 

 

8. My opinions are right and will stand the test of time 

 

                    -4          -3         -2        1         0           1           2           3           4             

Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 
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9. Flexibility is a real virtue in thinking, since you may well be wrong 

 

                    -4          -3         -2        1         0           1           2           3           4             

Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 

 

10. My opinions and beliefs fit together perfectly to make a crystal clear “picture” of 

things 

 

                    -4          -3         -2        1         0           1           2           3           4             

Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 

 

11. There are no discoveries or facts that could possibly make me change my mind 

about the things that matter most in life 

 

                    -4          -3         -2        1         0           1           2           3           4             

Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 

 

12. I am a long way from reaching final conclusions about the central issues in life 

 

                    -4          -3         -2        1         0           1           2           3           4             

Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 

 

13. The person who is absolutely certain she has the truth will probably never find it 

 

                    -4          -3         -2        1         0           1           2           3           4             

Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 

 

14. I am absolutely certain that my ideas about the fundamental issues in life are 

correct 

 

                    -4          -3         -2        1         0           1           2           3           4             

Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 

 

15. The people who disagree with me may well turn out to be right 

 

                    -4          -3         -2        1         0           1           2           3           4             

Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 

 

16. I am so sure I am right about the important things in life, there is no evidence that 

could convince me otherwise 

 

                    -4          -3         -2        1         0           1           2           3           4             

Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 
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17. If you are open minded about the most important things in life, you will probable 

reach the wrong conclusions 

 

                    -4          -3         -2        1         0           1           2           3           4             

Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 

 

18. Twenty years from now, some of my opinions about the important things in life 

will probably have changes 

 

                    -4          -3         -2        1         0           1           2           3           4             

Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 

 

19. “Flexibility in thinking” is another name for being “wishy-washy” 

 

                    -4          -3         -2        1         0           1           2           3           4             

Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 

 

20. No one knows all the essential truths about the central issues in life 

 

                    -4          -3         -2        1         0           1           2           3           4             

Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 

 

21. Someday I will probably realize my present ideas about the BIG issues are wrong 

 

                    -4          -3         -2        1         0           1           2           3           4             

Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 

 

22. People who disagree with me are just plain wrong and often evil as well 

 

                    -4          -3         -2        1         0           1           2           3           4             

Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 
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Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics for all Demographic Variables 

Variable   % n 

Sex Female 99.1% 315 

 Male 4.8% 16 

 Other 0.9% 3 

    
Race White 87.1% 291 

 From multiple races 4.5% 15 

 Latino/Latina/Latinx/Hispanic 4.2% 14 

 Asian 2.7% 9 

 Black or African American 0.9% 3 

 Other 0.3% 1 

 American Indian or Alaska Native 0.3% 1 

 Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 0.0% 0 

    
Total Combined Income More than $100,000 39.2% 131 

 $50,000-$99,999 37.7% 126 

 $20,000-$49,999 18.0% 60 

 Less than $9,999 3.0% 10 

 $10,000-$19,999 2.1% 7 

    
Highest Level of Education Bachelor’s Degree 42.2% 141 

 Graduate degree 24.9% 83 

 Some college 20.1% 67 

 Associates degree 6.6% 22 

 High School Diploma or GED 4.2% 14 

 Vocational degree 1.8% 6 

 Other, please specify 0.3% 1 

 Did not finish high school 0.0% 0 
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Table 2 

Descriptive Statistics for all Study Variables        

  M SD Range α 

Openness 5.04 0.81 1.00-7.00 0.83 
     

Relationship Satisfaction 15.33 2.58 1.00-20.00 0.79 

     

Partner Unresponsiveness 2.78 1.53 1.00-7.00 0.81 
         

Topic Avoidance     

    State of the Relationship 2.43 1.84 1.00-7.00 0.95 

    Prior Experiences 3.39 1.86 1.00-7.00 0.95 

    Conflict-Inducing topics  3.30 1.34 1.00-6.80 0.88 

    Negative Experiences 2.91 1.41 1.00-6.80 0.87 
       

Dogmatism 3.74 1.20 1.00-7.90 0.90 
           

Note. Prior Experiences = Prior Relationship/Sexual Experiences, Negative 

Experiences = Negative Life Experiences 
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Table 3 

Summary of Intercorrelations          

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. Openness         

2. Relationship Satisfaction .01       
 

3. Perceived Partner Unresponsiveness -.25 -.47**     
  

4. State of the Relationship -.26 -.19** .24**  
    

5. Prior Sexual Experiences/Relationship -.02 -.06 .09 -.09  
   

6.  Conflict Inducing Topics -.80 -.22** .33** .50** .20**  
  

7. Negative Life Experiences -.09 -.20** .30** .74** .07 .65**  
 

8. Dogmatism -.16** .00 .01 .01 -.02 -.06 -.00   

Note. Measures no. 4-7 are various Topic Avoidance areas. Asterisks represent statistically significant results at the .05 level. 
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Table 4 

Main Effects  

                

 

     Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients  

 

  B Std. Error Beta t Sig. 
  

1 Intercept 2.43 0.10 24.81 24.85 0.00 

 Main Effects      

      Openness -0.04 0.12 -0.02 -0.35 0.73 

 

     Relationship satisfaction 0.62 0.62 0.06 1.00 0.32 

   Perceived Partner Responsiveness 0.26 0.07 0.22 3.59 0.00 

2 Intercept 3.39 0.10  33.37 0.00 

 Main Effects      

      Openness -0.03 0.13 -0.01 -0.21 0.84 

 

     Relationship satisfaction 0.54 0.64 0.05 0.83 0.41 

       Perceived Partner Responsiveness 0.08 0.08 0.07 1.11 0.27 

3 Intercept 3.30 0.07  47.73 0.00 
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 Main Effects      

      Openness -0.11 0.09 -0.07 -1.27 0.21 

 

     Relationship satisfaction 0.86 0.44 0.11 1.98 0.05 

       Perceived Partner Responsiveness 0.24 0.05 0.28 4.48 0.00 

4 Intercept 2.92 0.07  39.64 0.00 

 Main Effects      

      Openness -0.14 0.09 -0.08 -1.56 0.12 

 

     Relationship satisfaction 0.44 0.47 0.06 0.94 0.35 

  Perceived Partner Responsiveness 0.25 0.05 0.27 4.62 0.00 

Notes. Model 1: DV = State of the Relationship. Model 2: DV = Prior Sexual/Relationship Experiences. Model 3: DV = Conflict-

Inducing Topics. Model 4: DV = Negative Life Experiences.  
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Table 5          

Model results for State of the Relationship Topic Avoidance 

    
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized Coefficients   

 B Std. Error Beta t Sig. 

Intercept 2.43 0.09   24.85 0.00 

Main Effects      

     Openness -0.07 0.12 -0.03 -0.53 0.60 

     Relationship satisfaction 0.48 0.62 0.05 0.79 0.43 

     Perceived Partner     

Responsiveness 
0.26 0.07 0.21 3.6 0.00 

Interactions      

     Openness*Dogmatism 0.16 0.10 0.01 0.17 0.87 

     Satisfaction*Dogmatism -1.14 0.53 -0.13 -2.14 0.03 

    

Unresponsiveness *Dogmatism 
0.20 0.07 0.19 3.03 0.00 

Note. Unresponsiveness= Perceived Partner Unresponsiveness 
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Table 6 

Model results for Sexual/Relationship Experiences Topic Avoidance 

 

    
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized Coefficients   

 B Std. Error Beta t Sig. 

Intercept 3.40 0.1   33.36 0.00 

Main Effects      

     Openness -0.01 0.13 0.00 -0.05 0.96 

     Relationship satisfaction 0.55 0.64 0.05 0.86 0.39 

     Perceived Partner          

Responsiveness 
0.1 0.07 0.08 1.28 0.27 

Interactions      

     Openness*Dogmatism 0.05 0.1 0.03 0.49 0.62 

     Satisfaction*Dogmatism -0.56 0.55 -0.06 -1.01 0.32 

    

Unresponsiveness*Dogmatism 
-0.12 0.07 -0.11 -1.72 0.09 

Note. Perceived Partner = Perceived Partner Unresponsiveness. Unresponsiveness= Perceived Partner Unresponsiveness 
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Note. Perceived Partner = Perceived Partner Unresponsiveness.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 7    .      

Model results for Conflict-Inducing Topic Avoidance 

    
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized Coefficients   

 B Std. Error Beta t Sig. 

Intercept 3.32 0.07  47.71 0.00 

Main Effects      

     Openness -0.12 0.09 -0.07 -1.42 0.16 

     Relationship satisfaction 0.82 0.44 0.11 1.86 0.06 

     Perceived Partner     

Responsiveness 
0.24 0.05 0.28 1.75 0.00 

Interactions      

     Openness*Dogmatism 0.09 0.07 0.07 1.35 0.18 

     Satisfaction*Dogmatism -0.51 0.38 -0.08 -1.35 0.18 

    Unresponsiveness*Dogmatism 0.03 0.05 0.04 0.72 0.47 
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Table 8          

Model results for Negative Life Experiences Topic Avoidance 

    
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized Coefficients   

 B Std. Error Beta t Sig. 

Intercept 2.90 0.07  39.37 0.00 

Main Effects      

     Openness -0.15 0.09 -0.09 -1.65 0.10 

     Relationship satisfaction 0.35 0.46 0.04 0.76 0.45 

     Perceived Partner     

Responsiveness 
0.250 0.05 0.27 4.64 0.00 

Interactions      

     Openness*Dogmatism -0.03 0.07 -0.02 -0.36 0.72 

     Satisfaction*Dogmatism -0.76 0.40 -0.12 -1.89 0.06 

    Unresponsiveness*Dogmatism 0.13 0.05 0.17 2.68 0.01 

Note. Perceived Partner = Perceived Partner Unresponsiveness.  
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Figure 1. Dogmatism Moderates the Association between Relationship Satisfaction and 

State of the Relationship Topic Avoidance 
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Figure 2. Dogmatism Moderates the Association between Perceived Partner 

Unresponsiveness and State of the Relationship Topic Avoidance 
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Figure 3. Dogmatism Moderates the Association between Perceived Partner 

Unresponsiveness and Negative Life Experiences Topic Avoidance 
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