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ABSTRACT 
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Evidence suggests that self-reports of the frequency of an event, the most 

common way of measuring rates of conflict, are an unreliable source of data and that 

minor changes in question format can result in major changes in the results obtained 

(Bless, Bohner, Hild & Schwarz 1992; Schwarz, 1991; Schwarz, 1999; Winkielman, 

Knauper & Schwarz, 1998). In the conflict literature, different studies report different 

rates of conflict and different associations between conflict frequency and individual 

adjustment. Therefore, the present study examined how alterations in the measurement of 

conflict frequency affected how many conflicts participants reported and whether 

different measures of conflict were differentially associated with psychological 

adjustment outcomes (i.e., alcohol use, drug use, depression, delinquency, and 

interpersonal support). Response scales, reference periods, and question formats of 

conflict measures were manipulated to examine differences in conflict frequency reports. 

Results indicate that the changes in conflict measurement produce varied amounts of 
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conflict across conditions and that changes in the measurement of conflict frequency 

change the associations between conflict frequency and adjustment outcomes. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Conflict is present in most aspects of life. People encounter disagreements at 

work, school, and home. Although considerable research attention has focused on conflict 

frequency, little attention has been given to conflict frequency measurement. There are 

many different ways to assess conflict. The most common and easy to use method of data 

collection is the self-report survey. In this method, researchers depend on participants to 

accurately report the conflict that they experience. Previous studies have indicated that 

self-reports of how frequently an event occurs can be unreliable and often minor changes 

in the format of a question can change the results obtained (Bless, Bohner, Hild & 

Schwarz, 1992; Schwarz, Bless, Bohner, Harlacher, & Kellenbenz, 1991; Schwarz, 1999; 

Winkielman, Knauper, & Schwarz, 1998). There are several variables known to influence 

how people report events. In this study I focused on measurement scales, reference 

periods, and question format.  

Research on the measurement of conflict is important because conflict is critical 

to individual adjustment and relationship success. Interpersonal conflict is linked to 

relationship satisfaction (Cui & Donnellan, 2010; Cramer & Jowett, 2010) and 

relationship success (Stanley, Markman, & Whitton, 2002).  Interpersonal conflict has 

also been shown to be related to various forms of maladjustment including depression 

(Frone, 2000), delinquency (Patterson & Bank, 1989; Patterson, Capaldi, & Bank, 1991), 

anxiety (Adams & Laursen, 2007) and alcohol use (El-Sheikh & Flanagan, 2001).  
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Different studies report different rates of conflict and different associations 

between conflict frequency and individual adjustment. This may be due to the fact that 

different conflict frequency measures produce different results, both in terms of how 

many conflicts are reported and in terms of how well conflict reports predict adjustment 

outcomes. The current study examines whether associations between conflict frequency 

and individual adjustment vary as a function of the way conflict is measured. The study 

addresses whether different measures of conflict are differentially associated with 

adjustment outcomes. Three conflict measurement variables are the focus of my study: 

(1) response scales; (2) reference periods; and (3) question formats.  

Associations between Conflict Frequency and Adjustment 

Many studies have examined the relation between conflict and adjustment 

outcomes. These studies rarely report the same findings. Across studies conflict rates 

have a different magnitude of association with the same outcome variable. These 

different associations appear to be the product of different strategies for assessing conflict 

frequency. 

Two studies illustrate the different degrees to which conflict is associated with 

adolescent adjustment problems.  A study by El-Sheikh and Flanagan (2001) found a 

positive significant relationship between parent-child conflict and externalizing (r =.26) 

and between parent-child conflict and internalizing (r =.26). This study measured conflict 

using the mothers’ reports on the Conflicts Tactics Scale (CTS; Straus & Gelles, 1990), 

which includes a one-year time frame and an 8-point response scale ranging from “this 

has never happened” (0) to “more than 20 times this year” (6), with 7 standing for “not in 

the past year but it happened before.” In another study (Caples & Barrera, 2006), mother-
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adolescent conflict was highly correlated with adolescent reports of externalizing (r = 

.55), defined as conduct problems such as delinquency, and with internalizing (r = .46), 

defined as depression and anxiety. In this study conflict was measured with the Parent-

Adolescent Conflict Scale (PACS; Gonzales et al., 2000), which uses a 3-month 

reference period and a 5-point response scale that ranges from “never” to “always.”  

Similar differences emerge from studies that link conflict to depression. In the El-

Sheikh and Flanagan (2001) study, they also associated marital conflict with maternal (r 

= .34) and paternal depression (r = .41), using the Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS; Straus & 

Gelles, 1990) which uses a one-year time frame and an 8-point scale ranging from “this 

has never happened” (0) to “more than 20 times this year” (6), with 7 standing for “not in 

the past year but it happened before.” Compare this to results from a study by Coleman 

and Miller (1975), where depression had a much lower association with marital conflict (r 

= -.19). In this study conflict was measured using the Locke and Wallace Marital 

Adjustment Test (Locke & Wallace, 1959), which uses a 7-point scale ranging from 1 

(High Conflict) to 7 (Low Conflict). 

In a study conducted by Frone (2000) with young adults, the association between 

depression and conflict with coworkers was analyzed. Conflict was measured using a 5-

point response scale ranging from Never (1) to Often (5) and the time frame of “the past 

week.” Conflict with coworkers was positively correlated with depression (r = .19). In a 

similar study associating conflict and depression conducted by Spector and Jex (1998), a 

different 5-point scale was used, ranging from Rarely (1) to Very Often (5). In this study 

the correlation between conflict with others at work and depression was much stronger (r 

= .38).   
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These studies illustrate how associations between conflict and adjustment vary as 

a function of measurement scales and reference periods. This can create problems when 

interpreting results across different studies. It can lead to incorrect assumptions about the 

relation between conflict and adjustment outcomes and how this link should be treated.  

Conflict Measurement 

Reference Periods 

 A reference period is the time frame to which the question is refers. For example, 

“How many disagreements did you have within the past week?” In the present study, 

reference periods provide the participant with a time frame for recollecting conflicts. In 

the past, self-reports measuring conflict frequency have included a variety of different 

reference periods that range from days (Laursen, 1995), weeks and months (Caples & 

Barrera, 2006), to years (Shanahan, McHale, Osgood, & Crouter, 2007). Although, time 

frames for recall vary dramatically across frequency research, recall of events occurring 

currently or in the preceding day are thought to be more accurate because recent 

memories are assumed to be less biased and more accessible (Robinson & Clore, 2002).  

Changes in reference period can change the frequency of events reported. 

Winkielman et al. (1998) propose that the length of the reference period affects how the 

participant interprets the question. They demonstrated this in a study where they asked 

participants “How often do you get angry during a typical week?” or “How often do you 

get angry during a typical year?” The participants indicated their frequencies of anger on 

a 9-point scale ranging from “Hardly Ever” to “Very Frequently.” When the reference 

period was one week, participants thought the researcher was focused on low intensity, 

less serious events that occur more frequently. When the reference period was one year, 
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participants concluded that the researcher was focused on more intense and serious events 

that occur less frequently. As a consequence, participants in the one week condition 

reported more conflict than participants in the one year condition.  

Measurement Scales 

 Measurement scales are used in self-reports to assess the frequency with which an 

event arises. Measurement scales describe the response options available for a participant 

to select. Burk, Denissen, Van Doom, Branje, and Laursen (2009) compared mother-child 

conflict in a Dutch sample using a Likert measurement scale ranging from 1 (Never) to 5 

(Often) with a US sample using 0 to 10 scale. The research showed that the US sample 

had a higher reported average frequency of conflict (1.59 average daily conflicts) than the 

Dutch sample (1.87 average weekly conflicts). It should be noted, however, that these 

results could be attributed to the differences in reference period as well. 

 Measurement scales often influence the answers given. Schwarz et al (1991) 

suggested that respondents look at the scale range for cues about response tendencies. In 

other words, participants look at the range of the scale to guess what the researcher is 

asking for or to infer an average response. Schwarz et al (1991) suggested that 

participants use their knowledge about the topic, in combination with the response scale 

provided to them, to determine the meaning of the question. Also, respondents may 

choose the midpoint of the scale because they believe this represents the norm (Schwarz 

& Wanke, 2002). For these reasons, different scales may lead to divergent results.   

 Response scale variability was also demonstrated in a study by Schwarz et al 

(1991). The study used low frequency scales ranging from “less than once in six months” 

to “about once a month” and high frequency ranging from “less than twice a week” to 
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“about once every 24 hours” on a standard health survey that inquired about a variety of 

different physical symptoms.  First-year medical students and experienced medical 

doctors were asked to review the completed surveys and rate the severity of the 

symptoms expressed. The results showed that all symptoms were evaluated as more 

severe when the frequency report was presented on a low rather than a high frequency 

response scale. Subjects were significantly more likely to recommend the consultation of 

a doctor when the symptom was presented on a low rather than a high frequency scale 

(Schwarz et al., 1991).  First-year students as well as experienced professionals 

demonstrated this reliance on the measurement scale, suggesting that this bias is not 

restricted to novices.  

One measurement scale that does not appear to influence answers is the open 

response format, also known as “fill in the blank.” To avoid systematic variations arising 

from measurement scales, Schwarz (1999) recommended frequency questions be asked in 

an open question format, such as, “How many hours a day do you watch TV?  ____ 

Hours per day.” In the open response format, participants cannot reference a scale of 

numbers or vague quantifiers, they must think of the response on their own. Therefore, 

open response formats should be less subject to bias because respondents have to rely on 

their own memory.  

Question Format 

 Another component of self-report measures that can influence participant 

responses is the availability of a memory prompt. Question format can be either cued or 

uncued. Uncued recall format requires the participant to respond without reference to a 

list of events or outcomes (no memory prompt), while cued recall format requires the 
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participant to respond with the aid of a list (memory prompt). The first type asks 

participants to indicate how many conflicts they had in a given time period overall, 

without reference to categories of events that might assist with recall. This type of 

question format is considered uncued because the participant does not have access to 

memory cues for events. The other type of question format asks participants to indicate 

how many conflicts they had from a list of issues or topics. This type of question format 

is considered cued because the participant answers with the assistance of a list of events 

that help to prompt recall. Research suggests responses vary according to the type of 

question format used.  

 Burk et al (2009) found question format variability in a study on conflict 

frequency. The study compared topic-based methods of measuring conflict (or cued recall 

format) to interaction-based methods (another type of cued recall format). After 

comparing the samples of reported disagreement using these two methods, the findings 

suggested that the methods yield similar, but not identical results. Response variability 

was also observed in a study by Schuman & Presser (1981) on parental values. When 

parents were asked what they consider “the most important thing for children to prepare 

them for life,” 61.5% choose “To think for themselves” from a list. When the same 

question was asked and parents had to respond without a list of options, only 4.6% of the 

answers could be assigned to this category. 

 The evidence suggests that differences in measurement scales, reference periods, 

and question formats lead to differences in the amount or frequency of conflict reported. 

Other evidence suggests that associations between conflict and psychological adjustment 
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vary as a function of differences in the way conflict frequency is measured. I turn next to 

theories that explain these differences.  

Theoretical Background 

What accounts for differences in recall responses? When people are asked to 

report the frequency of an event, they try to minimize effort and maximize accuracy 

(Burton & Blair, 1991). Depending on the question and the time frame, a recall task can 

be burdensome and time-consuming, which can affect how the participant responds to the 

question. The availability heuristic (Tversky & Kahneman, 1973) holds that harder to 

remember events are considered rare, and easy to remember events are considered 

common.  

Task difficulty helps to explain differences in cued recall, reference periods and 

measurement scales; Task difficulty will influence respondents’ answers to event 

frequency questions. Bless et al. (1992) concluded that reliance on response alternatives 

increases with task difficulty. In other words, as the task becomes more difficult (i.e. 

events become harder to remember) participants are more apt to rely on the question or 

response choices for help.  

Questions regarding how often an event occurs require the subject to search in 

memory to retrieve information. Different types of questions carry different cognitive 

demands, which, in turn, affects the retrieval method selected (Laursen et al., in press). 

Three cognitive retrieval strategies are available: enumerative, semantic, and estimation 

strategies (Blair & Burton, 1987; Brown, 1995). Enumerative strategies require the 

participant to count. In other words, a participant will recall events from memory and 
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count them. Semantic strategies involve direct recall of the number of events. Estimation 

strategies are educated guesses.  

Enumeration is most accurate for remembering infrequent, salient events. Events 

are easily forgotten when there are many of them, or when they are commonplace 

(Laursen et al., in press). Estimation strategies use memory to access labels that describe 

the frequency of an event, but no specific events are recalled and counted. Problems arise 

when converting qualitative labels to quantitative frequencies. According to Brown 

(2002), terms describing events that never occur are converted into zero. These are 

accurate; however, accuracy declines as event frequencies increase because respondents 

tend to round up and because the definition of terms such as “many” are imprecise.  

Hypotheses of the Current Study 

The present study has two objectives. The first objective is to examine whether 

differences in conflict measurement produce different rates of conflict. The second 

objective is whether differences in conflict measurement produce different patterns of 

association with the same measures of individual adjustment.  To examine these 

objectives this study will focus on five main research questions.  

The first research question asks: Do different measures of conflict frequency 

produce different amounts of conflict? Overall, I expected that the frequency of conflict 

reported by participants would vary as a function of the conflict measure used. Three 

related questions will be addressed: (1) Do changes in reference period affect the amount 

of conflict reported by participants? (2) Do changes in question format affect the amount 

of conflict reported by participants? (3) Do changes in response scale affect the amount 

of conflict reported by participants?  
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The second research question tested asks: Do different measures of conflict 

frequency have different patterns of association with psychological adjustment? Overall, 

I expected that the frequency of conflict reported by participants would be associated 

with the severity of adjustment outcomes. For example, the more conflict an individual 

indicates the more depression an individual should report. This association should vary 

across conflict frequency measurement conditions. In other words, I predicted a main 

effect whereby conflict frequency is inversely linked to adjustment. This association 

should be moderated by measurement of conflict, because some measures of conflict 

contain more error than others. 

The third research question I examined asks: Does the association between 

conflict frequency and psychological adjustment vary as a function of the use of memory 

prompts? I predicted that the association between conflict frequency and the severity of 

adjustment outcomes would be moderated by availability of a memory prompt in the 

conflict questionnaire. Based on the research by Schuman and Presser (1981), I expected 

that when participants were asked to identify the disagreements as a function of specific 

issues (memory prompt available) they would identify more disagreements than when 

they were asked to identify their disagreements overall (memory prompt absent). 

Disagreements identified with the aid of memory prompts should have a stronger 

association with adjustment outcomes than disagreements identified without the aid of 

memory prompts because participants should have a more accurate recall of conflicts 

with the help of memory prompts. 

The fourth research question I examined asks: Does the association between 

conflict frequency and psychological adjustment vary as a function of the reference 
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period for recall of events? Based on previous research (Winkielman et al., 1998), I 

predicted that the association between conflict frequency and the severity of adjustment 

outcomes would be moderated by the time frame for recall used in the conflict frequency 

measure. Specifically, I expected that when participants were asked to identify 

disagreements from the previous day (concurrent) they would identify different amounts 

of conflicts than when they were asked to identify disagreements from the past two weeks 

(retrospective). Questions regarding concurrent disagreements should produce different 

rates of conflict than questions regarding retrospective disagreements because 

participants assume that the longer reference periods refer to conflicts that are less 

frequent and more serious than the shorter reference period which they assume refers to 

more frequent, less serious disagreements. This, in turn, should affect associations 

between conflict frequency and adjustment outcomes. Specifically, shorter reference 

periods should have stronger associations with conflict because participants should report 

more conflict in the short reference period conditions since they consider disagreements 

to be common, frequent events.  

The fifth research question I examined asks: Does the association between 

conflict frequency and psychological adjustment vary as a function of the response scale 

used to measure conflict? Based on past research (Winkielman et al., 1998; Schwarz, 

1999) I predicted that levels of conflict would vary as a function of the conflict frequency 

response format. Specifically, the scale with vague anchors (e.g. “never,” “often”) and 

the frequency scale (1 to 10 or more) should contain more error than the open 

measurement condition. This is primarily due to the finding that the open condition 

provides the least amount of influence on how the question is interpreted and answered. 
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The Open response scale contains less error because it more accurately measures conflict, 

therefore it should be a better predictor of outcomes.  
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METHOD 

Participants 

 The participants in this study were 311 (188 females and 123 males) 

undergraduate students from Florida Atlantic University between the ages of 18 and 24 

(M = 19.59, SD = 1.98). Two-hundred and thirty participants were recruited from the 

General Psychology Subject Pool on the Boca Raton campus and 81 participants were 

recruited from psychology classes on the Davie and Jupiter campuses.  

 Participants were varied in their ethnicity: 48.6% (n = 151) were White/Anglo 

American, 26.7% (n = 83) were Hispanic, 11.3% (n = 35) were African American, 2.1% 

(n = 6) were Asian American, 4.4% (n = 14) classified themselves as other, and 7.1% (n 

= 22) were from a mixed background. Participants also varied in terms of who they lived 

with: 61.7% (n = 192) lived with their family, 11.9% (n = 37) lived with friends, 2.6% (n 

= 8) lived alone, 6.8% (n = 21) lived with a romantic partner or spouse, 15.1% (n = 47) 

lived in a dormitory and 1.6% (n = 5) endorsed “other.”  

Measures  

 Participants in this study filled out eight questionnaires. The order of these 

questionnaires was counterbalanced. All of the adjustment scales were standard 

inventories widely used with college-age populations. Participants were randomly 

assigned to one of 12 conflict questionnaires (See Figure 1 for condition assignments).  
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Demographics Survey. All participants filled out a demographics survey at the 

outset of the study. This survey inquires about the participant’s age, sex, and their current 

residence (See Figure 2).  

Conflict. The conflict measures used in this study were adapted from the 

Interpersonal Conflict Questionnaire (Laursen, 1993). Conflict was defined as a 

disagreement. “Disagreements include the following: You objected to something 

someone said or did, or someone objected to something you said or did; or you and 

someone had a quarrel or an argument. Disagreements do not necessarily involve positive 

or negative emotions.” Each participant completed one of 12 different conflict 

questionnaires (See Figure 3). These questionnaires encompass 3 different between-

subjects conditions: response format, time frame for recall, and memory prompt. 

 Participants were assigned to one of three response scale conditions. In the first 

condition, participants responded to questions about the frequency of conflict using an 

11-point scale ranging from 0 conflicts to 10 or more conflicts.  In the second condition, 

participants responded to questions about the frequency of conflict on an 11-point scale 

ranging from “Never” to “Often”. In the third condition, participants responded to 

questions about the frequency of conflict by entering a number without reference to a 

scale (Open response scale). 

Participants were assigned to one of two time frames for recall conditions. In the 

first condition, participants reported the number of conflicts they had during the previous 

day: “We are interested in all of your disagreements during the previous day (yesterday)”. 

In the second condition, participants reported the number of conflicts they had during the 

past two weeks: “We are interested in all of your disagreements during the past 2 weeks”.   
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Participants were assigned to one of two memory prompt conditions. In the first 

condition, participants were not provided with a memory prompt; the questionnaire only 

asked how many disagreements arose during the previous day or the previous two weeks. 

This condition is referred to as uncued recall. In the second condition, participants were 

asked how many disagreements arose during the previous day or the previous two weeks 

over each of 10 specific issues:  Annoying behavior, Car/Phone/TV/Computer, 

Criticism/Teasing, Differences in Opinion, Money/Possessions, Personal Freedom, 

Relationships, Responsibilities, School/Work, and Standards of Behavior. “For each 

issue, please identify the number of disagreements you experienced.” This condition is 

referred to as cued recall.  

Conflict Recall Effort. A short questionnaire consisting of three questions 

followed each of the conflict measures in order to determine the difficulty of answering 

the conflict questionnaire (See Figure 4). This instrument assessed recall effort, which 

may be a proxy for recall strategy (Menon, Raghubir, and Schwarz, 1995; 1997). The 

effort measure includes questions about the difficulty, time, and thought associated with 

recalling conflicts. Participants responded to 7-point scales that ranged from “Not 

difficult,” “No thought,” or “No time” to “Very difficult,” “A lot of thought,” and “A lot 

of time.” Item scores were averaged. This measure has high internal consistency 

(Cronbach’s α = .92). 

Drug and Alcohol Use. Participants reported alcohol and drug use with the 13 

item Short Michigan Alcohol Screening Test (SMAST-13; Seltzer, Vinokur, and Van 

Rooijen, 1975) and the 10-item Drug Abuse Screening Test (DAST-10; Skinner, 1982; 

See Figure 5). Participants responded “Yes” or “No” to each item. Item scores represent 
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the sum of affirmative responses. Due to poor internal consistency, items 1 and 4 were 

removed from the alcohol measure. The internal consistency of the revised SMAST-13 is 

acceptable (Cronbach’s α = .65). The 10- item version of the DAST has good internal 

consistency (Cronbach's α = .71). Previous studies indicate that the DAST has high two-

week test-retest reliability (r > .70; Cocco & Carey, 1998).  

Depression. Depression was measured with the 10-item Center for Epidemiologic 

Studies Short Depression Scale (CES-D 10; Radloff, 1977; See Figure 6). The responses 

for this measure range from 1 (Rarely or none of the time) to 5 (More or all of the time). 

Item scores were averaged. The 10-item CES-D has good internal consistency 

(Cronbach's α = 0.74). Previous studies indicate that the CES-D has a high 3 to 4 week 

test-retest reliability (r = 0.83; Irwin, Artin, & Oxman, 1999). 

Interpersonal Support. Interpersonal support was measured with a 12-item 

version of the Interpersonal Support Evaluation List (ISEL-12; Cohen & Hoberman, 

1983; See Figure 7). This measure includes assessments of appraisal, belonging, and 

tangible support. The responses for this measure range from 1 (Definitely False) to 4 

(Definitely True). Item scores represent the sum of responses. The ISEL-12 has good 

internal consistency (Cronbach’s α = .88).   

Delinquency. A modified version of the Self-Reported Delinquency Questionnaire 

(SRDQ; Tremblay, Pihl, Vitaro, & Dobkin, 1994; See Figure 8) measured antisocial 

behavior. This measure includes theft, vandalism, violence, and substance abuse 

subscales. For the purpose of this study, we removed the substance abuse subscale and 

three of the vandalism items. Two police encounter items were added (“Have you ever 

been arrested?” and “Have you been convicted of a crime?”). This final measure includes 
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23 items. The responses for this measure range from 0 (Never) to 3 (Very often). The 

scores for this measure are represented by the sum of all responses. The internal 

consistency of this measure is good (Cronbach’s α =.88). Previous studies indicate that 

the one-year test-retest reliability was high for the SRDQ (r =.68; Tremblay et al., 1994).  

Procedure 

 Participants were recruited from an introductory psychology subject pool, as well 

as from five upper level psychology courses. The latter received extra credit for 

participation. T-tests indicate that the two groups did not differ on any study variables.   

 In each condition, participants were given one demographics measure, one 

conflict measure, five different adjustment measures, and one conflict recall effort 

measure. Participants were randomly assigned to one of twelve conditions. The order in 

which questionnaires were completed was counterbalanced within each condition. 

Participants were randomly assigned to conditions, with a similar ratio of males to 

females in each condition.  

After returning the consent form, participants received an e-mail with an ID 

number and a link to the demographics questionnaire and the set of questionnaires. 

Reminder emails were sent containing ID numbers and links to surveys.   

Plan of Analysis  

Preliminary analyses explored demographic differences in conflict. The first set of 

preliminary analyses examined whether conflict means varied as a function of gender, 

ethnicity, and residence. To test this hypothesis I conducted three two-way between-

subjects analyses of variance (ANOVA) with total conflict as the dependent variable. The 

first was a 2x6 between subjects ANOVA with sex and ethnicity as the independent 
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variables. The second was a 2x6 between subjects ANOVA with sex and residence as the 

independent variables. The third was a 6x6 between subjects ANOVA with residence and 

ethnicity as the independent variables.  The second set of preliminary analyses included a 

correlation between total conflict and age, to examine the relationship between conflict 

frequency and age. The third set of preliminary analyses included ANOVAs that were 

conducted to test the effect of gender on adjustment outcomes. 

Additional preliminary analyses included correlations. Interclass correlations were 

conducted which examined associations between outcome variables: Alcohol Use, Drug 

Use, Depression, Delinquency, and Interpersonal Support. Another set of correlations 

examined the associations between conflict measures and outcome variables.  

I predicted that conflict frequency would vary across conditions. To test this 

hypothesis I conducted ANOVAs with total conflict as the dependent variable. The 

ANOVAs were conducted separately for each response scale because scores were not 

comparable across scales. Each analysis consisted of a 2x2 between subjects ANOVA 

with memory prompt and reference period as the independent variables. For the 

Frequency response scale only, separate analyses were conducted for each reference 

period. Thus, separate on-way ANOVAs were conducted for the one-day and two-week 

conditions, with total conflict as the dependent variable and memory prompt as the 

independent variable.  

I predicted that conflict frequency would be inversely linked to adjustment and 

that this link would be moderated by measure of conflict, memory prompt and time frame 

for recall. To test this hypothesis I conducted separate multiple regressions, each with a 

different outcome variable as the dependent variable (Alcohol Use, Drug Use, 
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Depression, Delinquency, and Interpersonal Support). The regressions were also 

separated by scale because it was not possible to compare scores between scales. For 

each multiple regression the first step included conflict, memory prompt, and reference 

period. The second step included interactions between conflict and memory prompt and 

between conflict and reference period. For the Frequency response scale, separate 

analyses were conducted for each. The first step of the Frequency response scale analyses 

included conflict and memory prompt, and the second step included an interaction 

between conflict and memory prompt. Backwards step-wise selection was used to select 

the final interaction terms. 
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RESULTS 

 

Preliminary Analyses 

Demographic differences in conflict frequency. Scores for conflict frequency were 

standardized within each condition before preliminary analyses were conducted in order 

to create comparable scores. A 2 (Sex) by 6 (Ethnicity: White/Anglo American, Hispanic, 

African American, Asian American, Other, and Mixed Background) between-subjects 

analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted with conflict frequency as the dependent 

variable. There was not a significant main effect for sex, F(1, 299) = 2.27, ns. There was 

not a significant main effect for ethnicity, F(5, 299) = 2.02, ns. There was not a 

significant interaction between sex and ethnicity, F(5, 299) = 0.49, ns.  

A 2 (Sex) by 6 (Residence: Family, Friends, Alone, Romantic Partner/Spouse, 

Dormitory, and Other) between-subjects ANOVA was conducted with conflict frequency 

as the dependent variable. There was not a significant main effect for sex, F(1, 297) = 

1.75, ns. There was not a significant main effect for residence, F(5, 297) = 0.40, ns. There 

was not a significant interaction between sex and residence, F(5, 297) = 0.26, ns. 

 A 6 (Ethnicity) by 6 (Residence) between-subjects ANOVA was conducted with 

conflict frequency as the dependent variable. There was not a significant main effect for 

ethnicity, F(5, 280) = 1.21, ns. There was not a significant main effect for residence, F(5, 

280) = 0.65, ns. There was not a significant interaction between ethnicity and residence, 

F(18, 280) = 1.21, ns. 
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 A correlation between age and conflict frequency was conducted. There was a 

non-significant negative correlation between age and conflict frequency, r = -.026, ns.  

Separate one-way between-subjects ANOVAs were conducted with sex as the 

independent variable and each different adjustment outcome (Alcohol Use, Drug Use, 

Depression, Delinquency, and Interpersonal Support) as the dependent variables. There 

was a significant main effect for sex in the ANOVAs for alcohol use, F(1, 309) = 7.34, p 

< .01, drug use, F(1, 309) = 7.49, p < .01, and delinquency,  F(1, 309) = 8.66, p < .01. 

There was not a significant main effect for sex in the ANOVAs for depression, F(1, 309) 

= 1.37, ns, and interpersonal support, F(1, 309) = 2.38, ns. 

Interclass correlations. Correlations between adjustment measures are shown in 

Table 1. Alcohol use was positively correlated with drug use and delinquency. Drug use 

was also positively correlated with depression and delinquency. Delinquency was 

positively correlated with depression and negatively correlated with interpersonal 

support.  

Correlations. Correlations between conflict measures and adjustment measures 

are shown in Table 2. Depression was positively correlated with conflict frequency, when 

measured by a Likert scale with a two-week reference period and a cued memory prompt 

(Condition H). Delinquency was positively correlated with conflict frequency when 

measured by a Frequency scale with a one-day reference period and a cued memory 

prompt (Condition B). Conflict frequency means and standard deviations are shown in 

Table 3.   

Mean Differences in Conflict Measures 
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  Table 4 describes the results of two one-way between-subjects ANOVAs with 

conflict frequency measured by the Frequency response scale as the dependent variable 

and memory prompt (Uncued and Cued) as the independent variable. Separate ANOVAs 

were conducted for each reference period. There were significant main effects for 

memory prompt in both analyses. More conflicts were reported by participants who 

received a memory prompt (M = 20.33, SD = 11.72) than participants who did not (M = 

3.20, SD = 1.73) for the one-day reference period. More conflicts were reported by 

participants who received a memory prompt (M = 32.59, SD = 19.37) than participants 

who did not (M = 4.00, SD = 2.45) for the two-week reference period. 

Table 5 describes a 2 (Memory Prompt: Uncued and Cued) by 2 (Reference 

Period: One Day and Two Week) between-subjects ANOVA with conflict frequency 

measured by the Likert response scale as the dependent variable. There were no 

significant main effects for memory prompt or reference period. There was not a 

significant interaction for memory prompt by reference period. 

Table 6 describes a 2 (Memory Prompt) by 2 (Reference Period) between-subjects 

ANOVA with conflict frequency measured by the Open response scale as the dependent 

variable. The means for the two-week reference period were divided by 14 in order to 

make them comparable to the one-day reference period. There were significant main 

effects for memory prompt and for reference period. More daily conflicts were reported 

by participants who received a memory prompt (M = 5.42, SD = 8.60) than participants 

who did not (M = 1.11, SD = 1.33). More daily conflicts were reported by participants 

who reported conflict from the previous day (M = 5.99, SD = 8.42) than by those who 

reported conflict from the previous two weeks (M = 0.64, SD = 1.05).  
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There was also a significant interaction between memory prompt and reference 

period. To test the effects of the interaction post-hoc comparisons were conducted. The 

results of the post-hoc LSD test indicated that participants who responded using a cued 

memory prompt and one-day reference period reported significantly higher levels of 

conflict than participants using a two-week reference period or an uncued memory 

prompt. The other groups did not significantly differ from one another. Thus, Open 

response scale measures with a cued memory prompt and a one day reference period 

were related to more conflict. Means and standard deviations for interaction terms are 

shown in Table 7.  

Conflict Measures and Psychological Adjustment 

The major hypotheses of the study were evaluated in a series of 20 multiple 

regression analyses, one for each combination of 3 conflict measurement variables and 5 

adjustment variables. The dependent variables included alcohol use, drug use, depression, 

delinquency, and interpersonal support. The conflict variable used in the regression 

analyses was centered to facilitate comparisons among the conditions (see Aiken & West, 

1991).   

Alcohol use. As shown in Tables 8 and 9, conflict frequency measured by the 

Open response scale and the Likert response scale did not predict alcohol use. The 

interactions between conflict frequency and memory prompt and between conflict 

frequency and reference period were not statistically significant.  

Separate analyses were conducted on the one-day and two-week Frequency 

response scales, because it was not possible to create comparable indices. As shown in 

Table 10, conflict frequency measured by the Frequency scale for a one-day reference 
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period predicted alcohol use. Greater levels of conflict were associated with higher levels 

of alcohol use. The interaction between conflict and memory prompt was not statistically 

significant. As shown in Table 11, conflict frequency measured by the Frequency scale 

for a two-week reference period did not predict alcohol use. The interaction between 

conflict and memory prompt was not statistically significant. 

Drug use. As shown in Tables 8 and 9, conflict frequency measured by the Open 

response scale and the Likert response scale did not predict drug use. The interactions 

between conflict frequency and memory prompt and between conflict frequency and 

reference period were not statistically significant. 

Separate analyses were conducted on the one-day and two-week Frequency 

response scales, because it was not possible to create comparable indices. As shown in 

Table 10, conflict frequency measured by the Frequency scale for a one-day reference 

period did not predict drug use. The interaction between conflict and memory prompt was 

not statistically significant. As shown in Table 11, conflict frequency measured by the 

Frequency scale for a two-week reference period did not predict drug use. The interaction 

between conflict frequency and memory prompt was not statistically significant. 

Depression. As shown in Table 8, conflict frequency measured by the Open 

response scale predicted depression. Greater levels of conflict were associated with 

higher levels of depression. The interactions between conflict frequency and memory 

prompt and between conflict frequency and reference period were not statistically 

significant. 

As shown in Table 9, conflict frequency measured by the Likert response scale 

predicted depression. Greater levels of conflict were associated with higher levels of 
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depression. The interactions between conflict frequency and memory prompt and 

between conflict frequency and reference period were not statistically significant. 

Separate analyses were conducted on the one-day and two-week Frequency 

response scales, because it was not possible to create comparable indices. As shown in 

Table 10, conflict frequency measured by the Frequency scale for a one-day reference 

period did not predict depression. The interaction between conflict and memory prompt 

was not statistically significant. As shown in Table 11, conflict frequency measured by 

the Frequency scale for a two-week reference period did not predict depression. The 

interaction between conflict frequency and memory prompt was not statistically 

significant. 

Delinquency. As shown in Tables 8 and 9, conflict frequency measured by the 

Open response scale and the Likert response scale did not predict delinquency. The 

interactions between conflict frequency and memory prompt and between conflict 

frequency and reference period were not statistically significant. 

Separate analyses were conducted on the one-day and two-week Frequency 

response scales, because it was not possible to create comparable indices. As shown in 

Table 10, conflict frequency measured by the Frequency scale for a one-day reference 

period did not predict delinquency. The interaction between conflict frequency and 

memory prompt was not statistically significant. As shown in Table 11, conflict 

frequency measured by the Frequency scale for a two-week reference period did not 

predict delinquency. The interaction between conflict frequency and memory prompt was 

not statistically significant. 
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Interpersonal support. As shown in Tables 8 and 9, conflict frequency measured 

by the Open response scale and the Likert response scale did not predict interpersonal 

support. The interactions between conflict frequency and memory prompt and between 

conflict frequency and reference period were not statistically significant. 

Separate analyses were conducted on the one-day and two-week Frequency 

response scales, because it was not possible to create comparable indices. As shown in 

Table 10, conflict frequency measured by the Frequency scale for a one-day reference 

period did not predict interpersonal support. The interaction between conflict frequency 

and memory prompt was not statistically significant.  

As shown in Table 11, conflict frequency measured by the Frequency scale for a 

two-week reference period predicted interpersonal support. Greater levels of conflict 

were associated with higher levels of interpersonal support. The interaction between 

conflict and memory prompt was also statistically significant. To further examine this 

interaction, interaction effects were plotted based on procedures used by Aiken & West 

(1991). The slope for uncued memory prompt (β = 1.306) was significant (p < .05), 

whereas the slope for cued memory prompt (β = 0.02) was not. Memory prompt 

moderated the association between conflict frequency, measured using the Frequency 

response scale and a two-week reference period, and interpersonal support, such that 

individuals who responded using an uncued memory prompt reported a stronger 

association between conflict frequency and interpersonal support than those responding 

to a cued memory prompt. Figure 9 depicts these results. 

  Gender.  Supplemental analyses showed that gender predicts alcohol use (β = -

.273), drug use (β = -.199), and delinquency (β = -.271), when conflict is measured using 
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the open response scale. Also, gender predicts delinquency (β = -.311) when conflict is 

measured using the frequency response scale and a two-week reference period. Despite 

these supplemental analyses, the same pattern of statistically significant results emerged.  
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DISCUSSION 

 This study examined how alterations in the measurement of conflict frequency 

affected how many conflicts participants reported and whether different measures of 

conflict were differentially associated with psychological adjustment outcomes. The 

results support previous findings indicating that self-report measures of event frequency 

vary across instruments and methods (Bless, Bohner, Hild & Schwarz 1992; Schwarz, 

Bless, Bohner, Harlacher & Kellenbenz 1991; Schwarz 1999; Winkielman, Knauper & 

Schwarz 1998). New to this study are findings that show how changes in the 

measurement of conflict frequency can alter the association between conflict frequency 

and adjustment outcomes. The findings are discussed in the context of the major research 

questions of the study. 

Conflict Frequency Measurement 

Changes in conflict measures changed the amount of conflict reported. These 

results support the hypothesis that conflict frequency means differ as a result of 

differences in conflict frequency measures. The findings indicate that changes in question 

format and reference period caused significant variation in participants’ reports of 

conflict frequency.  

Measurement Scales. According to Schwarz et al (1991) subjects often rely on the 

range of the response scale for clues about response tendencies. That may explain why 

the means in this study varied dramatically between measurement scales. Overall, 
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subjects using the Frequency response scale reported more conflict than subjects using 

the Open response scale. These results indicate that using the Frequency response scale 

leads to participants reporting more interpersonal conflict. This finding may be due to the 

fact that participants consider the Frequency response scale provided the average 

response (Schwarz et al., 1991) while they have to come up with their own number for 

the Open response scale. Therefore, they will choose their response to this question in 

reference to the scale, not the actual amount of conflict they experienced.  

The Likert response scale could not be compared to the other two response scales, 

because while the Open and Frequency response scales represent an actual number of 

disagreements the Likert response scale represents an approximate amount of 

disagreements. However, examining the means within the Likert scale indicates that 

respondents in the Likert conditions experience average amounts of conflict. The Likert 

scale ranges from 0 (Never) to 10 (Often) and across Likert conditions the means range 

from 4.5 to 5.5, right in the middle. This may be explained by the fact that respondents 

often choose the midpoint of the scale because they believe it represents the norm 

(Schwarz & Wanke, 2002).  

Question Format. The present study examined the difference between self-reports 

of conflict frequency with a memory prompt (cued) and without a memory prompt 

(uncued). These differences in question format were also found to influence participants’ 

responses to conflict frequency measures. These results support findings from several 

studies (Burk et al 2009; Schuman & Presser, 1981) in which responses varied as a result 

of differences in question format. Specifically, Schuman and Presser (1981) reported 
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statistically significant differences between cued and uncued format across studies, which 

also demonstrated differences in the substance of the questions being asked.  

In the present study, Memory prompt was statistically significant for the 

Frequency response scale and the Open response scale. For both response scales, subjects 

reported more conflict when using a cued memory prompt than subjects using an uncued 

memory prompt. In other words, participants reported more conflict when they were 

provided with a list of issues that they may have disagreed about than when they were 

asked overall how many disagreements they had. Although, not statistically significant, 

the Likert response scale demonstrated the opposite result. Subjects reported more 

conflict when using an uncued memory prompt than subjects using a cued memory 

prompt.  

It is apparent that question format has an effect on participants’ reports of conflict 

frequency. But what accounts for these differences? For the most part, it seems that 

providing respondents with a list of issues helps them to remember specific events that 

they might otherwise forget. Although this was not the case for the Likert scale, this may 

be due to the fact that participants used estimation strategies to respond to the Likert 

response scale, in both the cued and uncued conditions. Therefore, participants are most 

likely counting for the Open and Frequency response scales and estimating for the Likert 

response scale.   

Reference Period. The present study examined the difference between self-reports 

of conflict frequency with a one-day reference period and a two-week reference period. 

These differences in reference period also influenced the amount of conflict participants 

reported. Time frames for recall vary dramatically from one conflict study to another. 
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Winkielman et al. (1998) suggested that the length of the reference period affects how the 

question is interpreted because participants infer meaning from them.  

Reference period was statistically significant for the Open response scale. After 

adjusting the two week responses so that they were comparable to the one day responses, 

subjects reported more conflict when using a one-day reference period than when using a 

two-week reference period. Although not statistically significant, for the Likert response 

scale, subjects reported more conflict when using a two-week reference period than when 

using a one-day reference period.  

It appears that reference period has an effect on participants’ reports of conflict 

frequency. This could be a result of how participants interpret the questions. Winkielman 

et al (1998) suggested that participants assumed that shorter reference periods meant that 

the researcher was interested in less serious events that occur more frequently and longer 

reference periods meant the researcher was interested in more serious events that occur 

less frequently. As a consequence, shorter reference periods should increase the 

likelihood that all disagreements experienced will be reported. This would lead to 

respondents provided with shorter reference periods to report more disagreements than 

respondents provided with longer reference periods. That is the case with the Open 

response scale but not the Likert response scale. Here too, the Likert response scale 

appears to elicit estimation strategies, whereas the Open response scale elicits 

enumeration. Shorter time frames usually make it easier for a participant to enumerate 

than longer time frames because there are fewer events to count (Blair & Burton, 1987). 

However, this doesn’t seem to apply when scales are anchored by vague quantifiers.  
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Laursen et al. (2009) states that for common events, respondents usually estimate 

large round numbers instead of counting the actual number, which can wildly inflate 

frequencies. This seems particularly relevant to shorter time periods, which focus on less 

intense events that occur frequently. Because participants responding to longer time 

frames focus on infrequent events, these intense events should stand out and be more 

conducive to counting, compared with less intense events that are difficult to count and 

are instead estimated. 

Psychological Adjustment Outcomes 

 Are different measures of conflict differentially associated with adjustment 

outcomes? The correlations between conflict frequency and adjustment outcomes were 

small, and most differences did not rise to the level of statistical significance. Even with 

these small samples, however, there was some evidence that different measures had 

different associations with outcomes.   

 Alcohol and Drug Use. Alcohol use was found to be predicted by conflict as 

measured by the Frequency response scale and the one-day reference period. This is 

consistent with studies such as Frone, Russell, and Cooper (1993) which found a positive 

association between conflict and alcohol use. The lack of associations between other 

measures of conflict and alcohol use is most likely due to the differences in the way 

conflict is measured. Although, some of the associations between alcohol use and conflict 

are of similar or greater magnitude than associations in the Frone et al. (1993) study, 

differences in sample size may have prevented results in the present study from reaching 

statistical significance.  
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Drug use was not associated with conflict frequency. I can only speculate why 

this was the not the case. One possibility is that there was little variability in the drug use 

scores, most were very low, which means there was little variance for conflict to account 

for. Another possibility is that conflict is just not a good predictor of drug use. Conflict 

was not found to predict drug use in this study or in the investigation of previous studies. 

 Depression. Depression was predicted by conflict as measured with both the Open 

and Likert scales. Greater levels of conflict were associated with higher levels of 

depression. This is consistent with findings by El-Sheikh and Flanagan (2001) and Frone 

(2000) who found that conflict was positively associated with depression. However, this 

association varies from condition to condition. 

It makes sense that depression is a consequence of conflict. As conflict in a 

relationship increases, tension in the relationship increases (El-Sheikh & Flanagan, 

2001). This can heavily affect individuals who internalize things and lead to the 

development or increase of depressive symptoms.  

 Delinquency. The results for delinquency were inconsistent. In the regression 

analyses, delinquency was not found to be predicted by reports of conflict frequency. Nor 

was there an interaction between conflict frequency and memory prompt or between 

conflict frequency and reference period. However, the correlation between delinquency 

and the one-day, cued conflict Frequency measure was significant. This suggests that 

with at least one measure of conflict greater levels of conflict were associated with higher 

levels of delinquency. This is consistent with a study done by Caples and Barrera (2006), 

who found that conflict was related to externalizing, which they define as conduct 

problems such as delinquency.  
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The inconsistent findings are most likely due to the fact that there was an 

inexplicable effect for memory prompt, which indicated that question format predicted 

delinquency. It was beyond the scope of this paper to fully examine the reasons behind 

this finding.  

Interpersonal Support. Conflict frequency measured by a Frequency response 

scale and a one-day reference period predicted interpersonal support. This suggests that 

greater levels of conflict were associated with higher levels of interpersonal support. This 

finding was unexpected and needs to be replicated. Previous studies suggest that conflict 

is negatively associated with support (e.g., Adams & Laursen, 2007).  

There was also a significant interaction between conflict and memory prompt. 

Memory prompt was shown to moderate the association between conflict frequency, 

measured using the Frequency response scale and a two-week reference period, and 

interpersonal support, such that individuals who responded using an uncued memory 

prompt reported a stronger association between conflict frequency and interpersonal 

support. Scholars who use an uncued memory prompt are more likely to find this 

association than scholars who use a cued memory prompt. This is most likely due to the 

fact that some measures of conflict are more accurate and have less variance than others, 

and are therefore better predictors of outcomes. The direction of the association is the 

opposite of what would be expected and opposite of most the other associations between 

conflict and interpersonal support within this study. Should this finding be replicated, it 

suggests that this scale and this time period may be particularly prone to error. 
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Implications 

The results of this study have implications for both future research and clinical 

practice. The findings of this study could be used to explain divergent results in past 

studies, as well as, to create conflict frequency measures with less error for future studies. 

Also, these findings could help create strategies for reducing interpersonal conflict or 

treating adjustment outcomes in clinical practice.  

Future Research. The changes in conflict frequency measures in this study 

affected how people reported conflict frequency. Also, some of the associations between 

conflict frequency and adjustment outcomes varied as a function of conflict 

measurement. In terms of research, this can affect how results are interpreted. When 

examining the amount of conflict present in a subject’s life, researchers may end up with 

an incorrect number due to the influence of conflict frequency measures. Furthermore, 

when interpreting these results researchers may associate more conflict with negative 

adjustment outcomes, but this finding cannot be supported if the amount of conflict is 

incorrect.  

These findings may account for divergent results in past research concerning the 

frequency of events (Bless et al. 1992; Schwarz et al. 1991). To avoid divergent results, 

future researchers should design event frequency measures that minimize error. The 

results of this study could assist with the creation of these measures.   

Clearly, the reference period is an important consideration in the design of event 

frequency measurement research. The length of reference period used can effect how the 

question is interpreted and answered. Longer reference periods suggest that researchers 

are interested in intense events that occur less frequently, while shorter reference periods 
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suggest that researchers are interested in mundane events that occur regularly. This also 

leads to changes in the way the participant recalls these events, and will either count or 

estimate. Although this study does not indicate which reference period is best, future 

researchers should be aware that when selecting a reference period for an event frequency 

measure, participants will use the reference period to make inferences about event 

frequency. Therefore, researchers should have a clear indication of the events they 

inquiring about and use the reference period that is more conducive to those types of 

events.  

The question format used in a self-report measure also influences the responses. 

Memory prompts can help participants recall specific events. However, this could be 

either a positive or negative outcome. Although, memory prompts may remind a 

participant of a type of event that occurred, they also restrict participants to only 

responding about the events inquired about. If the participant thought of another event not 

present on the measure, there would be nowhere to endorse that answer and certain 

events would be left out of the study. The results from the present study indicate that the 

presence of a memory prompt seems to lead to participants recalling many more events. 

Again, future researchers should have a clear indication of what events they are inquiring 

about and choose a question format that best corresponds to those types of events. 

Possibly a good solution is to both include memory prompts that assist recollection and 

encourage participants to endorse any other events they may recall by including an open 

response alternative, such as “Other.” 

Clinical Practice. This research is important because of its implications for 

clinical practice. Relationship conflict can have a harmful effect on individual adjustment 
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(Frone, 2000; Patterson & Bank, 1989; Patterson, Capaldi, & Bank, 1991; El-Sheikh & 

Flanagan, 2001). The associations between conflict and adjustment outcomes should be 

examined further because it is clear in this study that associations differ as a result of the 

way conflict is measured. If we do not have a better understanding of the association 

between adjustment outcomes and conflict, we cannot successfully treat either problem. 

Findings from previous studies state that family environment variables, such as conflict, 

associated with parental problem drinking and depression, may increase the risk for 

adjustment problems among exposed children (El-Sheikh & Flanagan, 2001; Seilhamer 

& Jacob, 1990). This suggests that these associations between conflict and outcomes 

could affect children and should be treated to reduce any influence they will have. 

However, the magnitude of associations between conflict and outcomes will influence the 

importance given to each adjustment outcome and how these variables are treated.   

Limitations 

 The lack of significant findings is due in part to the lack of participants in the 

study. Although there were 311 total participants, the presence of twelve conditions cut 

down the number of subjects to about 25 per condition. This limited the power of the 

analyses. More cases per condition are needed to attain statistical significance when 

effects are as small as these appear to be. 

 This study was conducted with young adults from a university population. The 

participants were all undergraduates between the ages of 18 and 24 from Florida Atlantic 

University. Therefore, generalizing the findings to other populations may be a problem. 

Whether the same results will be seen with older or younger populations outside of the 

university community will require further study. Presumably, these college students were 



38 

 

fairly well functioning, which limited the range of variance in the adjustment measures. 

This, in turn, possibly limited associations with conflict.  

 Additionally, the focus in this study was on five psychological adjustment 

outcomes. However, there may be more adjustment outcomes associated with 

interpersonal conflict, such as anxiety and self-esteem. Therefore, similar studies should 

be conducted using other psychological outcomes to test their associations with 

interpersonal conflict and if they vary as a result of changes in conflict measures. 

Future Directions  

 In order examine developmental differences, our research lab is in the process of 

setting up a similar study with elementary school aged children. The experimenters in this 

study will go to elementary schools and test how differences in conflict frequency 

measures will affect the amount of conflict reported by children between the ages of 6 

and 11. The conflict frequency measures used will be a modified version of the measures 

used in this study that will be easy for children of this age to understand and relate to.  

 Another possibility for future research is changing the definition of conflict. In the 

present study conflict was defined as a disagreement, and did not discriminate between 

positive and negative emotions. Changing the definition of conflict to angry conflicts, for 

example, may also change the amount of conflict reported and the associations between 

conflict and psychological outcomes.  

 Although the focus of this study is on the measurement of frequency of conflict, 

the same problems encountered in this study with self-report measures may also be 

encountered when measuring the frequency of other events. The same components of 
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these conflict measures, such as response scale, reference period, and memory prompt 

may also affect how subjects report frequencies of other events.  

Summary Conclusions 

Self-report measures are the most commonly used method of measuring conflict 

frequency. The low cost and ease of use associated with self-reports makes it a common 

form of data collection. The present study indicates that self-report measures can be 

altered in ways that influence how participants interpret and answer questions. For this 

reason, researchers should take into account the different aspects of self-report measures 

when they use and design them. The best way for researchers to avoid measurement 

problems, would be to have a clear understanding of what they are trying to ask 

participants before the study begins. The questions asked must be precise, not ambiguous. 

Understanding changes and influences related to measurement design will assist in 

making self-report measures a more reliable source of data collection.  
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Table 1 
 
Interclass Correlations between Adjustment Measures 

 
 

Note. N = 311 
*p < .05.  **p < .01.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

Measure 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 

1. Alcohol Use 
 

- .435** .088          .277** .002 
 

2. Drug Use 
 

 -          .202**          .244** .026 
 

3. Depression 
 

  -           .137* -.066 
 

4. Delinquency 
 

   -   -.121* 
 

5. Interpersonal Support 
  

    - 
 

4
0
 

 

4
1
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Table 2 
 
Correlations between Different Measures of Conflict Frequency and Adjustment Outcomes 

 

         Alcohol Use Drug Use Depression Delinquency Support 

Frequency Scale                                                                   
(0 to 10 or more) 

One Day 
Uncued A .321 .168 .271 .155 -.146 

Cued B .165 .122 -.109 .587** .150 

Two-
Weeks 

Uncued C -.207 -.077 -.216 -.089 .321 

Cued D -.203 -.120 .045 .078 .091 

 
 
 

Likert Scale                                                                      
(Never to Often) 

One Day 
Uncued E .056 .203 .273 .268 -.035 

Cued F .007 .026 .109 -.019 .008 

Two-
Weeks 

Uncued G .160 -.052 .255 .039 .198 

Cued H .051 -.142 .452* .350 -.082 

Input Number                                                      
Without Scale 

One Day 
Uncued I -.327 -.114 .053 .176 -.081 

Cued J .112 .126 -.076 -.016 .147 

Two-
Weeks 

Uncued K -.093 .081 .375 -.086 -.255 

Cued L -.074 -.139 .379 .063 -.014 

Note. *p < .05.  **p < .01.   

 

 

4
2
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Table 3 
 
Conflict Frequency Means by Condition 
 

Condition M SD N 

Frequency Scale                                                                   
(0 to 10 or more) 

One Day 
Uncued A 3.16 1.75 25 

Cued B 19.64 12.07 28 

Two-
Weeks 

Uncued C 3.96 2.41 26 

Cued D 32.48 19.44 27 

Likert Scale                                                                      
(Never to Often) 

One Day 
Uncued E 4.44 2.68 25 

Cued F 4.27 2.05 27 

Two-
Weeks 

Uncued G 5.43 2.73 28 

Cued H 4.00 2.32 26 

Input Number                                                      
Without Scale 

One Day 
Uncued I 1.80 1.44 25 

Cued J 9.88 10.18 25 

Two-
Weeks 

Uncued K 5.40 9.56 25 

Cued L 12.31 18.01 26 
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Table 4 
 
Results from two One-Way ANOVAs on Conflict Frequency Measured on a 
Frequency Scale and Separated by Reference Period  
 

      df F η p N 

One Day 
Memory 
Prompt 

  1 52.26 0.511 0.001 52 

Two Weeks 
Memory 
Prompt 

  1 53.63 0.517 0.001 52 

 
 
Table 5 
 
Results from a 2 (Memory Prompt) by 2 (Reference Period) ANOVA on Conflict 
Frequency Measured on a Likert Scale 
 

    df F η p 

Memory Prompt  1 2.57 .025 .112 

Reference Period  1 1.13 .011 .291 

Memory Prompt x 
Reference Period 

 1 3.47 .033 .065 

          

Note. N = 106 
   
 
Table 6 
 
Results from a 2 (Memory Prompt) by 2 (Reference Period) ANOVA on Conflict 
Frequency Measured on a Open Scale 

    df F η p 

Memory Prompt  1 17.82 .155 .001 

Reference Period  1 26.44 .214 .001 

Memory Prompt x 
Reference Period 

 1 14.05 .127 .001 

          

Note. N = 101
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Table 7 
 
Means for Interactions between Memory Prompt and Reference Period by Scale 

 

    Uncued   Cued 

    n M (SD) 95% CI   n M (SD) 95% CI 

Open 
Scale 

One Day 25 1.84 (1.43) [1.24, 2.43]  25 10.15 (10.33) [5.89, 14.42] 

Two Weeks 25 0.39 (0.68) [0.10, 0.67]  26 0.88 (1.29) [0.36, 1.39] 

         
Likert 
Scale 

One Day 27 4.15 (2.78) [3.20, 5.09]  27 4.27 (2.05) [3.33, 5.22] 

Two Weeks 27 5.55(2.69) [4.61, 6.50]  25 3.88 (2.30) [2.91, 4.87] 

 

4
5
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Table 8 
 
Multiple Regression Analyses Predicting Adjustment Outcomes from Conflict, Memory Prompt, and Reference 
Period Using the Open Response Scale 

 

  Alcohol Use  Drug Use  Depression  Delinquency  Support 

Predictor   ΔR² β  ΔR² β  ΔR² β  ΔR² β  ΔR² β 

Step 1  .035   .079*   .144**   .069   .205**  

      Conflict    -.039   -.002   .264**   -.011   -.048 

      Memory Prompt   -.164   -.275**   -.228*   -.202   -.433** 

      Reference Period   -.059   -.061   .209*   -.166   .036 

Step 2  .007   .004   .004*   .005   .021**  

     Conflict    -.203   .091   .516*   -.124   -.367 

      Memory Prompt    -.149   -.307*   -.235*   -.198   -.385** 

      Reference Period    -.054   -.045   .188   -.157   .030 

      Conflict x Memory   .144   -.117   -.197   .089   .306 

      Conflict x Reference   .066   .045   -.156   .067   .065 

 

Total R²  .042  .083  .140  .074  .226 

N   100  100  100  100  100 

Note. *p < .05.  **p < .01.  

 

4
6
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4
7
 

Table 9 
 
Multiple Regression Analyses Predicting Adjustment Outcomes from Conflict, Memory Prompt, and Reference 
Period Using the Likert Response Scale 

 

  Alcohol Use  Drug Use  Depression  Delinquency  Support 

Predictor   ΔR² β  ΔR² β  ΔR² β  ΔR² β  ΔR² β 

Step 1  .017   .012   .092*   .098*   .268**  

      Conflict    .100   .020   .301**   .165   .000 

      Memory Prompt   .068   .111   .096   .273**   -.513** 

      Reference Period   -.060   .001   .071   .115   .077 

 
Step 2  .008   .012   .001   .003   .011**  

     Conflict    .210   -.022   .338*   .159   .125 

      Memory Prompt    -.032   -.021   .071   .359   -.557* 

      Reference Period    -.179   .180   .026   .058   -.112 

      Conflict x Memory   -.138   -.143   -.036   .101   -.076 

      Conflict x Reference   -.164   .218   -.062   -.064   -.249 

                

Total R²  .025  .024  .093  .101  .279 

N  105  105  105  105  105 

Note. *p < .05.  **p < .01.   
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Table 10 
 
Multiple Regression Analyses Predicting Adjustment Outcomes from Conflict and Memory Prompt Using the 
Frequency Response Scale and One Day Reference Period 

 

  Alcohol Use  Drug Use  Depression  Delinquency  Support 

Predictor  ΔR² β  ΔR² β  ΔR² β  ΔR² β  ΔR² β 

Step 1  .045   .077   .008   .073   .039  

      Conflict    .147   .147   -.131   .301   .178 

      Memory Prompt   -.291   .153   .101   -.385   -.282 

Step 2  .066   .009   .038   .011   .012  

      
      Conflict    2.736*   1.103   1.830   1.360   -.901 

      Memory Prompt    -.907*   -.075   -.365   -.637   -.025 

      Conflict x Memory   -2.207   -.815   -1.671   -.902   .920 

                

Total R²  .111  .086  .046  .084  .051 

N  51  51  51  51  51 

Note. *p < .05.  **p < .01.   
 
 
 
 
 

4
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Table 11 
 
Multiple Regression Analyses Predicting Adjustment Outcomes from Conflict and Memory Prompt Using the 
Frequency Response Scale and Two Week Reference Period 

 

  Alcohol Use  Drug Use  Depression  Delinquency  Support 

Predictor  ΔR² β  ΔR² β  ΔR² β  ΔR² β  ΔR² β 

Step 1  .032   .046   .003   .019   .181**  

      Conflict    -.247   -.153   -.004   .049   .088 

      Memory Prompt   .130   .296   -.048   -.169   -.485* 

Step 2  .015   .000   .037   .008   .069**  

      
      Conflict    -1.732   -.374   -2.310   -.966   3.191* 

      Memory Prompt    .309   .323   .229   -.047   -.858** 

      Conflict x Memory   1.367   .203   2.124   .935   -2.859* 

                

Total R²  .047  .046  .040  .027  .250 

N  51  51  51  51  51 

Note. *p < .05.  **p < .01.  

 

 

4
9
 



50 

 

5
0
 

Figure 1 
 
Conflict Measure Conditions 

      

Between Subjects Conditions 

 
Response 

Format 

Frequency Scale                                                   
(0 to 10 or more) 

Likert Scale                                                      
(Never to Often) 

Input Number                                            
Without Scale 

 
Reference 

Period 
One Day Two Weeks One Day Two Weeks One Day Two Weeks 

 
Memory 
Prompt 

No 
Overall 

Yes              
10 

Issues 

No 
Overall 

Yes              
10 

Issues 

No 
Overall 

Yes              
10 

Issues 

No 
Overall 

Yes              
10 

Issues 

No 
Overall 

Yes              
10 

Issues 

No 
Overall 

Yes              
10 

Issues 

 A B C D E F G H I J K L 

 
Note. Subjects were randomly assigned to 1 of the 12 conditions.
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Figure 2 
 
Demographics Questionnaire 

Please answer the following questions about yourself: 

1. ID Number: 

 
 
2. Age: 

18 19 20 21 22 23 24 
 

 
3. Sex: 

Male Female 
 
4. What is your ethnicity? 

White/Anglo American 

Hispanic 

African American 

Asian American 

Other 

Mixed Background 
5. Who lives with you in your current residence: 

Family 

Friend(s) 

Alone 

Romantic Partner/Spouse 

Dormitory 

Other 

Other (please specify)  

 
 
 

 

 

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r r r r

r
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Figure 3 

Conflict Frequency Measures 
 

Condition A 
 
This questionnaire concerns interpersonal conflict. We define conflict as a disagreement.  
 
Disagreements include the following: You objected to something someone said or did, or 
someone objected to something you said or did; or you and someone had a quarrel or an 
argument. Disagreements do not necessarily involve positive or negative emotions. 
 
1. We are interested in all of your disagreements during the previous day (yesterday). 
Count each disagreement only once. Describe only disagreements that actually happened. 
Do not count unexpressed disagreements. 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
10 or 
more 

Number of 
Disagreements             

 

 

Condition B 
 

This questionnaire concerns interpersonal conflict. We define conflict as a disagreement.  
 
Disagreements include the following: You objected to something someone said or did, or  
someone objected to something you said or did; or you and someone had a quarrel or an  
argument. Disagreements do not necessarily involve positive or negative emotions. 
 
1. We are interested in all of your disagreements during the previous day (yesterday).  
For each issue, please identify the number of disagreements you experienced. Describe  
only disagreements that actually happened. Do not count unexpressed disagreements. 
Count each disagreement only once. If a disagreement included two or more issues,  
please select the single issue that best describes the disagreement. 
 

  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
10 or 
more 

1. Annoying Behavior             

2. Car/Phone/TV/ 
    Computer            

3. Criticism/Teasing            

4. Differences of  
    Opinion            

5. Money/Possessions            

6. Personal Freedom            

7. Relationships            

8. Responsibilities            

r r r r r r r r r r r

r r r r r r r r r r r

r r r r r r r r r r r

r r r r r r r r r r r

r r r r r r r r r r r

r r r r r r r r r r r

r r r r r r r r r r r

r r r r r r r r r r r

r r r r r r r r r r r
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  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
10 or 
more 

9. School/Work            

10. Standards of  
      Behavior            

Condition C 
 

This questionnaire concerns interpersonal conflict. We define conflict as a disagreement.  
Disagreements include the following: You objected to something someone said or did, or 
someone objected to something you said or did; or you and someone had a quarrel or an 
argument. Disagreements do not necessarily involve positive or negative emotions. 
 
1. We are interested in all of your disagreements during the past 2 weeks. Count each 
disagreement only once. Describe only disagreements that actually happened. Do not  
count unexpressed disagreements.  

  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
10 or 
more 

Number of 
Disagreements             

 

 

Condition D 
 

This questionnaire concerns interpersonal conflict. We define conflict as a disagreement.  
 
Disagreements include the following: You objected to something someone said or did, or  
someone objected to something you said or did; or you and someone had a quarrel or an  
argument. Disagreements do not necessarily involve positive or negative emotions. 

 
1. We are interested in all of your disagreements during the past 2 weeks. For each issue, 
please identify the number of disagreements you experienced. Describe only 
disagreements that actually happened. Do not count unexpressed disagreements. Count 
each disagreement only once. If a disagreement included two or more issues, please 
select the single issue that best describes the disagreement.  

  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
10 or 
more 

1. Annoying Behavior             

2. Car/Phone/TV/ 
    Computer            

3. Criticism/Teasing            

4. Differences of  
    Opinion            

5. Money/Possessions            

6. Personal Freedom            

7. Relationships            

8. Responsibilities            

9. School/Work            

rrrrrrrrrrr

rrrrrrrrrrr

r r r r r r r r r r r

r r r r r r r r r r r

r r r r r r r r r r r

r r r r r r r r r r r

r r r r r r r r r r r

r r r r r r r r r r r

r r r r r r r r r r r

r r r r r r r r r r r

r r r r r r r r r r r

r r r r r r r r r r r
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  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
10 or 
more 

10. Standards of  
      Behavior            

 
Condition E 

 
This questionnaire concerns interpersonal conflict. We define conflict as a disagreement.  
 
Disagreements include the following: You objected to something someone said or did, or 
someone objected to something you said or did; or you and someone had a quarrel or an 
argument. Disagreements do not necessarily involve positive or negative emotions. 
 
1. We are interested in the frequency of your disagreements during the previous day  
(yesterday). Describe only disagreements that actually happened. Do not count  
unexpressed disagreements.  
 
  Never          Often 
Number of 
Disagreements             

 

 

Condition F 
 

This questionnaire concerns interpersonal conflict. We define conflict as a disagreement.  
 
Disagreements include the following: You objected to something someone said or did, or  
someone objected to something you said or did; or you and someone had a quarrel or an  
argument. Disagreements do not necessarily involve positive or negative emotions. 

 
1. We are interested in the frequency of your disagreements during the previous day 
(yesterday). For each issue, please identify the frequency of disagreements you 
experienced. Describe only disagreements that actually happened. Do not count 
unexpressed disagreements. If a disagreement included two or more issues, please select 
the single issue that best describes the disagreement.  
 

  Never          Often 

1. Annoying Behavior             

2. Car/Phone/TV/ 
    Computer            

3. Criticism/Teasing            

4. Differences of  
    Opinion            

5. Money/Possessions            

6. Personal Freedom            

7. Relationships            

8. Responsibilities            

rrrrrrrrrrr

r r r r r r r r r r r

r r r r r r r r r r r
r r r r r r r r r r r
r r r r r r r r r r r

r r r r r r r r r r r
r r r r r r r r r r r

r r r r r r r r r r r
r r r r r r r r r r r

r r r r r r r r r r r
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  Never          Often 

9. School/Work            

10. Standards of  
      Behavior            

 
Condition G 

 
This questionnaire concerns interpersonal conflict. We define conflict as a disagreement.  
 
Disagreements include the following: You objected to something someone said or did, or 
someone objected to something you said or did; or you and someone had a quarrel or an 
argument. Disagreements do not necessarily involve positive or negative emotions. 
 
1. We are interested in the frequency of your disagreements during the past 2 weeks. 
Describe only disagreements that actually happened. Do not count unexpressed 
disagreements. 

 
  Never          Often 
Number of 
Disagreements             

 

 

Condition H 
 

This questionnaire concerns interpersonal conflict. We define conflict as a disagreement.  
 
Disagreements include the following: You objected to something someone said or did, or  
someone objected to something you said or did; or you and someone had a quarrel or an  
argument. Disagreements do not necessarily involve positive or negative emotions. 

 
1. We are interested in the frequency of your disagreements during the past 2 weeks. For 
each issue, please identify the frequency of disagreements you experienced. Describe 
only disagreements that actually happened. Do not count unexpressed disagreements. If a 
disagreement included two or more issues, please select the single issue that best 
describes the disagreement. 
 

  Never          Often 

1. Annoying Behavior             

2. Car/Phone/TV/ 
    Computer            

3. Criticism/Teasing            

4. Differences of  
    Opinion            

5. Money/Possessions            

6. Personal Freedom            

7. Relationships            

8. Responsibilities            

rrrrrrrrrrr

rrrrrrrrrrr

r r r r r r r r r r r

r r r r r r r r r r r
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  Never          Often 

9. School/Work            

10. Standards of  
      Behavior            

 
 
 

Condition I 
 

This questionnaire concerns interpersonal conflict. We define conflict as a disagreement.  
 
Disagreements include the following: You objected to something someone said or did, or 
someone objected to something you said or did; or you and someone had a quarrel or an 
argument. Disagreements do not necessarily involve positive or negative emotions. 
 
1. We are interested in all of your disagreements during the previous day (yesterday). 
Count each disagreement only once. Describe only disagreements that actually  
happened. Do not count unexpressed disagreements.  
 

Number of 
Disagreements  

 

 Condition J 
 

This questionnaire concerns interpersonal conflict. We define conflict as a disagreement.  
 
Disagreements include the following: You objected to something someone said or did, or 
someone objected to something you said or did; or you and someone had a quarrel or an 
argument. Disagreements do not necessarily involve positive or negative emotions. 
 
1. We are interested in all of your disagreements during the previous day (yesterday). For 
each issue, please identify the number of disagreements you experienced. Describe only 
disagreements that actually happened. Do not count unexpressed disagreements. Count 
each disagreement only once. If a disagreement included two or more issues, please 
select the single issue that best describes the disagreement.  

1.Annoying Behavior 
 

2.Car/Phone/TV/Computer 
 

3.Criticism/Teasing 
 

4.Differences of Opinion 
 

5.Money/Possessions 
 

6.Personal Freedom 
 

7.Relationships 
 

8.Responsibilities 
 

r r

r r

r r r

r r r

r r r r

r r r r

r r
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9.School/Work 
 

10.Standards of Behavior 
 

 

 

Condition K 
 
This questionnaire concerns interpersonal conflict. We define conflict as a disagreement.  
 
Disagreements include the following: You objected to something someone said or did, or 
someone objected to something you said or did; or you and someone had a quarrel or an 
argument. Disagreements do not necessarily involve positive or negative emotions. 
 
1. We are interested in all of your disagreements during the past 2 weeks. Count each 
disagreement only once. Describe only disagreements that actually happened. Do not 
count unexpressed disagreements. 
  

Number of 
Disagreements  

 

 

Condition L 
 

This questionnaire concerns interpersonal conflict. We define conflict as a disagreement.  
 
Disagreements include the following: You objected to something someone said or did, or 
someone objected to something you said or did; or you and someone had a quarrel or an 
argument. Disagreements do not necessarily involve positive or negative emotions. 

 
1. We are interested in all of your disagreements during the past 2 weeks. For each issue, 
please identify the number of disagreements you experienced. Describe only 
disagreements that actually happened. Do not count unexpressed disagreements. Count 
each disagreement only once. If a disagreement included two or more issues, please 
select the single issue that best describes the disagreement.  
 

1.Annoying Behavior 
 

2.Car/Phone/TV/Computer 
 

3.Criticism/Teasing 
 

4.Differences of Opinion 
 

5.Money/Possessions 
 

6.Personal Freedom 
 

7.Relationships 
 

8.Responsibilities 
 

9.School/Work 
 

10.Standards of Behavior 
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Figure 4 

 
Recall Effort Measure 
 
Reflecting back on disagreements: 
 
1. How difficult was it for you to recall these disagreements? 
 

  
Not at all 
difficult 

     
Very 

difficult 

Difficulty:        

 

2. How much thought was required to recall these disagreements? 
 

  
No 

thought 
     

A lot of 
thought 

Thought:        

  

3. How much time did it take to recall these disagreements? 
 

  No time      
A lot of 

time 

Time:        
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Figure 5 
 
Drug and Alcohol Measure 
 
Please answer the following questions about yourself: 
 
1. Do you feel you are a normal drinker? 

Yes 

No 

 

2. Do your spouse or parents worry or complain about your drinking? 

Yes 

No 

 

3. Do you ever feel bad about your drinking? 

Yes 

No 

 

4. Do friends or relatives think you are a normal drinker? 

Yes 

No 

 

5. Are you always able to stop drinking when you want to? 

Yes 

No 

 

6. Have you ever attended a meeting of Alcoholics Anonymous? 

Yes 

No 

 

7. Has drinking ever created problems between you and your spouse? 

Yes 

No 

 

8. Have you ever gotten into trouble at work because of drinking? 

Yes 

No 
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9. Have you ever neglected your obligations, your family, or your work for 2 
or more days in a row because you were drinking? 

Yes 

No 

  

10. Have you ever gone to anyone for help about your drinking? 

Yes 

No 

  

11. Have you ever been in the hospital because of drinking? 

Yes 

No 

  

12. Have you ever been arrested even for a few hours because of drinking? 

Yes 

No 

  

13. Have you ever been arrested for drunk driving or driving after drinking? 

Yes 

No 

  

The following questions concern drug use: 
 
When the words “drug abuse” are used, they mean the use of prescribed or over-the-counter 
medications/drugs in excess of the directions and any non-medical use of drugs. The various 
classes of drugs may include: cannabis (e.g., marijuana, hash), solvents, tranquilizers (e.g., 
Valium), barbiturates, cocaine, stimulants (e.g., speed), hallucinogens (e.g., LSD) or narcotics 
(e.g., heroin). Remember that the questions do not include alcohol or tobacco. 
 

1. Have you used drugs other than those required for medical reasons? 

Yes 

No 

 

2. Do you abuse more than one drug at a time? 

Yes 

No 

 

3. Are you always able to stop using drugs when you want to? (If never use 
drugs, answer “Yes”) 

Yes 

r

r

r

r

r
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r

r
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No 

 

4. Have you had "blackouts" or "flashbacks" as a result of drug use? 

Yes 

No 

 

5. Do you ever feel bad or guilty about your drug use? (If never use drugs, 
choose “No”) 

Yes 

No 

  

6. Does your spouse (or parents) ever complain about your involvement 
with drugs? 

Yes 

No 

 

7. Have you neglected your family because of your use of drugs? 

Yes 

No 

 

8. Have you engaged in illegal activities in order to obtain drugs? 

Yes 

No 

 

9. Have you ever experienced withdrawal symptoms (felt sick) when you 
stopped taking drugs? 

Yes 

No 

 

10. Have you had medical problems as a result of your drug use (e.g., 
memory loss, hepatitis, convulsions, bleeding, etc.)? 

Yes 

No 
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Figure 6 
 
Depression Measure 
 
Below is a list of some of the ways you may have felt or behaved. Please indicate 
how often you have felt this way during the past week. 
 
During the past week... 
 
1. I was bothered by things that usually don’t bother me 

Rarely or none of the time (less than 1 day) 

Some or a little of the time (1-2 days) 

Occasionally or a moderate amount of time (3-4 days) 

All of the time (5-7days) 

 

2. I had trouble keeping my mind on what I was doing 

Rarely or none of the time (less than 1 day) 

Some or a little of the time (1-2 days) 

Occasionally or a moderate amount of time (3-4 days) 

All of the time (5-7days) 

 

3. I felt depressed 

Rarely or none of the time (less than 1 day) 

Some or a little of the time (1-2 days) 

Occasionally or a moderate amount of time (3-4 days) 

All of the time (5-7days) 

 

4. I felt that everything I did was an effort 

Rarely or none of the time (less than 1 day) 

Some or a little of the time (1-2 days) 

Occasionally or a moderate amount of time (3-4 days) 

All of the time (5-7days) 

 

5. I felt hopeful about the future 

Rarely or none of the time (less than 1 day) 

Some or a little of the time (1-2 days) 

Occasionally or a moderate amount of time (3-4 days) 
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All of the time (5-7days) 

 

6. I felt fearful 

Rarely or none of the time (less than 1 day) 

Some or a little of the time (1-2 days) 

Occasionally or a moderate amount of time (3-4 days) 

All of the time (5-7days) 

 

7. My sleep was restless 

Rarely or none of the time (less than 1 day) 

Some or a little of the time (1-2 days) 

Occasionally or a moderate amount of time (3-4 days) 

All of the time (5-7days) 

 

8. I was happy 

Rarely or none of the time (less than 1 day) 

Some or a little of the time (1-2 days) 

Occasionally or a moderate amount of time (3-4 days) 

All of the time (5-7days) 

 

9. I felt lonely 

Rarely or none of the time (less than 1 day) 

Some or a little of the time (1-2 days) 

Occasionally or a moderate amount of time (3-4 days) 

All of the time (5-7days) 

  

10. I could not “get going” 

Rarely or none of the time (less than 1 day) 

Some or a little of the time (1-2 days) 

Occasionally or a moderate amount of time (3-4 days) 

All of the time (5-7days) 
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Figure 7 
 
Interpersonal Support Measure 
 
Please answer the following questions about yourself: 
 
Instructions: This scale is made up of a list of statements each of which may or 
may not be true about you. For each statement choose "definitely true" if you are 
sure it is true about you and "probably true" if you think it is true but are not 
absolutely certain. Similarly, you should choose "definitely false" if you are sure 
the statement is false and "probably false" if you think it is false but are not 
absolutely certain.  
 
1. If I wanted to go on a trip for a day (for example, to the country or 
mountains), I would have a hard time finding someone to go with me.  

Definitely True 

Definitely False 

Probably True 

Probably False 

 

2. I feel that there is no one I can share my most private worries and fears 
with.  

Definitely True 

Definitely False 

Probably True 

Probably False 

  

3. If I were sick, I could easily find someone to help me with my daily 
chores.  

Definitely True 

Definitely False 

Probably True 

Probably False 

4. There is someone I can turn to for advice about handling problems with 
my family.  

Definitely True 

Definitely False 

Probably True 
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Probably False 

 

5. If I decide one afternoon that I would like to go to a movie that evening, I 
could easily find someone to go with me.  

Definitely True 

Definitely False 

Probably True 

Probably False 

 

6. When I need suggestions on how to deal with a personal problem, I know 
someone I can turn to.  

Definitely True 

Definitely False 

Probably True 

Probably False 

 

7. I don't often get invited to do things with others.  

Definitely True 

Definitely False 

Probably True 

Probably False 

 

8. If I had to go out of town for a few weeks, it would be difficult to find 
someone who would look after my house or apartment (the plants, pets, 
garden, etc.).  

Definitely True 

Definitely False 

Probably True 

Probably False 

 

9. If I wanted to have lunch with someone, I could easily find someone to 
join me.  

Definitely True 

Definitely False 

Probably True 

Probably False 
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10. If I was stranded 10 miles from home, there is someone I could call who 
could come and get me.  

Definitely True 

Definitely False 

Probably True 

Probably False 

 

11. If a family crisis arose, it would be difficult to find someone who could 
give me good advice about how to handle it.  

Definitely True 

Definitely False 

Probably True 

Probably False 

 

12. If I needed some help in moving to a new house or apartment, I would 
have a hard time finding someone to help me. 

Definitely True 

Definitely False 

Probably True 

Probably False 
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Figure 8 
 
Delinquency Measure 
 
Please answer the following questions about yourself: 
1. During the last 12 months, have you set fire on purpose in a store or in other 
places? 

Never 

Once or twice 

Often 

Very often 

 
2. During the last 12 months, have you destroyed on purpose, an antenna, tires or 
other parts of a car? 

Never 

Once or twice 

Often 

Very often 

 
3. Indicate to what extent these behaviors have appeared in the past 12 months. I 
deliberately destroyed someone else’s property (other than by setting a fire). 

Never 

Once or twice 

Often 

Very often 

 
4. During the last 12 months, have you destroyed objects at home? 

Never 

Once or twice 

Often 

Very often 

 
5. During the last 12 months, have you taken and kept something from a store 
without paying for it? 

Never 

Once or twice 

Often 
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Very often 

 
6. During the last 12 months, have you entered without paying at a place which 
charges entry (movies, concert, sports event)? 

Never 

Once or twice 

Often 

Very often 

 
7. During the last 12 months, have you taken and kept money belonging to 
someone you live with without their permission and without the intention of 
bringing it back? 

Never 

Once or twice 

Often 

Very often 

 
8. During the last 12 months, have you taken and kept something of less than $10 
that did not belong to you? 

Never 

Once or twice 

Often 

Very often 

 
9. During the last 12 months, have you taken and kept something between $10 and 
$100 or more that did not belong to you? 

Never 

Once or twice 

Often 

Very often 

  
10. During the last 12 months, have you taken and kept something of $100 or more 
that did not belong to you? 

Never 

Once or twice 

Often 

Very often 
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11. During the last 12 months, have you taken and kept a bicycle that did not 
belong to you? 

Never 

Once or twice 

Often 

Very often 

 
12. During the last 12 months, have you bought, used or sold something that you 
knew was stolen? 

Never 

Once or twice 

Often 

Very often 

 
13. During the last 12 months, have you broken down a door or a window and 
have you entered somewhere to take something? 

Never 

Once or twice 

Often 

Very often 

 
14. During the last 12 months, have you entered somewhere where you did not 
have the right (deserted house, hangars, railroads, houses undergoing 
construction)? 

Never 

Once or twice 

Often 

Very often 

 
15. During the last 12 months, have you taken part in a fight between groups of 
young people (gangs)? 

Never 

Once or twice 

Often 

Very often 
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16. During the last 12 months, have you used a weapon (stick, knife, gun, rocks) 
when fighting with another person? 

Never 

Once or twice 

Often 

Very often 

 
17. During the last 12 months, have you ever carried a weapon (chain, knife, gun, 
etc.)? 

Never 

Once or twice 

Often 

Very often 

 
18. During the last 12 months, have you thrown rocks, bottles or other objects at 
someone? 

Never 

Once or twice 

Often 

Very often 

  
19. During the last 12 months, have you beat someone up? 

Never 

Once or twice 

Often 

Very often 

 
20. During the last 12 months, have you gotten into a fist fight with someone? 

Never 

Once or twice 

Often 

Very often 

 
21. During the last 12 months, have you strong-armed or pushed someone? 

Never 

Once or twice 
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Often 

Very often 

 
22. During the last 12 months, have you been arrested? 

Never 

Once or twice 

Often 

Very often 

 
23. During the last 12 months, have you been convicted of a crime? 

Never 

Once or twice 

Often 

Very often 
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Figure 9 
 
Conflict Associated with Interpersonal Support Moderated by Memory Prompt 
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