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Abstract 

Although people with higher attachment anxiety desire to be supportive partners, they 

tend to provide lower-quality support. Highly anxious partners struggle to provide 

effective support because when individuals express negative emotions when seeking 

support, it tends to trigger highly anxious partners’ concerns about their relational value 

and thus undermine their support provision. How might individuals seek support in order 

to encourage highly anxious partners to provide better support? This study utilized an 

observational study of dyads (N = 100 mixed-sex couples) and examined support 

seekers’ expressive suppression (i.e., concealing negative emotions) as a means to 

reduce the relational threat that highly anxious support providers typically experience 

during challenging support-relevant situations and elicit better support provision from 

highly anxious support providers. The results demonstrated that while support seekers 

with highly anxious partners engaged in marginally more expressive suppression, such 

engagement did not yield positive effects on highly anxious providers’ felt value, support 

provision, or relationship satisfaction and commitment in the following 6 months. The 

results illustrate that while expressive suppression may be a commonly used emotion 
regulation strategy among individuals with highly anxious partners, it may not yield 

positive effects.  

Keywords:  attachment anxiety; expressive suppression; support provision; support 

seeking 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

Social support is one of the great benefits of being in an intimate relationship. 

Receiving support from partners buffers individuals from stressful circumstances, 

enhances relationship resilience in difficult times for both partners, and helps individuals 

achieve personal goals and contribute to personal growth (Berli et al., 2018; Bolger & 

Eckenrode, 1991; Conger et al., 1999; Feeney & Collins, 2015; Feeney et al., 2014). 

Unfortunately, providing support can at times be difficult and challenging. One individual 

characteristic that has been documented to hinder responsive support provision is 
attachment anxiety (Collins & Feeney, 2000; Feeney et al., 2013). Specifically, people 

with higher attachment anxiety tend to provide more negative support, which can 

undermine their and their partners’ ability to have a healthy and stable relationship 

(Collins & Feeney, 2000; Shaver et al., 2019). Growing evidence suggests that when 

individuals seek support, highly anxious partners perceive the support seekers’ emotions 

as threatening their relational value, which prompts highly anxious partners to react 

destructively and provide less effective support to the individual in need of comfort or 

help (Jayamaha et al., 2017; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2005; Millings & Walsh, 2009). 

One possible way that support seekers with highly anxious partners might be 

able to help highly anxious partners feel comfortable and valued in social support 

contexts, and thus facilitate more supportive responses, is by engaging in expressive 

suppression. Expressive suppression involves consciously inhibiting one’s outward 

expression of negative emotions (Gross, 1998). Several studies have demonstrated that 

muting emotional expressions can be costly for personal and interpersonal well-being 

(Gross & John, 2003; Sasaki et al., 2021; for meta-analytic reviews see Aldao et al., 

2010; Chervonsky & Hunt, 2017). However, the costs associated with expressive 

suppression may be context-dependent given that other studies provide evidence that 

expressive suppression is an important regulation strategy or social lubricant for 

facilitating and maintaining social connections (English et al., 2017; Girme et al., 2021; 
Greenaway & Kalokerinos, 2017). Thus, given that support seekers’ expression of 

negative emotions poses a threat to highly anxious support providers’ relational value, 

this study examined whether support seekers’ expressive suppression may reduce 

highly anxious providers’ relational threat and be more likely to encourage support 

behaviors. I also examined whether support seekers’ expressive suppression may help 
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highly anxious providers feel more satisfied and committed in their relationships over 

time. I tested this question using existing data from a couples’ behavioral observational 

study that involved video-recorded discussions about each couple member’s personal 

goals and monthly follow-ups across the subsequent 6 months.  

1.1. Attachment Anxiety and Relational Threat 

According to attachment theory, people high in attachment anxiety tend to have a 
history of receiving inconsistent care from caregivers during childhood (Bowlby, 1969; 

Cassidy & Berlin, 1994; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016). Given this developmental history, 

individuals high in anxious attachment crave closeness with their attachment figures, yet 

constantly doubt their value to the attachment figures and worry whether their partners 

truly love and care for them (Collins & Read, 1990; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016). As a 

result, highly anxious individuals tend to be hypervigilant and hyperreactive to cues of 

rejection from their romantic partners (Collins & Read, 1990; Campbell & Marshall, 2011; 

Fraley et al., 2006; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). For example, highly anxious individuals 

tend to react more destructively during attachment-threatening situations (Gaines Jr. et 

al., 1997; Winterheld, 2016). Highly anxious individuals also engage in more intense 
expressions of negative emotion and prolonged rumination about stressful events 

(Campbell et al., 2005; Gaines Jr. et al., 1997; Mikulincer & Florian, 1998; Mikulincer & 

Shaver, 2003; Winterheld, 2016). In fact, these intense and exaggerated emotional and 

behavioral reactions are enacted to evoke responses from partners that communicate 

their love and commitment (Jayamaha et al., 2016; Overall et al., 2014). 

Besides failing to behave constructively in situations involving a more direct 

threat to the relationship such as relationship conflict, highly anxious people also react 

more negatively in situations where the partner’s distress is not relationship-relevant 

(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2005). During support-relevant interactions where individuals are 

in need, highly anxious partners tend to fail to provide effective support (Collins & 

Feeney, 2000; Feeney & Collins, 2001; Kane et al., 2007). Instead, highly anxious 

support providers tend to engage in more negative support provisions such as blaming, 

dismissing, or criticizing the support (Millings & Walsh, 2009). This, however, does not 

mean that highly anxious partners are not motivated to provide effective support. On the 

contrary, highly anxious partners acknowledge that successful provision of support 

would bring about many advantages. For example, highly anxious partners want to 
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provide support as a means to connect with their partners, gain acceptance or get a 

reward, and avoid negative consequences (Feeney et al., 2013; Feeney & Collins, 

2003). Taken together, this failure to react constructively during support-relevant 

interactions ironically contradicts the yearning need of highly anxious people to obtain 

acceptance from their partners and value in the relationship (Overall & Simpson, 2013).  

While highly anxious people are motivated to provide good support, their 

underlying reasons to do so tend to be self-oriented as they desire to be seen as good 

partners (to uphold their relational value) and to avoid rejection (Feeney et al., 2013; 

Feeney & Collins, 2003). Thus, during support interactions, support seekers’ expression 

of negative emotions or distress could be a direct threat to the highly anxious support 

providers’ concerns regarding their relational value (Jayamaha et al., 2017). In other 

words, highly anxious people interpret the relationship-irrelevant distress from support 

seekers as a signal of dissatisfaction that makes more anxious support providers feel 

underappreciated and unvalued, activating their attachment concerns (Jayamaha et al., 

2017; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2005). In addition, Feeney and colleagues (2013) also 
showed that some of the motivations of highly anxious support providers for providing 

insufficient support include perceiving support seekers as being unreceptive and 

unappreciative of the help. This is also consistent with previous work showing that the 

highly anxious support providers are overwhelmed with support seekers’ attempts to 

garner support as highly anxious people lack the ability to differentiate between others’ 

and their own welfare, which then hinders them from reacting with functional empathy 

(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2005; Mikulincer & Horesh, 1999). Indeed, highly anxious peoples’ 

hyper-activating strategies fixate their focus on their personal threats, which prevents 

more anxious support providers from altruistically attending to support seekers’ needs 
(Girme et al., 2021; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2005). Supporting this perspective, when 

support seekers report low levels of distress, highly anxious support providers engage in 

less negative support behaviors than typical (Jayamaha et al., 2017). 

1.2. The Buffering Effect of Support Seekers’ Expressive 
Suppression for Highly Anxious Individuals 

Although highly anxious people tend to be reactive during threatening or 

challenging situations, a growing body of work demonstrates that individuals with highly 

anxious partners can play an active role in buffering the negativity of attachment 
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insecurity (see Simpson & Overall, 2014 for an overview on partner buffering). While 

extant research has predominately focused on buffering acts that involve positive 

emotions and behavior (e.g., emotional support, commitment, and affection; Kim et al., 

2018; Lemay & Dudley, 2011; Simpson et al., 2007; Tran & Simpson, 2009), minimizing 

negative emotions may also be highly relevant for managing highly anxious partners’ 
concerns (Kim et al., 2018; Lemay & Dudley, 2011; Simpson et al., 2007; Tran & 

Simpson, 2009). One regulation strategy that may be helpful when dealing with highly 

anxious partners is expressive suppression – the inhibition of outward expressions of 

negative emotions (Gross, 1998). On the one hand, studies have demonstrated a variety 

of social and interpersonal costs of expressive emotion suppression. For example, 

research shows that those who engage in expressive suppression tend to have lower 

social satisfaction, undermined conflict resolution, and lower relationship closeness as 

well as lower relationship satisfaction (Butler et al., 2001; Gross & John, 2003; Parkinson 

et al., 2016; Sasaki et al., 2021; Thomson et al., 2018; for meta-analytic reviews see 

Aldao et al., 2010; Chervonsky & Hunt, 2017). 

On the other hand, there is also evidence that expressive suppression can be 

important for fostering better connections and relationships. Indeed, the costs associated 

with expressive suppression often depend on individual and contextual factors, including 

the goal or purpose of using expressive emotion suppression or how much expressive 

suppression is employed (Consedine et al., 2002; Girme et al., 2021; Greenaway & 

Kalokerinos, 2017; Matsumoto, 2006). Demonstrating the benefits of expression 

suppression, when employed to avoid conflict expression suppression can help facilitate 

social connection (English et al., 2017). Suppressing emotionally expressive behaviors 

for the sake of partners also shows positive outcomes. Le and Impett (2013) found that 
for people who are higher in interdependence (prioritize maintaining social harmony over 

one’s interests), suppressing negative emotions during sacrifice for their partners feels 

more authentic and thus yields higher personal and relationship well-being. Similarly, for 

those who are primed with self-transcendent orientation (the tendency to focus on other 

people and the world more than one’s own needs), engagement in expressive emotion 

suppression results in lower negative emotions as well as higher perceived relational 

quality (Kao et al., 2017). When highly anxious individuals suppress their (typically 

heightened) negativity, their partners felt more satisfied in the relationship and were 
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more likely to perceive the highly anxious partner as supportive and responsive to their 

needs (Girme et al., 2021). 

Expressive suppression can be a particularly helpful regulation strategy for 

support seekers to use during support interaction contexts with highly anxious support 

providers. Specifically, given that support seekers’ personal distress can be interpreted 
by highly anxious support providers as a threat to their relational value, which leads to 

them providing less responsive support (Jayamaha et al., 2017), support seekers with 

highly anxious partners who engage in expressive suppression may avoid these 

relational threats. Providing some support for this idea, individuals are more likely to 

engage in expressive suppression when they have highly anxious partners (Brandão et 

al., 2020). While this could mean that highly anxious people end up with partners who 

generally engage in more expressive suppression, there is also a possibility that highly 

anxious people have partners who have learned to engage in expressive suppression as 

a way to regulate the highly anxious person. Taken together, support seekers who have 

highly anxious partners may engage in expressive suppression to reduce their outward 
display of distress when seeking support, creating a more secure and comfortable 

situation for highly anxious support providers to be supportive. 

1.3. Current Research 

Support seekers’ distress during support-relevant discussions tends to threaten 

highly anxious support providers and inhibit them from providing good support (Campbell 

et al., 2005; Jayamaha et al., 2017; Winterheld, 2016). However, little is known about 

what support seekers might do to encourage highly anxious support providers to provide 

better support. In this study, I examined if (RQ 1) support seekers are more likely to 

engage in expressive suppression if they have highly anxious partners, and (RQ 2) 

whether support seekers’ expressive suppression may help highly anxious support 

providers feel more valued/appreciated and provide greater support during support-

relevant discussions and feel more satisfied and committed in their relationship over time 

(see Figure 1). 
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Chapter 2. Method 

2.1. Participants 

Participants were 100 mixed-sex couples1. The original target sample size of 100 

couples was determined to ensure adequate power to detect the typical size of dyadic 

effects shown in prior research at the time the study was designed (Kenny et al., 2006). 

Participants responded to advertising at a city-based university in New Zealand. 

Participants were paid NZ$210 for their participation in the laboratory session and follow-

up surveys. Recruited couples were involved in long-term (M = 3.28 years, SD = 4.16) 

and committed (13% married, 36% cohabiting, 47% serious dating) relationships. On 
average, participants were 22.64 years old (SD = 6.51). Participants identified as NZ 

European (59.2%), Non-NZ European (10.2%), Asian (10.2%), Maori (5.6%), Indian 

(4.6%), Pacific Islander (2%), and other ethnicities, including multiracial identities (8.2%). 

 

 

 
1 This dataset has previously been used to examine the curvilinear effects of expressive 
suppression from highly anxious support providers (Girme et al., 2021, Study 2); attachment 
avoidance and perception of received support (Girme et al., 2015, Study 2); invisible support and 
autonomy (Girme et al., 2019); the effect of support recipients’ expressive suppression on 
recipients (Low et al., 2017, Study 2); and the relational value in support provision of highly 
anxious support providers (Jayamaha et al., 2017, Study 2). However, the effect of support 
seekers’ expressive suppression on highly anxious support providers has not been examined. 
Thus, this project will test the novel hypotheses that have not been tested before. 
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Figure 1.  An illustration of the hypothesized model showing the effect of seekers’ expressive suppression and 
providers’ attachment anxiety on support providers’ felt value, support provision, and relationship 
outcomes over time. 
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2.2. Procedure and Materials 

Participants first completed a baseline questionnaire to assess their demographic 

details, attachment orientation, relationship satisfaction, and commitment. Participants 

were then asked to identify and rank order three personal goals, which they were told 

might be chosen later as topics to discuss with their partners. The top-ranked goal that 

was not shared between couple members was chosen for discussion. Each couple was 
instructed to discuss the issue in their usual manner and engaged in two 7-minute 

discussions about each of the partner’s chosen goals. In half of the couples, the woman-

identified partner discussed their goals first, and in the other half, the man-identified 

partner took the first turn. Following each discussion, participants completed a post-

discussion survey about the discussion they just had. Support seekers were asked to 

report on their expressive suppression. Support providers reported on felt 

value/appreciation and provided practical and emotional support. Following the 

discussion in the lab and baseline measures, participants were asked to fill out a follow-

up questionnaire measuring relationship satisfaction and commitment once every month 

for the following 6 months.  

Attachment Orientation. Participants completed the Adult Attachment 

Orientation Scale (Simpson et al., 1996) which included 9 items measuring attachment 

anxiety (example item included “I often worry that my romantic partners don’t really love 

me”) and 8 items measuring attachment avoidance (example item included “I don’t like 

my romantic partners getting too close to me”; 1 = Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly agree) 

Baseline Relationship Satisfaction. Participants were asked to complete the 

validated Global Investment Model scale assessing relationship satisfaction (Rusbult et 

al., 1998). Items included “I feel satisfied with our relationship,” “Our relationship is close 

to ideal,” “Our relationship makes me very happy,” “Our relationship is much better than 

others’ relationships,” and “Our relationship does a good job of fulfilling my needs for 

intimacy, companionship, etc.” (1 = Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly agree).  

Baseline Relationship Commitment. Participants also completed the baseline 

commitment scale. Items included “I want our relationship to last a very long time,” “I 

would feel very upset if our relationship were to end in the near future” [reverse-scored], 

“It is likely that I will date someone other than my partner within the next year,” “I want 
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our relationship to last forever,” “I am oriented toward the long-term future of my 

relationship (for example, I imagine being with my partner several years from now,” and 

“I am committed to maintaining my relationship with my partner” (1 = Strongly disagree, 

7 = Strongly agree). 

Support Seekers’ Expressive Suppression. Support seekers were asked to 
which extent they engaged in expressive suppression when discussing their personal 

goals using a 3-item scale derived from the emotion suppression scale (Gross & John, 

2003, also see Cameron & Overall, 2018; Girme et al., 2021; Low et al., 2017 for 

previously used applications). Items include: “I tried to control or suppress any negative 

emotions, “ I tried to hide my thoughts and feelings from my partner,” and “I kept my 

negative emotions to myself” (1 = Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly agree). 

Support Providers’ Felt Relational Value. Support providers were asked to 

think of their own and their partner’s thoughts, feelings, and behaviors and rate the 

extent to which they felt valued during the discussion. Items included “Do you think your 

partner valued your input during the discussion?” and “Do you think your partner 
appreciated your input during the discussion?” (1 = Not at all, 7 = Very). 

Support Providers’ Provided Practical Support. Support providers were asked 

to think about their own thoughts, feelings, and behaviors regarding their partner’s goal 

and rate the extent to which they provided practical support. Items included “I offered 

suggestions and advice about how to achieve their goal,” “I gave my partner guidance 

and direction about how to pursue their goal,” “I did something to try to help my partner 

pursue their goal,” “I provided practical assistance to help my partner achieve their goal” 

(1 = Not at all, 7 = Very). 

Support Providers’ Provided Emotional Support. Support providers were 
asked to think about their own thoughts, feelings, and behaviors regarding their partner’s 

goal and rate the extent to which they provided emotional support. Items included “I 

listened to my partner,” “I reassured and comforted my partner,” “I was warm and 

affectionate toward my partner,” “I was understanding about my partner’s efforts or 

difficulties in achieving their goal,” “I complimented my partner’s goal-related efforts and 

achievements,” “I was interested about my partner’s goal” (1 = Not at all, 7 = Very). 
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Longitudinal Relationship Satisfaction. To alleviate the burden on participants 

and increase retention, a reduced 3-item relationship satisfaction scale derived from the 

baseline measure was used every month for 6 months. 

Longitudinal Relationship Commitment. Participants completed a similar 6-

item scale assessing relationship commitment as the baseline every month for 6 months. 
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Chapter 3. Results 

Tables 1 and 2 display the descriptive statistics, scales reliabilities, and the correlation 

matrix for all variables. I ran a series of models to test the hypothesized process 

displayed in Figure 1. Given the dyadic and longitudinal nature of the study, I employed 

multilevel modeling to account for the nested structure and dependencies in the data 

(i.e., each partner nested within a dyad, and monthly follow-ups nested within dyads). All 

analyses were run using the MIXED procedure in SPSS 27. Hypotheses and analysis 

plans were pre-registered on the Open Science Framework: https://osf.io/erb3m. 

3.1. The Effect of Support Providers’ High Attachment 
Anxiety on Support Seekers’ Expressive Suppression 

To explore whether support providers’ high attachment anxiety predicts support 

seekers’ expressive suppression, I regressed support seekers’ expressive suppression 

on the support providers’ attachment anxiety. To control for the shared variance between 

attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance, I also controlled for providers’ attachment 

avoidance. The effect of seekers’ gender and associated interaction terms were also 

included to explore potential gender effects. All predictors were grand-mean centered. 

The results are displayed in Table 3. When support providers had high levels of 

attachment anxiety, support seekers engaged in marginally greater expressive 

suppression. No gender interaction was found. 

https://osf.io/erb3m
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of All Measures. 

Variables Mean (SD) Reliability (α) Range 

Initial Session Measures    

Attachment Anxiety 3.07 (1.05) .78 1.00-7.00 

Attachment Avoidance 2.86 (1.02) .76 1.00-7.00 

Baseline Satisfaction 5.92 (.76) .81 1.00-7.00 

Baseline Commitment 6.48 (.65) .84 3.57-7.00 

Seeker's Expressive Suppression 2.24 (1.45) .88 1.00 - 7.00 

Provider's Felt Valued/Appreciated 5.12 (1.28) .92 1.00-7.00 

Provider's Practical Support 5.07 (1.29) .82 1.00-7.00 

Provider's Emotional Support  5.85 (.86) .82 2.83-7.00 

Longitudinal Measures    

Longitudinal Satisfaction 5.95 (.76) .81 1.00-7.00 

Longitudinal Commitment 6.47 (.65) .84 1.00-7.00 

Note. Longitudinal satisfaction and commitment descriptive statistics are reported across the 6 follow-up waves. 
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Table 2. Correlations of All Measures. 

Variables 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10.

1. Attachment Anxiety - 

2. Attachment Avoidance .13** - 

3. Baseline Satisfaction -.15** -.09** - 

4. Baseline Commitment -.20** -0.01 .46** - 

5. Seeker's Expressive Suppression .18** .20** -.17** -.09** - 

6. Provider's Felt Valued/Appreciated -.07* 0.02 .33** .20** -.18** - 

7. Provider's Practical Support -0.01 0.04 0.04 .08** 0.02 .32** - 

8. Provider's Emotional Support -.08** 0.02 .27** .28** -.09** .52** .40** - 

9. Longitudinal Satisfaction -.15** -.10** .55** .25** -.16** .33** .08* .19** - 

10. Longitudinal Commitment -.23** -0.01 .36** .43** -.12** .30** .09** .23** .70** - 

Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. Please see Appendix A for a correlation matrix including all exploratory variables. 
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3.2. The Effect of Seeker’s Expressive Suppression on 
Highly Anxious Providers 

Next, I tested whether support seekers’ expressive suppression would help 

highly anxious providers feel more valued/appreciated, provide more practical and 

emotional support, and report greater relationship satisfaction and commitment over the 

following 6 months. 

Providers’ Felt Value and Appreciation. First, I regressed providers’ felt 

valued/appreciated on (a) support seekers’ expressive suppression (ES), (b) providers’ 

attachment anxiety, and (c) the interaction between the seekers’ ES and providers’ 

attachment anxiety. To control for the shared variance between providers' attachment 

anxiety and avoidance, I also included (d) providers’ attachment avoidance and the 

interaction between support seekers’ ES and providers’ attachment avoidance. All 

predictors were grand-mean centered. Finally, I also included the main and interaction 

terms of seekers’ gender to test for potential differences between men and women 

(coded as women =  -1, men = 1). 
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Table 3. Effect of Support Providers’ Attachment Anxiety on Support Seekers’ Expressive Suppression. 

Model Associations 
B SE t 95% CI r Gender 

Low High Intx t 

Provider's Attachment Anxiety 
.19 .10 1.93

† .00 .38 .20 -1.03

Provider's Attachment Avoidance -.06 .10 -.62 -.26 .13 .07 2.22* 

Note. †p < .06. *p < .05. **p < .001. CI = confidence interval. Gender Intx = Gender interaction. Effect sizes (r) were computed using Rosenthal and Rosnow’s (2007) formula: 

𝑟 = √
𝑡2

𝑡2+𝑑𝑓
. 𝑑𝑓of intercept was used. 
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The results are presented in Table 4. While I did not find any statistically 

significant interaction between seekers’ expressive suppression and providers’ 

attachment anxiety, a significant interaction of Seekers’ Expressive Suppression x 

Providers’ Attachment Anxiety x Gender emerged, indicating a significant Seekers’ 

Expressive Suppression x Providers’ Attachment Anxiety interaction for women seekers 
(b = -.25, t = -3.08, p = .003) but not for men seekers (b = .06, t = .94, p = .349). This 

interaction is displayed in Figure 2. I decomposed the interaction at the standard cutoffs 

of ± 1 SD to represent high and low levels of support seekers’ expressive suppression 

and high and low levels of support providers’ attachment anxiety. There was no 

significant association between female seekers’ expressive suppression and male 
support providers’ felt value for male providers low in attachment anxiety (slope = .19, t = 

1.36, p = .176). However, contrary to our prediction, highly anxious male support 

providers felt less valued and appreciated as female seekers engaged in greater 

expressive suppression (slope = -.33, t = -2.75, p = .007). Examining the differences 

between male providers with lower versus higher in attachment anxiety, the results 

indicate that at a low level of female seekers’ ES (left side of Figure 2), there were no 

significant differences between male providers with high and low attachment anxiety 

appeared (diff = .158, t = .91, p = .364). However, at high levels of female seekers’ 

expressive suppression (right side of Figure 2), male providers high in attachment 

anxiety reported lower felt valued/appreciated than male providers low in attachment 

anxiety (diff = -.564, t = -3.208, p = .002). 
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Table 4. Effect of Support Seekers’ Expressive Suppression and Provider’s Attachment Anxiety on Providers’ 
Felt Value and Appreciation.  

Model Associations 

B t 95%CI r Gender Intx t 

Low High 

Seeker's Expressive Suppression (ES) -.08 -1.28 -.21 .05 
.13 

-.24 

Provider's Attachment Anxiety -.18 -2.22* -.34 -.02 
.22 

.25 

Seeker's ES x Provider's Attachment Anxiety -.09 -1.79 -.20 .01 
.18 

2.99** 

Provider's Attachment Avoidance -.27 -3.17** -.44 -.10 
.31 

.87 

Seeker's ES x Provider's Attachment Avoidance .03 .52 -.09 .16 
.05 

-1.18

Note. *p < .05. **p < .001. CI = confidence interval. Gender Intx = Gender interaction. Effect sizes (r) were computed using Rosenthal and Rosnow’s (2007) formula:   

r = √
𝑡2

𝑡2+𝑑𝑓
. 𝑑𝑓of intercept was used. 
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Figure 2. Interaction between male providers’ attachment anxiety and female 
seekers’ engagement in expressive suppression on male providers’ 
feeling of being valued/appreciated.  

Provision of Practical and Emotional Support. Next, I ran analogous models 

as above to test the effect of Seekers’ Expressive Suppression x Providers’ Attachment 

Anxiety on the provision of (a) practical support and (b) emotional support. The results 
are presented in Table 5.  

The interaction between seekers’ expressive suppression and providers’ 

attachment anxiety on providers’ practical support was statistically significant (b = .12, t 

= 2.12, p =.035). This interaction is displayed in Figure 3. I decomposed the interaction 

at the standard cutoffs of ± 1 SD to represent high and low levels of expressive 

suppression engagement by seekers of support as well as high and low levels of support 

providers’ attachment anxiety. As predicted, highly anxious providers reported providing 

more practical support when support seekers engaged in higher compared to lower 

expressive suppression (diff = .153, t = 1.283, p = .201).    
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Table 5.  Effect of Support Seeker’s Expressive Suppression and Provider’s Attachment Anxiety on Provider’s 
Practical and Emotional Support Provision. 

Model Associations 

Practical Support Provision  Emotional Support Provision 

  95%CI       95%CI   

B t Low High r 
Gender 
Intx t 

 B t Low High r 
Gender 

Intx t 

Seeker's Expressive 
Suppression (ES) 

 

-.01 -.20 -.15 .13 .02 -.08  -.07 -1.55 -1.55 .12 .15 1.30 

Provider's Attachment 
Anxiety 

 

-.02 -.19 -.2 .16 .02 -.81  -.01 -.13 -.13 .89 .01 -.20 

Seeker's ES x Provider's 
Attachment Anxiety 

 

.12 2.13* .01 .23 .21 -.61  -.02 -.67 -.67 .50 .07 .46 

Provider's Attachment 
Avoidance 

 

-.12 -1.30 -.31 .06 .13 1.52  -.28 -4.78** -.40 -.16 .43 -.34 

Seeker's ES x Provider's 
Attachment Avoidance 

.02 .29 -.11 .15 .03 -.23  -.02 -.46 -.46 .65 .05 1.61 

Note. *p < .05. **p < .001. CI = confidence interval. Gender Intx = Gender Interaction. Effect sizes (r) were computed using Rosenthal and Rosnow’s (2007) formula:       

r = √
𝑡2

𝑡2+𝑑𝑓
. 𝑑𝑓of intercept was used. 
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Figure 3. Interaction between support providers’ attachment anxiety and 
support seekers’ engagement in expressive suppression on 
providers’ reported provision of practical support.   

At seekers' higher level of expressive suppression, providers with high (compared to 
low) attachment anxiety provided more practical support (slope = .124, t = 1.584, p = 

.115). However, no simple slope was significant. The interaction between seekers’ 

expressive suppression and providers’ attachment anxiety on providers’ emotional 

support was not significant.  

Longitudinal Satisfaction and Commitment. Next, I ran analogous models as 

above but conducted cross-level multilevel models to account for the repeated 

assessments of relationship satisfaction and commitment over time (i.e., time points 

nested within dyads). The results are demonstrated in Table 6. There were no 

statistically significant interactions between seekers’ expressive suppression and 

providers’ attachment anxiety on providers’ longitudinal satisfaction and commitment.
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Table 6. Effect of Seekers’ Expressive Suppression and Provider’s Attachment Anxiety on Providers’ 
Satisfaction & Commitment over Time. 

Model Associations 

Longitudinal Satisfaction Longitudinal Commitment 

95%CI 95%CI 

B t Low High r 
Gender 
Intx t 

B t Low High r 
Gender 
Intx t 

Seeker's Expressive 
Suppression (ES) 

-.03 -.75 -.11 .05 .08 -.01 -.04 -1.13 -.12 .03 .12 .93 

Provider's Attachment 
Anxiety 

-.002 -.05 -.10 .09 .01 -.54 .02 .33 -.08 .11 .04 .30 

Seeker's ES x Provider's 
Attachment Anxiety 

-.06 -1.93 -.12 .001 .20 -.88 -.02 -.60 -.08 .04 .07 .82 

Provider’s Attachment 
Avoidance 

-.02 -.43 -.12 .08 .05 -.29 -.08 -1.60 -.18 .02 .17 .22 

Seeker’s ES x Provider’s 
Attachment Avoidance 

.05 1.45 -.02 .13 .15 -2.00* .01 .38 -.06 .09 .04 -1.98*

Note. *p < .05. **p < .001. CI = confidence interval. Gender Intx = Gender Interaction. Effect sizes (r) were computed using Rosenthal and Rosnow’s (2007) formula: 

𝑟 = √
𝑡2

𝑡2+𝑑𝑓
. 𝑑𝑓of intercept was used. 
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3.3. Controlling for Relationship Length and Support 
Seekers’ Attachment Avoidance 

I also conducted additional analyses to exclude alternative explanations. People 

in longer relationships may have learned to regulate their emotions or manage their 

partners’ insecurities more effectively over time. Thus I re-ran the original models 

controlling for relationship length. The results remained the same, including (1) the 

marginal effect of support providers’ attachment anxiety on support seekers’ expressive 
suppression (t = 1.79, p = .075), (2) the Gender x Seekers’ ES x Providers’ Attachment 

Anxiety interaction on Providers’ Felt Value (b = .12,  t = 2.23, p = .027) and (3) Seekers’ 

ES x Provider’s Attachment Anxiety interaction on Providers’ Practical Support Provision 

(b = .13, t = 2.27, p = .024). No new interaction effects between Seekers’ ES and 

Providers’ Attachment Anxiety emerged. 

Furthermore, suppressing the outward expression of emotions is a regulation 

strategy associated with attachment avoidance (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016). My results 

did indicate that there was a statistically significant correlation between support seekers’ 

attachment avoidance and seekers’ expressive suppression (r = .20, p < .01). Thus, I re-
ran original models controlling support seekers’ attachment avoidance. The effect of 

Seekers' Expressive Suppression x Providers' Attachment Anxiety x Gender on 

Providers' Felt Value remained the same (b = .12, t = 2.15, p = .03). The effect of 

providers’ attachment anxiety on seekers’ expressive suppression was no longer 

statistically significant (t =1.544, p = .124). The effect of Seekers’ Expressive 

Suppression x Providers’ Attachment Anxiety on Providers’ Practical Support was also 

no longer statistically significant (b = .10, t = 1.64, p = .103). No new interaction effects 

between Seekers’ ES and Providers’ Attachment Anxiety emerged. 

3.4. Secondary Analyses for Support Seekers’ Outcomes 
and Observer-Rated Support Provision 

I also pre-registered whether the interaction between support seekers’ 

expressive suppression and providers’ attachment anxiety predicted support seekers’ 

perceptions of the providers’ felt value, the seekers’ perceived practical and emotional 

support, and the seekers’ longitudinal relationship satisfaction and commitment (using 

analogous or identical measures assessed in support providers). Overall, no significant 
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interaction effects were found, except that seekers with higher expressive suppression 

who had highly anxious partners reported lower relationship commitment over time (b = -

.069,  t = -2.430, p = .016).   

I also examined the same models predicting observer-coded ratings of support 

providers’ practical and emotional support provision, which did not show any statistically 
significant interactions. For more information regarding the secondary analyses please 

see Appendices A–C  
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Chapter 4. General Discussion 

People high in attachment anxiety find it difficult to provide good support to their 

partners because support seekers’ negative emotions can threaten highly anxious 

providers' feelings of being valued and appreciated (Collins & Feeney, 2000; Jayamaha 

et al., 2017; Shaver et al., 2019). The current research investigated whether support 

seekers’ suppression of outward displays of negativity would increase highly anxious 

support providers’ felt value and thus facilitate better support provision and relationship 

outcomes across time (see Figure 1). Partly consistent with my first hypothesis, support 

seekers with highly anxious partners engaged in marginally more expressive 

suppression during support-seeking interactions. The provider outcomes were 

somewhat mixed: Contrary to my second hypothesis, female support seekers’ high (vs. 

low) expressive suppression was associated with lower felt value/appreciation in highly 

anxious male support providers. However, partially supporting my hypothesis regarding 

support provision, greater support seekers’ expressive suppression was associated with 

highly anxious providers’ more practical support provision (however, the decomposed 

interaction was not significant). There was no effect of seekers’ expressive suppression 

on highly anxious providers’ emotional support provision or providers’ long-term 

relationship satisfaction and commitment. In the sections that follow, I discuss the 

implications of these findings. 

4.1. Support Seekers Engage in Expressive Suppression 
When They Have Highly Anxious Partners 

The results provide (marginal) evidence that support seekers with highly anxious 

partners tend to suppress their negative emotions during support-relevant discussions. 

This is in line with prior research showing that people with highly anxious partners tend 

to conceal negative emotions during relationship conflict (Lemay & Dudley, 2011). In 

addition, previous correlational research has also shown an association between 

partners’ attachment anxiety and individuals’ engagement in expressive suppression of 

negative and positive emotions (Brandão et al., 2020). My research moved beyond 

conflict and general contexts to provide evidence that individuals with highly anxious 
partners may also engage in expressive suppression during support interactions where 

seekers are in need of support from highly anxious support providers. This suggests that 
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expressive suppression may be an emotion regulation strategy that people with highly 

anxious partners adopt across interaction contexts.  

It is also possible that as highly anxious individuals tend to be hyper-vigilant as 

well as over-reactive to the signs of rejection (Cassidy & Berlin, 1994; Shaver et al., 

2005), they prompt their partners to adopt ES out of annoyance and dissatisfaction in 
order to avoid activating highly anxious individuals’ defensive reactions. As such, 

support seekers may have been engaging in expressive suppression not to elicit 

support, but to avoid disagreements or conflict. In addition, as highly anxious partners 

constantly need to seek reassurance and responses to their own needs, support seekers 

may have been restrained in their ability to regulate their own emotions and hence resort 

to suppressing their emotions (Brandão et al., 2020). That said, the reason that support 

seekers with highly anxious partners engaged in expressive suppression was not 

measured or examined. Future research examining the possible reasons that people 

with highly anxious partners may engage in expressive suppression would help facilitate 

understanding (Brandão et al., 2020). 

4.2. Support Seekers’ Expressive Suppression Leaves 
Highly Anxious Male Support Providers Feeling Less 
Valued and Appreciated 

Contrary to my hypothesis that expressive suppression may help alleviate highly 

anxious providers’ relational threat (e.g., Jayamaha et al., 2017), my results 

demonstrated that support seekers’ greater expressive suppression was associated with 

highly anxious support providers feeling less valued and appreciated. Notably, this effect 

only occurred for highly anxious male providers; when female support seekers engaged 

in expressive suppression, highly anxious male providers felt less valued and 

appreciated. The costly result demonstrated here is consistent with the broader 

documented costs of expressive suppression in the interpersonal relationships (Impett et 

al., 2014; Sasaki et al., 2021). Particularly, expressive suppression is associated with 
lower conflict resolution as it interferes with the process of cooperation needed during 

conflict resolution as well as lower relationship closeness (Low et al., 2019; Thomson et 

al., 2018). In addition, interacting with emotionally suppressing partners is also linked 

with feeling less rapport and more difficulties in expressing emotions (Butler et al., 2001).  
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Why was this effect particularly salient for highly anxious men? Previous studies 

indicated that stressed male support providers tend to provide lower-quality support in 

response to female seekers but only when female seekers are also distressed 

(Bodenmann et al., 2015). Given this, the gender interaction found here was somewhat 

surprising as the female seekers concealed their expression of stress, but male partners 
still felt less valued. Of course, given that highly anxious individuals are hypervigilant to 

signs of rejection and attentive to signs of approval or acceptance (Murray et al., 2000), 

the absence of negative emotion expression might have been interpreted by the highly 

anxious (male) partners as a sign of rejection itself.  Previous research shows that highly 

anxious individuals perceive their partners’ negative emotions as indicators of 

commitment to the relationship. Specifically, highly anxious individuals were seen 

attempting to evoke guilt from their partners during conflicts as they perceived such guilt 

to be assuring of their partners’ commitment to the relationship (Jayamaha et al., 2016; 

Overall et al., 2014). While a support interaction context does not necessarily involve a 

direct threat to the relationship, the vagueness or absence of emotional expression here 

might be perceived as a sign of lower commitment, and thus, a threat to the relationship 

security that highly anxious individuals dearly uphold. Thus, support seekers’ 

concealment of negative emotions might not be sufficient to buffer highly anxious 

support providers’ concerns and may even exacerbate them. 

Rather than trying to reduce signs of rejection, it may be more visible signs of 

appreciation and love that help anxious support providers feel more comfortable in 

support contexts (particularly male providers). Supporting this perspective, previous 

research has demonstrated that highly anxious individuals feel more valued and 

appreciated when their partners exaggerate their displays of affection (Lemay & Dudley, 
2011). Thus, it is possible that in this context where the highly anxious individuals are 

making an effort to provide support, the absence of negative emotions (due to seekers’ 

expressive suppression) does not satisfy the highly anxious individuals’ need for 

validation. In other words, it is possible that as highly anxious individuals make the effort 

to provide support for their partners, as a means to secure their value, highly anxious 

individuals expect to receive explicit signs of appreciation and love. 
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4.3. Support Seekers’ Expressive Suppression Predicted 
Greater Practical (But Not Emotional) Support by 
Highly Anxious Support Providers 

Notably, while support seekers’ expressive suppression made highly anxious 

male providers feel less valued, support seekers’ greater expressive suppression was 

associated with highly anxious support providers providing more practical (but not 

emotional) support. Particularly, when seekers engaged in a high level of expressive 

suppression, support providers high in attachment anxiety reported providing more 
practical support compared to those low in attachment anxiety. It is possible that as a 

response to seekers’ expressive suppression, highly anxious partners provided more 

practical support in an attempt to garner the support-seeking partners’ validation and 

love. This might be the reason why there was an effect for practical but not emotional 

support, as practical support can be considered more valuable and explicit if the goal is 

to present themselves as good support providers. In addition, such an attempt to seek 

validation might also explain highly anxious (male) providers’ lower felt value as their 

attachment insecurity was activated. In addition, since support provision was reported by 

the highly anxious providers, it does not necessarily mean that they provided support 
that was perceived by the seekers. In fact, when I explored perceived support by 

seekers, I did not find any significant effects of seekers’ expressive suppression x 

providers’ attachment anxiety in predicting seekers’ perceived practical and emotional 

support (see Appendix B). 

4.4. Support Seekers’ Expressive Suppression Was Not 
Associated with Highly Anxious Providers’ 
Longitudinal Relational Outcomes 

Moreover, I also did not find any significant effect of support seekers’ expressive 

suppression on highly anxious providers’ longitudinal relationship satisfaction and 

commitment. In other words, support seekers' expressive suppression during support 

interaction with highly anxious partners did not predict highly anxious partners' 

relationship satisfaction or outcomes in the following 6 months. It is possible that the 

inconsistent effect of expressive suppression on highly anxious providers (they felt less 
valued but also provided more practical support) yielded an unclear effect on providers' 

long-term relationship satisfaction and commitment. It is also possible that the outcomes 
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that occurred during these specific support interactions did not have a large enough 

effect on the relationship outcomes. In addition, given that expressive suppression 

appears to be a common strategy of use in relationships with highly anxious partners, it 

might be that expressive suppression as a routine regulation strategy does not affect 

highly anxious providers' relational outcomes over time and instead salient and 
exaggerated strategies may be required to help highly anxious partners feel more 

satisfied (Lemay & Dudley, 2011).  

4.5. Caveats and Future Directions 

There were many strengths of this study. First, while previous research has 

examined expressive suppression and attachment anxiety in conflict or general 

relationship contexts (Brandão et al., 2020, Lemay & Dudley, 2011), my study examines 

these processes within a social support context. Thus, my study provides starting 

evidence that support seekers may commonly use expressive suppression when they 

have highly anxious partners, as well as insights into the effect of such regulation 

strategy on highly anxious partners during support interactions. Secondly, by examining 

couples in long-term, committed relationships (average relationship length = 39 months), 
I am able to draw insights from relationships that persist for a longer period of time. In 

addition, this study also utilizes multiple methods for measuring the partners' support 

behaviors, specifically both self-reported data as well as observationally coded data (see 

Overall et al., 2010 for full coding manual). Moreover, by using the longitudinal design, 

my study also provides an understanding of not just the cross-sectional effect of 

expressive suppression on highly anxious partners' felt value but also the long-term 

effect on partners' relationship satisfaction and commitment in the following 6 months. 

Nevertheless, this study is also subject to some limitations and caveats. First, my 

results were subject to many statistical artifacts, such as marginal effects, gendered 

effects, and significant interactions that had non-significant simple slopes. Although this 

study was sufficiently powered to detect two-way interactions, other statistical issues 

might have led to such statistical inconsistencies. For example, there may have been 

other important variables not examined here that may have led to a great amount of 

variability in the observed effects.  
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It is also worth pointing out that prior research on expressive suppression has 

shown that the benefits of expressive suppression could be dependent on why people 

are engaging in expressive suppression. For example, in interpersonal contexts, 

expressive suppression is often employed to avoid conflict and thus can help facilitate 

social connection. Similarly, when highly avoidant individuals engage in expressive 
suppression for self-protection reasons, it leads to worse mental health outcomes for 

both partners; however, when they engage in expressive suppression for their partners’ 

sake, expressive suppression is not related to negative outcomes for both partners 

(Winterheld, 2017). Thus, engaging in expressive suppression for own self-protection or 

for the sake of partners might influence whether expressive suppression yields positive 

or negative outcomes for support seekers and highly anxious providers. For example, 

support seekers with highly anxious partners may engage in more expressive 

suppression out of annoyance and thus as a means to avoid facing the heightened need 

for validation from their highly anxious partners. On the other hand, it is also possible 

that support seekers engage in expressive suppression to not concern their partners. 

Future research may therefore benefit from examining the differing motivations towards 

engaging in expressive suppression. 

Finally, it is also possible that there is a discrepancy between seekers’ reported 

expressive suppression and the actual quality of expressive suppression. In other words, 

as we only had self-reported data on seekers’ expressive suppression, it is unclear 

whether their expressive suppression was conveyed well as they intended. Moreover, 

while expressive suppression was found to be beneficial in a conflict context (Geisler & 

Schröder-Abé, 2015), it might not be as effective in this support interaction context. 

When support seekers engage in expressive suppression, they have to suppress their 
emotional expression on top of trying to convey their needs, which might impose more 

work on them while they are the ones in need of support. It would also be interesting to 

examine how support providers perceive the support seekers’ expressive suppression 

and whether discrepancies in seekers’ versus providers’ perceptions of expressive 

suppression may lead to challenges. Indeed, highly anxious individuals tend to be more 

sensitive to the offset point of partners' emotional expression while also prone to more 

mistakes in perceiving facial expressions (Fraley et al., 2006).  
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4.6. Conclusion 

In sum, the current study provides evidence that expressive suppression may be 

a commonly used emotion regulation strategy by support seekers with highly anxious 

partners. However, such a strategy does not yield consistent effects, with highly anxious 

(male) providers reporting feeling less valued but also providing more practical (but not 

emotional) support. Nonetheless, this research provides insight into the emotion 

regulation strategies people may use to maintain functional relationships with highly 

anxious partners.



31 

References 

Aldao, A., Nolen-Hoeksema, S., & Schweizer, S. (2010). Emotion-regulation strategies 
across psychopathology: A meta-analytic review. Clinical Psychology Review, 
30(2), 217–237. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2009.11.004 

Berli, C., Bolger, N., Shrout, P. E., Stadler, G., & Scholz, U. (2018). Interpersonal 
Processes of Couples’ Daily Support for Goal Pursuit: The Example of Physical 
Activity. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 44(3), 332–344. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167217739264 

Bodenmann, G., Meuwly, N., Germann, J., Nussbeck, F. W., Heinrichs, M., & Bradbury, 
T. N. (2015). Effects of Stress on the Social Support Provided by Men and 
Women in Intimate Relationships. Psychological Science, 26(10), 1584–1594. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797615594616 

Bolger, N., & Eckenrode, J. (1991). Social relationships, personality, and anxiety during 
a major stressful event. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 61(3), 
440–449. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.61.3.440 

Brandão, T., Matias, M., Ferreira, T., Vieira, J., Schulz, M. S., & Matos, P. M. (2020). 
Attachment, emotion regulation, and well-being in couples: Intrapersonal and 
interpersonal associations. Journal of Personality, 88(4), 748–761. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12523 

Butler, E., Given, M., Smith, N., Wilhelm, F., & Gross, J. (2001). Social consequences of 
emotion suppression. Psychophysiology, 38, S31–S31. 

Cameron, L., & Overall, N. (2017). Suppression and Expression as Distinct Emotion-
Regulation Processes in Daily Interactions: Longitudinal and Meta-Analyses. 
Emotion, 18. https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000334 

Campbell, L., & Marshall, T. (2011). Anxious Attachment and Relationship Processes: 
An Interactionist Perspective. Journal of Personality, 79(6), 1219–1250. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2011.00723.x 

Campbell, L., Simpson, J. A., Boldry, J., & Kashy, D. A. (2005). Perceptions of Conflict 
and Support in Romantic Relationships: The Role of Attachment Anxiety. Journal 
of Personality and Social Psychology, 88(3), 510–531. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.3.510 

Cassidy, J., & Berlin, L. J. (1994). The Insecure/Ambivalent Pattern of Attachment: 
Theory and Research. Child Development, 65(4), 971–991. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/1131298 



32 

Chervonsky, E., & Hunt, C. (2017). Suppression and expression of emotion in social and 
interpersonal outcomes: A meta-analysis. Emotion, 17(4), 669–683. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000270 

Chris Fraley, R., Niedenthal, P. M., Marks, M., Brumbaugh, C., & Vicary, A. (2006). Adult 
Attachment and the Perception of Emotional Expressions: Probing the 
Hyperactivating Strategies Underlying Anxious Attachment. Journal of 
Personality, 74(4), 1163–1190. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2006.00406.x 

Collins, N. L., & Feeney, B. C. (2000). A safe haven: An attachment theory perspective 
on support seeking and caregiving in intimate relationships. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 78(6), 1053–1073. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.6.1053 

Collins, N., & Read, S. (1990). Adult Attachment, Working Models, and Relationship 
Quality in Dating Couples. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 58, 
644–663. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.58.4.644 

Conger, R. D., Rueter, M. A., & Elder, G. H. Jr. (1999). Couple resilience to economic 
pressure. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 76(1), 54–71. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.76.1.54 

Consedine, N. S., Magai, C., & Bonanno, G. A. (2002). Moderators of the Emotion 
Inhibition-Health Relationship: A Review and Research Agenda. Review of 
General Psychology, 6(2), 204–228. https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.6.2.204 

English, T., Lee, I. A., John, O. P., & Gross, J. J. (2017). Emotion regulation strategy 
selection in daily life: The role of social context and goals. Motivation and 
Emotion, 41(2), 230–242. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-016-9597-z 

Feeney, B. C., & Collins, N. L. (2001). Predictors of caregiving in adult intimate 
relationships: An attachment theoretical perspective. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 972–994. 

Feeney, B. C., & Collins, N. L. (2003). Motivations for Caregiving in Adult Intimate 
Relationships: Influences on Caregiving Behavior and Relationship Functioning. 
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 29(8), 950–968. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167203252807 

Feeney, B. C., & Collins, N. L. (2015). A New Look at Social Support: A Theoretical 
Perspective on Thriving Through Relationships. Personality and Social 
Psychology Review, 19(2), 113–147. https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868314544222 

Feeney, B. C., Collins, N. L., Van Vleet, M., & Tomlinson, J. M. (2013). Motivations for 
providing a secure base: Links with attachment orientation and secure base 
support behavior. Attachment & Human Development, 15(3), 261–280. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616734.2013.782654 



33 

Feeny, N. C., Rytwinski, N. K., & Zoellner, L. A. (2014). The crucial role of social 
support. In Facilitating resilience and recovery following trauma (pp. 291–321). 
The Guilford Press. 

Gaines Jr., S. O., Reis, H. T., Summers, S., Rusbult, C. E., Cox, C. L., Wexler, M. O., 
Marelich, W. D., & Kurland, G. J. (1997). Impact of attachment style on reactions 
to accommodative dilemmas in close relationships. Personal Relationships, 4(2), 
93–113. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.1997.tb00133.x 

Geisler, F. C. M., & Schröder-Abé, M. (2015). Is emotion suppression beneficial or 
harmful? It depends on self-regulatory strength. Motivation and Emotion, 39(4), 
553–562. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-014-9467-5 

Girme, Y., Peters, B., Baker, L., Overall, N., Fletcher, G., Reis, H., Jamieson, J., & Sigal, 
M. (2020). Attachment anxiety and the curvilinear effects of expressive 
suppression on individuals’ and partners’ outcomes. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 121. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000338 

Greenaway, K. H., & Kalokerinos, E. K. (2017). Suppress for success? Exploring the 
contexts in which expressing positive emotion can have social costs. European 
Review of Social Psychology, 28(1), 134–174. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2017.1331874 

Gross, J. J. (1998). Antecedent- and response-focused emotion regulation: Divergent 
consequences for experience, expression, and physiology. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 74(1), 224–237. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.74.1.224 

Gross, J. J., & John, O. P. (2003). Individual differences in two emotion regulation 
processes: Implications for affect, relationships, and well-being. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 85(2), 348–362. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.85.2.348 

Impett, E. A., Le, B. M., Kogan, A., Oveis, C., & Keltner, D. (2014). When You Think 
Your Partner Is Holding Back: The Costs of Perceived Partner Suppression 
During Relationship Sacrifice. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 
5(5), 542–549. https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550613514455 

Jayamaha, S. D., Antonellis, C., & Overall, N. C. (2016). Attachment insecurity and 
inducing guilt to produce desired change in romantic partners. Personal 
Relationships, 23(2), 311–338. https://doi.org/10.1111/pere.12128 

Jayamaha, S. D., Girme, Y. U., & Overall, N. C. (2017). When attachment anxiety 
impedes support provision: The role of feeling unvalued and unappreciated. 
Journal of Family Psychology, 31(2), 181–191. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000222 



34 

Kane, H. S., Jaremka, L. M., Guichard, A. C., Ford, M. B., Collins, N. L., & Feeney, B. C. 
(2007). Feeling supported and feeling satisfied: How one partner’s attachment 
style                 predicts the other partner’s relationship experiences. Journal of 
Social and Personal Relationships, 24(4), 535–555. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407507079245 

Kao, C.-H., Su, J. C., Crocker, J., & Chang, J.-H. (2017). The Benefits of Transcending 
Self-Interest: Examining the Role of Self-Transcendence on Expressive 
Suppression and Well-Being. Journal of Happiness Studies, 18(4), 959–975. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-016-9759-4 

Kim, K. J., Feeney, B. C., & Jakubiak, B. K. (2018). Touch reduces romantic jealousy in 
the anxiously attached. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 35(7), 
1019–1041. https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407517702012 

Le, B. M., & Impett, E. A. (2013). When Holding Back Helps: Suppressing Negative 
Emotions During Sacrifice Feels Authentic and Is Beneficial for Highly 
Interdependent People. Psychological Science, 24(9), 1809–1815. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613475365 

Lemay, E. P., & Dudley, K. L. (2011). Caution: Fragile! Regulating the interpersonal 
security of chronically insecure partners. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 100(4), 681–702. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021655 

Low, R. S. T., Overall, N. C., Cross, E. J., & Henderson, A. M. E. (2019). Emotion 
regulation, conflict resolution, and spillover on subsequent family functioning. 
Emotion, 19(7), 1162–1182. https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000519 

Low, R. S. T., Overall, N. C., Hammond, M. D., & Girme, Y. U. (2017). Emotional 
suppression during personal goal pursuit impedes goal strivings and 
achievement. Emotion, 17(2), 208–223. https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000218 

Matsumoto, D. (2006). Are Cultural Differences in Emotion Regulation Mediated by 
Personality Traits? Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 37(4), 421–437. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022106288478 

Mikulincer, M., & Florian, V. (1998). The relationship between adult attachment styles 
and emotional and cognitive reactions to stressful events. In Attachment theory 
and close relationships (pp. 143–165). The Guilford Press. 

Mikulincer, M., & Horesh, N. (1999). Adult attachment style and the perception of others: 
The role of projective mechanisms. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 76(6), 1022–1034. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.76.6.1022 

Mikulincer, M., & Shaver, P. (2003). The Attachment Behavioral System In Adulthood: 
Activation, Psychodynamics, And Interpersonal Processes. Advances in 
Experimental Social Psychology, 35, 53–152. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-
2601(03)01002-5 



35 

Mikulincer, M., & Shaver, P. R. (2005). Attachment theory and emotions in close 
relationships: Exploring the attachment-related dynamics of emotional reactions 
to relational events. Personal Relationships, 12(2), 149–168. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1350-4126.2005.00108.x 

Mikulincer, M., & Shaver, P. R. (2007). Attachment in adulthood: Structure, dynamics, 
and change. Guilford Press. 

Mikulincer, M., & Shaver, P. R. (2016). Adult attachment and emotion 
regulation. Handbook of attachment: Theory, research, and clinical 
applications, 3, 507-533. 

Millings, A., & Walsh, J. (2009). A dyadic exploration of attachment and caregiving in 
long-term couples. Personal Relationships, 16(3), 437–453. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.2009.01232.x 

Overall, N. C., Fletcher, G. J. O., & Simpson, J. A. (2010). Helping Each Other Grow: 
Romantic Partner Support, Self-Improvement, and Relationship Quality. 
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 36(11), 1496–1513. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167210383045 

Overall, N. C., Girme, Y. U., Lemay, E. P., & Hammond, M. D. (2014). Attachment 
anxiety and reactions to relationship threat: The benefits and costs of inducing 
guilt in romantic partners. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 106(2), 
235–256. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034371 

Overall, N. C., & Simpson, J. (2013). Regulation Processes in Close Relationships. The 
Oxford Handbook of Close Relationships. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780195398694.013.0019 

Parkinson, B., Simons, G., & Niven, K. (20160215). Sharing concerns: Interpersonal 
worry regulation in romantic couples. Emotion, 16(4), 449. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0040112 

Rusbult, C. E., Verette, J., Whitney, G. A., Slovik, L. F., & Lipkus, I. (n.d.). 
Accommodation Processes in Close Relationships: Theory and Preliminary 
Empirical Evidence. 26. 

Sasaki, E., Overall, N. C., Chang, V. T., & Low, R. S. T. (2021). A dyadic perspective of 
expressive suppression: Own or partner suppression weakens relationships. 
Emotion. https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000978 

Shaver, P. R., Mikulincer, M., & Cassidy, J. (2019). Attachment, caregiving in couple 
relationships, and prosocial behavior in the wider world. Current Opinion in 
Psychology, 25, 16–20. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2018.02.009 



36 

Shaver, P. R., Schachner, D. A., & Mikulincer, M. (2005). Attachment Style, Excessive 
Reassurance Seeking, Relationship Processes, and Depression. Personality and 
Social Psychology Bulletin, 31(3), 343–359. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167204271709 

Simpson, J. A., Rholes, W. S., & Phillips, D. (1996). Conflict in close relationships: An 
attachment perspective. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 71(5), 
899–914. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.5.899 

Simpson, J. A., Winterheld, H. A., Rholes, W. S., & Oriña, M. M. (2007). Working models 
of attachment and reactions to different forms of caregiving from romantic 
partners. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 466–477. 

Thomson, R. A., Overall, N. C., Cameron, L. D., & Low, R. S. T. (2018). Perceived 
regard, expressive suppression during conflict, and conflict resolution. Journal of 
Family Psychology, 32(6), 722–732. https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000429 

Tran, S., & Simpson, J. A. (2009). Pro-relationship maintenance behaviors: The joint 
roles of attachment and commitment. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 97(4), 685–698. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016418 

Winterheld, H. A. (2016). Calibrating Use of Emotion Regulation Strategies to the 
Relationship Context: An Attachment Perspective. Journal of Personality, 84(3), 
369–380. https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12165 



37 

Appendix A. Seeker’s Outcomes 

In my thesis, I was interested in examining strategies that support seekers can 

employ to encourage highly anxious providers to provide support. In this section, I 

illustrate the effect that seekers’ expressive suppression had on seekers’ outcomes. I re-

ran the models displayed in Tables 4 – 6 of my thesis but examined seekers’ perceived 

providers' felt value, perceived practical and emotional support, as well as satisfaction 

and commitment over time. Overall, I did not find any significant effects, except that 

seekers’ who engaged in expressive suppression and had highly anxious partners 
reported lower relationship commitment over time. Please see below for more 

information regarding specific measures and results. 

Measures 

Support Seekers' Perceived Providers' Felt Valued/Appreciated. Support 

seekers were asked to think of their own and their partner’s thoughts, feelings, and 

behaviors and rate the extent to which they valued and appreciated their partners during 

the discussion. Items included “Did you value your partner’s input during the 

discussion?” and “Did you appreciate your partner’s input during the discussion?” (1 = 

Not at all, 7 = Very). 

Support Seeker’s Perceived Practical Support. Support seekers were asked 
to think about their partners’ thoughts, feelings, and behaviors and rate the extent to 

which their partners provided practical support. Items included “My partner offered 

suggestions and advice about how to achieve my goal,” “My partner gave me guidance 

and direction about how to pursue my goal,” “My partner didn’t try to help me pursue my 

goal” [reverse-scored], “My partner provided practical assistance to help me achieve my 

goal” (1 = Not at all, 7 = Very). 

Support Seeker’s Perceived Emotional Support. Support seekers were also 

asked to think about their partners’ thoughts, feelings, and behaviors as responding to 

participants’ goals and rate the extent to which their partners provided emotional 

support. Items included “My partner didn’t care about my goal” [reverse-scored], “My 
partner reassured and comforted me,” “My partner was warm and affectionate toward 

me,” “My partner was understanding about my goal-related efforts or difficulties,” “My 
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partner complimented my goal-related efforts and achievements,” “My partner was 

interested about my goal” (1 = Not at all, 7 = Very). 

Baseline and Longitudinal Relationship Satisfaction and Commitment. 
Participants completed identical measures as support providers. 

The effect of seekers’ expressive suppression on the 
seekers 

Table 1 describes the descriptive statistics. As part of the additional analysis, we 
also conducted analyses on the effect of Seekers’ Expressive Suppression x Providers’ 

Attachment Anxiety on a) seekers’ valuing/appreciating highly anxious providers, b) 

seekers’ perceived practical and emotional support, as well as seekers’ c) ratings of 

relationship satisfaction and commitment over the following 6 months. We found no 

significant effect of seekers’ expressive suppression on the seekers’ valuing providers’ 

inputs as well as on their perceived support (See Appendix A, Tables 3 and 4).  

For the longitudinal relationship outcomes, I found no significant effect on the 

support seekers’ reported relationship satisfaction over the following 6 months (p = 

.413). However, we found a significant effect of Seekers’ Expressive Suppression x 

Providers’ Attachment Anxiety on seekers’ commitment over the following 6 months (b = 

-.069,  t = -2.430, p = .016) (see Appendix A, Table 5). Inconsistent with our initial 

prediction, as Figure 1 demonstrates, at the high level of support seekers’ expressive 

suppression, seekers with highly anxious support providers reported significantly lower 

commitment over the following 6 months (b = - .218, t = -3.747, p <.001).
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Table A.1.  Descriptive Statistics of Seekers’ Measures. 

Variables Mean (SD) Reliability () Range 

Seeker's Expressive Suppression 2.24 (1.45) .88 1.00 - 7.00 

Seeker's Input Value /Appreciate 5.91 (1.13) .91 1.00 - 7.00 

Perceived Partner's Practical Support 5.27 (1.24) .81 1.00 - 7.00 

Perceived Partner's Emotional Support 5.81 (1.03) .89 1.00 - 7.00 

Baseline Satisfaction 5.92 (.76) .81 1.00-7.00 

Baseline Commitment 6.48 (.65) .84 3.57-7.00 

Longitudinal Satisfaction 5.95 (.76) .81 1.00 - 7.00 

Longitudinal Commitment 6.47( .65) .84 1.00 - 7.00 
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Table A.2.  Correlations of All Measures in the Initial Session 

 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 

1. Attachment Anxiety -               

2. Attachment 
Avoidance 

.13** -              

3. Providers' Felt Value -.07* .02 -             

4. Providers' Practical 
Support Provision 

-.01 .04 .32** -            

5. Providers' Emotional 
Support Provision 

-.08** .02 .52** .40** -           

6. Seekers' Expressive 
Suppression 

.18** .20** -.18** .02 -.09** -          

7. Seekers' Valuing 
Partners' Inputs 

-.07* -.15** .32** .09** .16** -.24** -         

8. Perceived Practical 
Support 

-0.02 -.17** .30** .27** .09** -.20** .58** -        

9. Perceived Emotional 
Support 

-.18** -.23** .31** .09** .32** -.31** .57** .46** -       

10. Baseline 
Satisfaction 

-.10** -.31** .28** .03 .19** -.19** .28** .23** .36** -      

11. Baseline 
Commitment 

.02 -.32** .14** .07* .21** -.15** .18** .11** .33** .46** -     

12. Longitudinal 
Satisfaction 

-.13** -.21** .25** .05 .21** -.11** .17** .20** .26** .55** .25** -    

13. Longitudinal 
Commitment 

-.05 -.22** .18** .02 .20** -.15** .20** .13** .29** .36** .43** .70** -   

14. Coded Practical 
Support 

-.06* -.10** .06* .28** .07* .03 .16** .29** .09** .05 -.06* .07* .04 -  

15. Coded Emotional 
Support 

.01 -.04 .12** -.03 .22** -.03 .08** .08** .18** .14** .02 .09** .07* .22** - 

Note. *p < .05 **p < .01.
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Table A.3.  Effect of Seeker’s Expressive Suppression and Provider’s Attachment Anxiety on Seeker’s  
 Perceived Felt Valued/Appreciated. 

Note. *p < .05. Effect sizes (r) were computed using Rosenthal and Rosnow’s (2007) formula: r = √
t2

t2+df
. df of intercept was used. CI=confidence interval. 

Model Associations  
 95% CI 

  
B t Low High r Gender t 

Seeker's Expressive Suppression (ES) -.15 -2.50* -.27 -.03 .25 .83 

Provider's Attachment Anxiety .03 .38 -.12 .18 .04 -.44 

Seeker's ES x Provider's Attachment 

Anxiety 
-.03 -.72 -.13 .06 .07 .71 

Provider's Attachment Avoidance .06 .81 -.09 .22 .08 1.05 

Seeker's ES x Provider's Attachment 

Avoidance 
.10 1.73 -.01 .21 .18 -1.53 
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Table A.4.  Effect of Seeker’s Expressive Suppression and Provider’s Attachment Anxiety on Seeker’s  
 Perceived Practical and Emotional Support.  

Note. *p < .05 **p < .001. Effect sizes (r) were computed using Rosenthal and Rosnow’s (2007) formula: r = √
t2

t2+df
. df of intercept was used. CI=confidence interval. 

Model Associations 

Perceived Practical Support    Perceived Emotional Support  

  95% CI      95% CI   
B t Low High r Gender t   B t Low High r Gender t 

Seeker's Expressive 
Suppression (ES) 

  

-.17 -2.54* -.3 -.04 .25 .48  -.19 -3.62** -.29 -.09 .35 1.13 

Provider's 
Attachment Anxiety 

  

.00 .02 -.17 .17 .002 -1.29  -.05 -.74 -.18 .08 .08 -1.76 

Seeker's ES x 
Provider's 
Attachment Anxiety 

  

.04 .74 -.07 .15 .08 1.11  -.04 -.87 -.12 .05 .09 1.9 

Provider's 
Attachment 
Avoidance 

  

-.04 -.41 -.21 .14 .04 2.00*  -.02 -.28 -.15 .12 .03 2.33* 

Seeker's ES x 
Provider's 
Attachment 
Avoidance 

.09 1.45* -.03 .22 .15 -1.32   .07 1.31 -.03 .17 .13 -1.33 
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Table A.5. Effect of Seeker’s Expressive Suppression and Provider’s Attachment Anxiety on Seeker’s  
 Satisfaction and Commitment over Time. 

Model Associations 

Longitudinal Satisfaction    Longitudinal Commitment  

  95% CI      95% CI   

B t Low High r Gender Intx t   B t Low High r Gender Intx t 

Seeker's Expressive 
Suppression (ES) 

  

.02 .49 -.06 .10 .05 .21  -.03 -.78 -.10 .04 .09 .33 

Provider's Attachment 
Anxiety 

  

-.09 -1.85 -.19 .01 .20 -.02  -.12 -2.73 -.21 -.03 .29 -.49 

Seeker's ES x 
Provider's Attachment 
Anxiety  

-.03 -.82 -.09 .04 .09 -1.05  -.07 -2.43* -.13 -.01 .26 -1.02 

Provider's Attachment 
Avoidance 

  

-.03 -.57 -.13 .07 .06 1.12  .02 .45 -.07 .11 .05 -.09 

Seeker's ES x 
Provider's Attachment 
Avoidance 

.02 .63 -.05 .09 .07 .04  -.01 -.35 -.07 .05 .04 2.20* 

Note. *p < .05 **p < .001. Effect sizes (r) were computed using Rosenthal and Rosnow’s (2007) formula: r = √
t2

t2+df
. df of intercept was used. CI=confidence interval. 
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 Figure A.1.  Interaction between providers’ attachment anxiety and   
 seekers’ engagement in expressive suppression on seekers’  
  commitment over the following 6 months.   
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Appendix B. Coding Results 

In this section, I examined the effect of seekers’ expressive suppression on highly 

anxious providers’ coded support provision. Overall, no statistically significant results 

were found. Please see below for more information regarding procedures and results.  

Coding Procedure and Results 

Three trained coders who were blind to the study purposes and participants' 

information independently coded the videotaped discussions, rating the degree to which 

support providers provided emotional and practical support. Emotional support included 

the communication of reassurance, comfort, empathy, expressions of love and affection, 
and encouragement for partners to express feelings. Practical support involved providing 

advice and information, or suggesting actions or solutions (see Overall et al., 2010 for 

full coding manual). Coders were instructed to consider the frequency, intensity, and 

duration of relevant support behaviors during each discussion (1–2 = Low, 3–5 = 

Moderate, 6–7 = High). Coded emotional and practical support were positively correlated 

(r = .22, p < .001). 

Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics. I ran analogous models as above, 

regressing observer-rated practical and emotional support on seekers' expressive 

suppression, providers' attachment anxiety, and the interaction of Seekers' ES x 
Provides' Attachment Anxiety. As Appendix B, Table 2 highlights, no significant 

interactions between seekers’ expressive suppression and providers’ attachment anxiety 

emerged. 

Table B.1. Descriptive Statistics of Coders’ Measures 
Variables Mean (SD) ICC Range 

Observer-Rated Practical Support Provision 4.31 (1.13) .89 1.00-7.00 

Observer-Rated Emotional Support Provision 3.05 (1.14) .91 1.00-7.00 

ICC = Intraclass correlations
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Table B.2. Effect of Seeker's Expressive Suppression and Provider’s Attachment Anxiety on Observer-Coded 
Practical and Emotional Support Provision 

Note. *p < .05 **p < .001. CI=confidence interval. Gender Intx = Gender Interaction. Effect sizes (r) were computed using Rosenthal and Rosnow’s (2007) formula:     

r = √
t2

t2+df
..df of intercept was used. 

Model Associations 

Coded Practical Support    Coded Emotional Support  

  
95% CI      95% CI 

  

B t Low High r 
Gender 

Intx t 
  B t Low High r Gender Intx t 

Seeker's Expressive 

Suppression (ES) 
.03 .48 -.09 .15 .05 -.81 

 

-.03 -.41 -.15 .10 .04 .42 

Provider's Attachment 

Anxiety 
.00 -.04 -.16 .15 .004 -.01 

 

-.07 -.83 -.22 .09 .08 -.35 

Seeker's ES x Provider's 

Attachment Anxiety 
-.01 -.23 -.11 .09 .02 .20 

 

-.05 -.97 -.15 .05 .10 -1.19 

Provider's Attachment 

Avoidance 
-.11 -1.38 -.28 .05 .14 .15 

 

-.15 -1.84 -.31 .01 .18 .70 

Seeker's ES x Provider's 

Attachment Avoidance 
.08 1.33 -.04 .19 .13 -.20 

  

.05 .87 -.07 .18 .09 .26 
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